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EU Agency for Fundamental Rights 
Introduction
The European Union has taken a range of steps to promote the rights of persons with disabilities, as the Agency has highlighted in its annual Fundamental Rights Reports.[footnoteRef:1] At the same time, FRA’s data continues to point to the need for further legal and policy measures to improve the actual situation of persons with disabilities in the European Union. This submission draws from a selection of FRA’s research conducted since the last review of the European Union in 2015, as well as on quantitative data on perceptions and experiences of persons with disabilities in the EU captured in the Agency’s Fundamental Rights Survey.[footnoteRef:2] This submission focusses on areas falling within EU competences and identifies overall trends which do not necessarily reflect the variations between EU Member States in both policy measures and the actual living conditions of persons with disabilities. Without being exhaustive, this submission describes a range of issues that need to be addressed, through EU legislation and coordination of EU and Member States’ policies and measures.  [1:  	Past and current editions of the Fundamental Rights Report are available here.]  [2:  	FRA’s Fundamental Rights Survey collected data from 35,000 people about their experiences, perceptions and opinions on a range of issues that are variously encompassed by human rights. It incorporated the questions of the Minimum European Health Module developed by Eurostat to collect data on self-perceived health. ‘Long-standing limitations in usual activities’ refers to responses to the question on activity limitations, which is part of Eurostat’s Minimum European Health Module. Data on activity limitations are also used as a proxy measure of disability. The results of the survey are available in more detail online in a data explorer. The survey data provide EU wide comparative information on people’s experiences regarding violence and harassment, crime and safety, experiences with public services, rights awareness and data protection. The results can be broken down by people’s characteristics, including activity limitation. For more details, see Annex I of FRA (2020), What do Fundamental Rights mean for people in the EU?, Luxembourg, Publications Office of the European Union. [All FRA publications below are published in Luxembourg by the Publications Office, unless otherwise stated.] ] 

The lived experience of persons with disabilities in the EU compared with that of the general population
· Across the EU, 69 % of persons with disabilities agree or strongly agree with the statement ‘I feel I am free to decide how to live my life’, in contrast to 76 % of persons without disabilities.[footnoteRef:3] FRA’s Fundamental Rights Survey, conducted in 2019, points to a general trend in the different lived experiences of people with and without disabilities in the EU, for example in finding information on services,[footnoteRef:4] including online:[footnoteRef:5] 54 % of persons with disabilities report facing problems with respect to services in contrast to 39 % of people without disabilities;[footnoteRef:6] 22 % of persons with a disability feel not being treated respectfully in contrast to 12 % for persons without disabilities.[footnoteRef:7]  [3:  	FRA (2017), From institutions to community living - Part III: outcomes for persons with disabilities, p.12-13.]  [4:  	FRA (2020), What do Fundamental Rights mean for people in the EU?, p.16. ]  [5:  	Ibid., p.50; figure 22, p.51.]  [6:  	Ibid., p.53.]  [7:  	Ibid., p.54.] 

· In the five years preceding FRA’s Fundamental Rights Survey, 25 % felt discriminated against in a public setting (shop, café, restaurant, leisure/sports facilities) compared with 8 % of people without disabilities. 7 % of respondents with disabilities have felt discriminated against specifically because of their disability or a long-term health problem.[footnoteRef:8]  [8:  	FRA (2021), Equality in the EU 20 years on from the initial implementation of the equality directives, FRA Op.1/2021, p.47. ] 

· Severity and type of impairment have an impact on the sense of inclusion within society: 23 % of persons with severe disabilities indicated that they feel left out of society, in comparison with 14 % of persons with moderate disabilities and 9 % of persons without disabilities.[footnoteRef:9]  [9:  	FRA (2017), From institutions to community living - Part III: outcomes for persons with disabilities, p.14.] 

· Awareness of their rights remains lower amongst persons with disabilities. 55 % of respondents with disabilities indicate that they are aware of an equality body, compared to 63 % of respondents without disabilities.[footnoteRef:10] Low levels of awareness of equality bodies undermine the important role they should play in providing assistance to victims of discrimination.[footnoteRef:11] [10:  	FRA (2021), Equality in the EU 20 years on from the initial implementation of the equality directives, p.15.]  [11:  	Ibid., p.16.] 

Legislative gaps 
· Despite progress in ratification by EU Member States (Finland and Czechia ratified the Optional Protocol since the last review of the EU in 2015), the EU has not yet ratified the Optional Protocol to the CRPD.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  	FRA (2020), Fundamental Rights Report 2020, p.223, 219.] 

· While the EU has passed new pieces of legislation relevant to the area of disability law, such as the Web Accessibility Directive[footnoteRef:13] and the European Accessibility Act[footnoteRef:14] as well as a new EU Strategy on Disability 2020-2030, there has not been a comprehensive review of EU legislation for compliance with the CRPD.[footnoteRef:15]  [13:  	Directive (EU) 2016/2102 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 October 2016 on the accessibility of the websites and mobile applications of public sector bodies, OJ 2016 L 327 (Web Accessibility Directive).]  [14:  	Directive (EU) 2019/882 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 April 2019 on the accessibility requirements for products and services, OJ 2019 L 151 (European Accessibility Act).]  [15:  	FRA (2018), Fundamental Rights Report 2018, p.234.] 

· An artificial hierarchy of protected characteristics of non-discrimination grounds in EU legislation persists due to the non-adoption of the EU’s Equal Treatment Directive[footnoteRef:16] which would close the current protection gap.[footnoteRef:17] [16:  	FRA (2017), From institutions to community living - Part III: outcomes for persons with disabilities, p.8.]  [17:  	FRA (2021), Fundamental Rights Report 2021, p.84.] 

· FRA research has pointed to the strong impact of the continued practice of loss of legal capacity on people with disabilities. It prevents them from taking life decisions in accordance with the CRPD’s general principles (autonomy, choice and control).[footnoteRef:18] It is also connected with the likelihood of entering or remaining in institutions and leads to or lengthens institutionalisation and also contributes to risk aversion among staff, who are reluctant to let their clients go out alone as the institution would be liable if anything happened.[footnoteRef:19] In addition, it results in people being assessed as needing higher levels of support than they actually do. Also, guardians sometimes act in their own interest, usually regarding property belonging to people with disabilities”.[footnoteRef:20] [18:  	FRA (2019), Who will (not) get to vote in the 2019 European Parliament elections? Developments in the right to vote of people deprived of legal capacity in EU Member States, p. 2. ]  [19:  	FRA (2018), From institutions to community living for persons with disabilities: perspectives from the ground, p.9-10.]  [20:  	Ibid., p.44.] 

· [bookmark: _Hlk93404890][bookmark: _Hlk93405063]On the issue of access to justice, in 2016, most Member States’ laws contained general references to the needs of persons with disabilities and children who are accused or suspected of committing a crime, according to a FRA Report on the issue.[footnoteRef:21] The same report also noted a lack of more detailed rules and policy documents providing guidance on how to accommodate these needs. In addition, 23 EU Member States explicitly entitled suspects or accused persons with hearing and speech impairments to sign language interpretation or other forms of communication assistance. Three Member States (CZ, DE, LV) additionally included provisions on interpretation or translation for persons with visual impairments. While 20 Member States’ criminal laws referred to the need to adopt appropriate measures to inform persons with speech and hearing disabilities about their rights – only two (AT, DE) had provisions explicitly referring to the needs of persons with visual impairments. A lack of specific legal provisions on interpretation and translation services for people with intellectual disabilities in all Member States. Three Member States had special provisions concerning informing persons with intellectual impairments about procedural rights and accusations in appropriate manner. A few other Member States had rules – but only in general manner – obliging national authorities to ensure that such information is understandable. [21:  	FRA (2016), Rights of suspected and accused persons across the EU: translation, interpretation and information, chapter 4 and opinion 9. ] 

· The reference to victims of “crime committed with a bias or discriminatory motive” (Article 22(3)) in the Victims’ Rights Directive brings all victims of hate crime on an equal footing, regardless of the attribute invoked by offenders.[footnoteRef:22] However, Groups exposed to high levels of harassment such as people with disabilities do not have the same level of protection under EU law under hate-motivated crimes.[footnoteRef:23] The Commission has taken steps to extend the list of EU crimes.[footnoteRef:24] [22:  	FRA (2021), Crime, safety and victims’ rights – Fundamental Rights Survey, p.23.]  [23:  	Idem. ]  [24:  	European Commission (2021), A more inclusive and protective Europe: extending the list of EU crimes to hate speech and hate crime, COM(2021) 777 final.] 

Discrimination in key areas: education, health, employment, housing, access to services and transport
· Lack of access to inclusive mainstream education remains a major concern in the EU.[footnoteRef:25] A range of factors impeding children with disabilities’ right to education, including insufficient resources allocated by authorities, as well as the continued existence of separate systems for children with and without disabilities.[footnoteRef:26] EU 2020 goals for education required “[a]t least 40 % of 30 to 34 years old to have completed tertiary or equivalent education”, requiring that more people with disabilities achieve this level of education.[footnoteRef:27] By 2017, however, only 28 % of persons with disabilities ha[d] completed tertiary or equivalent education, compared with 41 % of persons without disabilities. [footnoteRef:28] The transition to digital learning revealed a risk of increased inequality in accessing education for persons with disabilities, linked to an existing digital divide as digital tools and applications are not always user friendly for persons with disabilities.[footnoteRef:29] [25:  	FRA (2018), Combating child poverty: an issue of fundamental rights, p.35 and (2017), Fundamental Rights Report 2017, p.227.]  [26:  	FRA (2020), Fundamental Rights Report 2020, section 9.2.4. ]  [27:  	Idem. ]  [28:  	FRA (2017), From institutions to community living - Part III: outcomes for persons with disabilities, p.13.]  [29:  	FRA (2021), Equality in the EU 20 years on from the initial implementation of the equality directives, p.44.] 

· On the right to health, FRA’s survey showed that persons with disabilities experienced difficulties in accessing primary healthcare services, with 23 % experiencing difficulties compared to 16 % of those without disabilities,[footnoteRef:30] representing the biggest gap of all differences in persons with disabilities’ access to essential services (all the more concerning when some persons with disabilities may be particularly reliant on health services). Even when they can get access, people with disabilities’ mental and physical health issues are regularly underestimated, ignored, or automatically attributed to their disability.[footnoteRef:31] [30:  	FRA (2017), From institutions to community living - Part III: outcomes for persons with disabilities, p.23.]  [31:  	FRA (2018), From institutions to community living for persons with disabilities: perspectives from the ground, p. 66.] 

· Regarding work and employment, the Europe 2020 goal was to achieve an overall employment rate of 75 %. However, Eurostat found that in 2019 the average employment rate for people with disabilities was only 49.6 %, significantly below that of people without disabilities (70.5 %).[footnoteRef:32] Discrimination in employment increases with the degree of limitation in daily activities, with persons with disabilities more likely to experience discrimination than their peers[footnoteRef:33] and also regularly experiencing discrimination at work, and more so when looking for work.[footnoteRef:34] Women with disabilities are more likely than men with disabilities to experience discrimination on the grounds of disability in employment.[footnoteRef:35] People with disabilities may also face problems linked to disability benefits. These are typically tied to income, meaning that the amount of financial assistance received begins to drop once people with disabilities start earning a salary. This process begins very quickly, undermining the financial incentive to work and creating a so-called ‘welfare to work’ trap. In addition, persons with disabilities, particularly those not educated in mainstream schools, often lack the formal qualifications necessary for many jobs. Limited resources also often mean that persons cannot afford their support staff to support them at work as well.[footnoteRef:36] Additionally, persisting use of so-called ‘sheltered labour’ programmes that reproduce institutional models prevent the full inclusion of persons with disabilities in the workforce and community.[footnoteRef:37] [32:  	FRA (2020), Fundamental Rights Report 2020, p.218 citing Eurostat (2019), Europe 2020 headline indicators and European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC), table 4. ]  [33:  	FRA (2021), Equality in the EU 20 years on from the initial implementation of the equality directives, p.9-16. ]  [34:  	Ibid., section 1.2.2.]  [35:  	FRA (2021), Equality in the EU 20 years on from the initial implementation of the equality directives, p.9.]  [36:  	FRA (2018), From institutions to community living for persons with disabilities: perspectives from the ground, p.67.]  [37:  	Ibid., p.68.] 

· On the issue of housing, persons with disabilities are, on average, less likely to be satisfied with their accommodation in the community than persons without disabilities.[footnoteRef:38] Causes include a lack of accessible social housing, or housing for persons with disabilities often being regulated in a manner to institutional services[footnoteRef:39] as well as poverty, since persons with disabilities are more likely to be at risk of poverty than those without disabilities. At EU level, the average level of satisfaction with accommodation for persons with disabilities at risk of poverty is 6.5 out of 10, compared with 6.9 for persons without disabilities at risk of poverty and 7.7 for persons without disabilities not at risk of poverty.[footnoteRef:40] [38:  	FRA (2017), From institutions to community living - Part II: funding and budgeting, p.7.]  [39:  	FRA (2018), From institutions to community living for persons with disabilities: perspectives from the ground, p.65-66.]  [40:  	FRA (2017), From institutions to community living - Part III: outcomes for persons with disabilities, p.17.] 

· Persons with disabilities continue to report difficulties in using general services commonly available to the public. 43 % of persons with disabilities reported facing difficulties in using everyday services (including grocery shopping, banking, postal services, primary healthcare and public transport), compared with 33 % of persons without disabilities. They most often face difficulties accessing public transport services (26 %, compared with 19 %), postal services (25 %, compared with 18 %) and primary healthcare services (23 %, compared with 16 %).[footnoteRef:41] Household type, as well as age combined with household type, are significant factors for facing difficulties in access to services: 48 % of persons with disabilities aged over 65 living alone face difficulties accessing services, compared to 39 % of persons with disabilities aged under 65 living alone, and 28 % of persons without disabilities aged under 65 and living alone”.[footnoteRef:42] [41:  	FRA (2018), From institutions to community living for persons with disabilities: perspectives from the ground, p.65.]  [42:  	FRA (2017), From institutions to community living - Part III: outcomes for persons with disabilities, p.23.] 

· On the issue of public transport, the Union legislator recently passed legislation strengthening rail passenger rights, including for persons with disabilities.[footnoteRef:43] 26 % of persons with disabilities reported having regularly faced difficulties accessing public transport services compared with 19 % of persons without disabilities.[footnoteRef:44]  [43:  Regulation (EU) 2021/782 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2021 on rail passengers’ rights and obligations, OJ 2021 L 172.]  [44:  	FRA (2017), From institutions to community living - Part III: outcomes for persons with disabilities, p.26.] 

Violence, harassment and crime 
· Persons with disabilities report higher rates of physical violence, harassment, burglary, online banking and payment card fraud, and consumer fraud against them.[footnoteRef:45] 17 % of persons with severe limitations in the EU have experienced physical violence in the 5 years before the survey, compared with 8 % of those without limitations.[footnoteRef:46] 50 % of persons with severe limitations have experienced harassment in the 5 years before the survey, compared with 37 % of those with no limitations.[footnoteRef:47] They also display more concern about experiencing crime than people without disabilities.[footnoteRef:48] In 2018, 15 Member States include “disability” as a protected characteristic, only 5 disaggregate data pertaining to hate crime against persons with disability.[footnoteRef:49] New data on violence against women with disabilities (which will update FRA’s 2014 Violence Against Women survey[footnoteRef:50]) will become available in 2024 through a joint survey by FRA and the European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE) in coordination with Eurostat.  [45:  	FRA (2021), Crime, safety and victims’ rights – Fundamental Rights Survey, p.18, 22, 25, 65.]  [46:     Ibid., p.40.]  [47:     Ibid., p. 57.]  [48:  	Ibid., p.30.]  [49:  	FRA (2018), Hate crime recording and data collection practice across the EU, p.104; table 6, p.24.]  [50:     FRA (2014) Violence against women: an EU-wide survey – Main results, see p. 187.] 

· Characteristics associated with a higher prevalence of cyber-harassment include young age (including pupils and students) and disability.[footnoteRef:51]  [51:  	FRA (2020), Your rights matter: security concerns and experiences, p.13, 15, and (2021), Crime, safety and victims’ rights – Fundamental Rights Survey, figure 13, p.57.] 

· Across socio-demographic groups, there is a low level of reporting of violence and harassment incidents.[footnoteRef:52] However, 45 % of people with disabilities reported incidents compared to 23 % of people without disabilities who did. This may reflect levels of hate-related crime experienced by these specific groups.[footnoteRef:53] Additional barriers and challenges for people with disabilities in reporting incidents[footnoteRef:54] include poor rights awareness (lack and inaccessibility of information), lack or inaccessibility of support structures, isolation and segregation of victims in institutional and other care settings and prejudices against their ability to give credible evidence and testimonies, as well as proximity to the perpetrator and fear of retaliation.  [52:  	FRA (2021), Crime, safety and victims’ rights – Fundamental Rights Survey, p.75.]  [53:  	FRA (2021), Encouraging hate crime reporting ― The role of law enforcement and other authorities, p.27. See also (2015), Equal protection for all victims of hate crime. The case of people with disabilities. ]  [54:  	FRA (2021), Encouraging hate crime reporting ― The role of law enforcement and other authorities, p.38.] 

· Regarding the prevention of violence against women and domestic violence, as well as forced abortion and sterilisation, it is noted that the EU and six Member States have not yet ratified the Council of Europe Convention on preventing and combating violence against women and domestic violence.[footnoteRef:55]  [55:  	FRA (2019), Fundamental Rights Report 2019, p.213.] 

· Regarding the liberty and security of the person, FRA research on criminal detention published in 2019 found that protection from violence remains challenging in some Member States. National Preventive Mechanisms established by the OPCAT emphasise the need to develop systems for the protection of detainees from violence both from other inmates and from officials. This is particularly true for persons with special needs, such as older people, people with disabilities or pregnant women.[footnoteRef:56]  [56:  	See FRA (2019), Criminal detention conditions in the European Union: rules and reality, p.12. National monitoring mechanisms established by the OPCAT. In 2019, the majority of EU Member States were parties to OPCAT. In 2021, 3 Member States were not.] 

Deinstitutionalisation
· On the topic of deinstitutionalisation, several EU Member States have committed not to build new institutions (in national disability strategies or in law);[footnoteRef:57] others set goals that make it difficult to build new institutions. However, there is concern in several Member States regarding (re-)institutionalisation.[footnoteRef:58] FRA research has identified several hindrances to deinstitutionalisation. These include the fact that commitments not to build new institutions are distinct from commitments not to admit more people to already existing institutions. There are also differing definitions of ‘deinstitutionalisation’ (some focus on the lived environment rather than the attitudes and beliefs surrounding persons with disabilities). These different understandings prevent a common approach to putting deinstitutionalisation into practice. They also create frustration among the many different stakeholders involved in the process.[footnoteRef:59] There is also a concern of a so-called “double funding” phase: while funding deinstitutionalisation, Member States also spend significant financial resources on institutional services for persons with disabilities creating a complex set of interlinked financial and political interests.[footnoteRef:60] Attitudes also remain an issue of concern, with participants in FRA’s research reporting that “deinstitutionalisation was either not possible or desirable for some persons with disabilities”, usually those with severe impairments or complex needs.[footnoteRef:61] People with psychosocial or intellectual disabilities remain more likely to be institutionalised. There are concerns that the lack of community-based services means that specialised services for these groups of persons with disabilities are only available in institutional settings; concerns about the cost of individualised 24-hour staff support; and about the difficulty of ensuring a truly self-determined process for people who are, for example, non-verbal.[footnoteRef:62] There is also a difference in outcome for younger and older persons with disabilities in how likely they are to be placed in institutions as well as the options they are given to leave them.[footnoteRef:63] Awareness-raising and attitude changes are also required in staff working with people with disabilities, their relatives and persons themselves. Strongly embedded beliefs that people with disabilities should be ‘looked after’ and ‘cared for’ persist among staff, family members and, in some cases, persons with disabilities themselves.[footnoteRef:64]  [57:  	FRA (2017), From institutions to community living - Part I: commitments and structures, p.13.]  [58:  	Ibid., p.14.]  [59:  	FRA (2018), From institutions to community living for persons with disabilities: perspectives from the ground, p.8.]  [60:  	Ibid., p.43.]  [61:  	Ibid., p.31.]  [62:  	Ibid., p.69-70.]  [63:  	Ibid., p.36.]  [64:  	Ibid., p.10.] 

· Concerns have been expressed in the past regarding the European Structural Investment Funds (ESIF) being used to maintain or build new institutions which is not consistent with the EU’s obligations as regards compliance to the CRPD.[footnoteRef:65] Calls have been made for the funds’ regulations to include language on CRPD compliance[footnoteRef:66] and to strengthen the monitoring of ESIF use and applying financial corrections where funds are misspent,[footnoteRef:67] without however worsening the fundamental rights situation for persons without disabilities. In 2021, a new Common Provisions Regulation was adopted which addresses this issue. It treats CRPD compliance as a horizontal ‘enabling condition’, requiring Member States to set out a) objectives with measurable goals, data collection and monitoring mechanisms; b) arrangements to ensure that the accessibility policy, legislation and standards are properly reflected in the preparation and implementation of Fund programmes; and c) reporting arrangements to the monitoring committee regarding cases of non-compliance of operations. [footnoteRef:68] [65:  	FRA (2017), From institutions to community living - Part II: funding and budgeting, p.11-12. ]  [66:  	See e.g. Ibid., p.7; European Expert Group on Transition from Institutional to Community-based Care (2018), Statement on the post-2020 regulations for EU funding. ]  [67:  	FRA (2017), From institutions to community living - Part II: funding and budgeting, p.7.]  [68:  	Regulation (EU) 2021/1060, OJ 2021 L 231/159, (Common Provisions regulation), Annex III.] 

Participation
[bookmark: _Toc93500413]Regarding electoral rights, EU law gives EU citizens the right to vote in European and municipal elections in any Member State where they are resident under the same conditions as the nationals of that State. However, Member States remain free to design and apply their own procedural rules to the extent that EU legislation does not harmonise respective procedures”.[footnoteRef:69] Persons with disabilities legally benefit from the same right to vote as peers. However, in 2019, two-thirds of Member States restricted people deprived of legal capacity’s right to vote; affecting an estimated 264,000 persons in the EU in 2019 who are living under full guardianship, although not all of these people are necessarily deprived of the right to vote this disproportionately and affects people with intellectual and/or psychosocial disabilities.[footnoteRef:70] Restrictions are frequently linked to deprivation of their legal capacity. Some States simply substitute automatic deprivation to court-based assessments of an individual’s ‘capacity’ to vote[footnoteRef:71] leading to only limited participation in political life. There are also many practical difficulties in voting.[footnoteRef:72] Provisions on standing for election are often more restrictive than for the right to vote.[footnoteRef:73] [69:  	FRA (2018), Fundamental Rights Report 2018, p.231. ]  [70:  	FRA (2019), Who will (not) get to vote in the 2019 European Parliament elections? Developments in the right to vote of people deprived of legal capacity in EU Member States, p.1, and (2020), Fundamental Rights Report 2020, p.215. ]  [71:  	FRA (2019), Who will (not) get to vote in the 2019 European Parliament elections? Developments in the right to vote of people deprived of legal capacity in EU Member States, p.3.]  [72:  	FRA (2014), The right to political participation for persons with disabilities: Human rights indicators, chapter 4. ]  [73:  	FRA (2019), Who will (not) get to vote in the 2019 European Parliament elections? Developments in the right to vote of people deprived of legal capacity in EU Member States, p.6.] 

Particularly vulnerable persons
· Children with disabilities continue to encounter particular barriers that hinder the fulfilment of their rights and their access to the services that could help them to overcome these barriers. Children with disabilities are more likely to live in poverty, and lack of access to inclusive education continues to be problematical in the EU.[footnoteRef:74] Children are also more at risk of violence, exclusion, abuse and poverty.[footnoteRef:75]  [74:  	FRA (2018), Combating child poverty: an issue of fundamental rights, p.35.]  [75:  	FRA (2015), Violence against children with disabilities: legislation, policies and programmes in the EU. Key findings can be drawn from the summary.] 

· Persons with disabilities are considered vulnerable persons under EU migration law, and their specific needs must be taken into account in asylum and return procedures.[footnoteRef:76] Specific barriers for asylum seekers with physical, mental, intellectual, or sensory impairments are a lack of formal procedures to identify those with disabilities, with significant knock-on effects for the provision of targeted support and assistance. In addition, the identification of, and support for, persons with disabilities relies heavily on the expertise and knowledge of individual staff. In this regard, lack of relevant training can impede the identification of impairments, particularly those that are less immediately visible.[footnoteRef:77] [76:  	FRA (2020), Handbook on European law relating to asylum, borders and immigration. Edition 2020, section 10.3.]  [77:  	FRA (2017), Fundamental Rights Report 2017, p.227.] 

Monitoring and data collection
· Regarding the monitoring of CRPD standards, FRA issued an Opinion concerning requirements under Article 33 (2) of the CRPD within the EU context[footnoteRef:78] for a fully functioning monitoring CRPD framework. FRA has noted the need for adequate financial and human resources to ensure the national CRPD monitoring frameworks are able to fulfil their responsibilities.[footnoteRef:79] [78:  	FRA (2016), Opinion of the European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights concerning requirements under Article 33 (2) of the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities within the EU context, FRA Op.3/2016, Vienna, FRA, p.4-6 compile the opinions. See FRA (2017), Fundamental Rights Report 2017, p.231 with a summary of these opinions. ]  [79:  	FRA (2019), Fundamental Rights Report 2019, p.237.] 

· Statistics and data collection remain problematic. There is a lack of public availability of data[footnoteRef:80] with differing data sources and collection methodologies both between and within countries.[footnoteRef:81] Member States tend not to have a coherent and systematic approach to equality data.[footnoteRef:82] Member States tend to underestimate the need to ground their anti-discrimination policies in robust and reliable equality data, leading to insufficient resources being invested in improving the collection of such data, or in ensuring their regularity and timeliness. Consequently, there are substantial knowledge gaps and imbalances in the data collected on the different grounds of discrimination and across the areas of life in which discrimination occurs, as well as over time. For example, only a few Member States carry out surveys on experiences of discrimination in employment on the grounds of disability or age. Of those that do, the majority do not examine issues such as rights awareness, reporting of discrimination incidents and reasons for under-reporting of such incidents. There is also a lack of harmonised definitions of ‘disability’ or ‘institution’ across countries.[footnoteRef:83] In addition, the sheer diversity of sources for data makes comparisons difficult, particularly since the data is often not disaggregated in ways that would help analysis: age, gender, ethnic group, but also type or severity of impairment.[footnoteRef:84] There is also a considerable gap in official statistics on children with disabilities in relation to many areas, including poverty and violence.[footnoteRef:85] Multiple and intersectional discrimination is the least developed dimension of equality data collection. There is an increasing recognition by governments, equality bodies and civil society organisations that addressing discrimination from the perspective of a single ground fails to capture adequately the various manifestations of unequal treatment, for example women with disabilities.[footnoteRef:86] In addition, there is a lack of research which address multiple and intersectional discrimination affecting older people depending on their gender, disability, etc.[footnoteRef:87]  [80:  	FRA (2017), From institutions to community living - Part II: funding and budgeting, p.6.]  [81:  	Ibid., p.21.]  [82:  	FRA (2021), Equality in the EU 20 years on from the initial implementation of the equality directives, p.63.]  [83:  	FRA (2017), From institutions to community living - Part III: outcomes for persons with disabilities, p.25.]  [84:  	Ibid., p.24.]  [85:  	FRA (2015), Violence against children with disabilities: legislation, policies and programmes in the EU - Summary, p.2, 10. ]  [86:  	FRA (2020), Fundamental Rights Report 2020, p.43.]  [87:  	FRA (2018), Fundamental Rights Report 2018, p.14. ] 

The Impact of the COVID-19 pandemic
The Covid-19 pandemic triggered additional support for persons with disabilities at the EU level (e.g. more flexible use of EU funds; coordinated action on healthcare; purchase of protective equipment and of vaccines). However, it also affected negatively the rights of persons with disabilities.[footnoteRef:88] Challenges included excessive bans on visits to persons living in institutions, persons with disabilities not being able to attend schools, or not receiving necessary exemptions from rules on wearing masks or social distancing.[footnoteRef:89] There was also a lack of appropriate information and communication about health measures with persons with disabilities during the pandemic. Crisis communications strategies did not always make all information about emergencies fully accessible to persons with disabilities (presented by means and in formats that allowed persons with disabilities to access it), although this is required by EU law, including the revised Audiovisual Media Services Directive (2018/1808) and the Web Accessibility Directive (2016/2102).[footnoteRef:90] Some EU Member States have worked on their planning and monitoring for the future, to reduce the risk of such CRPD violations.[footnoteRef:91] Negative effects of lockdown and isolation measures included problems in the distribution of food and medical and cleaning supplies, the deterioration of the mental and physical well-being of persons with disabilities and a particularly negative effect on certain categories of persons with disabilities, including persons with autism who are not able to communicate by mobile phone or other equipment.[footnoteRef:92] The specific needs of people with disabilities were frequently overlooked.[footnoteRef:93] There were also concerns regarding compliance of triage guidelines with CRPD standards, including discrimination against persons with disabilities and more widely, concerns regarding outdated views on impairment and disability, which could lead to denials of life-saving intensive care even without lower chances of survival as well as a lack of clear formulation of guidelines which could lead to a denial of intensive care. [footnoteRef:94] [88:  	FRA (2020), Fundamental Rights Report 2020, p.282.]  [89:  	Idem.]  [90:  	FRA (2021), Fundamental Rights Report 2021, p.283.]  [91:  	Ibid., p.282.]  [92:  	Idem.]  [93:  	Ibid., section 10.2.1.]  [94:  	Idem.] 
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European Disability Forum  
About the European Disability Forum 
The European Disability Forum (EDF) is an umbrella organisation of persons with disabilities that defends the interests of over 100 million persons with disabilities in Europe. 
It is an independent non-governmental organisation (NGO) that brings together representative organisations of persons with disabilities from across Europe, with currently 101 members, including European-wide organisations representing various disability groups, and national council of persons with disabilities, and gathering overall more than 3000 organisations. 
EDF brings the voice and perspectives of persons with disabilities in the work of the Monitoring Framework. In particular EDF: 
· Develop and disseminate thematic Human Rights Report, reviewing the implementation of specific rights of persons with disabilities
· Raise awareness on the obligations under CRPD and 2015 Concluding observations adopted by the CRPD Committee to EU leaders (Members of the European Parliament, European Commission, Council of the EU)
· Build capacity of national members in monitoring implementation of EU law (workshops, toolkit, peer-exchanges)
Main concerns of EDF regarding the implementation of the CRPD Committee 
EDF identified the following points as main concern in the implementation of the CRPD by the European Union: 
Articles 1-4 
Legal harmonisation with the CRPD: The Commission has not taken steps to ensure legal harmonisation with the CRPD. The review of existing legislation and policy and the revision of the impact assessment guidelines prior to proposing legislation has not taken place. 
Implementation and enforcement of EU legislation: Existing EU legislation relating to the rights of persons with disabilities lack effective implementation and enforcement.[footnoteRef:95] [95:  For example: the Employment Equality Directive, the EU package of Passenger Rights (regulations related to the rights of passengers by air, rail, coach and bus, and by sea), the Rail Accessibility Regulation, the Audiovisual Media Services Directive, and the Directive on Victims’ Rights. ] 

Consultation and involvement of persons with disabilities: There is no clearly structured or documented process for the consultation of persons with disabilities and their representative organisations. Consultation continues to be ad hoc across all institutions. In some institutions and bodies, such as the Council, there is no consultation or minimal involvement. Additionally, the digital tools for public consultations are not accessible, nor provided in accessible and easy to read formats. 
Article 5 
[bookmark: _Hlk92920352]EU anti-discrimination legislation is inconsistent in its scope and creates a hierarchy between the different grounds for discrimination. Persons with disabilities are only protected against discrimination in employment and vocational training. EU laws do not cover multiple and intersectional forms of discrimination and discrimination by association. The EU has not yet adopted a horizontal antidiscrimination legislation, since the 2008 proposal for an Equal Treatment Directive is blocked in the Council. 
There is no legal requirement for Equality Bodies to protect victims of discrimination across the EU. 
EDF Human Rights Report on equality and non-discrimination
EDF position and recommendation on hate speech and hate crime
Article 6
EU laws and policies on gender equality and on disability do not fully take into consideration the rights and needs of women and girls with disabilities. They continue to face higher risk to violence than other women, more discrimination than men with disabilities in access to employment, education and health, and they are exposed to human rights abuses such as forced sterilisation.
EDF position paper on violence against women and girls with disabilities in the EU 
EDF report on ending forced sterilisation of women and girls with disabilities
Article 9
Despite recent EU accessibility law,[footnoteRef:96] persons with disabilities still do not have equal access to the built environment, transport, digital technologies, information and communication, and services. The lack of affordable assistive technologies and the lack of information and communication in accessible formats (including sign language) limit the active and full participation of many persons with disabilities in the internal market of the EU and impacts their freedom of movement.  [96:  Web Accessibility Directive, European Electronic Communications Code, Audiovisual Media Services Directive, European Accessibility Act. ] 

Recent legislative proposals in the digital domain regulating digital services and platforms, as well as artificial intelligence, prove that there is a lack of mainstreaming accessibility requirements in the digital sector. 
EDF position on Assistive Technologies
Position paper on the proposal for an Artificial Intelligence Act
Position Paper on the implementation of the Web Directive 
Article 11 
Persons with disabilities across Europe and globally are being disproportionately impacted by conflict and by natural events such as the COVID-19 pandemic, flooding and heatwaves. Recent years have seen improvement in international and EU policies in this field, but these frameworks are not yet being implemented, and progress is hindered by a lack of cohesion and collaboration between bodies responsible for disability inclusion in humanitarian action, civil protection, disaster risk reduction, climate action and refugee policies. In addition, the EU’s climate goals and policies do not focus sufficiently on the social aspects of sustainability and Disaster Risk Reduction. Neither mitigation nor adaptation planning take persons with disabilities sufficiently into account. 
Article 12
Persons with disabilities, whose legal capacity has been denied or limited, are unable to enjoy and exercise an array of rights that come from EU law, such as the right to a fair trial, to decide where to live, to sign employment or commercial contracts, to make financial transactions, privacy, or to vote and stand for election in European and local elections.
Article 18
Persons with disabilities cannot transfer their social security allowances from their Member State of origin when they move to a different Member State temporarily. In practice, this denies persons with disabilities who hold the citizenship of one of the 27 EU Member States, of the right they hold under the EU treaties to live and work freely throughout the EU. Even when they move to a different Member State permanently, they often have difficulties in getting their disability status recognised and face additional bureaucratic burdens. This also impact young people taking part in exchange programmes. 
Article 19 
Some Member States have used Structural Funds to maintain and promote institutional care, rather than developing community-based alternatives in line with the CRPD and investing in opportunities for personal assistance. This results in the continuation of human rights violations in institutions within the EU. The EU also fails to collect data on people living in institutions, since EU-level data collection focuses on people living in “households” which does not include institutional settings. This means that the EU has no clear understanding of how many people live in these kinds of settings, nor a means to measure the progress in the transition away from institutionalisation that EU funds are supposed to facilitate.
European Network of Independent Living, Lost in Interpretation: The use of ESI Funds during 2014 – 2020 and the impact on the right of persons with disabilities to independent living (2020)
EDF Human Rights Report on poverty and social exclusion
Article 25
The EU fails to consider the rights and needs of persons with disabilities in its health policies, including in actions taken during the COVID-19 pandemic and in its European Beating Cancer Plan. 
Only 14 Member States prohibit disability-based discrimination and have a requirement of reasonable accommodation in access to healthcare.
EDF Human Rights Report on the impact of COVID-19 on persons with disabilities
EDF Report on Access to cross border healthcare by patients with disabilities in the EU
Article 29
There are 14 Member States in which persons with disabilities under total or partial guardianship are denied the right to vote - in the last EU elections, approximately 400,000 people. In only 7 Member States they can exercise their right to stand as candidates to the European Parliament. And many accessibility barriers still prevent persons with disabilities from participating in the elections. The EU has not yet updated its Electoral Law of 1976 to put it in line with the CRPD.
Likewise, democratic exercises such as the Conference on the Future of Europe are inaccessible to persons with disabilities.
EESC report on the real right to vote of persons with disabilities.
EDF position paper on a new EU electoral law.
EDF: The platform of the Conference on the Future of Europe must fix its accessibility problems 
Article 31 
Very limited reliable data on persons with disabilities is available at EU level. For example, there is almost no information on persons with disabilities in institutions, women and girls with disabilities, LGBTIQ+ persons with disabilities, and persons with disabilities from ethnic minorities such as Roma and Travellers with disabilities. Data is also not disaggregated by different types of disability, gender and age, and data collection and surveys may not be accessible to all persons with disabilities. A precise assessment of the situation of persons with disabilities across Europe is therefore not possible (including for instance in relation to situation of emergency).
Article 32
Although the EU is the largest donor in the field of international cooperation, it has not yet undertaken all appropriate measures to enhance EU disability-inclusive development policies and programmes. The perspectives and voices of persons with disabilities are not included in EU global policies.
Article 33 
The EU has neither created a CRPD unit, nominated focal points in all institutions, agencies and bodies nor established an inter-institutional mechanism for the coordination of the implementation of the Convention between the Commission, the Parliament and the Council.
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European Ombudsman 
About the European Ombudsman
The European Ombudsman is an independent and impartial office that holds the EU’s institutions and agencies to account, and promotes good administration. The Ombudsman, Emily O’Reilly, helps people, businesses and organisations facing problems with the EU institutions, bodies and agencies by investigating complaints about maladministration and by proactively looking into broader systemic issues.
Established by the Maastricht Treaty, the European Ombudsman ensures that the EU administration adheres to the highest standards of transparency, ethics and accountability. Bringing a complaint to the European Ombudsman is an individual right under the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union (Article 43).
Abstract
Over the last five years, the European Ombudsman handled a number of complaints made against the EU institutions, bodies, offices and agencies, and carried out own-initiative strategic work, for which the starting point were the 2015 concluding observations of the CRPD Committee. 
In this context, five key themes are reflected in the Ombudsman’s recent work:
· Deinstitutionalisation - community-based living and the use of EU Funds (observation 51); 
· Accessibility of EU websites for citizens with disabilities (observation 82); 
· European schools (observation 84); 
· Working conditions at the EU administration for persons with disabilities, including recruitment, benefits for carers, reasonable accommodation (observation 78). 
· Health insurance for EU staff (observation 86).
As a result of the Ombudsman’s interventions in these areas, the EU institutions changed some of their rules and practices, such as providing better accessibility to the official website of the European Union and revising the rules governing the EU sickness insurance scheme. 
While more progress in all areas is needed, the European Commission also made important pledges for future action. For example, the Commission announced that to the greatest extent possible EU funds would not be used to maintain institutions but to support deinstitutionalisation. In the field of education, the Commission committed that the European schools would implement an action plan related to disabilities, that the costs of schooling for children with disabilities, who cannot be accommodated in the European Schools, would be fully covered and that the guidelines on how other EU institutions deal with the issue will be revised.
Deinstitutionalisation
In two inquiries closed in 2019[footnoteRef:97] and 2020[footnoteRef:98] respectively, the Ombudsman examined the Commission’s response to the question whether the EU should continue to fund institutional care facilities for persons with disabilities across the EU. [97:  https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/decision/en/119185
]  [98:  https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/decision/en/130886
] 

The first complaint was about the Commission’s reaction concerning alleged human rights violations in a home for persons with disabilities in Hungary. The home had received co-funding from the EU. 
The second complaint concerned the use of European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF)[footnoteRef:99] for the construction of institutional care facilities for persons with disabilities in Hungary and Portugal.  [99:  https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/funding-opportunities/funding-programmes/overview-funding-programmes/european-structural-and-investment-funds_en
] 

The Ombudsman found it concerning that the Commission’s interpretation of what is required under Article 19 of the UNCRPD was at odds with that of the UN Committee and suggested to the Commission to seek to adhere, to the greatest extent possible, to the UN CRPD Committee’s guidance that EU funds should not be used to maintain existing institutions. 
While the Commission did not change its stance on the interpretation of Article 19 UNCRPD to align it with the Committee’s comments, it responded positively to the Ombudsman’s suggestion as regards the first complaint that EU funds should, to the greatest extent possible, not be used to maintain institutions and should instead be used to support deinstitutionalisation. The Commission told the Ombudsman that it proposed to include a horizontal enabling condition for the implementation and application of the UNCRPD for a Regulation laying down common provisions and financial rules for certain funds. The Commission also said that where the enabling condition is not fulfilled, the expenditure under the objective should not be included in payment applications. In addition, the Commission proposed thematic enabling conditions that are linked to specific types of support and promote deinstitutionalisation and community-based services (e.g. for ESF+ and ERDF funds).
As regards the second complaint, the Ombudsman did not find an instance of maladministration because the inquiry showed that the Commission had taken some steps towards addressing the issues identified (for instance it carried out on-site monitoring and commissioned expert reports, to ensure that funds are spent in line with UNCRPD).The EO made however a series of suggestions for improvement, among others that the Commission should verify, from the outset, projects that receive ESI funds, with a view to preventing and addressing the type of issues that were at the heart of the complaint, and that it should seek to suspend funding, when necessary. 
Following up on those two investigations, and in the pressing context of the Covid-19 emergency, the Ombudsman opened an own-initiative inquiry[footnoteRef:100] into how the European Commission monitors EU funds used to promote the rights of persons with disabilities and older persons to independent living. The Ombudsman is currently assessing the European Commission’s reply[footnoteRef:101].  [100:  https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/opening-summary/en/137679
]  [101:  https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/doc/correspondence/en/148332
] 

Accessibility of EU websites for persons with disabilities
The Ombudsman asked the Commission whether it provided information in an accessible way, including easy-to-read formats, and whether it provides an accessibility statement including a way for users to give feedback[footnoteRef:102]. The Ombudsman suggested that the Commission could go further by providing web content in accessible formats that meet higher international standards across a wide range of websites, and introduce mandatory training on web accessibility for all staff members working on websites. The Commission should also proceed with its plan to make some general information available in easy-to-read format. Finally, the Commission should provide ‘accessibility statements’ on its websites, as well as mechanisms for users to give feedback, in accordance with the Web Accessibility Directive.  [102:  https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/case/en/50299
] 

Following the Ombudsman’s suggestions, the Commission took a series of actions. The Commission made available an ‘easy-to-read’ version of the official website of the European Union, which is the gateway to the EU and a valuable source of information. The Commission also made further commitments to meet higher international standards (WCAG 2.0 / AAA), and expressed intention to adopt a web accessibility action plan and make improvements in the area of staff training.
The Ombudsman also investigated a complaint about the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) failing to make the fraud notification form on its website accessible for persons with visual impairments[footnoteRef:103]. The complainant had a visual impairment and the form contained a CAPTCHA test, which was not compatible with the screen reader software that the complainant used. OLAF responded that it would find an appropriate and convenient solution regarding the use of CAPTCHA test. [103:  https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/case/en/54781
] 

European schools
In 2018 the Ombudsman wrote to the Commission in relation to the European Schools[footnoteRef:104]. Although the European schools are an inter-governmental body and not an EU body, the Commission sits on the Schools’ Management Board and contributes to their financing. The Ombudsman was pleased to note that the Commission’s 'Diversity Action Plan 2018-2019' mentioned that the overall educational support policy, including intensive support for pupils with special educational needs, was being evaluated and that the results were presented to the Schools’ Board of Governors in December 2018. The Ombudsman also asked the Commission to take the necessary steps to ensure that parents of children with special educational needs who cannot be included in the European Schools are not required to contribute to the educational costs of their children.  [104:  https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/case/en/48406
] 

The Commission replied that an action plan addressing the UNCRPD recommendations and the issues identified by other stakeholders will be implemented by the European Schools. Regarding the costs of schooling for children with disabilities, who cannot be accommodated in the European Schools, the Commission announced that it would fully cover these costs and take the lead in changing the relevant guidelines for how other EU institutions deal with the issue as well.
Working conditions at the EU administration
In June 2021, the Ombudsman closed the strategic initiative[footnoteRef:105] on how the Commission accommodates the special needs of staff members with disabilities in the context of the COVID-19 emergency. Based on the Commission’s response[footnoteRef:106] to the COVID-19 pandemic and other input received in the context of this initiative, the Ombudsman drew up an indicative list of best practices for accommodating the needs of persons with disabilities during emergencies. The purpose is to ensure that these indicative best practices are more widely disseminated within and implemented by the EU administration.  [105:  https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/decision/en/143861
]  [106:  https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/doc/correspondence/en/135026
] 

The Ombudsman has also received complaints presenting problems regarding the recruitment by the EU of persons with disabilities. One of the investigations[footnoteRef:107] concerned how accessible the selection procedures run by the European Personnel Selection Office (EPSO) are for visually impaired candidates, and whether they could sit their recruitment tests independently. [107:  https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/case/en/50583
] 

The Ombudsman found that EPSO had not done enough to accommodate the two complainants, and asked EPSO to ensure that its online application form be made fully compliant with accessibility requirements for visually impaired candidates. She also called for assistive technologies for candidates during the computer-based tests, which take place in testing centres around the world. EPSO replied positively to the Ombudsman’s suggestions. 
Health insurance for EU staff
In 2016, the Ombudsman opened an own-initiative inquiry[footnoteRef:108] concerning the compliance of the EU Joint Sickness Insurance Scheme (JSIS) with the UNCRPD. In the course of the inquiry associations of EU staff members with disabilities or whose family members have disabilities, as well as the European Disability Forum were consulted. The key issue was as follows: the rules governing EU staff provided that medical expenses would be fully reimbursed once an illness has been recognised as serious. For an illness to be recognised as serious, four criteria must be satisfied, including the criterion of shortened life expectancy. The Ombudsman, and others, questioned the criterion of shortened life expectancy. Although many disabilities, have a significant impact on a person’s well‐being, they do not necessarily negatively impact life expectancy. However, they still give rise to high expenses in terms of treatment, medication, and equipment, which are essential for the person’s full and effective participation in society on an equal basis with others.  [108:  https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/opening-summary/en/65814
] 

The Ombudsman found that the failure of the Commission to take any effective action, in response to the UNCRPD’s observation concerning the EU sickness insurance scheme, amounted to maladministration. She recommended that the Commission revise the criteria set out above. The Ombudsman also made a number of suggestions covering assistive devices, reasonable accommodation and staff training in this area.[footnoteRef:109] [109:  https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/decision/en/112191
] 

In 2020, the Commission revised the rules governing the sickness insurance scheme and took action to follow up on the Ombudsman’s suggestions. 
Conclusion
As a result of the Ombudsman’s interventions in these areas, the EU institutions changed some of their rules and practices, such as providing better accessibility to the official website of the European Union and revising the rules governing the EU sickness insurance scheme.
While more progress in all areas is needed, the European Commission also made important pledges for future action. For example, the Commission announced that to the greatest extent possible EU funds would not be used to maintain institutions but to support deinstitutionalisation. In the field of education, the Commission committed that the European schools would implement an action plan related to disabilities, that the costs of schooling for children with disabilities, who cannot be accommodated in the European Schools, would be fully covered and that the guidelines on how other EU institutions deal with the issue will be revised.
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European Parliament
European Parliament resolutions on disability
1. European Parliament resolution of 7 October 2021 on ‘The protection of persons with disabilities through petitions: lessons learnt’ 
2. European Parliament resolution of 11 March 2021 on children’s rights in view of the EU Strategy on the rights of the child
3. European Parliament resolution of 10 March 2021 on the implementation of Council Directive 2000/78/EC establishing a general framework for equal treatment in employment and occupation in light of the UNCRPD
4. European Parliament resolution of 26 November 2020 on the situation of Fundamental Rights in the European Union - Annual Report for the years 2018 - 2019 
5. European Parliament resolution of 13 November 2020 on the impact of COVID-19 measures on democracy, the rule of law and fundamental rights 
6. European Parliament resolution of 18 June 2020 on the European Disability Strategy post‑2020
7. European Parliament resolution of 17 April 2020 on EU coordinated action to combat the COVID-19 pandemic and its consequences 

Petitions on disability issues registered since October 2015
1. Petition No 0963/2015 by L. M. (British) on prohibiting the lifting of disabled passengers on aircraft and introducing the mandatory use of hoists
2. Petition No 0986/2015 by A.C.D. (Italian) on recognition of civil disability and handicaps in the National Science Qualification (ASN), as a prerequisite for university entrance examinations
3. Petition No 1003/2015 by I. H. (Polish) on the non-fulfilment by Poland of the obligations arising out of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
4. Petition No 1056/2015 by Arianna Colonello (Italian) on access to the metro in Brussels for disabled people
5. Petition No 1140/2015 by Mark van Gelder (Dutch) on behalf of the European Guide Dog Federation and Assistance Dogs Europe, on access rights for persons who require assistance dogs within the European Union	
6. Petition No 1294/2015 by J.K. (Estonian) on colour blindness issues related to the use of colour indicators
7. Petition No 1305/2015 by N. D. (Irish) on problems for persons with disabilities to receive accessible information from the state authority in Ireland	
8. Petition No 1383/2015 by Z.J. (Slovenian) on disability matters in Slovenia	
9. Petition No 1394/2015 by Pia Matihaldi (Finnish) on behalf of Service Foundation for People with an Intellectual Disability and approximately 10 signatures, on the European Union’s Procurement Directive and its national implementation which causes discrimination based on disability
10. Petition No 0103/2016 by G. L. (Italian) on the difficulties faced by people with disabilities in finding employment

11. Petition No 0133/2016 by E.P. (Romanian) on the situation for people with disabilities in Romania
12. Petition No 0172/2016 by J.M. (Spanish) on reductions to the degree of disability in the Autonomous Community of Valencia
13. Petition No 0309/2016 by E.P. (Romanian) on the situation for people with disabilities in Europe	
14. Petition No 0359/2016 by R. H. (Dutch) on cross-border transport for disabled persons	
15. Petition No 0453/2016 by S.Z. (French) on behalf of the Un Bras pour une Nouvelle Vie organisation, on providing social security coverage for new-generation myoelectric prosthetics
16. Petition No 0570/2016 by G.M. (Croatian) on a breach by Croatian authorities of his fundamental rights as a disabled person
17. Petition No 0650/2016 by B.T. (French) on the rights of persons with disabilities in Europe
18. Petition No 0770/2016 by I.C. (Romanian) on the living conditions of persons with disabilities in Romania and alleged maltreatment in the case of a person with mental health problems
19. Petition No 0857/2016 by Romina Afrasani (Romanian) concerning the difficulties faced by persons with reduced mobility in Romania
20. Petition No 0904/2016 by Matthieu Guillaume Chatelin (French) on accessibility of media including TV and e-books to persons with disabilities
21. Petition No 0930/2016 by David Hammerstein Mintz (Spanish) on the swift ratification, implementation and application of the Marrakesh Treaty	
22. Petition No 1023/2016 by S.A. (Greek) on the reduction of teaching hours for teachers with disabilities
23. Petition No 1056/2016 Mark Wheatley (British) on behalf of European Union of the Deaf, requesting the European Parliament allow for the tabling of petitions in national sign languages used in the EU	
24. Petition No 1064/2016 by Mr J.B. (German) on parking cards for people with disabilities in Germany
25. Petition 1132/2016 by Robert Schuen (Austrian) on behalf of Jugend am Werk Steiermark GmbH, regarding the participation of people with mental health conditions in the democratic life of the European Union
26. Petition 1147/2016 by M.G.B. (Italian) on behalf of Fondazione Promozione Sociale, on healthcare and social benefits for dependent persons (the sick and elderly, those with learning difficulties, autism, etc.)
27. Petition No 1394/2016 by R.D. (Spanish) on architectural barriers and mobility of the elderly in EU Member States
28. Petition No 1402/2016 by A. K. (Czech) on help for her mentally handicapped brother	
29. Petition No 1499/2016 by Dirk Emmermann (German) on discrimination against disabled people in Hamburg
30. Petition No 1500/2016 by Eduardo Jose Rodríguez Trujillo (Spanish) on the working situation of people with disabilities
31. Petition No 0029/2017 by Matthieu Guillaume Chatelin (French) on ensuring the dignity of people with disabilities and access to toilet facilities	
32. Petition No 0194/2017 by K.D.R.N.M. (German) on the excessive charges of automatic SMS messages on Apple iPhones used by blind people	
33. Petition No 0397/2017 by Roció Sanchez López Ibáñez (Spanish) on labelling in Braille
34. Petition No 0488/2017 by C.F. (Italian) on healthcare for patients suffering from multiple chemical sensitivity and electromagnetic sensitivity	
35. Petition No 0529/2017 by Ion Adrian Urda (Romanian) on breaking the rights of person with disabilities (personal case)
36. Petition No 0535/2017 by Ludo Hermans (Belgian) in regard to the mobility of persons with disabilities in the European Union
37. Petition No 0851/2017 by Pilar Villarino (Spanish), on behalf of the CERMI (Spanish committee representing persons with disabilities), on the need to promote a European regulation on assistance for people with disabilities at petrol stations
38. Petition No 0925/2017 by Bruno Terriou (French) on the forced exile in Belgium of French citizens with disabilities
39. Petition No 1077/2017 by R. A. (Italian) on the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
40. Petition 1084/2017 by F.G. (Greek) concerning the delay in licensing a public transport vehicle for people with disabilities in the prefecture of Drama
41. Petition No 1182/2017 by Tibor Siroki (Hungarian) on his son’s right to disability refused in Great Britain and on the protection of the EU migrants worker rights	
42. Petition No 1190/2017 by K.H. (German) on discrimination against staff with serious disabilities in the public sector
43. Petition No 0021/2018 by R. K. (Danish) on discrimination on the basis of disability in Denmark	
44. Petition No 0055/2018 by Peter-Ulrich Paulsen (German) on special traffic permits for people with disabilities
45. Petition No 0281/2018 by Lorenzo Torto (Italian) on discrimination against disabled persons in the Italian labour market and the alleged infringement of Directive 2000/78/EC	
46. Petition No 0356/2018 by Ivan Yanev (Bulgarian) on problems encountered by persons with disabilities in Bulgaria
47. Petition No 0367/2018 by Arianna Colonello (Italian) on the right to work of persons with disabilities
48. Petition No 0371/2018 by J.G. (Spanish), on behalf of APICO (the Spanish association for integrating disabled children in regular schools), on inclusive education for children with special needs	
49. Petition No 0530/2018 by J.S. (Swedish) on the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) influencing access to internet for persons with disorders
50. Petition No 0724/2018 by N. R. (Finnish) on the fundamental rights of people with unacknowledged disabilities
51. Petition No 0956/2018 by Monika Mamulska (Polish) on alleged restrictions by the Polish authorities to access to education for disabled pupils
52. Petition No 0959/2018 by Constantin Vlădescu (Romanian) on denial of health care services for disabled persons in Romania
53. Petition No 1048/2018 by Pablo Fernández Gómez (Spanish), on behalf of the DINCAT council for family action, on the establishment of a training plan to professionalise residential services for people with intellectual disabilities
54. Petition No 1092/2018 by M. B. (German) on discrimination against people with disabilities in employment in Germany
55. Petition No 1127/2018 by Raimonds Lejnieks-Puke (Latvian) on establishing a quota system for promoting the employment of people with disabilities
56. Petition No 0266/2019 by I. M. (Romanian), bearing 4 signatures, on a claim for damages against the Romanian state
57. Petition No 0756/2019 by P.T. (German) on an EU-wide disability card	
58. Petition No 0758/2019 by Bernd Fritz (German) on using the EU parking card in the Netherlands
59. Petition No 0773/2019 by S.B. (Greek) on supposedly unequal treatment on the base of disability of a family member
60. Petition No 0954/2019 by Ignacio Benitez Domínguez (Spanish) on measures to prevent discrimination against the deaf and hard of hearing	
61. Petition No 1072/2019 by François Di Salvo (French) on an European legal status for protection officers for adults
62. Petition 1124/2019 by R.Z. (German) on behalf of the self-help group ‘Amputee – what next?’, signed by one other person, on the disability card in Germany
63. Petition No 1170/2019 by Grigorios Zorzos (Greek) on the rights of persons with disabilities in Greece
64. Petition No 1262/2019 by K.S. (German) on the recognition of a degree of disability in other Member States
65. Petition No 0053/2020 by Eduardo Prieto Garaita (Spanish) on discrimination against disabled people by the University of the Basque Country	
66. Petition No 0164/2020 by Armin Stephan Müller (German) on discrimination of disabled and homosexual persons
67. Petition No 0179/2020 by P. T. (German) on a request for EU legislation on self-defence
68. Petition No 0180/2020 by Enrique Gauchia Trujillo (Spanish) calling for equal social benefits regardless of the degree of disability
69. Petition No 0294/2020 by I.E. (Latvian) on the insufficient social security payments granted to persons with disabilities in Latvia
70. Petition No 0470/2020 by Helen Portal (Luxemburgish), on behalf of Inclusion Europe on the rights of persons with intellectual disabilities in the COVID-19 crisis	
71. Petition No 0505/2020 by Emanuel Nobrega (Portuguese) on a special identity card for elderly or disabled persons
72. Petition No 0527/2020 by G.K. (German) on data protection by German tax authorities 
73. Petition No 0557/2020 by Maribel Pastora Izquierdo Martínez (Spanish) on the recognition of the degree of disability granted in Venezuela
74. Petition No 0591/2020 by Janne Kananen (Finnish) on access to university for persons with intellectual disabilities
75. Petition No 0608/2020 by I.E. (German), on behalf of the Kunstlandschaft Association for the arts, culture and society, on the inclusion of people with disabilities	
76. Petition No 0687/2020 by Pedro Lemos (Portuguese) on the discrimination in access to health care, due to Covid 19 in Portugal
77. Petition No 0956/2020 by F.G.M. (Spanish) on failure to adapt to the needs of persons with a disability by the civil service in Extremadura
78. Petition No 0968/2020 by P. T. (German) on dealing with autism in old people’s homes	
79. Petition No 0988/2020 by Raimonds Lejnieks-puķe (Latvian), on behalf of Latvijas bezdarbnieku un darba meklētāju interešu aizstāvības biedrība (Latvian Association for the Protection of the Interests of Unemployed and Job Seekers), on accessible accommodation for disabled persons and persons with reduced mobility	
80. Petition 1027/2020 by W.R. (German) on the definition of blindness in the EU	
81. Petition No 1052/2020 by Ana Rivas Tello (Spanish), on behalf of COESVAL, on a special education school in Valdemoro
82. Petition No 1139/2020 by D.R.B (Spanish) on the lack of employment opportunities for persons with disabilities in Galicia (personal case)	
83. Petition 1205/2020 by Armin Stephan Müller (German) on the EU-wide introduction of workshops for persons with disabilities
84. Petition No 1299/2020 by Natalia Pérez (Spanish) on equal recognition of the degree of disability suffered by those with rare diseases in Spain	
85. Petition No 1314/2020 by Juan Antonio Palma Alonso (Spanish) on economic and legal support for disabled people in Spain during COVID-19 crisis	
86. Petition No 1340/2020 by Santiago Represas Fachado (Spanish) on the situation of people with intellectual disabilities in the Spanish education system
87. Petition No 1491/2020 by Antonio Álvarez Gonzalez (Spanish), on behalf of the ‘Comunidad de Propietarios’, on discrimination on the grounds of disability	
88. Petition No 1529/2020 by Janne Kananen (Finnish) on access to education and politics for persons with intellectual disabilities
89. Petition No 1553/2020 by H.M. (Dutch) on the Dutch employment legislation and its consequences for persons with disabilities in the Netherlands	
90. Petition No 0086/2021 by B.H. (German), bearing one signature, on alleged discrimination in connection with the payment of a disability pension
91. Petition No 0103/2021 by C.F.B.  (Spanish), on behalf of “Inclusiva Sí, Especial TAMBIÉN”, on the right to education for children with disabilities in specialized centres in Spain
92. Petition No 0226/2021 by Armin Stephan Müller (German) on the EU-wide introduction of laws to promote the social inclusion of people with disabilities	
93. Petition No 0278/2021 by Mario Alonso (Spanish), on behalf of Federación Andaluza de Asociaciones de Emigrantes y Retornados, on the recognition of disability status and degree across the EU
94. Petition No 0788/2021 by A.M.S. (Spanish) on the situation of his disabled son (personal case)
95. Petition No 0816/2021 by Goran Maligec (Croatian) on alleged discrimination against civilian with disabilities in Croatia
List of studies commissioned for EMPL and PETI Committees since 2015
1. Discrimination and Access to Employment for Female Workers with Disabilities 
2. The obligations of the EU public administration under the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
3. EU Implementation of the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD)
4. The protection role of the Committee on Petitions in the context of the implementation of the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
5. Study on European Structural and Investment Funds and People with Disabilities: Focus on the Situation in Slovakia
6. Study on the European Structural and Investment Funds and People with Disabilities in the European Union
7. Study on the protection role of the Committee on Petitions in the context of the implementation of the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities - 2016 Update
8. Study on the Marrakesh Treaty
9. The Protection Role of the Committee on Petitions in the Context of the Implementation of the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities – 2017 update
10. Study on Inclusive education for learners with disabilities
11. The Protection Role of the Committee on Petitions in the Context of the Implementation of the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities - 2018 update
12. The Post-2020 European Disability Strategy
13. The implementation of the 2015 Concluding Observations of the CRPD Committee by the EU
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