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Summary 

During the 113th Congress, the Senate might consider providing its advice and consent to 

ratification of the U.N. Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD, or the 

Convention). CRPD, which has been ratified or acceded to by 129 countries, is a multilateral 

agreement that addresses the rights of disabled persons. Its purpose is to promote, protect, and 

ensure the full and equal enjoyment of all human rights and fundamental freedoms by persons 

with disabilities. 

Many U.S. policymakers, including President Obama and some Members of Congress, agree that 

existing U.S. laws and policies are compatible with CRPD. In fact, some CRPD provisions appear to be modeled after U.S. disability laws. The United States has historically recognized the rights of individuals with disabilities through various laws and policies, including the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

In July 2009, President Obama signed CRPD. The Administration transmitted it to the Senate for 

advice and consent to ratification in May 2012. The Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 

(SFRC) held a hearing on the Convention in July 2012 and later that month reported the treaty 

favorably to the full Senate by a vote of 13 in favor and 6 against, subject to certain conditions. In December 2012, the Senate voted against providing advice and consent to ratification of CRPD by a vote of 61 to 38. The treaty was automatically returned to SFRC at the end of the 112th Congress. 

In debates regarding U.S. ratification of CRPD, the treaty’s possible impact on U.S. sovereignty 

has been a key area of concern. Critics of the Convention maintain that treaties are the “supreme 

Law of the Land” under the Constitution, and that U.S. ratification of CRPD could supersede 

federal, state, and local laws. Supporters assert that CRPD is a non-discrimination treaty that does not create new obligations. They contend that U.S. laws meet, and in some cases exceed, CRPD requirements. Debate may also center on the following issues: 

• Role of the CPRD committee. Critics are concerned that recommendations of the Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, the Convention’s monitoring body, could deem U.S. laws to be in violation of CRPD and presume authority over the private lives of U.S. citizens. Supporters, including the Obama Administration, emphasize that committee decisions are non-binding under international and domestic law. 
• Possible impact on U.S. citizens and businesses abroad. Some CRPD proponents contend that U.S. ratification may (1) improve the lives of U.S. citizens with disabilities living, working, or traveling abroad, and (2) “level the playing field” for U.S. companies that, unlike many of their foreign counterparts, already comply with higher disability standards. The extent to which U.S. 

ratification of CRPD may positively affect U.S. businesses or disabled U.S. citizens living or traveling abroad remains unclear.
• Role in U.S. foreign policy. Supporters contend that U.S. ratification may enhance U.S. credibility as it advocates the rights of persons with disabilities globally. Opponents argue that existing U.S. laws and policies are robust enough examples of U.S. commitment to the issue. 

• Abortion. Some critics worry that the term “sexual and reproductive health” in CRPD could be a euphemism for abortion. Supporters note that the word “abortion” is never mentioned in CRPD and contend that no U.S laws related to abortion would be created as a result of U.S. ratification.
• Parental rights. Some are concerned that the U.S. ratification may give governments, and not U.S. parents, the right to make educational and treatment-related decisions for their disabled children. Others, including the Obama Administration, hold that existing federal, state, and local laws protect parental rights. Other issues that Senators may wish to consider include challenges to evaluating CRPD’s effectiveness, obstacles to CRPD implementation, and the role and participation of civil society in CRPD mechanisms. . .
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Appendix A. States Parties to CRPD

Afghanistan* Dominica* Malaysia San Marino* 

Albania Dominican Republic* Maldives Saudi Arabia* 

Algeria Ecuador* Mali* Senegal 

Argentina* Egypt Malta* Serbia* 

Armenia El Salvador* Mauritania* Seychelles 

Australia* Estonia* Mauritius Sierra Leone 

Austria* Ethiopia Mexico* Slovakia* 

Azerbaijan* European Union Mongolia* Slovenia* 

Bahrain France* Montenegro* South Africa* 

Bangladesh* Gabon Morocco* Spain* 

Barbados Germany* Mozambique* St. Vincent & Grenadines* 

Belgium* Ghana* Myanmar Sudan* 

Belize Greece* Namibia* Swaziland* 

Benin* Guatemala * Nauru Sweden* 

Bolivia* Guinea* Nepal* Syrian Arab Republic* 

Bosnia and Herzegovina* Haiti* New Zealand Thailand 

Brazil* Honduras* Nicaragua* The former Yugoslav 

Republic of Macedonia* 

Bulgaria Hungary* Niger* Togo* 

Burkina Faso* India Nigeria* Tunisia* 

Cambodia Indonesia Oman Turkey 

Canada Israel Pakistan Turkmenistan* 

Cape Verde Iran Panama* Uganda* 

Chile* Italy* Paraguay* Ukraine* 

China Jamaica Peru* United Arab Emirates 

Colombia Jordan Philippines United Kingdom* 

Cook Islands* Kenya Portugal* United Republic of 

Tanzania* 

Costa Rica* Lao People’s Democratic Poland Uruguay* 

Republic 

Croatia* Latvia* Qatar Vanuatu 

Cuba Lesotho Republic of Korea Yemen* 

Cyprus* Liberia Republic of Moldova Zambia 

Czech Republic Lithuania* Romania 

Denmark Luxembourg* Russian Federation 

Djibouti* Malawi Rwanda* 

Source: U.N. Treaty Collection. 

Note: An asterisk* indicates that the country is a State Party to the CRPD Optional Protocol. 
