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“I am not an object. 

I am a person. 

I need my freedom.” 

– Rusi Stanev
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Rusi Stanev and his campaign for justice is why MDAC exists. 

Bundled away in an ambulance in 2002 on the order of a guardian he was placed in an inaccessible 
institution for ‘people with mental disorders’ where he was forced to live in the most appalling conditions 
for over eight years. MDAC and the Bulgarian Helsinki Committee helped Mr Stanev to win his case at 
the European Court of Human Rights.
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Back cover: Rusi outside the European Court of Human Rights, 2009, with former MDAC Legal Officer 
Victoria Lee and MDAC Legal Monitor Aneta Genova

Supported by MDAC, read how Mr Stanev’s victory at the European Court of Human 
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Message from our Honorary President

I spent six years as Commissioner for Human Rights 
of the Council of Europe, and during that time 
I visited all 47 countries of the Council of Europe. 
In several countries I heard, and saw first-hand, how 
people with disabilities are left to live on the edges 
of our societies, excluded from our communities. As 
Commissioner I focused on the rights of people who 
find themselves in  situations of vulnerability. MDAC is 
a key organisation which understands the issues, and 
provokes governments to remind them of their human 
rights commitments. 

Now with so many governments cutting social assistance due to austerity measures, the work of  
non-governmental organisations such as MDAC is even more important. That’s why on stepping down as 
Commissioner in March 2012 I was delighted to accept MDAC’s invitation to join the organisation as its 
Honorary President. I urge you to read this Biennial Report, and to contribute to the fight against exclusion 
and prejudice that people with intellectual disabilities and people with psycho-social disabilities face every 
day. You can make a financial contribution via our website. 

Thomas Hammarberg 

 @TomHammarberg 

Prior to his role as Commissioner for Human Rights which he held from 2006 to March 2012, 
Thomas Hammarberg has held various senior human rights appointments including Secretary 
General of the Stockholm-based Olof Palme International Center (2002-2005), Ambassador 
of the Swedish Government on Humanitarian Affairs (1994-2002), Secretary General of Save 
the Children Sweden (1986-1992). He was Secretary General of Amnesty International (1980-
1986), and received the Nobel Peace Prize on behalf of the organisation in 1977.

Thomas Hammarberg

Honorary President

MDAC provokes governments to 

remind them of their human rights 

commitments
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Message from our Chair of the Board 

MDAC has benefited enormously from the insights, labours 
and intellect of Professor Peter Bartlett, who stepped down as 
Chair of the Board in 2011. Peter’s own research in the field of 
mental health law has been central to that field’s international 
intellectual reinvigoration in the past two decades. In 
taking over the Chair from Peter, I have reflected on what 
is most characteristic about MDAC. I have always thought 
of MDAC as a provocation – as an organisation whose 
energy, dynamism and tough rigour allows it not only to 
agitate and take action itself, but to press others (whether 
judges, governments or legislators) to change and take 
action. While the signature programme of MDAC is 
strategic litigation, in the past few years our capabilities 
in advocacy, monitoring and capacity-building have 
grown apace. 

The creativity that MDAC staff and volunteers have 
shown in the last two years in working across different media, at various scales of action, and with new as well 
as long-standing partners to work towards our various human rights goals has been inspiring. As showcased 
on pages 20–21 of this annual report, our “Save the Vote!” campaign is a good example. This creativity 
is indicative, too, of the great strengths of a relatively small NGO. When operating at full stretch, MDAC 
has the flexibility, ingenuity and incisiveness to take rapid and effective advantage of the political and legal 
configurations in which it suddenly finds itself. And it is undoubtedly the case that MDAC grasps with alacrity 
the precious opportunities afforded by particular moments that sometimes open without warning within the 
international human rights and disability field.

It is my hope that in the next few years, we will be able to push our flexibility and ingenuity even further. This will 
allow us to make best use of the possibilities and challenges that are opened by virtue of the fact that an ever-
growing number of countries have ratified the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities 

(CRPD). The Convention ushers in many complex legal, policy and conceptual challenges and conundrums. It also 
has the potential to encourage new synergies to emerge across the various communities and social movements 
that are working to counter discrimination on grounds of disability and mental ill health – whether they are mental 
health professionals, the disability rights movement, or within wider human rights communities. 

MDAC draws together – both within its staff and across its Board – diverse expertise and experiences of 
activism that relate to these various communities and to our core constituencies, children and adults with 
intellectual and psycho-social (mental health) disabilities. We are ideally placed to foment new alliances 
as well as to maximise the gains that are to be had from ensuring that these overlapping, but often distinct, 
communities of interest work more closely together.  

Felicity Callard

Chair of the Board
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That we pride ourselves on our dynamism is of particular importance. For this moment, in which enormous 
gains have been won through the adoption of the CRPD, is also one of great danger. This is not least because 
of the many difficult political, economic and cultural forces that are pushing against the full implementation 
of the CRPD.  After all, we are now entering the sixth year of the global economic crisis, and history makes 
it ferociously clear that such crises tend not to be kind to people with disabilities. In my own jurisdiction of 
England and Wales, for example, the number of recorded incidents of disability hate crime has grown by 60% 
between 2009 and 2011. 

Such disturbing statistics, and there are 
many more that we could quote, make it 
all the more crucial that MDAC – one of 
the few only international organisations 
with the specific expertise to address the range of abuses faced by people with intellectual and psycho-
social disabilities – is able creatively and effectively to work towards advancing its human rights goals. The 
bold actions of our team are dependent, of course, upon adequate organisational finances – not just now, but 
into the future. 

To this end, we have embarked on a fundraising campaign “Making a World of Difference”. This will 
ensure that MDAC has the resources to intervene and make tangible differences to people’s lives in the future. 
Our provocations – in both word and deed – are needed in the field of human rights and disability now more 
than ever.  If you would like to support us with this campaign, I would be really pleased to hear from you.

Felicity Callard 

 @FelicityCallard 

Felicity Callard PhD, is Senior Lecturer in Social Science for Medical Humanities, Durham University 
and a Visiting Researcher in the Service User Research Enterprise, King’s College London (Institute of 
Psychiatry). Her co-authored book Mental Illness, Discrimination and the Law: Fighting for social 

justice was published by Wiley-Blackwell in early 2013. 

It is my hope that in the next few years, 

we will be able to push our flexibility and 

ingenuity even further.
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Message from our Executive Director 

At MDAC we don’t deal with pleasant issues. In fact we 
seek to help some of the most marginalised people in our 
societies, vulnerable to financial exploitation, sexual abuse 
and abandoned by their families, the state, and society at 
large. Austerity budgets are forcing cuts on national human 
rights institutions who are supposed to hold governments to 
account. Many national NGOs are now compromised in 
their advocacy because they receive substantial funding 
from governments. The demand on independent NGOs 
like MDAC to fearlessly advocate for human rights is 
greater now than it has been since the organisation was 
established in 2002. 

MDAC focuses on achieving sustainable law and 
policy reforms which benefit many people. We do 
this by referring to human rights standards which 
governments have agreed to comply with. Human 

rights mechanisms, like the European Court of Human Rights, have been under-used and unresponsive to 
the needs of people who are labelled with disabilities. In collaboration with NGOs in many countries we 
have tried to change this by taking test cases to courts, initiating law reform, and empowering people with 
disabilities to be their own agents of change. 

People with disabilities are treated as if they 
don’t exist, forgotten politically, socially and 
economically. However, they do exist and 
we make them clearly and strongly visible 
to the rest of the world. We work with the international community because changes trickle down to country 
level and can result in long-lasting change for people’s lives. In this biennial report we outline how we have 
contributed to advancing human rights. I would like to thank our small cadre of staff and volunteers, our 
Facebook fans and our Twitter followers, and our growing number of supporters. 

Looking to the future, our biggest challenge is to follow through on the cases we have won and make sure 
that rights become reality. We cannot do this alone, so please contact me to discuss how you can help.

Oliver Lewis 

  @olewis75

Oliver Lewis

Executive Director 

People with disabilities are treated as if 

they don’t exist. We make them clearly and 

strongly visible to the world.
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We select individual cases that have the potential 
to force a government to implement or change 
a law so that many more people benefit. Strategic 
litigation is a slow-burn activity which has to be 
conducted methodically and with persistence. MDAC 
has pride in our ability not only to protect and promote 
people’s rights, but how we have contributed to – and 
in several fields led – the transformation of the very 
framework in which the international legal community 
approaches questions of human rights in relation to 
mental health and intellectual disability.

In 2011-12 many of the cases which we filed more than 
five years ago came to fruition. Among the successes 
were Stanev v. Bulgaria (social “care” can be unlawful 
detention), Plesó v. Hungary (the need for mental health 
treatment cannot in itself justify detention), Bures v. Czech Republic (strapping someone to a bed can 
amount to unlawful and inhuman treatment) and ZH v. Hungary (failing to accommodate a prisoner’s 
multiple disabilities constitutes torture, inhuman and degrading treatment). 

The challenge that we now face at MDAC, 
as the law develops across Europe, is 
ensuring that judgments actually have 
result in concrete changes in the lives of our clients and for people with disabilities much more broadly. Each 
individual case we work with highlights institutional structures which require challenging to advance human 
rights compliance by states. As the law continues to develop, we will move our advocacy from the courts back 
to the countries concerned.

Strategic litigation

Lycette Nelson

Litigation Director 

It’s MDAC’s job to use the law as a tool to 

help people regain their rights.
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Successes: European Court of Human Rights cases

Rusi Stanev v. Bulgaria

In January 2012 the Grand Chamber of the European Court of Human Rights delivered a landmark judgment 
in one of our cases, which potentially transforms the way in which social care is delivered for people with 
disabilities across Europe. MDAC and the Bulgarian Helsinki Committee represented Mr Stanev in his attempts 
to bring domestic proceedings and at the European Court. The London-based NGO Interights intervened as 
a third party in the case. 

In 2002 on December 10 (ironically, 
international human rights day) an 
ambulance picked up 46-year old Rusi 
Stanev from his home where he lived alone. 
He was bundled inside and driven 400km 
to an institution for “adults with mental 
disorders.” His placement in the institution 
was arranged through an agreement by 
a municipal official acting as Mr Stanev’s 
guardian (the guardian had never met Mr 
Stanev and signed off on the institutional 
placement a mere six days after becoming his guardian) and the institution’s director. It was arranged on 
the basis that Mr Stanev had a diagnosis of schizophrenia and that his relatives did not want to care for him. 
Mr Stanev knew nothing about this agreement and did not want to leave his home. No one told him why 

he was being taken to the institution or how long he would 
stay there. Two years earlier, a regional court had restricted 
his legal capacity: he was not informed of the purpose of the 
proceedings and was not represented by a lawyer or informed 
of his right to legal aid. Once under guardianship, Mr Stanev 
was prohibited by law from making any decisions about his 
own life. He unsuccessfully appealed the court decision 
a year later. In 2005, the director of the institution was 
appointed his guardian.

The road to Pastra

© Yana Buhrer Tavanier

The so-called ‘toilets’, also located in the 

yards, represented decrepit shelters with 

holes dug in the ground. The state of these 

facilities was execrable; further, walking to 

them on the frozen, slippery ground was 

potentially dangerous, especially at night. 

Residents visibly used the surrounding 

outside area as a toilet.

Findings of the European Committee for the Prevention 
of Torture, describing Pastra social care institution
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Awarding Mr Stanev compensation of €15,000, 
the European Court of Human Rights held that 
he had been deprived of his liberty under Article 
5 of the European Convention on Human Rights 
(ECHR) because he was under constant supervision 
in the institution and was not free to leave without 
permission. The Court found a violation of Article 
5(1) of the ECHR because his detention was not 
based on his mental health status, which remained 
largely irrelevant to his placement, and that there was 
no need to detain him. The Court also found a violation 
of Article 5(4) of the ECHR which sets out the right to 
a court review of detention, because the Bulgarian law 
allowed him no opportunity to have the lawfulness of his 
detention assessed by an independent judicial body. As 
a person whose legal capacity had been stripped, he had 
no legal standing to litigate. The Court also found a violation 
of Article 5(5) of the ECHR, which sets out a right to domestic 
compensation for a violation of Article 5. Importantly, the Court 
found that the conditions of the detention were “degrading,” in 
violation of Article 3 of the ECHR. 

At the end of 2012, Rusi Stanev was living in 
a protected home, which still placed substantial 
restrictions on him. The Strasbourg court found 
that it was a violation of his human rights for Mr 
Stanev not to have the power under Bulgarian law 
to initiate a court proceeding to regain his legal 
capacity. Despite this, the Bulgarian government 
had not changed the law, and the Bulgarian prosecutor, who has authority to initiate a proceeding for Mr 
Stanev to regain his legal capacity, had refused to do so. MDAC continued to advocate for Mr Stanev to 
receive the services he needs to live in the community, and our lawyer continues to represent him.  

An overcoat is placed on the bed 

instead of a mattress in Pastra

© Amnesty International 2002

Thanks to this judgment, European 

countries must end policies and practices 

that unnecessarily restrict the liberty of 

thousands of people with disabilities in 

the provision of social care.

Lycette Nelson, Litigation Director
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Milan Sýkora v. the Czech Republic 

– not a ‘voluntary’ patient  

In the year 2000 the local government had Mr Sýkora, at that time 51 years old, placed under guardianship 
without even telling him. He was ‘represented’ by an employee of the court, who never met him or took 
instructions from him. Five years later, after an argument with his girlfriend, he was taken to a psychiatric 
hospital. He didn’t show any signs of mental illness, but was forcibly injected with psychiatric drugs which 
damaged his eyesight for a year. On day five out of his twenty days in hospital, Mr Sýkora contacted lawyers 
working for the Czech NGO the League of Human Rights and MDAC. The lawyer was not allowed to see him 
because his guardian did not give permission. 

In 2007 the Czech Constitutional Court 
refused to hear the case. In November 
2012 the European Court of Human Rights 
awarded Mr Sýkora €20,000 compensation. 
The Court found that it is inappropriate to 
classify someone as a ‘voluntary’ patient in 
a psychiatric hospital if that person does not 
want to be there even if their guardian does. 
Denying a detained person the opportunity to challenge the detention before a court is unfair, and a law 
which allows Person A (the guardian) to authorise the detention of Person B (the person under guardianship) 
without any independent oversight is arbitrary and unacceptable. The Court was critical of the guardianship 
proceedings, finding that the failure of the applicant’s legal representative to take part in the proceedings 
and the failure of the judge to have personal contact with the applicant were “serious deficiencies” in the 
machinery of justice. 

ZH v. Hungary 

– discrimination in prison 

Mr H is a 25 year-old man who is deaf, does not use verbal communication, cannot read or write, and has 
an intellectual disability. His only means of communication is a specific sign language and his mother is the 
only person who understands him. In 2011 he was arrested for theft and was interrogated in the absence of 
his mother. He was held in pre-trial detention for three months where his mother was only allowed to visit him 
every two weeks, so he was effectively denied the possibility of communicating with anyone. MDAC’s role in 
this case was to submit a third party intervention to the European Court of Human Rights. 

In November 2012 the Court issued a judgment, saying that States need to prove that they provide “reasonable 
accommodations” to vulnerable people in prisons. This includes the adjustments which need to be made to 
a prison in a particular case to enable that person to be treated equally. The Court also said that a State’s 
failure to prove that it has provided reasonable accommodation to a person with a disability in detention in 

Milan Sýkora’s case illustrates the very 

worst excesses of medicine and of law. 

Psychiatry still generates story-lines like 

a Franz Kafka novel. The government 

needs to prevent mental health systems 

from being used as a social dustbin. 

Oliver Lewis, Executive Director
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itself amounts to inhuman and degrading treatment, which is absolutely prohibited under international law. In 
this case the Court found a violation of Article 3 which prohibits torture, inhuman and degrading treatment, 
and a violation of Article 5(2) of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR), which sets out the right 
to be informed, in a language which the person understands, of the reasons why someone has been detained 
and any criminal charges. The Court awarded €16,000 damages. 

Lukáš Bureš v. Czech Republic 

– cellist restrained by leather straps 

Lukáš Bureš was 22 years old in 2007 when he 
accidently overdosed on medication prescribed 
by a psychiatrist. He was brought by the police to 
a sobering-up centre, where he was immediately 
strapped with leather restraint belts to a bed, although 
he presented no danger to anyone. He spent at least 
three hours during the night in restraints, resulting 
in injuries which impaired movement of his elbow as 
a result of compression of the nerves and blood vessels, 
which would have a long-term but not permanent effect: 
devastating to Mr Bureš as he is a cello player. Once he 
was out of the hospital, Mr Bureš brought criminal charges 
for the ill-treatment he had suffered but the public prosecutor 
decided not to prosecute and no one was held accountable.  

MDAC and the NGO League of Human Rights represented Mr Bureš in both domestic proceedings and at the 
European Court of Human Rights. In October 2012 the Court awarded Mr Bureš €20,000 for the violations 
of his rights and as compensation for the psychological and physical pain, he had experienced. The Court 
said that the strapping and the State’s failure to prevent this from happening violated Article 3 of the ECHR 
which sets out the right to freedom from torture, inhuman and degrading treatment. In the sobering-up centre, 
the Court found, “[s]trapping was applied as a matter of routine.”

Lukáš Bureš
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KĒdzior v. Poland 

– guardianship regime is inappropriate 

In the year 2000 Stanisław KĒdzior was placed under the guardianship of his brother who, two years later, 
arranged for Mr KĒdzior to be transferred from his home to a social care institution against his will. He 
remained there for ten years with no way of challenging his detention in court. Mr KĒdzior was represented by 
the Helsinki Foundation for Human Rights in Warsaw, and MDAC submitted a third party intervention to the 
European Court of Human Rights.

In a similar way to the Stanev case (see 
pages 6–7), in October 2012 the European 
Court of Human Rights found that Mr KĒdzior 
was not free to leave the institution without 
the management’s permission which could 
only be sought by his official guardian, which Poland claimed was sufficient for the detention to be regarded was 
voluntary. Reaffirming its views established in the 2010 judgment of Shtukaturov v. Russia (another MDAC 
case) the Court said that Mr KĒdzior’s detention was involuntary, not justified, and that he should have been 
given an opportunity to challenge it through the judiciary. The Court awarded the applicant €10,000 damages.

Plesó v. Hungary

– detention in psychiatric institution for no reason  

In 2007 a Hungarian court ordered Mr Plesó to be detained in a psychiatric hospital without having any legal 
authority to do so, because Mr Plesó had refused to undergo a ‘voluntary’ psychiatric evaluation. As a result 
he spent nearly one month in a hospital under a compulsory inpatient treatment order, including two weeks 
in a locked ward. 

In finding a violation of Article 5(1) of the ECHR which sets out the right to liberty, the European Court of 
Human Rights commented on the arbitrariness of the decision ordering Mr Plesó’s involuntary hospitalisation. 
In doing so, the Court articulated strong principles upholding the rights of persons with psycho-social (mental 
health) disabilities to make choices about their own treatment and of the need for less restrictive alternatives 
to detention. Awarding Mr Plesó €10,000 the Court upheld the value of autonomy and self-determination, 
including the right to refuse treatment, for people with psycho-social disabilities. In its judgment the Court 
stated, “it is incumbent on the authorities to strike a fair balance between the competing interests emanating, 
on the one hand, from society’s responsibility to secure the best possible health care for those with diminished 
faculties (for example, because of lack of insight into their condition) and, on the other hand, from the 
individual’s inalienable right to self-determination (including the right to refusal of hospitalisation or medical 
treatment, that is, his or her ‘right to be ill’).”  The European Court of Human Rights also found that the 
Hungarian courts had perceived the applicant’s refusal to undergo hospitalisation as proof of his lack of 
insight, rather than as “the exercise of his right to self-determination.” MDAC initiated this case in 2008 and 
it was later litigated by the Disability Rights Centre, an NGO in Hungary.

The European Court has again sent a clear 

message to governments: stop detaining 

people in segregated institutions!

Luke Clemens, Professor of Law, Cardiff University, UK
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Center for Legal Resources on behalf of 

Valentin Câmpeanu v. Romania

- left to die in freezing conditions 

Mr Câmpeanu grew up in state care. He had an 
intellectual disability and was HIV-positive. When he 
turned 18 and could no longer stay in a children’s 
institution, he was moved to a large institution for adults. 
There he was denied adequate healthcare and died in 
sub-zero temperatures. The Center for Legal Resources, 
a Romanian NGO, lodged an application to the European 
Court of Human Rights on his behalf because he did not 
have family or a guardian to vindicate his rights. MDAC’s 
amicus curiae brief laid out the international law regarding 
abuse in institutions, and access to justice.  

Laschaevsky v. Russia 

- deprived of liberty through operation of law 

Mr Laschaevsky is a 38-year-old Russian man. He was deprived of his legal capacity in 1997. In 2009, the 
person who had been his guardian asked to be removed as his guardian, but no one was appointed to 
replace her. Lacking a guardian, Mr Laschaevsky was considered under Russian law to be “helpless”, that is, 
unable to care for himself. He was involuntarily admitted to a psychiatric hospital. By operation of law and 
without any involvement by a court, the psychiatric hospital became his guardian. MDAC represented him 
in domestic proceedings to challenge his deprivation of liberty on purely social grounds. When these were 
unsuccessful, MDAC lodged an application at the European Court of Human Rights on his behalf in 2011 
claiming violations of his right to liberty under Article 5 and his right to a private and family life under Article 8. 

Delova v. Russia 

– plenary guardianship removed all decision-making powers 

Ms Delova, a 51-year-old Russian woman, has an intellectual disability. Despite expert reports that she was 
able to manage her small income, she was placed under plenary guardianship, with all of her legal rights 
restricted, because Russian law did not allow any alternative to plenary guardianship. In addition to filing 
a case at the Russian Constitutional Court, Ms Delova filed an application at the European Court of Human 
Rights asking for finding that her rights to private and family life were violated by full deprivation of her legal 
capacity. 

Pending: European Court of Human Rights cases 

European Court of Human Rights
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Lobastova v. Russia 

- director of institution appointed guardian instead of mother 

Ms Lobastova is a 23-year-old woman with an intellectual disability. She had lived with her mother (who was 
also her guardian) all her life. In 2010, her mother became unable to take care of her. Given the failure of 
the Russian authorities to provide adequate services to support her to live in her own home, she was placed 
in a social care institution. Under Russian law, it is almost automatic for directors of social care institutions to 
be appointed guardians for their residents and this is what happened to Ms Lobastova. She, however, wanted 
her mother to continue to be her guardian, someone whom she knows and trusts and who can communicate 
with her. The case argues that the practice of appointing directors of social care institutions as guardians is 
an interference with the right to private and family life under Article 8 of the European Convention on Human 
Rights as it deprives people with disabilities the authority to choose their own guardian.

Červenka v. Czech Republic 

– institutionalised simply on the basis of his disability 

Similarly to the facts in Stanev v. Bulgaria (see page 6–7), Mr Červenka was placed by a public guardian 
in a social care institution despite having his own apartment where he was living without any problem. MDAC 
is representing him at the Strasbourg court where he is arguing unlawful detention, violations of his right to 
family and private life, and discrimination on the basis of his disability. 

Mikhaylenko v. Ukraine 

– no access to court to challenge guardianship 

Ms Mikhaylenko is a 42-year old woman who has various disabilities, including psycho-social disabilities. She 
was deprived of her legal capacity and one of her sisters became her guardian, but she is independent and 
able to manage her own affairs. She has no means to apply to for review of her placement under guardianship 
as Ukrainian law prohibits this. She claims before the European Court of Human Rights that her right to a fair 
trial has been violated by her not having access to a court to challenge her placement under guardianship 
and this constitutes discrimination on the basis of disability.
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Successes: Domestic cases 

In 2011-12 MDAC helped in twenty cases before 
domestic courts and administrative authorities. In 
the domestic cases highlighted below, we refer to 
the clients by their initials rather than by their full 
names to protect their confidentiality. Full names 
are given in the cases before the European Court 
of Human Rights because their names are public 
once cases have been filed unless an applicant has 
specifically requested that he or she remain anonymous.

In the Russian Constitutional Court

- lack of alternatives to plenary guardianship 

unconstitutional 

In June 2012 the Russian Constitutional Court quashed as 
unconstitutional the lack of alternatives to plenary guardianship. This case, supported by MDAC, challenges 
the complete restriction of rights of the estimated 300,000 people who are currently under guardianship in 
Russia, all stripped of their personhood and of their legal rights. The Constitutional Court ordered the Russian 
parliament to enact a new law which better respects people’s decision-making capacity.

In the Slovak Constitutional Court

-mental health condition alone insufficient to justify guardianship 

In November 2012 the Constitutional Court found in an MDAC-initiated case that guardianship cannot be 
imposed on someone simply on the basis of evidence of the person’s mental health condition. Courts need 
to take into account other factors such as the person’s family and social situation. The Court noted that the 
understanding of disability has evolved in law and that, while in the past decisions about deprivation of legal 
capacity were made with a view to protecting third parties and for the public interest, courts today must 
primarily consider the rights of the person concerned.

In the Szentendre Town Court (Hungary)

– support network recognised by court 

Ms EM is a woman with a psycho-social disability. In 2009, after she had made complaints against the social 
care institution where she lives, the local government initiated her placement under guardianship. She does 
not want to be under guardianship because she has a support network and is able to manage her own affairs. 
After several hearings in the case in early 2012, the judge ruled in her favour finding that Ms EM’s ability to 
use the support she had precluded the necessity of any restriction on her legal capacity.
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Pending: Domestic cases 

MDAC was assisting clients in the following cases which were pending at the end of 2012. 

Ms AV (Czech Republic)  A district court deprived Ms AV, a 53-year-old woman with a psycho-social 
disability, from exercising her parental rights and denied her the opportunity of visiting her daughter. She is 
challenging the ruling because the district court did not allow her to introduce any evidence in support of her 
parenting abilities. 

Mr KD (Czech Republic)  The applicant is a 42-year-old man who suffers from a rare disease called 
Wilson’s disease, which causes both physical disabilities and, in some cases, the development of mental health 
problems. Mr KD was placed in a psychiatric hospital for an indefinite period after being found not guilty by 
reason of mental disability for sexual offenses. The hospital did not accommodate his disabilities, causing him 
physical pain, humiliation and a deterioration of his mental state. 

EP (Czech Republic)  
The applicant is a 12 year old boy 
with autism who had been attending 
a mainstream school with an assistant 
provided by the school. The school 
informed EP’s parents that it could 
no longer provide the assistant and 
that the parents would have to pay for 
the assistant themselves. The parents 
cannot afford this. 

Ms KS (Czech Republic)  The applicant is a 70-year-old woman who was detained in a psychiatric hospital 
and forcibly treated with anti-psychotic medication. MDAC made a complaint to the Czech ombudsperson 
and submitted a claim to the Constitutional Court challenging the law that allows for forced treatment without 
any safeguards for people involuntarily detained as forensic patients. 

Ms ES (Czech Republic)  The applicant is a Roma woman who has an intellectual disability. Her children 
were removed from her because of her disability, and proceedings to terminate her parental rights were 
commenced. Two of her children, who also have disabilities, were placed in institutions. She is claiming she 
was the victim of disability-based discrimination. 

Mr SV (Hungary)  The applicant was deprived of his legal capacity in 2004 and this should have been 
reviewed after five years. His placement under guardianship has never been reviewed. 

As a member of the Registry of the 

European Court of Human Rights I worked 

on some disability cases. The realisation of 

how difficult it is for people with disabilities 

to be granted access to justice, especially 

if they are under guardianship, struck me 

then, and strikes still strikes me now. One 

strategic case can change the lives of many.

Aleksandra Ivanković-Tamamović,
Senior Legal Officer
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Aleksandra Ivanković-Tamamović

Senior Legal Officer

Mr VK (Russia)  The applicant is a man with 
an intellectual disability. He and his partner lived 
in an institution and had a daughter, who was 
automatically placed in an orphanage at birth. 
The applicant left the institution, set up a home 
independently and requested to have his daughter 
live with him, the request being supported by the 
social services. The orphanage, as the girl’s custodian, 
refused to hand her over to her father. A few days before 
the girl’s fifth birthday the Russian courts ordered that 
Mr VK’s daughter should be handed back to him. The 
case is pending before the European Court of Human 
Rights, where Mr VK claims recognition of violation of his 
right to a family life, along with that of his daughter.

Ms SL (Russia)  The applicant, a 23-year-old woman with 
an intellectual disability, was placed under the guardianship 
of her mother. When she was 20 her mother placed her in 
a social care institution. Although she wanted her mother to 
be her guardian, Russian law mandates that the institution 
is the guardian for people placed in institutions and under 
guardianship, creating obvious conflicts of interest.

Mr EV (Slovakia)  The applicant had been under guardianship for six years before being placed in a social 
care institution by his stepfather/guardian in 2011. He wants to restore his legal capacity and to challenge his 
detention in the institution. 

Ms BB (Slovakia)  The applicant is a 59-year old woman with disabilities who was denied support services by 
the local government to enable her to continue to live at home. Her case argues that the Slovak government’s 
denial of support violates her right to live in the community, as set out in the UN Convention on the Rights of 
Persons with Disabilities. 

Ms EA (Portugal)  The applicant is a 14-year old Irish girl who is a strong swimmer. She also has Down 
syndrome. She and her parents were on holiday in Portugal and wanted to pay money to a company which 
offered the opportunity for tourists to swim with dolphins. The company refused to allow her because of her 
disability. The case, before the Portuguese Equality Authority, challenges this direct discrimination. 
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MDAC’s uses international law to remind governments that 
they should take certain actions. Working directly with 
governments, MDAC also encourages international human 
rights mechanisms to make progressive recommendations to 
governments. In particular we targeted the UN Committee 
on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, the UN Human 
Rights Committee, and the UN Committee on Economic, 
Social and Cultural Rights. 

Coordinate! Monitor! Participate! 

In April 2011 at the United Nations in Geneva, MDAC 
launched a 60-page publication entitled, “Building 

the Architecture for Change: Guidelines on Article 

33 of the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons 

with Disabilities (CRPD),” which is available in 
several languages. Article 33 sets out the ways 
in which the Convention should be implemented 
and monitored, and places an emphasis on the 
duty to include people with disabilities and their 
representative organisations. 

Hungarian EU Presidency 

Hungary held the presidency of the EU Council during the first half of 2011. At an international conference 
in Budapest, MDAC produced a paper for the international community on, “Disability rights in rhetoric 

and reality: bringing the Hungarian EU Presidency home”, highlighting the discrimination in the new 
Constitution and the high numbers of people placed under guardianship and institutionalised. 

Inclusive education for all children 

In collaboration with the European Roma Rights Centre, the League for Human Rights and the Open Society 
Justice Initiative, in May 2011 MDAC sent a submission to the UN Committee on the Rights of the Child (CRC) 
on inclusive education in the Czech Republic. As a direct result, for the first time in the Committee’s history, its 
concluding observations synthesised its recommendations with the standards on inclusive education in the UN 
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. MDAC’s initiative was the first time in which the disability 
and ethnicity communities came together to speak with one voice on inclusive education for all children.

Advocacy

Briefing for Budapest-based diplomats  

at MDAC offices (2011)
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Summer school

MDAC’s annual two-week “Mental Disability Law 
in Practice” summer school fills a gap in global 
disability law education. Grounded in a human 
rights-based approach, the summer school is the 
only international course focused on creating legal 
and policy change for people with disabilities. The 
summer school provide participants with a unique 
opportunity to engage with experts from a wide range 
of complementary (and competing) disciplines including 
law, psychology, political philosophy and clinical sciences.

Our 2011 and 2012 summer schools drew 41 participants from 28 countries and representing all continents. 
Participants came from a wide range of backgrounds including human rights activists, users and survivors of 
psychiatry, advocates working for human rights organisations, staff of a number of Ombudspersons offices, 
practising lawyers and PhD students.

The practical approach of the summer schools was focused on developing participants’ knowledge of, and 
ability to use, international law including the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and 
its Optional Protocol. Workshops included planning public advocacy back in participants’ countries, and 
undertaking strategic litigation as a key tool for effecting change for people with disabilities. Interactive 
sessions  included a practical experience of monitoring a real institution for people with severe and multiple 
disabilities, interviewing people with intellectual  disabilities and people with psycho-social disabilities, and 
mooting, in a mock court room.

The course provided me with an invaluable 

opportunity to meet with others from 

around the world who are fighting for 

disability rights in one way or another in 

their own country. It allowed me to learn 

from some of the leading thinkers in 

this field. 

Piers Gooding, PhD candidate in Law, Monash University, 
Australia (participant, 2011)

Piers Gooding

Participant, 2011
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Research and advocacy in Africa

Eyong Mbuen

Legal Officer

Upon requests from various organisations in Africa, in 2009, MDAC 
decided to use some of its resources to investigate the human rights 
of people with psycho-social disabilities and people intellectual 
disabilities across the continent. The situation in Africa is different 
to MDAC’s traditional area of central and eastern Europe, but 
we learned that many of the solutions to the challenges were 
similar. African NGOs wanted us to help them with research 
and monitoring to issue reports about the situation there, 
they wanted to carry out advocacy, and they wanted to do 
strategic litigation. We worked hard to attract funds for to 
carry out work on the ground, starting with initial visits 
to engage partners in Kenya and Uganda during 2010. 

In 2011 we advised the Secretariat of the African 
Decade of Persons with Disabilities on a draft 
African Disability Protocol. We recommended 

pausing the drafting process to consult with and include disability experts in the working group on the rights of 
people with disabilities from the African Commission on Human and Peoples’ Rights. This proposal was accepted: 
three new members joined the working group, including a person with disability, and the drafting process was on-
going at the end of 2012. 
 
In August 2011, MDAC sent written comments to the Secretariat about another initiative, namely the development 
of a new continental plan of action for Africa, as a result of the extension of the African Decade of Persons with 
Disabilities from 2009 to 2019. In September 2012 the Secretariat invited MDAC to provide comments on the draft 
Plan of Action, which we did, and the process was ongoing at year end. 

In January 2012, MDAC and Mental Health 
Worldwide supported local NGOs in 
Ghana by urging the Ghanaian President 
to ratify the UN Convention on the Rights of 
Persons with Disabilities (CRPD), and to pass 
the Mental Health Bill which had been sitting 
in Parliament for seven years. The Bill became 
law in March 2012 and the CRPD and its 
Optional Protocol were ratified in July 2012. 

In February 2012 we held a training event for 12 practising lawyers from East Africa (Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda) 
in Kampala, Uganda. The theme of the training was on using the CRPD to represent people with disabilities in cases 

Eighty percent of people with disabilities 

live in developing countries where people 

with disabilities are the poorest among 

the poor. Those with  psycho-social or 

intellectual disabilities are among the  

most marginalised of all.

Eyong Mbuen, MDAC Legal Officer
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‘Mental Clinic’ in Kampala, Uganda (2010)

involving the rights to liberty and freedom from ill-
treatment and the right to vote. For many of the 
participants this was the first time they developed 
strategies about how to use the CRPD in domestic 
courts. 

In the same month, we participated in a regional 
consultation for Africa in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, on 
preventing torture and protecting victims of torture. Our 
suggestions included a recommendation that laws about 
detention on the basis of a disability should be reviewed 
against CRPD standards, and this was included in the 
outcome document of the forum. 
MDAC contributed to building the capacity of several African 
organisations of people with psycho-social disabilities and 
people with intellectual disabilities addressing the right to legal 
capacity and the challenges to implementation in Africa. In 
March 2011 delivered training in Johannesburg, South Africa, at 
the Inclusion International and Inclusion Africa annual regional 
forum, which was attended by representatives of organisations from 13 African countries. In October 2011 we 
participated in a workshop organised by the Pan-African Network of People with Psycho-Social Disabilities, which 
attracted member organisations from seven African countries. 

Kenya

Through 2011 and 2012, MDAC hired researchers to gather evidence on decision-making for people with 
intellectual disabilities and people with psycho-social disabilities. We reviewed laws, and held interviews with 
people with disabilities and their families. The purpose was to issue a report to inform the on-going process of 
legal capacity law reform. 

Zambia 

In collaboration with local NGOs, we investigated the intersection between human rights, traditional healing and 
psycho-social disabilities. The purpose was to find out the extent of ill-treatment and abuse, and to identify ways in 
which ill-treatment in healthcare settings and in the community could be ended. Via local monitors we conducted 
over 80 interviews across Zambia, and visited traditional healing centres and mental health facilities.

South Africa

In collaboration with the University of Seattle, we welcomed law graduate Anupa Iyer as a Fellow for one year from 
September 2011. She led an exploratory investigation into violence and abuse against women with intellectual 
disabilities in the Western Cape, South Africa.
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Save the Vote! 

The problem:

It’s a shocking fact that people with intellectual disabilities and people with psycho-social disabilities, 
and those deemed ‘mad’, are denied their right to vote and stand for election in many countries. The 
Venice Commission, an influential constitutional law body affiliated to the Council of Europe, adopted 
a document in October 2010 recommending that parliaments put in place legislation to allow judges 
to remove the right to vote of a person with disability if the person “lacks proper judgment”. MDAC 
coordinated a campaign to reverse this outright discrimination. 

With the European Disability Forum, MDAC organised a public discussion on 15 June 2011, in Venice, 
Italy, to scrutinise the legality and feasibility of the Commission’s proposal. The next day, participants at the 
public discussion, along with Human Rights Watch, the International Disability Alliance and a range of other 
international non-governmental organisations issued a statement, which was distributed to members of the 
Venice Commission.

Online campaign

A campaign website –
www.savethevote.info – went live right 
before the official launch event in New 
York on 8 September 2011, at the annual 
gathering on disability rights at the United 
Nations. The website contained campaign 
information and encouraged readers to take 
action by signing petitions, sending emails 
to the Venice Commission, and meeting 
members directly. 

UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities

Article 29: Participation in political and public life
“States Parties shall guarantee to persons with disabilities political rights and the opportunity to enjoy 
them on an equal basis with others, and shall undertake to:
(a) Ensure that persons with disabilities can effectively and fully participate in political and public life 
on an equal basis with others, directly or through freely chosen representatives, including the right 

and opportunity for persons with disabilities to vote and be elected.

Worldwide, women and others have 

fought prejudices to secure their right 

to vote. If their struggle for universal 

suffrage tells us one thing, it is that we 

should count the vote of every person 

rather than exclude those belonging 

to a certain group. What hangs in the 

balance in this room is nothing smaller 

than the promise of democracy.

Oliver Lewis, MDAC’s Executive Director, addressing 
a plenary session of the Venice Commission, 16 June 2011
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Legal capacity 

MDAC was central in bringing to international attention one of the most acute human rights abuses in Europe 
today: guardianship. We have researched, campaigned, litigated and advocated for over a decade on this 
issue, spearheading a change in rhetoric and law in many countries. Currently MDAC is engaged in providing 
technical assistance in eleven European jurisdictions undertaking law reform. 

Guardianship is akin to civil death, which strips a person of their autonomy and dignity. As a result, people 
with intellectual disabilities and people with psycho-social disabilities are denied the right to work (plunging 
already poor people into greater poverty), the right to marry, the right to decide on medical treatment, and 
crucially, the right to vote and stand for election – a key element of democracy and European values. 

In 2011-12 MDAC placed a high priority on 
providing policy and decision-makers and 
civil society organisations with knowledge 
on the right to legal capacity by organising 
capacity-building events. These events 
enabled people with disabilities and NGOs 
to find out new information and also to 
learn new advocacy skills to demand law 
reform. During this time MDAC organised 
and presented training events in Bulgaria, 
Czech Republic, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Moldova, Portugal and the UK. We also 
trained judges from around Europe by acting 
as experts for the Academy of European Law 
in Trier, Germany. 

These Capacity-building activities enabled MDAC to address the meaning of Article 12 of the Convention on 
the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD), on the difference between a guardian and a support person, and 
on what sorts of safeguards should exist. MDAC facilitated information exchange on promising approaches to 
implementing the UN Disability Convention, on ways of introducing supported decision-making and how to 
abolish substituted decision-making regimes.

In 2011 and 2012 the Czech Republic, Latvia and Russia completed law reform. The Czech Republic abolished 
plenary guardianship and introduced alternatives including supported decision-making. Latvia managed to 
abolish plenary guardianship, but failed to introduce supported decision-making. Russia introduced partial 
guardianship into law but did not abolish plenary guardianship or introduce alternatives to guardianship. 
MDAC urged international human rights mechanisms to push governments to reform their legal capacity 
systems. We took part in several sessions of the UN Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities 

The implications of MDAC’s efforts are felt 

not just in Europe but around the world. 

At a global level, Inclusion International 

has greatly benefited from MDAC’s legal 

expertise and human rights approach to 

disability issues. Our members are able 

to draw on MDAC to help shape litigation 

strategies and policy advocacy. We use 

MDAC’s efforts and accomplishments as 

examples of success and build on these 

efforts to make change in countries 

globally.

Connie Laurin-Bowie, Executive Director, 
Inclusion International
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in Geneva and provided the Committee with 
information on the right to legal capacity for their 
periodic reviews of Spain (2011) and Hungary 
(2012). In both cases, the Committee’s concluding 
observations reflected MDAC’s submissions. These recommendations were used in our Hungarian advocacy 
work. With domestic NGOs we sent submissions addressing the right to legal capacity to the UN Human 
Rights Committee when it examined compliance the compliance of several with the International Covenant 
on Civil and Political Rights including Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Lithuania, Portugal 
and Slovakia.

In sum, legal capacity law and policy reforms are on the agenda across Europe but the necessary legislative 
and policy steps to comply with the CRPD still lack clarity. There is a huge need for information on advancing 
this crucial right for persons with intellectual disabilities and persons with psycho-social disabilities, including 
involving them in reform processes.

Sándor Gurbai, Project Manager, at a training event in Lithuania (2011)

Guardianship is akin to civil death, 

stripping a person of their autonomy  

and dignity



Biennial Report, 2011-12 | Advocacy

A
dv

oc
ac

y

26

Preventing torture

Bringing disability torture to the world’s attention 

In November MDAC participated in the Global OPCAT Forum organised by the Association for the Prevention 
of Torture. MDAC’s Executive Director presented on a panel with Juan Méndez, UN Special Rapporteur on 
Torture, and highlighted the need for inspectorates to be more inclusive with regards to the variety of detention 
settings visited, and to involve users and survivors of mental health services who are ‘experts by experience’, as 
human rights monitors. In December, MDAC participated in the “Regional Consultation for Europe on 

Prevention of Torture and Protection of Victims of Torture – Especially Persons Deprived 

of their Liberty” at the United Nations in Geneva. MDAC made a number of interventions and pointed 
out that the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities should be respected in all places of 
detention. 

Convening action on detention and torture 

In November we brought together several experts in Strasbourg for a roundtable discussion on “Evolving 

Standards in Preventing Torture and Ill-treatment against Persons with Disabilities”. 
People working for UN and European bodies, as well as NGOs and academics took part. The objective 
was to increase cooperation among the participants, to underscore the importance of regular, independent 
and effective visits to psychiatric and social care institutions, and to discuss evolving international standards. 
The event was held jointly with the Human Rights Implementation Centre at the University of Bristol and the 
Centre for Disability Law and Policy at the NUI Galway School of Law, Ireland. Results were published in the 
International Journal of Human Rights in August 2012.

Patients in uniforms at Butabika Mental Health Hospital, Kenya, 2010
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Pétur Haukkson, Icelandic psychiatrist, and member of 

the European Committee for the Prevention of Torture, 

2000-2011

As a member of the Committee on the 

Prevention of Torture I became familiar 

with the work of the MDAC and its effects, 

and I have worked and collaborated with 

their staff, including work that has not 

been made public. 

The paths of MDAC and the CPT have 

crossed on several occasions, and when 

a CPT delegation has followed in the wake 

of the MDAC, I have seen with my own 

eyes the results of their work, not merely 

as regards policy, legislation and judicial 

practice, but even more importantly, 

a change of attitudes, observed on the 

spot in the homes visited.

A stubborn paternalistic approach, with 

impunity for any ill-treatment, has been 

seen to develop towards a respectful 

approach, with proper individualised care. 

This is a major achievement, no small feat.

Pétur Hauksson (Icelandic Psychiatrist, and Member of the 
European Committee for the Prevention of Torture, 
2000-2011) 
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Finances

Besides core funding from the Open Society Foundations, MDAC 
is grateful to have received donations from a variety of trusts 
and foundations including the Sigrid Rausing Trust, Zennström 
Philanthropies, and the Trust for Civil Society in Central and 
Eastern Europe. In addition, MDAC received funds for its 
research from the EU Public Health Agency, the UK Foreign 
and Commonwealth Office, the Seattle University School of 
Law, the European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights 
(via the European Human Consultancy) and the Dutch 
Embassy in Budapest. 

In December 2011 MDAC became a “public benefit 
organisation” under Hungarian law, therefore a public 
benefit report according to Hungarian requirements 
and an IFRS financial report are also produced 
each year.  In 2012, a new financial system was 
introduced which enabled MDAC to modernise 
and restructure its budgeting and accounting 

procedures. Open Society Foundations as founder of MDAC conducted a thorough audit and put the 
organisation to the top of the list of grantees regarding financial accountability. 

Due to the weakening of the Hungarian forint towards the last quarter of the year, MDAC was able to 
make a certain profit on currency transactions, resulting in a small surplus by the end of the year. The same 
fluctuation resulted in financial loss at the end of 2012. 

Transparency and accountability are 

essential components for advancing 

human rights. We are committed to 

exemplifying the highest standards  

within our own governance structure

Betti Nagy

Finance and Administration Director
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ASSETS                  EUR

Year 2011 Year 2012

Fixed Assets 13,310 10,906

Intangible Assets 1,192 1,740

Property and Equipment 12,117 9,167

Financial Investments - -

Current Assets 321,820 283,675

Inventories - -

Receivables 39,633 33,529

Marketable Securities - -

Cash and cash equivalents 282,188 250,146

Accrued and Deferred Assets 36,538 2,842

TOTAL ASSETS 371,668 297,423

LIABILITIES AND EQUITY                  EUR

Year 2011 Year 2012

Equity 137,820 92,094

Foundation Capital 765 820

Change in Equity 130,508 146,894

Fixed Reserve - -

Revaluation Reserve - -

Profit for the year (primary and PBO activities) 6,547 -56,581

Profit for the year (business activities) - 961

Provisions (reserve fund) 25,999 26,091

Liabilities 41,677 23,156

Subordinated Liabilities - -

Long-term Liabilities - -

Current Liabilities 41,677 23,156

Accrued and Deferred Liabilities 166,172 156,082

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND EQUITY 371,668 297,423

*Exchange rates used: 31/12/2011 and 31/12/2012 of the Hungarian National Bank. For each year respectively

Balance Sheet
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           EUR

Year 2011 Year 2012

Trusts and Foundations

Open Society Foundations Human Rights and Governance Grants 

Program and Disability Rights Initiative

495,273 471,821

Sigrid Rausing Trust 68,787 69,498

Zennström Philanthropies 155,593 132,261

Equal Rights Trust 4,077 -

Trust for Civil Society in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE Trust) 48,999 17,216

Governments and International Organisations 

EU Public Health Agency via King’s College London (ASPEN) 22,045 -

UK Foreign and Commonwealth Office 64,157 -

European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights 9,698 -

Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands - 4,082

Universities

Seattle University School of Law 6,648 27,217

Central European University - 3,363

Private Donors 2,059 18,657

Private Donors through MDAC-UK 4,533 18,712

Other revenue

Interests and currency gain 27,840 17,527

Other revenue 29 4,757

Income from activities - 3,042

TOTAL REVENUE 909,738 788,153

Programme costs: products and services purchased 270,373 314,796

Staff costs including programme and administration staff 535,606 442,978

Operations expenses 83,312 49,082

Other expenses (financial) and depreciation 13,901 31,224

TOTAL EXPENDITURE 903,192 843,773

NET END OF YEAR RESULT 6,547 -55,620

*Exchange rates used: 31/12/2011 and 31/12/2012 of the Hungarian National Bank
MDAC’s annual audited accounts as well as public benefit reports for 2011 and 2012 are available at www.mdac.info.  

Profit and Loss Statement
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Revenue Streams for 2011 and 2012

2011 2012

Other revenue

Private Donors

Universities

Governments and
International Organisations

Trusts and Foundations
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MDAC people, 2011-12

Board of Trustees
Peter Bartlett (Chair until March 2011), Felicity Callard (Chair from March 2011),  
Gábor Liener (Treasurer), Robert Kushen (Secretary), Michael Bach, Ivan Fišer, Anna Lawson

MDAC-UK Trustees
Samuel Coote (Chair), Andreas Rindler (Treasurer), Fiona Fraser (Secretary), Ivan Fišer,  
Jennifer Randall

Staff
Kiry Noémi Ambrus Fundraising Development Manager – until February 2012 
Ngila Bevan Project Manager – UN Litigation and Advocacy Manager – until February 2012 
Ágnes Császár Programmes Assistant – until July 2012 
Eszter Csilléry Financial and Executive Assistant – until April 2011 
Slavica Cubric Legal Officer – from March until July 2012 
Ibolya Fabula  Finance Officer – until March 2011 
Gábor Gombos Senior Advocacy Officer – until December 2011 
Sándor Gurbai  Project Manager – Legal Capacity 
Gábor Halmai  Advocacy Officer 
Iqtadar Hasnain Fundraising Development Manager – from June 2012 
Anna Hornyik Finance Assistant – from April 2011 
Aleksandra Ivanković–Tamamović Senior Legal Officer – from July 2012 
Anupa Iyer Legal Officer – from October 2011 until September 2012 
Dorottya Karsay Project Manager – Detention Monitoring 
Zuzana Kovalova  Legal Officer – from March until December 2011 
Lajos Labossa  Legal and Communications Assistant 
Oliver Lewis Executive Director 
Reima Ana Maglajlic Research and Monitoring Director – from September 2011 
Eyong Mbuen Legal Officer 
Betti Nagy Finance and Administration Director – from April 2011 
Lycette Nelson Litigation Director 
Natália Simon Receptionist – until December 2011 
Andrea Spitálszky Legal Officer 
Orsolya Süveg Cleaner – until March 2012 
Kathryn Vandever Policy and Advocacy Officer – until March 2011 
Nóra Varga  Cleaner – from July 2012 
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Partner NGOs and lawyers

MDAC works with a wide array of partner organisations to achieve our joint goals. We also work with 
individual lawyers in various countries.

Legal Monitors: Dmitri Bartenev (Senior Legal Monitor Russia), Zuzana Durajova (Legal Monitor  
Czech Republic), Aneta Genova (Legal Monitor Bulgaria), Maros Matiasko (Legal Monitor Slovakia),  
Barbora Rittichova (Legal Monitor Czech Republic)

Global partners

Amnesty International, Association for the Prevention of Torture , Center for Reproductive Rights, Disability 
Rights International, Human Rights Watch, Inclusion International, International Disability Alliance, 
International Federation of ACAT, International Rehabilitation Council for Torture Victims, Open Society 
Foundations Human Rights Initiative, Open Society Foundations Public Health Program, Open Society 
Justice Initiative , Penal Reform International, World Network of Users and Survivors of Psychiatry

Regional partners

European Disability Forum, European Network of (ex-)Users and Survivors of Psychiatry, European Roma 
Rights Center, Human European Consultancy, Human Rights Student Initiative of the Central European 
University, Inclusion Europe, Mental Health Europe, Pan-African Network of People with Psycho-social 
Disabilities

National partners

Bulgaria Bulgarian Center for Not-For-Profit Law, Bulgarian Helsinki Committee Croatia Disability 
Ombudsman of Croatia, The SHINE Czech Republic Czech National Disability Council, Kolumbus, 
Instand, League of Human Rights, Public Defender of Rights (Ombudsman), QUIP – Association for 
Change, SPMP/Inclusion Estonia Chancellor of Justice, Estonian Patient Advocacy Association Hungary 
Awakenings Foundation, Hungarian Association for Persons with Intellectual Disability (ÉFOÉSZ), 
Hungarian Association of the Deaf and Hard of Hearing (SINOSZ), Hungarian Civil Liberties Union, 
Hungarian Helsinki Committee, Mental Health Interest Forum (PÉF), National Council of Disabled People’s 
Organisations (FESZT), National Federation of Disabled People’s Associations (MEOSZ), Office of the 
Commissioner for Fundamental Rights, The Hungarian Autistic Society, Voice of Soul Association Ireland 
Amnesty International Ireland Kenya The Kenyan Section of the International Commission of Jurists (ICJ 
Kenya) Kosovo Kosova Rehabilitation Centre for Torture Victims Latvia Resource Center for People with 
Mental Disability – ZELDA Lithuania Global Initiative on Psychiatry, Human Rights Monitoring Institute 
Moldova UNDP Moldova, UN Resident Coordinator in Moldova Poland Helsinki Federation of Human 
Rights, Polish Association for People with Intellectual Disabilities Romania Center for Legal Resources 
Russia Independent Psychiatric Association of Russia, Perspektiva Slovakia Association for support of 
people with intellectual disabilities (ZPMP)  Spain Spanish Committee of Representatives of Persons with 
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Disabilities Uganda Mental Health Uganda United Kingdom Doughty Street Chambers, Mencap 
Northern Ireland Ukraine All-Ukrainian NGO Coalition for Persons with Intellectual Disability Zambia 
Mental Health Users Network of Zambia

Academic partners

Central European University, Centre for Disability Law and Policy - NUI Galway, Faculty of Social Work, 
University of Ljubljana, Institute of Psychiatry - King’s College London, University of Bristol Human Rights 
Implementation Centre

Consultants

Peter Bartlett, Jerome Bickenbach, Norbert Bognár, Zsófia Deák, Gavin Garman, Rob Gordon, Maths 
Jesperson, Pétur Hauksson, Mat Kinton, Stephen Klein, Allen Miligan, Anna Nilsson, Gerard Quinn, Jasna 
Russo, Richard Ruston, Miklós Sándor, Jolijn Santegoeds, Kay Sheldon, Rose Sibley, Éva Szeli

Interns and volunteers

MDAC is grateful to the following people who gave MDAC several months of their valuable time for free.

2011

Steven Allen, Joana Alves, Helen Blaber, Brian Bwesigye, Kateryna Dronova, Alexandra Dubova, Sarah 
French, Oana Girlescu, Brandon Golob, Esther Kamau, Anna Marupova, Sophie Pach, Krisztina Palko, 

Arunsiri Ruengpetch-Yarlett, Tesfahun Terrefe

2012

Jelena Baran, Caoimhe Cusack, Ciara Flatley, 
Lucy Humphreys, Jibek Ibraeva, Wilma Isaboke, 
Inga Ivanovaite, Stephanie Kim, Jennifer Kline, 
Jana Offergeld, Ján Prokeš, Krisztina Sárfalvy, Sarah 
Trotter

The challenges faced by people with 

disabilities back home in Kenya are 

huge. With its international reputation 

for defending the rights of people with 

disabilities around the globe, MDAC was 

a great place to learn about human rights 

from a warm, kind and dedicated team.

Wilma Isaboke, MDAC Intern (2012)

Wilma Isaboke

MDAC Intern (2012)
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