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Study supporting the Impact assessment of an EU initiative introducing the European Disability Card

1 Introduction

This Final Report is the final deliverable of the request for service EMPL/2020/0P/0016 to provide
a “Study supporting the Impact assessment of an EU initiative introducing the European
Disability Card”. The study was carried out by Ernst & Young (EY), Valdani, Vicari & Associati
(VVA), Open Evidence and FBK-IRVAPP on behalf of the European Commission, Directorate-
General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion (DG EMPL).

1.1 Report structure

The report is structured around the following chapters:

« Chapter 1 presents the report structure, as well as the study objectives and scope and the
methodological approach followed;

o« Chapter 2 provides an overview of the EU and international disability frameworks;

« Chapter 3 presents the findings related to the analysis of the problems affecting persons
with disabilities (PwDs) when travelling across the EU for short-term stays, and related
causes. This chapter also includes an analysis of the magnitude of the problem, its EU
dimension and likely evolution over time;

o Chapter 4 presents the legal basis and justification of EU action in the field of disability;

« Chapter 5 includes a definition of the (general and specific) objectives for possible EU action,
as well as an analysis of the consistency of these objectives with other relevant EU policies
and initiatives;

« Chapter 6 outlines possible policy options, including the baseline scenario where no further
EU action will be taken;

o Chapter 7 presents a qualitative (and to the extent possible quantitative) assessment of the
likely impacts of the identified policy options vis-a-vis the baseline scenario;

o Chapter 8 includes a comparative analysis and ranking of the proposed policy options;

« Chapter 9 includes an overview and assessment of the preferred policy option identified as
part of this study;

o« Chapter 10 presents the indicators for monitoring and evaluation of the preferred policy
options.

Further supporting evidence is provided in the Annexes submitted together with this report.

1.2 Objectives and scope of the assignment
1.2.1 Objectives

The primary objective of this study was to elaborate on alternative policy options and legal
instruments with a view to examining the possible introduction of a European Disability Card
(hereinafter “EDC").

To this end, the study aimed at:

o Defining and analysing the problem, including its drivers (causes), effects and possible
evolution, and analysing the current legal basis and framework. This included:

o Exploring the range of services in the internal market providing preferential conditions
for persons with disabilities;

o Analysing the implementation of the EU parking card for persons with disabilities, the
respective shortcomings and challenges identified and proposing recommendations
for improvement.

o Assessing the appropriateness of the possible instruments (Regulation, Directive,
Recommendation) to put the initiative into practice, taking into account the subsidiarity
principle, as well as their social, economic, environmental (the latter including climate
impacts) and to the extent that this is proportionate, digital and fundamental rights impacts

1
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and other impacts as requested by the Better Regulation Guidelines and Toolbox,! notably
the impact on small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and competitiveness;
e Providing an assessment of the possible impacts of the EDC.

The results of this study will support the Commission with the necessary evidence to analyse the
problem and assess the potential impacts of different policy options concerning the scope and
content of the initiative on the EDC.

1.2.2 Scope

Subject matter: This study focused on:

o« Free movement of persons with disabilities, including how many persons with disabilities
(may potentially) cross the EU internal border(s). The analysis also examined how many of
these persons may have problems in accessing preferential conditions in another Member
State as their disability status is not recognised and, as a consequence, may be potentially
deterred from travelling and making use of their rights to free movement.?

o Preferential conditions offered to persons with disabilities moving to other Member States for
travelling and/or visiting purposes, mainly including:

o Monetary support, which includes price reduction or free access to events or specific
spaces/systems and is largely provided for accessing public transport systems,
cultural events, leisure activities, and sport services, as well as for entering
amusement parks;

o Exemptions, which means that persons with disabilities are freed from an obligation
or liability imposed, such as paying for particular services (e.g. certain taxes,
electricity or telecommunications services);

o Other types of miscellaneous support, e.g. access to braille, audio guides, etc., as
well as specialised support within the job recruitment sector. Miscellaneous support
may also include commitments by specific sectors to serve persons with disabilities
before other customers.

o The type of services that are currently providing preferential conditions to persons with
disabilities who are (a) nationals of the Member State and (b) moving from their Member
State to another Member State for travelling and/or visiting purposes.3

e The nature of concerned services, i.e. whether such services are public or private, as well as
of preferential conditions, i.e. if these are offered on a voluntary or mandatory basis.

Timeline: This study covered the period from the launch of the pilot EDC in 2016 up to the
latest developments in 2023. When examining the shortcomings and challenges related to the
implementation of the EU parking card for persons with disabilities, the study covered the period
2020-2022. Also, the study took a forward-looking timeframe of 15-20 years to account for
expected trends and developments and to consider how the expected impacts of the policy
options would unfold in the future.

Stakeholders: The main stakeholders relevant to this study included:

e Member States’ public administrations;

o EU service provider associations and national service providers;

e Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) advocating for persons with disabilities;

e Persons with disabilities;

« An academic expert on issues related to the (lack of) mutual recognition of disability status
of persons with disabilities.

! Available at: link.

2 Please note that the full access to internal market services across the EU is out of the scope of the assignment, because
full access is determined by a wide range of factors and preferential conditions are only part of these factors. Also,
external factors, such as insufficient funding for accessibility of services, are also outside the scope of this assignment.

3 Services in scope of the assignment include: (i) areas covered by the European Disability Card pilot action: culture,
leisure, sport, public and private transport; (ii) internal market services: i.e. business services (e.g. management
consultancy), certification and testing, facilities management, advertising, recruitment services, services of commercial
agents, services provided both to businesses and consumers (e.g. legal/fiscal advice), real estate services, distributive
trades, organisation of trade fairs, car rental, travel agencies, services in the field of tourism; (iii) services of general
economic interest: supply of electricity and gas; telecommunication; postal services.

2


https://commission.europa.eu/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en

Study supporting the Impact assessment of an EU initiative introducing the European Disability Card

Territory: This study covered all 27 Member States.

1.3 Methodological approach

1.3.1 Data collection process

This section provides an overview of the desk and field research activities undertaken as part of
this study.

Desktop research

Extensive desk research was performed to inform:

e« The analysis of the problems affecting persons with disabilities when travel to or visit other
Member States, as well as their access to preferential conditions when using services abroad;
o The use of the EU parking card when travelling by car across the Member States.

Moreover, database searches have supported the collection of statistics and data on the number
of persons with disabilities by Member State, including those eligible for preferential conditions
in accessing services and those holding the EU parking card, as well as persons with disabilities
arriving in and leaving each Member State for tourism purposes.

A list of relevant sources of information is included in Annex IX.

Field research

The field research engaged a variety of stakeholders, both at the EU and national levels, through
targeted interviews and online surveys. Ten targeted interviews were conducted with three
EU bodies, two EU-level CSOs, two EU parking associations, as well as a disability expert. Five
online surveys were targeted respectively at: persons with disabilities; EU service provider
associations and their national members; EU-level and national CSOs; and National Competent
Authorities (NCAs) and other relevant public authorities in the Member States. In total, 90
responses were received from 22 Member States (AT, BE, CY, CZ, DE, EE, EL, ES, FI, FR, IT,
HR, HU, LT, LU, LV, MT, PL, PT, RO, SE and SI).

An additional questionnaire was targeted at national service providers in order to gather
information on the costs and impacts of offering benefits and/or preferential conditions to
persons with disabilities from other Member States. In total, 23 responses were received from
service providers operating in 13 Member States (BE 3, CY 1, DE1,EE2,ES 1, FI 1, HU 2, LU
1, LT 1, MT2, RO1, SI 5, SK 2) in the following sectors: Public Transport (3), Private Transport
(1), Parking (1), Travel Agencies (1), Services in the Field of Tourism (1), Sports Centers (1),
Cultural Services (6), Amusement Parks (3), Other services (6). Most of the respondents
reported high-level administrative roles in their organisations (e.g. managers, directors,
secretary generals, etc.).

Moreover, two workshops were conducted with national and EU-level CSOs and members of
the EU Disability Platform* respectively. The first one, held on 22 March 2023, involved seven
representatives of EU-level CSOs and four representatives of national CSOs. The second one,
taking place on 23 March 2023, involved national authorities that are members of the EU
disability platform (29 participants from 20 Member States). The aim of the workshops was to
share and validate preliminary results from the study and to discuss (i) problems that affect the
exercise of free movement rights for persons with disabilities in the EU, (ii) possible EU measures
to address the identified problems, and (iii) likely impacts of identified EU measures in terms of
both positive and negative effects.

During the study, case studies were performed in six selected Member States (i.e. AT, BE, FI,
FR, IT and RO) in order to examine different models and experiences of the implementation of
the EU parking Card and to identify lessons learnt and recommendations on how to improve its
functioning. In total, 22 interviews were conducted (AT 3, BE 5, FI 4, FR 3, IT 5, RO 2) with

4 The Disability Platform is an initiative of the Strategy for the Rights of Persons with Disabilities to discuss relevant
policy developments, exchange experiences and good practices, and reflect the diversity of disability. Available at: link.
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national or local public authorities, civil society organisations and parking associations to inform
the case studies.

Lastly, a Call for Evidence - in order to gather preliminary feedback from persons with
disabilities, organisations and stakeholders with knowledge of a particular issue on the EDC
initiative — and a Public Consultation - to collect information on the EDC initiative - were
launched as part of the EDC initiative.

Annex I provide an overview of the consultation activities conducted during this study, including
the stakeholders consulted and the key findings.

1.3.2 Challenges encountered and mitigation actions taken

The data collection conducted as part of this study faced some challenges that required
adjustments to the original data collection strategy.

Regarding the desk research, a key challenge was the lack of statistics and monitoring
data on both the number of persons with disabilities in the EU, including those travelling for
tourism purposes, and the number and type of preferential conditions offered to persons with
disabilities across the Member States. More specifically, not all the Member States shared
accessible data on the number of persons with recognised disabilities or those eligible for
preferential conditions, even though most produce some form of national statistics on disability.
Therefore, in order to obtain reliable figures, data on persons with disabilities by Member State,
including those eligible for preferential conditions, were primarily retrieved using administrative
or medical records collected at the Member State level, where available. Such information was
triangulated with surveys results to obtain an overview of Member States offering preferential
conditions to persons with disabilities (both residents and non-residents). However, the low
rate of responses to the online surveys did not permit a systematic triangulation of
data. Inputs and information collected during the online workshops as well as through the online
questionnaires on costs helped address this challenge.

Moreover, available data on the number of persons with disabilities holding the EU parking card
were not consistent across the Member States. In particular, some Member States collect
statistics on the number of issued cards in a given period, while others measure the number of
cards in circulation. In some cases, Member States do not have at their disposal data at the
national level, but only at the regional or local level. In order to enhance data robustness and
comparability, the information collected via desk research conducted at the Member State level
was triangulated with information requested directly to the national authorities via the Disability
Platform and only consistent data were compared (i.e. number of valid cards in circulation, see
Figure 3 in section 3.1.2).
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2 Political and legal context

This chapter provides an overview of the relevant EU and international frameworks, including
key disability initiatives with a special focus on the exercise by persons with disabilities of their
rights to move and reside freely in the EU, as well as to access internal market services, taking
into account the EU fundamental principles of non-discrimination and equal treatment.

2.1 Overview of the EU disability framework

2.1.1 EU relevant fundamental principles and related
legislation

This section addresses the European disability law relevant to the scope of the study. It is divided
into two main parts: the first part provides a comprehensive overview of the EU fundamental
principles of non-discrimination, freedom of movement and freedom to provide services (see
Box 1 below), while the second part focuses on specific initiatives on disability, paying attention
to legislatives measures adopted and sectors involved with the purpose of protecting, promoting
and facilitating the above mentioned fundamental principles.

Box 1 - Key EU principles relevant to the scope of the study

e The principle of non-discrimination - Article 19 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union (TFEU) - specifies that the Council "acting unanimously (...) may take appropriate action to
combat discrimination based on sex, racial or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age or sexual
orientation".

e Freedom of movement of persons - Article 21 of the TFEU - states that "every citizen of the Union
shall have the right to move and reside freely within the territory of the Member States, subject to the
limitations and conditions laid down in the Treaties and by the measures adopted to give them effect".

e Freedom to provide and receive services - Article 56 of the TFEU - entails the freedom to carry
out an economic activity on a temporary basis in a Member State in which either the provider or the
recipient is not established. Notably, Article 56 TFEU prohibits restrictions on freedom to provide
services within the Union against Member State nationals established in a Member State other than
that of the person to whom the service is targeted. Article 56 TFEU also applies to service recipients.

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on TFEU

With specific regard to the right of freedom of movement, Directive 2004/38/EC (“Free
movement Directive”)> lays down the conditions governing the exercise of the right of free
movement and residence within the EU along limits placed on such right.® Pursuant to Recital 31
of the Directive, Member States should implement the Directive without any discrimination based
onh a person's sex, race, colour, ethnic or social origin, genetic characteristics, language, religion
or beliefs, political or other opinion, membership of an ethnic minority, property, birth, disability,
age or sexual orientation. The Directive makes a distinction between residence for a short
travel/stay (up to three months) (Article 6) and residence for a long stay (longer than three
months) (Articles 7 and 16).7 Specifically, Article 6 provides that all EU citizens and their non-
EU family members have the right of residence in another Member State for a period of up to
three months without any conditions other than holding a valid identity card or passport. Also,
Article 24(1) provides that all EU citizens and their non-EU family members have the right to

5 European Parliament and Council, Directive 2004/38/EC on the right of citizens of the Union and their family members
to move and reside freely within the territory of the Member States amending Regulation (EEC) No 1612/68 and repealing
Directives 64/221/EEC, 68/360/EEC, 72/194/EEC, 73/148/EEC, 75/34/EEC, 75/35/EEC, 90/364/EEC, 90/365/EEC and
93/96/EEC Directive. Available at: link.

6 Member States may restrict the freedom of movement and residence of EU citizens and their family members on
grounds of public policy, public security or public health (Chapter VI, Article 27 et seqq. of the Free Movement Directive).
On restrictions on other grounds, see Article 15 of the Free Movement Directive.

6 Articles 7 and 16 of the Directive concern respectively the right of residence from three months).

7 Articles 7 and 16 of the Directive concern respectively the right of residence from three months to five years and the
right of permanent residence (referring to a period of time longer than five years).
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be treated equally with nationals of the host Member State, within the scope of the Treaty and
subject to such specific provisions as are expressly provided for in the Treaty and secondary law.
This Article gives specific expression to the principle of non-discrimination on grounds of
nationality laid down in Article 18 TFEU, in relation to EU citizens who exercise their right to
move and reside within the territory of the Member States,® as well as under Article 21(2) of the
Charter of Fundamental Rights. However, Article 24(2) of the Directive provides for specific
derogations from the principle of equal treatment, allowing the host Member State:

e Not to confer social assistance during the first three months of residence to EU citizens other
than workers, self-employed persons, persons who retain such status and members of their
families;

e Prior to the acquisition of the right of permanent residence (after five years of continuous
legal residence), not to provide maintenance aid for studies (including vocational training) to
EU citizens who are economically non-active persons, students or jobseekers and members
of their families.®

Regarding the freedom to provide services, Directive 2006/123/EC (“Bolkestein Directive”
or “'Service Directive”)!? aims at removing barriers to the free movement of services between
Member States to guarantee services’ recipients and providers the legal certainty necessary for
the exercise in practice of the freedom to provide services. The Directive applies to internal
market services with the exception, inter alia, of transport services (Article 2),'! services of
general economic interest (e.g. the postal sector, electricity sector and gas sector) (Article 17)
and healthcare services (Recital 22 and Article 2). Pursuant Article 16 of the Directive, Member
States shall respect the right of providers to offer services in a Member State other than that in
which they are established. Member States shall not introduce requirements for the access or
exercise of a service that are directly or indirectly discriminatory with regard to nationality (non-
discrimination clause), unless the requirement is justified for reasons of public policy, public
security, public health or the protection of the environment. Moreover, Article 20 requires the
Member States to ensure that the general conditions of access to a service do not contain
discriminatory provisions based on the nationality or place of residence of the recipient, but
without precluding the possibility of providing for differences in the conditions of access where
these are justified by objective criteria.

Moreover, Regulation (EU) 2018/302 (“Geo-blocking Regulation”)!? aims to prevent
discrimination based on customers' nationality, place of residence or place of establishment,
including unjustified geo-blocking, in cross-border transactions between a trader and a customer
relating to the sales of goods and the provision of services within the Union. To this end, it
establishes that traders selling through online interfaces shall sell (but not deliver) goods and
services to customers established in a different Member State at the same price and conditions
offered to local customers. The Regulation applies to internal market services with the exception
of transport services'3, and non-economic services of general interest are also excluded (Article
1). Pursuant Article 3, online traders selling goods and services in a Member State must not
refuse a sale based on the consumer’s nationality or location. Also, according to Article 4, online
traders shall not offer different terms and conditions to customers from other Member States, in
particular when the customer seeks to receive services from a trader, other than electronically

8 C-709/20, The Department for Communities in Northern Ireland, ECLI:EU:C:2021:602, paragraph 66.

° See recital (21) of Directive 2004/38/EC and Joined Cases C-22/08 and C-23/08, Vatsouras and Koupatantze, paras
34 and 35.

10 European Parliament and the Council, Directive 2006/123/EC on services in the internal market. Available at: link.

1 The transport sector is subject to extensive EU legislation, including passengers’ rights. Notably, under Title VI (Articles
90 to 100) of the TFEU, the transport sector is subject to harmonised rules concerning market integration and passenger
rights in air, rail, road and maritime transport.

12 European Parliament and the Council, Regulation (EU) 2018/302 on addressing unjustified geo-blocking and other
forms of discrimination based on customers' nationality, place of residence or place of establishment within the internal
market and amending Regulations (EC) No 2006/2004 and (EU) 2017/2394 and Directive 2009/22/EC. Available at:
link.

13 As noted above, the transport sector is subject to extensive EU legislation, including passengers’ rights. Notably, under
Title VI (Articles 90 to 100) of the TFEU, the transport sector is subject to harmonised rules concerning market integration
and passenger rights in air, rail, road and maritime transport.
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supplied services, in a physical location within the territory of a Member State where the trader
operates.

With specific regard to passengers’ rights legislation and the transport sector, the EU has
established a comprehensive legislative framework related to transport accessibility,
including both legislative acts that confer individual rights of passengers with
disabilities and legislative acts that seek to improve access to transport services. In
particular, EU Regulations on the rights of passengers travelling by air,* rail,'> sea and inland
waterway,'® bus and coach!’ contain specific provisions on passengers with reduced
mobility or disability, including measures linked to access, non-discrimination, assistance and
complaint mechanisms. Also, the Regulation (EU) 1315/2013 on Union guidelines for the
development of the trans-European transport network aims to develop a EU-wide network of
railways, roads, inland waterways, maritime shipping routes, ports, airports, and railroad
terminals and remove obstacles and technical barriers in trans-Eu transport routes.!8 In addition,
in order to improve access to rail transport services, the Directive 2016/797/EU on the
interoperability of the rail system within the European Union!® defines the structural and
functional subsystems forming part of the railway system. For each of these subsystems, the
essential requirements are specified in the Technical Specifications on Interoperability (TSI),%° a
set of technical rules covering also the aspects of these subsystems that are relevant to
accessibility for persons with disabilities and persons with reduced mobility. Similarly, Directive
2009/45/EC on safety rules and standards for passenger ships?! establishes practical rules to
improve infrastructure for passenger ships and includes a set of safety requirements for persons
with reduced mobility. To this end, it should be considered that also Directive 2019/882/EU on
the accessibility requirements for products and services (the “European Accessibility Act”)??
covers several aspects of accessibility, including certain elements of air, bus, rail and water
transport services (such as websites, mobile services, electronic tickets and information). Lastly,
Directive (EU) 2022/362,%3 which entered into force in March 2022 and amended Directive
1999/62/EC (the “Eurovignette Directive”),?* aims to increase incentives for environmental
sustainability (in terms of climate-friendly choices and behaviours) and to eliminate distortions
of competition between users. It must be transposed into national law by 25 March 2024. The
Directive provides for a common framework relevant to (i) the transition from yearly taxation to
a pay-per-kilometre system (i.e. road pricing) and (ii) low-emitting vehicles. Pursuant Recital 16
of the Directive, the possibility to use roads subject to road charging, such as motorways, tunnels
or bridges, rather than challenging local roads, can be important for persons with disabilities. To
this end, with the purpose of allowing persons with disabilities to use roads subject to road
charging without any additional administrative burdens, the Member States should be allowed
to exempt vehicles of persons with disabilities from the obligation to pay a toll or user charge.
Moreover, according to Article 1, the Member States may provide for reduced tolls or user

14 Regulation (EC) No 1107/2006 on the rights of disabled persons and persons with reduced mobility when travelling
by air. Available at: link.

15 Regulation (EC) No 1370/2007 on public passenger transport services by rail and by road. Available at: link; Regulation
(EC) No 1371/2007 on rail passengers’ rights and obligations. Available at: link.

16 Regulation (EU) No 1177/2010 on the rights of passengers when travelling by sea and inland waterway. Available at:
link.

17 Regulation (EU) No 181/2011 on the rights of passengers in bus and coach transport. Available at: link.

18 Regulation (EU) 1315/2013 on Union guidelines for the development of the trans-European transport network.
Available at: link.

19 Directive (EU) 2016/797 on the interoperability of the rail system within the European Union. Available at: link.

20 Technical Specifications for Interoperability. Available at: link. See also, specifically, Commission Regulation (EU) No.
1300/2014 on the technical specifications for interoperability relating to accessibility of the Union's rail system for
persons with disabilities and persons with reduced mobility. Available at: link.

21 Directive (EC) 2009/45 on safety rules and standards for passenger ships. Available at: link.
22 Directive (EU) 2019/882 on the accessibility requirements for products and services. Available at: link.

23 European Parliament and Council, Directive (EU) 2022/362 amending Directives 1999/62/EC, 1999/37/EC and (EU)
2019/520, as regards the charging of vehicles for the use of certain infrastructures. Available at: link.

24 European Parliament and Council, Directive 1999/62/EC on the charging of heavy goods vehicles for the use of certain
infrastructures. Available at: link.
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charges as well as exemptions from the obligation to pay tolls or user charges for or any vehicle
used or owned by persons with disabilities.?>

2.1.2 Key pillars of EU disability policy

The Commission has supported the development of a specific European disability policy since
1983. This has involved a succession of action programmes. The Community Social Action
Programme on the Social Integration of Handicapped People 1983-882° and HELIOS I
(Second) Community Social Action Programme for Disabled People (1988)2’ were aimed
at promoting networking among rehabilitation and education professionals. The third disability
action programme (HELIOS II) marked an important shift in the Commission’s approach,
aiming “to promote equal opportunities for and the integration of disabled people”.?® The equal
opportunities approach was set out in a 1996 Communication.?® The European Disability Forum
(EDF), a platform for the representation of persons with disabilities at the EU level, was
subsequently established in 1997 with support from the Commission.

Moreover, from 2003 to 2010, the rights of persons with disabilities were addressed in several
sectors, such as transport, public procurement, Information and Communication Technology
(ICT), and Structural Funds, under the umbrella of the first EU Disability Action Plan (DAP).
The EU DAP focused on employment (2004-2005), active inclusion (2006-2007) and accessibility
(2008-2009).3° Since the first EU DAP, multiannual disability strategies have been regularly
implemented by the EU to support the efforts in the prevention and fight of inequalities and
discrimination against persons with disabilities. In 2010, a strengthened European Disability
Strategy was launched for the period 2010-2020.3! The Strategy was intended to empower
persons with disabilities so that they can fully enjoy their rights and benefit from participating
in society and in the EU economy, notably through the Single Market. The Strategy aimed to
achieve a “barrier-free Europe” by intervening in eight key areas: accessibility, participation,
equality, employment, education and training, social protection, health, and external action.
Participation is recognised as being crucial in overcoming obstacles to the social inclusion of
persons with disabilities.3? Overall, the Strategy had a positive impact.33 It helped eliminate
barriers for persons with disabilities®* and promoted the inclusion of disability issues in EU
legislation and policy, such as the European Accessibility Act,?®> and the Web Accessibility
Directive.3¢

Within the overall EU disability framework, there are two initiatives particularly pivotal for
defining pathways towards an EDC. These initiatives are:

e The EU parking card for persons with disabilities;

25 Article 1(3) of the Directive has replaced, inter alia, Article 7(9)(c) of the Directive 1999/62/EC.
26 Community Social Action Programme on the Social Integration of Handicapped People, 1983-88.

27 HELIOS 1 (Second) Community Social Action Programme for Disabled People (1988) OJ L104/38. Council Decision of
18 April 1988 establishing a second Community action programme for disabled people (Helios)'. Available at: link.

28 HELIOS 1I (Third) Community Action Programme to Assist Disabled People (1993) OJ L56/30; Council Decision of 25
February 1993 establishing a third Community action programme to assist disabled people (Helios II 1993 to 1996).
Available at: link.

22 Communication of the Commission on Equality of Opportunity for People with Disabilities - COM (96) 406, 30.07.1996.
Available at: link.

30 Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the European Economic and Social
Committee and the Committee of the Regions - Situation of disabled people in the European Union: the European Action
Plan 2008-2009 {SEC (2007)1548} COM/2007/0738 final. Available at: link.

31 European Commission (2010), European Disability Strategy 2010-2020: A Renewed Commitment to a Barrier-Free
Europe. Available at: link.

32 Accessibility, participation, equality, employment, education and training, social protection, health, external action.
33 European Commission (2020), Evaluation of the European Disability Strategy 2010-2020, Commission Staff Working
Document, SWD(2020)291. Available at: link.

34 Ibid.

35 Directive (EU) 2019/882 on the accessibility requirements for products and services. Available at: link.

36 Directive (EU) 2016/2102 on the accessibility of the websites and mobile applications of public sector bodies. Available
at: link. See also, European Commission (2020), Evaluation of the European Disability Strategy 2010-2020, Commission
Staff Working Document, SWD(2020)291. Available at: link; European Economic and Social Committee (2019), Shaping
the EU agenda for disability rights 2020-2030: a contribution from the European Economic and Social Committee.
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e The pilot European Disability Card.

The EU parking card for persons with disabilities was introduced in 2008 by Council
Recommendation 98/376/EC,3” and subsequently amended in 2008 by Council Recommendation
of 3 March 2008 to include new Member States. Based on a standardised EU model, the EU
parking card aimed to promote mutual recognition of parking cards of persons with disabilities
and facilitate their free movement in the EU. The Recommendation encouraged the Member
States to adopt the standardised EU model for parking cards for persons with disabilities, which
may be used in parallel with the parking cards issued in the Member States, and to recognise
the parking cards issued by other Member States based on the EU model. The adoption and
mutual recognition of the EU parking card remain voluntary.

With respect to the second initiative, in 2011, the EDF published its first proposal for an EDC,
pointing to a “free movement paradox” for which travelling in a border-free EU is
disproportionately difficult for persons with disabilities, especially when it comes to short stays,
such as for tourism and education purposes. The EDC was included in the 2013 EU Citizenship
Report3® as part of the key actions to improve EU citizens’ lives. In action 6, the Commission
explicitly committed to launching a pilot initiative to develop a mutually recognised EDC that will
facilitate equal treatment of persons with disabilities who travel to other Member States in terms
of their access to transport, tourism, culture and leisure. Under this framework, a Project
Working Group (PWG), composed of 17 Member States,3° the EDF and chaired by Directorate-
General Justice and Consumers (DG JUST), met between 2013 and 2014 to work on the EDC,
defining some of key features of the Card and its working mechanisms, showing their
commitment to make it a successful tool.4® The work of the PWG was followed in 2015 by the
launch of the pilot action,*! funded under the Rights, Equality and Citizenship Programme 2014-
2020 (REC),*? in which eight Member States (Belgium, Cyprus, Estonia, Finland, Italy, Malta,
Romania, and Slovenia) voluntarily participated and mutually recognised each other’s cards. In
2021, a Study assessing the implementation of the pilot action on the European
Disability Card and associated benefits analysed the implementation of the EDC in the
participating Member States.*?® The study confirmed the usefulness and cost-effectiveness of the
EDC and pointed to the need to extend it to all Member States.** Specifically, the Card, which is
still today in place in the Member States that participated in the pilot project, contributed towards
the mutual recognition of disability status in the participating Member States. Moreover, the
study confirmed that the use of the Card boosted higher participation of persons with disabilities
in the sectors in scope of the pilot action, particularly the culture and leisure sectors. Also, cross-
border mobility was facilitated, in some countries, through the use of public incentives to
enhance the participation of national transport providers.

The EU Strategy on Disability 2021-2030,%> which builds on the results of the Strategy 2010-
2020, proposed the creation of an EDC for all Member States by the end of 2023, as a flagship
initiative of the Strategy itself.

37 Council Recommendation of 4 June 1998 on a parking card for persons with disabilities (98/376/EC).
38 EU citizenship report (2013), Directorate-General for Justice. Available at: link.

39 All Member States were invited and 17 committed to the PWG: BE, BG, CY, EE, EL, ES, FI, FR, DE, HU, IT, MT, PL, PT,
RO, SI and SK.

40 EDF Analysis Report “Towards a European Mobility Card”, 2012.

41 Call for proposals to support national projects on a mutual recognized EDC and associated benefits, launched in 2015
(VP/2015/012). The call was launched as part of the annual work programme to implement the “Rights, equality and
citizenship programme 2014-2020" which had 9 objectives among which to promote rights of persons with disabilities.
42 Regulation (EU) No 1381/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013 establishing a
Rights, Equality and Citizenship Programme for the period 2014 to 2020.

43 The Card was issued in 6 out of 8 participating Member States.

44 European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, Chiattelli, C., Abbasciano,
C., Schizzerotto, A., et al., (2021), Study assessing the implementation of the pilot action on the EU Disability Card and
associated benefits: final report. Available at: link.

45 Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social
Committee and the Committee of the Regions (2021), Union of Equality: Strategy for the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities 2021-2030. Available at: link.
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2.2 Relevant international initiatives

In addition to the EU policy framework, the Member States also adhere to international disability
policies. This section provides an overview of the main relevant international initiatives in place,
i.e. the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD), the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) relevant to disability, and the World Health Organisation
(WHO) global disability action plan 2014-2021.

United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD)

The UNCRPD was adopted in 2006 by the United Nations (UN) General Assembly and entered
into force in 2008 with the purpose of promoting, protecting and ensuring the full and equal
enjoyment of all human rights and fundamental freedoms by all persons with disabilities, and
also promoting respect for their inherent dignity. The Convention requires that parties protect
and safeguard all human rights and fundamental freedoms of persons with disabilities, including
the liberty of movement (Article 18) and personal mobility (Article 20). Indeed, the UNCRPD
acknowledges the right to freedom of movement as a threshold right necessary to benefit from
almost all other rights covered in the Convention, including the right to equality and non-
discrimination.

The UNCRPD was ratified by the EU in December 2010 and by all Member States by 2018. The
Convention is legally binding for its parties, hence the EU shall comply with its obligations, setting
up appropriate mechanisms for its implementation.4®¢ To this end, the European Disability
Strategy for the period 2010-2020 was created as the EU policy instrument aimed at ensuring
compliance with the UNCRPD requirements.*’

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and disability

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development includes 17 goals to be achieved by 2030, of
which four explicitly refer to persons with disabilities in areas that would be affected by the
introduction of the EDC. The 2030 Agenda aims at ending poverty and recognises that this goal
must go hand-in-hand with strategies that build economic growth. It addresses a range of social
needs including education, health, social protection, and job opportunities, while tackling climate
change and environmental protection (see Box 2 below).

Box 2 — SDGs relevant to the initiative

e Goal 8 emphasises sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and productive
employment and decent work. To achieve the goal, Target 8.9 encourages policies that promote
sustainable tourism and local culture.

e Goal 10 aims to reduce inequality within and among countries by empowering and promoting the
social, economic, and political inclusion of all, including persons with disabilities (Target 10.2) and
ensuring equal opportunities of different groups (Target 10.3)

e Goal 11 is to make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe and sustainable. To realize this goal,
Member States are called upon to provide access to safe, affordable, accessible and sustainable
transport systems for all, notably by expanding public transport (Target 11.2) and to ensure access to
safe, inclusive and accessible public spaces, also for persons with disabilities (Target 11.7)

e Goal 16 calls for the promotion of peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development. Target
6.b specifically highlights the importance of promoting and enforcing non-discriminatory laws and
policies for sustainable development.

Source: Author’s elaboration based on the Sustainable Development Goals Report*® and the EU’s
KnowSDG Platform#°

46 European Commission (2020), Evaluation of the European Disability Strategy 2010-2020, Commission Staff Working
Document, SWD (2020)291. Available at: link.

47 1bid.
48 United Nations (2022), The Sustainable Development Goals Report 2022. Available at: link.

4 The KnowSDG website is a publicly available online platform from the European Commission, supporting evidence-
based implementation of SDGs. It provides a set of tools associating relevant SDGs to different policies. Available at:
link.
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World Health Organisation (WHO) global disability action plan 2014-2021

The 67 World Health Assembly>® adopted a resolution endorsing the World Health Organisation
(WHO) global disability action plan 2014-2021, with the aim of sustaining WHO’s and
governments’ efforts to enhance the quality of life of persons with disabilities. The action plan
was developed in consultation with the EU Member States, UN organisations and national and
international partners. It has three specific objectives, i.e. (i) to remove barriers and improve
access to health services and programmes; (ii) to strengthen and extend rehabilitation,
habitation, assistive technology, assistance and support services, and community-based
rehabilitation; and (iii) to strengthen the collection of relevant and internationally comparable
data on disability and support research on disability and related services. This action plan
supports the implementation of measures that are designed and developed to meet the rights
of persons with disabilities, as enshrined in the UNCRPD (e.g. Article 20 on personal mobility).
As disability cuts across all sectors and involves diverse actors, the implementation of the action
plan needs the strong commitment of and action from a wide range of partners (international,
regional and national), including, inter alia, governments and service providers. Specific actions,
detailing what can be done to achieve the plan’s objectives, have been proposed. In particular,
partners have to provide support to ensure opportunities for persons with disabilities and their
caregivers to access fully in community and to promote, amongst others, their health and well-
being. This is aimed to facilitate access to a range of assistance and services and to engage,
support and build the capacity of persons with disabilities and their caregivers in order to enable
independent living and full inclusion in the community.>?

50 The World Health Assembly is the decision-making body of the WHO. It includes delegations from all WHO Member
States and it is held annually in Geneva, Switzerland, focusing each time on a specific agenda. Available at: link. The
list of documents adopted during the 67t World Health Assembly is available at: link.

51 See Action 2.6 and 2.7 of WHO (2015), WHO global disability action plan 2014-2021. Available at: link.
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3 Problem definition

3.1 What are the problems?

This section presents the main problems to be addressed by a possible future intervention. Figure
1 visualises all the elements of the study team’s understanding of the problem by means of a
problem tree. The figure should be read from the bottom to the top.

Figure 1 — Problem tree

Citizens:

(I} Persons with disabilities are discouraged to travel or visit other Member States in light of the uncertainty they face
as to what are, and whether they will be able to access, preferential conditions available to persons with disabilities
for using certain services in the host Member State

Public authorities:

{i) Public authorities recelve many requests for clarification from non-residents with disabilities who wish to travel to

Consequences or visit their countries but are unsure as to whether their disabllity certificates are accepted there

(i) Parking police authorities are sometimes are unsure as to whether disability status of non-residents is accepted In
their Member State. Hence, they do not know whether to fine or not a car parked on a designated space reserved
to holders of the EU parking card for persons with disabilities

Businesses:

{I} Service providers are not always famillar with the various national disability certificates In circulation; hence they
incur in extra costs and burdens due to lengthy document checks

1. When persons with disabilities travel to or visit other Member States, their disability status is not
always recognised there, in particular when accessing preferential conditions including those related to

services
2. When travelling by car in the EU, persons with disabilities face difficuities in using their EU parking card

A.There is limited acceptance across the EU of national disability cards and certificates of non-residents
with disabilities issued by other Member States (equity)

B. National divergences in the implementation of the national parking cards for persons with disabilities
hinder their mutual recognition across the Member States (regulatory failure)

Drivers

Source: Author’s own elaboration

3.1.1 Problem 1: When persons with disabilities travel to or
visit other Member States, their disability status is not
always recognised there, in particular when accessing
preferential conditions including those related to services

The UNCRPD provides that persons with disabilities shall be treated equally with dignity and
equal rights. Specifically, the Convention ascribed that in order for persons with disabilities to
fully realise their equal citizenship in the world, they need to be guaranteed equality, dignity,
autonomy, independence, accessibility and inclusion.>2

Yet, when persons with disabilities travel to or visit other Member States, their
disability status is not always recognised there. Indirect evidence of such issue relies upon
feedback from stakeholders involved through both open (call for evidence®® and public
consultation) and targeted (online surveys,>* workshops,>> interviews>®) consultations. This issue
was highlighted by persons with disabilies responding to the public consultation. Specifically,
46% of persons with disabilities responding to the public consultation stated that their disability

52 Arnardottir, O. M. and G. Quinn (2009). The UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities: European and
Scandinavian perspectives. ISBN 978-90-04-16971-5.

53 Respondents to the Call for Evidence on the European Disability Card initiative: 32 EU Citizens; 18 CSOs; 6 Other.

54 Survey targeted at NCAs Q2.2; Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs Q2.1; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q2.2;
Survey targeted at Persons with Disabilities Q2.6; Survey targeted at NCAs Q2.5; Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs
Q2.4 (see Annex VII).

55 Workshop with CSOs held on 22 March 2023, workshop with NCAs held on 23 March 2023 and workshop with service
providers held on 11 May 2023.

56 Targeted interviews with one academic expert (#2), two EU CSOs (#5, #6), and four EU bodies (#1, #4, #7, #8).
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status is not recognised across the Member States.>” Also, consulted public authorities and
service providers claimed that persons with disabilities face challenges in using their
national disability cards to prove their disability status. Hence, they might not be
treated equally to residents with disabilities of the host country in terms of accessing
services under preferential conditions. Indeed, the study found evidence that disability-
related benefits are not always offered on an equal basis to both residents with disabilities and
persons with disabilities coming from other Member States (see section 0 and Annex V for further
details on the provision of preferential conditions to persons with disabilities across the EU).>8

Respondents to the call for evidence®® and the public consultation conducted for the
purpose of this study claimed that persons with disabilities struggle to receive
preferential conditions for using certain services, get assistance and, more generally,
enjoy disability-related rights abroad. This issue was pointed out by 66% of EU citizens, around
3% of NGOs and more than half of public authorities; 505 respondents were persons with
disabilities.®® Oftentimes, in order to prove their disability status, persons with disabilities are
requested to show medical documentation.®!

Such limitations represent de facto obstacles for persons with disabilities in the
exercise of their free movement rights.%? Indeed, when planning a trip, persons with
disabilities highly value preferential conditions offered by the country of destination, including
monetary support (e.g. price reduction or free access to events or specific spaces/systems),
exemptions (e.g. from paying for particular services such as certain taxes, electricity or
telecommunications services) as well as other types of miscellaneous support (e.g. access to
braille, audio guides, etc.).%3 Preferential conditions are highly valued by persons with disabilities
because of the financial constraints they face when travelling. Indeed, because of their specific
needs, travel costs for persons with disabilities are higher than for persons without disabilities.®*
Such additional costs are due, for instance, to expenses they incur in order to access and use
services (e.g. taxi, higher category hotels) as well as to pay caregivers’ travels.5>

Available statistics show that persons with disabilities are more financially vulnerable. According
to EU SILC data, in 2021 the at-risk-of-poverty or social exclusion rate for persons without
disabilities was 18.8% compared to 29.7% for those with disabilities, and 36.2% for persons
with severe disabilities.®® Moreover, persons reporting “severe” disability are overrepresented in
the lowest quintiles of the income distribution at the EU level, while they are underrepresented
in the upper quintiles.®” Figure 7 displays the shares of persons within each income quintile in
2021 by their level of disability. Around 30% of persons reporting “severe” disability are in the
first quintile of the income distribution, compared to only about 18% of persons with no

57 See Annex I - section 2.2, results from the public consultation.

58 Survey targeted at NCAs Q2.2, 2.8 and Q2.10; Survey targeted at other relevant public authorities Q2.8 and Q2.10
(see Annex VII); Survey on costs targeted at service providers Q11 and Q33 (See Annex VII); Desk research conducted
at the Member State level: AT, CY, CZ, DE, PT, SI; Workshop with service providers held on 11 May 2023.

59 Respondents to the Call for Evidence on the European Disability Card initiative: 5 EU Citizens; 10 CSOs.

80 See Annex I — section 2.2, results from the public consultation.

61 European Commission (2022), Call for evidence for an impact assessment. Available at: link; European Parliament,
Priestly (2022), Disability assessment, mutual recognition and the EU Disability Card. Study commissioned by the
European Parliament's Committee on Petitions. European Commission (2022), Call for evidence for an impact
assessment. Available at: link; Survey targeted at Persons with Disabilities Q2.4; Survey targeted at NCAs Q2.8; Survey
targeted at EU-level CSOs Q2.1; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q2.2; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q2.3 (See
Annex VII).

62 Survey targeted at NCAs Q2.3; Survey targeted at PAs Q2.3; Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs Q2.2; Survey targeted
at national CSOs Q2.3; Survey on costs targeted at service providers Q11 and Q33 (See Annex VII). Survey targeted at
NCAs Q2.2 and Q2.8 (See Annex VII); European Parliament, Priestly (2022), Disability assessment, mutual recognition
and the EU Disability Card. Study commissioned by the European Parliament's Committee on Petitions. Available at: link.
63 Ibid.

%4 McKercher and Darcy (2018), Re-conceptualizing barriers to travel by people with disabilities, Tourism Management
Perspectives, 59-66.

65 Eugénia Lima Devile and Andreia Antunes Moura (2021), Travel by People With Physical Disabilities: Constraints and
Influences in the Decision-Making Process.

% Eurostat database, EU SILC 2021, HLTH_DPEOQ10. Available at: link.
7 Ibid.
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n

disability. At the same time, the figure drops to only about 10% of persons with “severe
disability in the highest income quintile, while it increases to 22% for persons with no disability.
Persons with “some” disability still appear to be at some disadvantage, but less than the
populations with greater disability. The horizontal line in Figure 7 represents the general
distribution of income for the total population, where each income quintile covers 20% of the
total population.

Figure 2 - Shares of EU population by disability and income quintile, 2021

Share of persons in each income quintile by limitation
35%
30%

25%

20%
15%
10%

0%

No limitation Some limitation Severe limitation

M First quintile ®m Second quintile ® Third quintile = Fourth quintile m Fifth quintile

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on Eurostat data
In light of such costs, limited access to preferential conditions represents a key factor

that may influence the decision for persons with disabilities not to travel.®®

3.1.2 Problem 2: When travelling by car in the EU, persons
with disabilities face difficulties in using their EU parking
card

Since the adoption of Council Recommendation 98/376/EC, the EU parking card for persons
with disabilities has been adopted in - and is widely used by - all Member States, as
demonstrated by the large number of existing valid cards (see Figure 3).

68 Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs Q2.3: one respondent; Shaw and Coles, ‘Disability, holiday making and the tourism
industry in the UK: a preliminary survey’, 25(3) Tourism Management (2004) 397-403; Eugénia Lima Devile and Andreia
Antunes Moura (2021), Travel by People With Physical Disabilities: Constraints and Influences in the Decision-Making
Process; Economic Impact and Travel Patterns of Accessible Tourism in Europe - Full Report, 08/03/2015. Directorate-
General for Enterprise and Industry, now known as Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship
and SMEs (DG GROW), European Commission. Available at: link.
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Figure 3 — Number of valid EU parking cards per Member State compared to the estimated no.
of persons reporting “severe” disability®%°®
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Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on EUROSTAT data and on data collection conducted at the
Member State level

The EU parking card is one of the most important achievements of the EU disability policy and
contributed to the free movement of persons with disabilities. Indeed, persons with disabilities
consulted during the study largely confirmed to be aware of the card’® and to make use of it.”!
Overall, the adoption of a common EU-model card has contributed towards mutual
recognition of national parking cards across the Member States,’? thus facilitating the
free movement of persons with disabilities in the EU.”3 Consistently, a survey conducted
by the EDF in 2020 defined the EU parking card as one of the most practical EU initiatives on
disability.”*

However, the card stems from a Recommendation, which is non-binding by nature, thus leaving
a large margin of discretion to the Member States in implementing it. Moreover, the
Recommendation was adopted 25 years ago and has never been updated so far, hence the
Member States have taken unilateral actions over the years with a view to adjusting the EU-
model card to new and emerging needs.

% Figure 3 provides data limited to twelve Member States as data collected through desk research and consultation
activities on the no. of persons with disabilities holding the EU parking card is not consistent and hardly comparable
across the remaining Member States.

70 Survey targeted at Persons with Disabilities Q3.1 (See Annex VII); PC: Respondents to the easy-to-read questionnaire
Q13 and standard questionnaire QB1 (See Annex II).

7l Survey targeted at Persons with Disabilities Q1.6, Q3.2 (See Annex VII); PC: Respondents to the easy-to-read
questionnaire Q14 and Q15 and standard questionnaire QB2 (See Annex II).

72 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.2; Survey targeted at other public authorities Q3.2; Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs
Q3.1; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.2 (See Annex VII).

73 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.2; Survey targeted at other public authorities Q3.2; Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs
Q3.1; Survey targeted at national CSOs (See Annex VII); PC: Respondents to the standard questionnaire QB3 (See
Annex II).

74 EDF recommendations for strengthening the EU Parking Card 2020. Available at: link.
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As pointed out by public authorities, CSOs and persons with disabilities consulted during the
study, national differences in terms of the design and functioning of the EU parking
card cause uncertainty for persons with disabilities about how they can use their
parking card, in which area they can circulate and park when travelling and how they
can be sure to respect all the traffic rules outside their municipality of residence.’> This
issue has been pointed out by respondents to the public consultation and specifically by 60% EU
citizens, almost two third of CSOs, half of the public authorities; 487 respondents were persons
with disabilities.”® Also, a public authority consulted during the study reported to receive many
requests for clarification on how the EU parking cards issued in other Member States can be
used in the country of the concerned authority.”” Moreover, from 2018 to 2022, around 260
complaints were submitted on the SOLVIT platform about the lack of transparency of information
on rights granted by the card to persons with disabilities when travelling to other Member States,
limited mutual recognition of national parking cards, as well as the rightfulness of fines received
even when showing the EU parking card (see Box 3 below).

In turn, such uncertainty creates practical difficulties in the exercise of freedom of
movement for persons with disabilities. Indeed, not having their EU parking card recognised
in another Member State, not knowing which conditions are linked to its possession and how the
EU parking card is checked by local authorities refrain persons with disabilities from using the
card abroad, thus discouraging them to travel by car across the EU (see also section 3.3.2).
Moreover, as pointed out by several public authorities, CSOs and persons with disabilities
consulted during the study, non-recognition of the EU parking card results in practical
disadvantages, such as not being able to park near the entrance of premises.”® This issue has
been pointed also by respondents to the public consultation and namely by 66% of 1,009 EU
citizens, over two third of CSOs, 15 out of 33 public authorities. Of these, 487 respondents were
persons with disabilities.”®

75 Survey targeted at Persons with Disabilities Q3.6; Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.6; Survey targeted at other PAs Q3.6;
Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs Q3.4; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.6 (See Annex VII); Workshop with CSOs
held on 22 March 2023, workshop with NCAs held on 23 March 2023; Evidence collected during case study interviews
(See Annex I).

76 See Annex I - section 2.2, results from the public consultation.
77 Evidence collected during case study interviews (See Annex I).

78 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.6; Survey targeted at other public authorities Q3.6; Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs
Q3.4; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.6 (See Annex VII).

79 See Annex I - section 2.2, results from the public consultation.
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Box 3 - Examples of complaints received by SOLVIT about the EU parking card for persons
with disabilities

e In around 30% of cases, the platform was used to ask what rights are granted to cardholders when
visiting another Member State. For example, a French cardholder asked what rights are granted by
the EU parking card in the Czech Republic. Similarly, a Hungarian cardholder asked if in Vienna (AT)
he could park without paying as he is allowed to do so in his home country, showing the EU parking
card.

e In around 25% of enquiries, persons with disabilities, or someone on their behalf, simply asked if the
EU parking card is actually recognised across the Member States. In one case, for instance, an Italian
cardholder travelling to Vienna (AT) asked if there was a need to communicate to the Austrian
authorities the possession of the EU parking card to prevent possible fines.

e In other cases, the SOLVIT platform was used for complaints about different treatment received by
cardholders when travelling to another Member State. Around 12% of enquiries concerned fines
received by cardholders during their travels, mainly because they assumed that the rights granted by
the EU parking card when travelling to other Member States were the same as those granted in their
country of origin. For example, in one case, a Danish cardholder complained about a fine received in
Portugal for not paying when parking in a space reserved to persons with disabilities, arguing that in
Denmark payment is not due when showing the EU parking card. However, assuming that the rights
granted by the EU parking card when travelling to other Member States are the same as those granted
by the country of origin is a false assumption, as the Council Recommendation only recommends
Member States to mutually recognise the parking cards “so that cardholders may benefit from the
associated parking facilities available in the Member State in which they happen to be”.8°

e In two other cases, cardholders complained that their French parking card had not been recognised by
local parking authorities abroad, as it does not follow the EU model, which resulted in one case in a
fine with the car being taken away and in the other case in denial to park in the special parking space
for persons with disabilities close to an airport entrance.

e It can be noted that from 2019 to 2020, the number of SOLVIT enquiries concerning the EU parking
card decreased from 74 to 28, possibly due to the effects that the Covid-19 pandemic had on travel.
Then, in 2021 and 2022, the number of submissions on this topic progressively grew to, respectively,
49 and 71, still not reaching the pre-pandemic number of enquiries.

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on enquiries submitted on the SOLVIT platform

Finally, the increased use of technology for parking control may create issues as foreign car
plates might not be recognised by cameras installed in different municipalities. Public authorities
and parking associations’ representatives consulted during the study noted that the increasing
use of car plate scanners requires that parking cards are registered and associated to car plates
in local databases. This raises issues in case of cars from other Member States which may not
be registered in the local database and can get undue fines (see also section 3.3.2).8!

3.2 Magnitude and the EU dimension of the
problem

This section provides contextual information on the scale of the problem. It starts with an
overview of the overall number of persons with disabilities in the EU, with a view to providing an
indication of the population potentially affected by the problem. Then, it focuses on limitations
in terms of differences in the number and type of preferential conditions made available to non-
residents with disabilities travelling across the EU.

3.2.1 Persons with disabilities in the EU

For the purpose of the study, the total number of persons with recognised disability by Member
State is compared to Eurostat data on Member States’ population,® with a view to obtaining the
share of the population having a recognised disability status. Figure 4 displays these figures,
ranking Member States from those where a larger share of the population has a recognised
disability. Figure 4 provides data for the 14 Member States where information on the number of

80 Article 2 of Council Recommendation of 4 June 1998 on a parking card for people with disabilities (98/376/EC).
81 Evidence collected during case study interviews (See Annex I).
82 Eurostat database, demo_pjan_broad. Available at: link.
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persons with recognised disability was accessible.®3 Among these, due to its considerable
population, Germany is the country with the highest absolute number of persons with
recognised disability (7.8 million). Croatia, on the other hand, is the Member State
where the highest share of the population has a recognised disability (around 14%).

Figure 4 - Persons with recognised disability
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Source: Author’s own elaboration based on data collection conducted at the Member State level

With a view to increasing data comparability across the Member States, available country-based
information has been triangulated with EU-level statistics, i.e. survey data in the EU Statistics
on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC). EU-SILC includes the GALI (Global Activity
Limitation Instrument), which is considered a relatively reliable proxy for disability, for the years
from 2008 to 2021. This instrument measures disability as a long-standing limitation in activities
due to health problems, whose level is self-reported by respondents based on three possible
options: “severely limited”, “limited but not severely” or “not limited at all”. While survey
answers may differ across Member States due to cultural and socio-economic factors, the
instrument ensures consistency in the way it captures the multi-faceted concept of disability.
Importantly, the instrument will be included in all EU surveys in the future, thus making it
particularly useful also for the monitoring process in future years.

In the context of this study, the group of the population reporting “some” limitations in daily
activities are referred to as persons with “some” disability, and those reporting “severe”
limitations as persons with “severe” disability.

Figures 4 and 5 below provide comparisons between information on recognised disability status
and EU SILC survey data. Specifically, Figure 5 accounts for the share of respondents with
“severe” disability, while Figure 6 does the same with the share reporting “some” disability. The
orange line (the 45-degree line) in both Figures indicates a situation of perfect correlation, where
the share of persons with recognised disability is the same as that stemming from EU-SILC data.
The dashed blue line is the line of best fit among the two variables, with the corresponding R2.
The data refer to 2021, i.e. the latest year for which recognised disability data are available for
most Member States. The majority of Member States do not fall far from the 45-degree line,
indicating that there is not a large gap between the two types of data. In Figure 6, on the other
hand, the share of persons reporting “some” disability differs by a large amount from the
administrative figures reported. This legitimates the use of data on “severe” disability as an
informative proxy for recognised disability status.

83 These include Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Estonia, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland,
Romania and Spain.
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Figure 5 — Comparison between information on recognised disability status and EU SILC
survey data on “'severe” disability
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Figure 6 - Comparison between information on recognised disability status and EU SILC
survey data on “some” disability
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Table 1 below provides an overview of the mapping exercise based on the triangulation of
different available sources, including the population with recognised disabilities in Member States
where such information is accessible, the share of the population aged 16 years or older that,
according to EU-SILC, reports either “some” or “severe” disability® (EU-SILC only provide data
for persons older than 16 and living in private households), and the total estimated number of
persons living with “severe” disability. Given that Eurostat statistics only provide population
shares, the country totals are computed using information on the total population® and
assuming a constant incidence of disability in the age class of persons younger than 16 years
old.

The share of persons with a recognised disability eligible for preferential conditions is also
computed and reported in Table 1, by using the ratio of the number of persons eligible to the
total number of persons with recognised disability. To this end, the number of persons eligible

84 Eurostat database, hith_silc_12. Available at: link.
85 Eurostat database, demo_pjan_broad. Available at: link.
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for preferential conditions is estimated following desktop research of the main eligibility criteria
in different sectors: 12 Member States out of the 14 providing recognised disability data
also have clear information on eligibility. In the majority of these countries, the entire
population of persons with recognised disabilities can access at least some
preferential conditions.%¢ This implies that recognised disability status is generally enough to
access preferential conditions in the country of residence.

The information on self-reported functional limitations yields a good overview of the situation in
terms of incidence of disability in the EU: 7.2% of the EU population reported a “severe”
level of disability in 2021, which is equivalent to around 32 million people across the EU.
Close to one quarter (23.8%) reported “some” disability, bringing the number up to about 80
million people. Information on severe disability, however, has been shown to be a more
informative proxy for recognised disability status in Figures 1 and 2, and can therefore provide
a more accurate picture of the EU dimension of the problem. Across the Member States, there
is considerable variation in the share reporting “severe” disability: Estonia has the
largest share, 11.2% (corresponding to around 150,000 persons), while Bulgaria has the
smallest share (3.4%, or about 235,000 persons). Germany, France and Italy, the most populous
Member States, have the majority of persons with severe limitations (around 9, 6 and 4 million
persons respectively).

8 In the few cases where the rate of eligibility is not 100% (e.g. Croatia), this is mainly due to age restrictions in the
offer of preferential conditions, e.g. to persons older than 18 years old.
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Table 1 - Data on self-reported functional limitations and recognised disabilities in 2021

Estimated
SZfsr:ns o SZfsr:ns o number of Share of
Number of P . p . persons persons with
q reporting reporting - 0 TFr
Member persons with " “ - reporting disabilities
: some severe “ = o .
State recognised P . PP . severe eligible for
: A limitations in limitations in . ~. "~ . . .
disabilities limitations in preferential
usual usual o ——=
A s _ag usual conditions
activities activities o
activities
Austria n.a. 23.3% * 8.6% * 768,209 n.a.
Belgium 597,253% 16.1% 8.3% 959,046 100%
Bulgaria 426,382 14.3% 3.4% 235,163 99%
Croatia 586,15392 23.0% 8.9% 359,236 85%°93
Cyprus 15,0004 11.9% 7.3% 65,409 100%
Czechia n.a. 17.5% 7.2% 770,528 n.a.
Denmark n.a. 28.2% 7.0% 408,803 n.a.
Estonia 133,774% 22.3% 11.2% 148,968 100%
Finland n.a. 21.1% 7.2% 398,433 n.a.
France n.a. 14.5% 8.3% 5,615,505 n.a.
Germany 7,800,000 %6 13.8% 10.8% 8,980,743 100%
Greece n.a. 13.9% 9.4% 1,003,791 n.a.
Hungary 408,021%7 15.7% 5.7% 554,654 n.a.
Ireland n.a. 13.9% 5.2% 260,329 n.a.
Italy 3,150,000 15.7% 6.5% 3,850,354 100%
Latvia 216,536%° 29.4% 7.8% 147,671 100%
Lithuania 11,481100 25.4% 5.8% 162,149 n.a.
Luxembourg n.a. 19.5% 6.0% 38,084 n.a.
Malta 21,392101 12.9% 3.8% 19,612 100%
Netherlands n.a. 25.6% 4.3% 751,443 n.a.
Poland 4,394,693102 16.1% 6.9% 2,610,960 100%
Portugal n.a. 25.3% 9.6% 988,632 n.a.
Romania 865,573103 23.8% 5.6% 1,075,293 100%
Slovakia n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Slovenia n.a. 14.8% 6.6% 139,192 n.a.
Spain 3,347,483104 22.6% 5.3% 2,512,131 100%
Sweden n.a. 15.1% 4.3% 446,310 n.a.
EU 27 n.a. 18.0% 7.2% 32,198,939 n.a.

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on EU SILC data and on data collection conducted at the Member
State level
. * The data for Austria refer to 2020, because of the high distortion in Austrian EU SILC data in 2021.

3.2.2 Preferential conditions made available to persons with
disabilities across the EU

Preferential conditions offered to residents with disabilities

In most Member States, preferential conditions to residents with disabilities are offered
in the following services: 10>
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e Public and private transport;

e Leisure and sport;

e Parking;

e Amusement parks;

e Tourism;

e Sport, leisure and cultural services.

However, such conditions are very seldom provided on a mandatory basis without any
consistency in terms of sectors covered and preferential conditions offered across the Member
States. This means that only few Member States have a legislative framework in place, which
establishes what type of benefits the services, as defined in the internal market acquis,° shall
provide. In the majority of the Member States, mostly public transport and parking services are
governed by such frameworks.'%” In connection with parking services, this mandatory provision
is often restricted to public parking services and does not cover private ones. Other services
where preferential conditions are offered on a mandatory basis more frequently are
telecommunications and postal services.%8

For some services (e.g., cultural services, tourism), preferential conditions are sometimes
provided on both a voluntary and a mandatory basis, depending on the individual Member
State and specific service provider. Yet, even when granted on a mandatory basis, preferential
conditions may still not be universal, i.e., they are offered only by some providers within the
concerned sector (e.g., in France, reduced tickets apply to some public transport services but
not all). Further complexity is observed in some federal or regional Member States, such as
Austria, Germany and Italy, where regional and local legislation provides for additional
preferential conditions besides those granted at the national level based on a mandatory basis.

Nonetheless, in most service sectors preferential conditions are provided only on a
voluntary basis and as such their provision is decided at the level of the individual service
provider. This means that there is no consistent information available on the type of and access
to preferential conditions a person with disabilities may receive. Indeed, in case of voluntary-

87 Eurostat database, hlth_silc_12. Available at: link.
88 Eurostat database, hlth_silc_12. Available at: link.

8 The shares are calculated following desktop research of the eligibility criteria to access preferential conditions in
different Member States.

°0 Direction générale Personnes handicapées. Rapport annuel 2021: changement et dynamisme. Available at: link.
°1 Latest available data refer to 2011 and were issued by the National Statistical Institute. Available at: link.

92 Report on Persons with Disabilities in the Republic of Croatia in 2021 (according to data from the Register of Persons
with Disabilities of the Croatian Institute of Public Health). Available at: link.

93 For Croatia, the lower number of persons eligible compared to the population with recognised disabilities is simply due
to the presence of age requirements to access some of the preferential conditions (e.g. minors being excluded).

%4 Department of Persons with Disabilities, 2021 Annual Report. Available at: link.

95 National statistics from the Social Insurance Board, 2023.

% Statistisches Bundesamt: 7,8 Millionen schwerbehinderte Menschen leben in Deutschland, 2022. Available at: link.
7 Latest available data refer to 2016 and were issued by the Central Statistical Office. Available at: link.

%8 Latest available data refer to 2019 and were issued by ISTAT in the report “Knowing the world of disability. Persons,
relations, institutions”. Available at: link.

%% Ministry of Welfare, 2021: Table “Key Policy Performance Indicators”. Available at: link.

100 Data obtained following consultation with the Disability and Working Capacity Assessment Office at the Ministry of
Social Security and Labour.

101 Commission for the Rights of Persons with Disability (CPRD), 2021 Annual Report. Available at: link.

102 Electronic National Adjudication Monitoring System about Disability statistics. Available at: link.

103 National Authority for the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. Available at: link.

104 State Database of Persons with Assessment of the Degree of Disability. Available at: link.

105 Tnput from country experts (See Annex VI).

106 Services that are mainly provided for remuneration.

107 Tnput from country experts (See Annex VI); Survey targeted at NCAs Q2.8; Survey targeted at other relevant public
authorities Q2.8 (see Annex VII).

108 Tnput from country experts; Survey targeted at NCAs Q2.8; Survey targeted at other relevant public authorities Q2.8
(see Annex VII).
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https://www.lm.gov.lv/lv/invaliditate-1
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https://imserso.es/el-imserso/documentacion/estadisticas/base-estatal-datos-personas-con-discapacidad
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based conditions, the fact that within a specific sector a service provider decides to offer
preferential conditions does not mean that all providers in the sector offer preferential conditions.
Reasons as to why service providers opt for offering preferential conditions to persons
with disabilities include (i) ensuring that all their (potential) customers have access to their
services; (ii) their customers expressing a preference for greater accessibility of services; (iii)
following a marketing strategy to improve the visibility/reputation of their services; (iv)
attracting a higher volume of customers; or (v) receiving financial support from public authorities
for such service provision.t0°

Table 2 below provides an overview of services for which preferential conditions are offered to
residents with disabilities, along with information on the nature of such conditions, i.e., whether
they are offered on a mandatory or voluntary basis.

109 Syrvey targeted at national service providers Q3.4 and questionnaire on costs targeted at service providers Q15 (see
Annex VII).
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Table 2 - Services for which preferential conditions are offered across the Member States to residents with disabilities

_EZEEEEEEEEEIEEIEEEEEMEEE%EIEE

Public transport

Private transport

Parking

Business services

Facilities management
Advertising

Recruitment services

Services to commercial agents
Services provided both to business and consumers
Real estate services
Distributive trades
Organisation of trade fairs
Car rental

Travel agencies

Services in the field of tourism
Leisure services

Sports centres

Cultural services

Amusement parks

Supply of electricity
Telecommunication

Postal Services

Legend

Yes (mandatory) Yes (voluntary) Yes (both) _ No m

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on data collection conducted at the Member State level
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Moreover, there is no consistency in terms of sectors covered and types of benefits offered across
the Member States. The most frequent types of preferential conditions that are offered
to persons with disabilities are monetary support (such as price reduction or free
entries and memberships) and exemptions. These are largely provided for accessing public
transport services, cultural events, leisure, and sport services, as well as for entering amusement
parks. Also, preferential conditions include persons with disabilities being freed from an
obligation or liability imposed, such as paying for particular services (e.g., certain taxes,
electricity or telecommunications services, membership fees).

Additionally, there are other types of support services that persons with disabilities may
be entitled to. These vary very much from country to country and can be divided further into
whether the service is provided in addition to a service for remuneration (i.e., after a person
with disability has paid for the service) or as a standalone non-remuneration service. With regard
to the first category, where the provision of the other type of preferential conditions is applied
once a person with disability has already paid for the service examples may include:

o A free audio/visual guide, explanatory brochures or leaflets adapted to meet different needs
(in Braille lettering or easy to read for example), adapted guided visits (in sign language for
example).

o Accessible wheelchair seating and parking places reserved for people with disabilities.

e Free provision of wheelchairs and/or mobility scooters upon request.

o Dedicated hours within retail services where the conditions are adapted to persons with
sensitivities (for example, reduction of sounds and lightning).

Regarding the second category, there are also preferential conditions that are provided to
persons with disabilities that are not connected to any specific services for remuneration. In
many cases these are mostly but not always provided by public services and may include:

e Beach access adapted to the needs of persons with disabilities, such as automated walkways
and Seatrac as well as modified deck chairs, sun loungers and beach wheelchairs and
scooters.

e« Right to being served with priority when visiting/making use of public services, i.e., the
possibility to skip queues. In some Member States this also includes face-to-face private
services.

e Priority employment appointments within specific parts of the public sector, for example, as
telephone operators.

e Use of a service that facilitates an online interaction with a sign language interpreter to
communicate with public administrations, social services and hospitals in order to facilitate
exchange with persons with hearing impairments.

e Assistance to ensure equal access to continuing professional training and to career or
promotion examinations for civil servants or state employees. This may include a sign
language interpreter or an attendant accompanying a visually impaired person to locations
that are difficult to access.

o Dedicated phone number, where a person with visual impairment or other people who have
difficulties using other ways of communication may turn to free of charge in order to be
transferred to a specific service or service provider.

In some Member States (e.g., BE, DK, SK), preferential conditions are offered also to
personal assistants, predominantly to support persons with disabilities to accessing public
transport or cultural events. In some instances, this support may be provided on a mandatory
basis. For example, in Slovakia public railway service providers are required by law to provide
preferential conditions to personal assistants. However, in other countries there is no legislative
framework for personal assistants, therefore, it is unclear whether family members and friends
who are accompanying a person with disabilities can be considered as personal assistants and,
therefore, are eligible for same preferential conditions as professional care providers. In these
situations, the decision is up to the service provider.

Table 3 below provides an overview of the types of preferential conditions that are offered across
the Member States.
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Table 3 - Overview of the types of preferential conditions offered across the Member States to residents with disabilities

Public transport

Private transport \\ -
parking H N N NOEN N N .
Business services &N& &\ &

Facilities management @ @

Advertising \\

Recruitment services \\ \\\\ -

Services to commercial agents \\ \\

Services provided both to business and consumers RN N N N
Real estate services N \\

Distributive trades \\\\

Organisation of trade fairs \\

Car rental \\

Travel agencies \\ -
Services in the field of tourism - ® \\ N --
Leisure services \\-\\ N

Sports centres -\\ \\ &N \\ -

Cultural services -\\-

Amusement parks - \\ - @ &\\Q

Supply of electricity &N

Telecommunication \\

Postal Services \\

Legend

Monetary support Other type of support [BOEAN No  hia.
Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on data collection conducted at the Member State level
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Preferential conditions offered to non-residents with disabilities

Regarding preferential conditions offered also to persons with disabilities from other
Member States, available information is very limited and mostly consists of anecdotal evidence.
Yet, the data collection undertaken at the Member State level still provides some interesting
information. In the majority of the Member States, most service providers offer preferential
conditions to non-residents with disabilities on a voluntary basis. In Greece and
Lithuania, non-residents with disabilities can access for free various archaeological areas and
use public transport by showing their national disability card.!'® Only in Belgium, all preferential
conditions offered to residents are also provided to non-residents with disabilities.

Regarding transport, monthly passes and subscriptions are usually available also to non-
nationals with disabilities but who are residents. When it comes to individual tickets, the
information provided is not always clear if the preferential conditions apply to also non-residents
with disabilities. Therefore, it may occur that a non-resident with disability may be deemed
eligible to receive a preferential condition from a specific provider while on another occasion that
same provider does not give the preferential condition.

Furthermore, in the eight Member States that participated in the pilot EDC (i.e., BE, CY,
EE, FI, IT, MT, RO, SI), preferential conditions are offered to all persons with disabilities
from these eight countries. However, there are differences and exceptions. For instance, in
Estonia, all persons with disabilities can access preferential conditions when using culture,
leisure, sport, and transport services, regardless of their country of origin. On the contrary, in
Malta, the Malta Public Transport only offers preferential conditions to holders of the EU Disability
Card marked with ‘MT”, 11!

In some Member States (i.e., BE, CY, HR, LU, MT, PL, PT, SE, SK), preferential conditions are
offered also to assistants of persons with disabilities from other Member States.

The tables below provide an overview of the preferential conditions offered to non-residents with
disabilities as well as the type of preferential conditions offered.

110 Data collection conducted at the Member State level (See Annex VI).
111 Data collection conducted at the Member State level (See Annex VI).
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Table 4 - Services for which preferential conditions are offered across the Member States to non-residents with disabilities

Services _______________________|AT[BE|BG|CY CZ|DEI|DKIEE EL |[ES FI [FR HRHUIIE [IT [LT]LUILV [MTINL PL PT [ROISE |SI SK
Public transport &\\ \\\\ &\\\‘
Private transport i | 1| i | . \\ \\
Parking o Y N WY N N N M
Business services &\\\:@ N N N
Facilities management &N \\\ \\
Advertising | i \ \
Recruitment services &\\\\\ N N &\E
Services to commercial agents && % \ S §\§§ -
Services provided both to business and consumers §\ k\ k\ Q\\\ &\\&t\\\
Real estate services @ &\\\\: | . &\\\: |
Distributive trades &\\:&\ . &\\ &\\&
Organisation of trade fairs i &\\\: &\\ \\\\
Car rental %\\: '\\\\\\ \\\\\
Travel agencies ‘N &\\: | . \\ -
Services in the field of tourism i \ k\\\ &\\: ! &\\: &\ \\ \\\\
Leisure services \\\ \\§ . N &\\\\\ &\\\: | && | \\\\\\
Sports centres _ \\ &\\\\‘ &\\ N | &\\S& %\\ \\\\
Cultural services &\\ & \\N ‘§\\\ &\\\t \\
Amusement parks \\ &% V&\\ | \\\\\\ \\
Supply of electricity | &\\ @ &\ \ \
Telecommunication \\ &\\: %\\E \\\\\\
Postal Services \\ &\\ & \

Yes No N

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on data collection conducted at the Member State level
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Table 5 - Overview of the types of preferential conditions offered to non-residents with disabilities across the Member States

Services ____________________________|AT|BE|BG|CY|CZ |DE|DK/EE |EL |[ES |[FI [FR|HR/HU|IE [IT |LT [LU[LV [MTINL|PL [PT|RO|SE |SI |

Public transport - \\\ \\ - §\ \\
Private transport & \
Parking N AR\ A\ NN
Business services &\\\:&\ &\\\\\ & \
Facilities management &% @ \\
Advertising , ‘&\: \
Recruitment services \\ @ &\\k\\\\ - &\\
Services to commercial agents \\\ i &\\\\\ |

Services provided both to business and consumers &\ &\\ Q\\\\ k\\ \\\\\\
Real estate services @ @ . S \
Distributive trades &\\\\:@ . && \\\\
Organisation of trade fairs | &\\\\\ &\\ \\\\
Car rental @ &\\ \\\\
Travel agencies w® \\ \\\\
Services in the field of tourism & \\ il \\ \\-\\\\\\
Leisure services \\-\\ 4 \\ \\& \\\ \\\\\\\
Sports centres L NN N\ N NN MM
Cultural services \\-\\-\\ \\ \\ \\\\\\
Amusement parks - \\ - & \\\ i \\\\\\ \\
Supply of electricity | ® @ &\\\\ \\ \
Telecommunication \\ @E &\\\\ \\\\\\
Postal Services \\ &\ & \

Monetary support Other type of support [BBEAN No  nia:
Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on data collection conducted at the Member State level
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3.3 What are the problem drivers?

The study identified one driver for each of the problems described above, i.e.:

e Driver A: There is limited acceptance across the EU of national disability cards and
certificates of non-residents with disabilities issued by other Member States (equity failure).

o Driver B: National divergences in the implementation of the EU national parking cards for
persons with disabilities hinder their mutual recognition across the Member States
(regulatory failure).

The next two sections present the evidence related to each problem drivers.
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3.3.1 Driver A: There is limited acceptance across the EU of
national disability cards and certificates of non-residents
with disabilities issued by other Member States (equity

failure)

National disability cards are used to prove disability status, which is a pre-condition to assess
disability-related benefits. The study found that there is a high level of variance in terms of
design and layout of national disability cards. For instance, some Member States have
paper disability cards and certificates (e.g., AT, DE, EL, HU, RO, SK), others opted for plastic
cards (e.g. BE, CY, CZ, HR, IE, IT, LV, MT, NL, PL, SI), other for a mixed format (e.g. EE, LT,
PT).112

Moreover, national variance relates to the types of benefits that national disability cards allow
for. Such cards and certificates are indeed provided to persons with disabilities after an
assessment of their disability status. Disability assessments are conducted at the national level
based on criteria and procedures enshrined in national provisions of laws.!3 Differences in the
national approaches to disability assessment correspond to different understanding of disability
and related needs, which in turn reflects in a high level of variance in terms of preferential
conditions available to persons with disabilities across the Member States.

Box 4 below includes an overview of the main approaches used to undertake disability
assessments across the Member States.

Box 4 — Main approaches to disability assessment!4
e Medical approach, based on the diagnosed medical condition of individuals;
Barema method, based on impairment tables showing the percentage of disability per type of
impairment;
Functional capacity assessment, focused on functional limitations to performing certain activities;
e Care and support needs assessment, based on the degree of the need for external help that the
individual needs to care for himself/herself due to his/her health issues;
e Economic loss assessment, based on the calculation of the loss of income due to the disabilities
under examination;
e Holistic approach, based on an assessment of impairment, functional capacity and environmental
factors (e.g., surroundings, social context).

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on desk research

It is important to note that disability status is often assessed based on a combination of two or
more of these methods (see Table 6 below).

112 pesk research conducted at the Member State level: AT, BE, CY, DE, EE, ES, HU, HR, IT, LV, MT, PL, SI, SK.
Information for seven Member States (CZ, EL, FR, IE, LT, NL, PT) taken from materials shared by DG EMPL on the 7
March 2023 related to a workshop held in Paris in March 2021.

113 |isa Waddington, Mark Priestley and Roy Sainsbury (2018), Disability Assessment in European States. Academic
Network of Disability Experts (ANED) Synthesis Report. Available at: link; Silvia Favalli, Delia Ferri (2016), Defining
Disability in the European Union Non-discrimination Legislation: Judicial Activism and Legislative Restraints’. European
Public Law 22, no. 3 (2016): 541-568.

114 | isa Waddington, Mark Priestley and Roy Sainsbury (2018), Disability Assessment in European States. ANED Synthesis
Report. Available at: link.
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Table 6 - Member States’ disability assessment methods!!5

e e e e e e e e e e e e
v N v v v v

Medical approach v

Barema method v v Y v v VY v v v

Functional capacity , v v v v |
assessment

Care and support

v v
needs assessment
Economic loss
assessment

Holistic approach v v 4 v

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on desk research

National variance is further increased by the fact that preferential conditions are
mainly offered only on a voluntary basis, hence their provision is decided at the level of the
individual service provider. Indeed, only few Member States have a legislative framework in
place, which establishes what type of benefits the services, as defined in the internal market
acquis,''® shall provide. Also, variance also concerns preferential conditions made
available to accompanying assistants of persons with disabilities.

Annex V provides a detailed overview of preferential conditions made available by Member States
to residents with disabilities for using certain services.

Differences described above turn into limited acceptance of national disability status of
persons with disabilities when they travel to or visit other Member States.!!” In this
regard, 32% of persons with disabilities responding to the public consultation pointed out that
their disability card is not accepted when they travel across the EU.!'® Indeed, national
authorities and/or service providers are sometimes reluctant to recognise disability cards issued
by Member States that apply more lenient disability assessment criteria and procedures.!'?

National service providers consulted during the study complained that they are not familiar
with all national disability certificates issued above, hence they often end up not to
accept them, particularly when information is provided in foreign languages.!2°

115 EDF, Disability Assessment and Social Protection. Available at: link; ANED country reports on disability assessment.
Available at: link.

116 Services that are mainly provided for remuneration.

117 Survey targeted at Persons with Disabilities Q2.6 (See Annex VII); Workshop with CSOs held on 22 March, Workshop
with NCAs held respectively on 23 March 2023; Targeted interviews with one academic expert (#2), one EU CSO (#5)
and one EU body (#8)

118 See Annex I - section 2.2, results from the public consultation

119 European Parliament, Priestly (2022), Disability assessment, mutual recognition and the EU Disability Card. Study
commissioned by the European Parliament's Committee on Petitions link

120 Workshop with service providers held on 11 May 2023.
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Box 5 - Examples of national disability cards of non-residents that were not accepted when
they travel to or visit other Member States
e Three German citizens with disabilities pointed out that:

They experienced difficulties in accessing preferential conditions for using trains or local public
transport when travelling across the EU as their national disability cards were not accepted abroad

Their national disability card was not accepted when they travelled to Italy and Luxembourg

They experienced difficulties in accessing preferential conditions for using cultural services (e.g.,
museums, cultural events) when they travelled to France as their national disability cards were not
accepted there

e A Hungarian citizen with disabilities stated that his national disability card was not accepted when he
travelled to at least seven Member States (AT, CZ, DE, DK, FR, PL, SK)

e Three Austrian citizens with disabilities complained that their national disability cards are often not
accepted when they travel to other Member States, hence they are often asked for additional
documents to prove their disability status abroad.

e Two Austrian citizens with disabilities specified that their national disability cards were not accepted
for accessing tourist facilities in Germany.

e Two persons with disabilities from Slovakia indicated that their national disability cards were not
accepted when they tried to enter museums or to buy transport tickets in other Member States.
Particularly, one of them specified that his national disability card was not accepted when he travelled
to Czech Republic, thus he could not access discounts for public transport, ending up to pay the
transport ticket at a full price.

e A French person with disabilities stated that preferential conditions to access museums in Spain are
denied to non-residents with disabilities.

e A Latvian person with disabilities reported that his national disability card was not accepted for
receiving discounts when using public transport in Italy as well as when entering museums in Denmark,

e The national disability card of a Polish person with disabilities was not recognised when he travelled to
Croatia. The same happened to a Romanian person with disabilities that travelled to Hungary as well
as to a Belgian resident with disabilities that travelled to Spain for tourism purposes.

The national disability card of a Belgian person with disabilities was not accepted in France, particularly
when he used French railways, or when accessing French museums

e To conclude, anecdotal evidence was provided by a blind person complaining that his disability
certificate, which contains a printed blind person's pictogram, was not accepted when he travelled
across the EU, and particularly to Czech Republic and Slovakia.

e Also, the national disability card of a German citizen with disabilities was not accepted when he
travelled to Hungary, hence he could not access public transport discounts.

e A Belgian public authority confirmed that non-residents with disabilities cannot benefit from
preferential conditions granted to Belgian citizens with disabilities when using trains in Belgium, nor
can their accompanying assistants travel free of charge on the same basis as accompanying assistants
of Belgian citizens with disabilities

e Other two NCAs from Member States that participated in the EDC pilot project reported to have
received a high number of complaints from cardholders as their EDC was not accepted in other Member
States that did not adhere to the initiative.!?!

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on desk research

3.3.2 Driver B: National divergences in the implementation of
the EU parking cards for persons with disabilities hinder
their mutual recognition across the Member States
(regulatory failure)

Council Recommendation 98/376/EC!?? (amended by Council Recommendation 2008/205/EC*23)
introduced the EU parking card model for persons with disabilities. However, the
implementation of the EU parking card presents some shortcomings due to differences
across the Member States in terms of the design of the card, as well as associated
rights and enforcement rules. National differences mainly regard (i) the card’s layout, (ii) the
parking rights granted to cardholders and (iii) the control and enforcement of the parking card.

121 Workshop with NCAs held on 23 March 2023.
122 98/376/EC: Council Recommendation of 4 June 1998 on a parking card for people with disabilities. Available at: link.
123 2008/205/EC: Council Recommendation of 3 March 2008 adapting Recommendation 98/376/EC. Available at: link.
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More specifically, with respect to the model and layout of the card, Annex I to the
Recommendation sets out clear but minimum and outdated provisions, with no
security features being required to prevent frauds and forgeries of the card. Frauds
consist in the use of a parking card of someone else, including a deceased person, or in using
both a duplicate card and the original one at the same time. For example, between November
2018 and January 2019, 71,219 EU parking cards had been checked in Belgium and, in almost
10% of the cases, there appeared to be a misuse. Most of the times, the EU parking card of a
deceased person was used, or the original card was still used even if a duplicate had been
issued.'?* With respect to forgeries, these occur when a copy of the EU parking card belonging
to someone else is used or when the rightful owner makes copies of the EU parking card to use
it on more than one vehicle simultaneously. For example, in Malta, in 2022, 110 cards in the car
park of an important hospital were found to be copies.?>

With a view to tackling such challenges, some Member States have introduced additional features
on the card not originally foreseen in the Recommendation, such as holograms, QR codes, etc.!?¢
Moreover, digitalised ways of controlling parking rights, which are increasingly focused on the
car plates rather than on the paper-based parking card, have been introduced in order to tackle
new types of frauds and forgeries resulting from the technological progress. For example,
Belgium added a QR code that can be scanned through an app (*Handi2park’) used by the police
to check the card validity. Holograms are expressly included on EU parking cards issued in Italy,
Malta, Slovakia and Sweden to make sure that copies of the card are recognisable, preventing
possible forgeries. Moreover, in Sweden also a barcode has been introduced as copied cards
were commonly found to be used in vehicles. Such actions have resulted in different design
and layout of the card, depending on the Member State where it is issued.

Table 7 - Examples of additional features with respect to the standard EU-model parking card

Additional security feature AT BE DK ES FI IE IT MT NL PL SE SK
Barcode v v v
Hologram v v v v v v v v v v
QR code v v v

NCF (Near field communication’) tag v

for wireless detection

Unique number (national or regional) v v

Anti-copying paper v v v

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on desk research

124 parking Card for Persons with Disabilities: questions for the experts of the High-Level Group on Disability (shared by
EC, not published).

125 Information shared by the Commission for the Rights of Persons with a Disability.
126 Minutes from the EU Disability High-Level Group meeting 14 May 2019 - 9.30 to 16.30. Available at: link.
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Differences in the layout of the EU parking card sometimes even occur within a single
Member State, when the card is issued at the local level (e.g. if the logo of the municipality is
included), thus resulting in different parking card models in circulation across different regions
of a single country.?” A further element of complexity is the coexistence of older and newer
models of cards. For example, since 2017, in France the EU-model parking card is progressively
being replaced by a new non-EU model parking card, i.e. the CMI (‘Carte mobilité inclusion’),
yet both models are currently valid and in use until end of 2026.

In the end, national differences result in practical difficulties for persons with
disabilities in having their parking card recognised when travelling by car to another
Member State.!?® While the visual format is still easy to recognise thanks to the international
disability symbol representing a wheelchair, the text displayed on the EU parking card is usually
printed in the national language of the Member State where the card is issued, and the physical
dimension does not allow for the inclusion of text in multiple languages. Therefore, its meaning
is not immediately clear to local authorities or service providers of other Member States where
the card is used, unless they can understand the text written in the foreign language.!?°

Secondly, the conditions and benefits granted to the EU parking cardholders differ
across countries, as presented in Table 7.

Table 8 — Examples of national differences in the rights granted by the EU parking card

P °"  Free parking in 0O o s Parkin in
Member Reserved roads where it =€ P 9 parking in 9
. . paid parking . pedestrian
States parking spaces is generally areas areas subject 70nes
prohibited30 to time limits
Austria v
Belgium v
Bulgaria v
Croatia v
Cyprus v Y Y
Czech
v v v 131
Republic
Denmark v 132 v v v 133
Estonia v v v
Finland v v v v
France v .
Germany v v v v 134
Greece v v
Hungary v v v v
Ireland
Italy v v v
Latvia
Lithuania v v v 135 v

127 Do not take my spot! - The EU Disability Parking Card. Available at: link. Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.6:
one respondent.

128 Do not take my spot! — The EU Disability Parking Card. Available at: link.

129 European Parliament (EP) Research (2022) Disability assessment, mutual recognition and the EU Disability Card -
Progress and opportunities. Available at: link.

130 If not causing obstructions.

131 Granted only in individual cases and if urgently necessary.

132 Granted for maximum 15 minutes.

133 Granted only if explicitly allowed by local concessions and during the specified times.
134 Granted only if explicitly allowed by local concessions and during the specified times.
135 Granted only in spaces marked with a wheelchair symbol.
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Parking on L No time limit . .

Member Reserved roads where it Frge parklng_ in parking in Parklng_ in

: . paid parking . pedestrian

States parking spaces is generally areas areas subject i
prohibited130 to time limits

Luxembourg v

Malta v

Netherlands v V136

Poland v v

Portugal v 137

Romania

Slovakia v v

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden v v 138 o/ Vi v 139

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on desk research

Evidence from the case studies show that the conditions granted to parking cardholders
also differ within countries and are often decided at municipality level. For example, in
Belgium, some cities grant free parking in all public parking spaces to parking cardholders while
other cities only grant free parking in specific spots. In France, parking cardholders benefit from
free parking on all public parking spaces but with a time limit that differ across municipalities.
As reported by national CSOs interviewed during the case studies, there is a lack of overview
and information on the conditions granted to cardholders across municipalities and
across the Member States, which creates uncertainty and confusion to cardholders travelling
within and across Member States. This may cause discouragement to travel as persons with
disabilities often do not know the concessions they are granted when travelling by car, and
results in fines when they assume wrongly that the same conditions apply as in their place of
residence (see also section 3.1.2).

Thirdly, Member States, or sometimes even municipalities within a Member State, adopt
different approaches to control the validity and the proper use of the EU parking card
within their territory. Moreover, overall, the parking and traffic control methods are becoming
more and more digitised and focused on automated checks on the car plate, rather than on
manual checks on the paper-based EU parking card.!4® Automatic checks on car plates of parked
vehicles or of those circulating in limited access areas are automatically performed by cameras
communicating with databases of car plates, which include information on the concessions linked
to those car plates, such as resident permits or parking cards. According to an EU-level parking
association interviewed during the study, the adoption of this kind of approach is increasing
across the EU, and both national (e.g. NL) and local databases (e.g. Lisbon) are established,
where parking cards are linked to a vehicle and can be checked easily.!4! Evidence from the case
studies show that, in cities where automatic checks are performed, parking cardholders have to
register their parking card to their car plate in a local platform (e.g. in Brussels or Milan), but
this means that parking cardholders have to register in a different local platform in each city
visited. Thus, divergences in the way of checking parking cards leave great uncertainty to
cardholders on the rules they must respect when travelling to another Member State by car. In
this respect, persons with disabilities are still often forced to communicate with local authorities
of the city they are going to visit to inform them that they hold the EU parking card and to ask
how to use it, in order to avoid possible fines.

136 Granted for maximum 3 hours.

137 Granted only in case of absolute necessity, for a short time and without obstructing other vehicles or pedestrians.
138 Granted for maximum 3 hours.

139 Granted for maximum 3 hours.

140 Targeted interview with one EU Parking association (#3).

141 Thid.
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National differences have been further exacerbated by the fact that the Recommendation does
not contain any provisions for coordination amongst the Member States on the monitoring of the
card, leading to a lack of transparency information on the rights granted by national cards as
well as on national mechanisms to check parking rights and related infringements.14? All these
factors resulted in increasing variance in the design of cards issued across countries, as well as
in their implementation and enforcement.

3.4 Who is affected and how?

3.4.1 Overview

Table 9 below presents an overview of the consequences of identified problems on citizens,
public authorities and businesses. Most of such negative effects concern citizens who, for the
purpose of this study, are mainly intended as persons with disabilities.

Table 9 - Overview of who is affected and how by the identified problems

Stakeholder

category Type of consequence

Persons with disabilities may be discouraged to travel to or visit other
Member States, as they are unsure regarding whether, and what type of,
disability-related preferential conditions will be available to them in the host
Member State.l43 Indeed, in the lack of mutual recognition of disability status, the
decision whether to offer preferential conditions also to persons with disabilities
coming from other Member States is at discretion of the individual service
provider.144 In many countries, there is no overview either of service providers who
offer preferential conditions or of what types of benefits are available. Therefore,
there is limited information on both the type of preferential conditions and the
services for which they are offered. Indeed, there is neither a EU-wide database nor
systematic monitoring and collection of such information at the national level. The
sole exceptions are the eight Member States that participated in the pilot EDC, where
databases exist containing information of national service providers participating in
the pilot scheme. Also, in Slovakia, there is a national database including a list of

Citizens public service providers (i.e. organisations that are operated by ministries and other
national bodies) and the types of preferential conditions they offer, alongside
information on how to obtain a national disability card. The website also states that
in addition to the providers contained in this list, there are many private providers
who may offer preferential conditions on their own merit.

Finally, not all service providers have websites in other than national language
and/or provide information on preferential conditions. Therefore, even if persons
with disabilities want to prepare themselves and learn about potential preferential
conditions before their travel, they need to get in touch directly with each separate
service provider in order to learn what type of preferential conditions they may be
eligible for. Such preparation is often demanding in terms of time spent and effort
to obtain information as not all service providers may speak a foreign/common
language.4>

Public authorities, CSOs and persons with disabilities consulted during the study,!46
as well as respondents to the public consultation, pointed out that such uncertainty

142 The last Commission request for information to Member States on the implementation of the EU parking card dates
from 2019 and was discussed in the High-Level Group on Disability in 2019.

143 Workshop with CSOs held on 22 March 2023.
144 Targeted interview with one representative from academia (#2).
145 Workshop with service providers held on 11 May 2023.

146 Survey targeted at Persons with Disabilities Q2.5; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q2.7 (see Annex VII); Targeted
interviews with two EU-level CSO (#3) and (#5); Workshop with CSOs held on 22 March 2022; Workshop with NCA held
on 23 March 2023.
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Stakeholder

category Type of consequence

discouarages persons with disabilities from travelling abroad. Specifically, this issue
was pointed out by 82% of EU citizens, more than a half of public authorities and
the huge majority of CSOs (57 out of 66) responding to the public consultation; 505
respodents were persons with disabilities.14” Along the same line, research shows
that vacation decision-making is far more complex for persons with
disabilities than persons without disabilities, due to potentially greater
logistic and economic hurdles, making them less likely to travel compared to
persons without disabilities.148

Similarly, the divergences in the design of the EU parking card and related
rights lead to uncertainty for persons with disabilities as to whether their
card will be accepted when travelling to another Member State and which
rights (e.g. free parking, unlimited parking) will be granted. This uncertainty may
discourage them from travelling and has, on a number of occasions, resulted in fines
due to the non-recognition of their card.'*® As anecdotal evidence, a representative
from an EU-level parking association interviewed during the study explained that
when arranging a trip abroad, persons with disabilities tend to make sure that they
will have a parking space at the destination and some prefer to reserve a private
garage in case they cannot count on the availability of parking for persons with
disabilities in the street.!>°

Relatedly, the study found evidence that the participation in tourism of EU
citizens with disabilities is remarkable lower that persons without
disabilities. While the number of EU citizens moving to other countries and
travelling abroad has been overall increasing over the years, the percentage of
persons with disabilities moving across the EU remains low. More precisely, there is
evidence that persons with disabilities make 10-30% fewer trips than those without
disabilities, particularly in case of non-work-related trips.t5!

Limitations to travelling are detrimental for the overall wellbeing of persons with
disabilities. Indeed, travelling contributes to enhancing a person’s development,
quality of life, and social inclusion.>2 It also contributes to the individual’s sense of
freedom, by escaping from normal routine, as well as to overcoming self-doubt and
building self-confidence.!>3

Public Besides consequences for persons with disabilities, the lack of mutual recognition of
Authorities disability status in the EU has negative effects also for national public authorities.

147 See Annex I - section 2.2, results from the public consultation.

148 European Commission (2022), Call for evidence for an impact assessment. Available at: link; Elisabeth Kastenholz,
Celeste Eusébio & Elisabete Figueiredo (2015), Contributions of tourism to social inclusion of persons with disability,
30(8) Disability & Society, 1259-1281; Keunhyun Park, Hossein Nasr Esfahani, Valerie Long Novack, Jeff Sheen, Hooman
Hadayeghi, Zigi Song & Keith Christensen (2023), Impacts of disability on daily travel behaviour: A systematic review,
43(2) Transport Reviews 178-203; Pagan (2012), Time allocation in tourism for people with disabilities’ 39(3) Annals of
Tourism Research 1514-1537.

149 SOLVIT complaints 2018-2022.
150 Targeted interview with one EU Parking association (#3).

151 Keunhyun Park, Hossein Nasr Esfahani, Valerie Long Novack, Jeff Sheen, Hooman Hadayeghi, Zigi Song & Keith
Christensen (2023), Impacts of disability on daily travel behavior: A systematic review, 43(2) Transport Reviews 178-
203.

152 Elisabeth Kastenholz, Celeste Eusébio & Elisabete Figueiredo (2015), Contributions of tourism to social inclusion of
persons with disability, 30(8) Disability & Society, 1259-1281.

153 Bodil Stilling Blichfeldt & Jaqueline Nicolaisen (2011), Disabled travel: not easy, but doable, 14(1) Current Issues in
Tourism 79-102.
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Stakeholder

category Type of consequence

Firstly, public authorities receive requests for clarifications from non-
residents with disabilities who ask whether their national card is accepted
in their country. Also, requests for clarification concern what types of preferential
conditions they can access in the host Member State.

Similarly, the lack of coordination of Member States on the implementation
of the EU parking card translates in a range of enquiries of citizens (persons
with disabilities or other persons on their behalf) about whether national
parking cards are accepted in other Member States as well as what rights
are granted there. Among the SOLVIT enquiries received between 2018 and 2022,
in around 25% of cases it was asked if the EU parking card is actually recognised
across the Member States, and around 30% of submissions concerned questions on
the rights granted to cardholders when visiting another Member State. In most
cases, the SOLVIT platform advised the persons to contact directly the national or
local authorities responsible for the implementation of the EU parking card. Also, as
stated by a representative of an EU-level parking association interviewed during the
study, parking police authorities are sometimes unsure whether EU parking cards of
non-residents are accepted in their Member State.!>* Hence, they do not know
whether to fine or not a car parked on a designated space reserved to holders of the
EU parking card for persons with disabilities.!55

Moreover, there is evidence that national differences in the design and
implementation of the EU parking card contribute to increasing overall
enforcement costs for public authorities. Specifically, as reported by the
representative of an EU-level parking association interviewed during the study, the
increasing divergences in the design of the EU parking card across the Member
States have raised the need to provide parking controllers with training on the
different types of cards in place.!%6

Differences in terms of format of national disability cards and certificates
make it not easy and immediate for private service providers to recognise
national disability cards, hence providers face extra burden due to a lengthy
process of documents checks.157

L e Also, the majority of service providers consulted during the study claimed that they

receive requests from persons with disabilities on whether they would be
able to receive preferential conditions in access to their services.!>® Hence,
they spend time to address all such requests for clarifications.

3.4.2 Focus on the participation in tourism of EU citizens with
disabilities

This section focuses on the participation in tourism of EU citizens with disability with a view to

showing how and the extent to which the lack of recognition of disability status hinders the

exercise of free movement rights for persons with disabilities in the EU. To this end, the analysis

focuses on tourism behaviour of persons with disabilities across the Member States. It started
from available Eurostat statistics on the share of Member States’ population that is “participating

154 Targeted interview with one EU Parking association (#3).

155 Thid.

156 Thid.

157 Survey on costs targeted at service providers Q16 (See Annex VII); Workshop with service providers held on 11 May
2023; European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, Chiattelli, C.,

Abbasciano, C., Schizzerotto, A., et al., (2021), Study assessing the implementation of the pilot action on the EU
Disability Card and associated benefits: final report. Available at: link.

158 Survey on costs targeted at service providers Q10 (See Annex VII); Respondents to the online workshop with CSOs
held on 22 March 2023 and the online workshop with NCAs held on 23 March 2023; Workshop with service providers
held on 11 May 2023.
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in tourism” (i.e. travelling for at least one overnight stay in a domestic, foreign country or both)
for personal reasons.'>® Break-down data are also available by age group, i.e. the share of the
population aged 15-64 that is travelling.%0

Although data are available on Member States’ tourism patterns, information on tourism
behaviours of persons with disabilities is scarce. At the national level, statistics on inflows
of tourists with disabilities are available only for Slovenia, as the country’s tax system exempts
persons with disabilities from payment of the tourist tax, leading to the collection of data on
their presence. At the EU level, available survey data on travel patterns of persons with
disabilities aged 15-64 from mid-2012 to mid-2013'6! provide estimates of their “participation
in tourism” (i.e. the share of persons with disabilities'®? travelling for at least one overnight
stay). Despite dating back to 2012, these data provide a valuable picture of the condition and
needs of persons with disabilities engaging in tourism, collecting information in a consistent way
for all Member States, except Croatia. The information was thus combined with the
aforementioned Eurostat statistics on the share of the general population participating in tourism
and was used to calculate the difference in participation in tourism between the general
population and the sub-group of persons with disabilities in 2012.

The information for the year 2012 may not fully reflect recent changes in travelling patterns of
the general population due to economic, social or political changes, which occurred in the past
decade; the rate of participation in tourism for most Member States increased between 2012
and 2019. Given that trends in tourism of the general population may be expected to also affect
persons with disabilities, the 2012 gap in participation in tourism between the two groups was
applied to the data for 2019 on the general population to obtain a “corrected” estimate of the
share of persons with disabilities travelling in more recent years. This share was then multiplied
by the number of persons reporting “severe” disabilities to obtain an estimate of the number of
persons with disabilities travelling in 2019. The use of the “severe” disabilities data was justified
by their resemblance with the number of persons with recognised disability status, graphically
portrayed in Figure 3 above. Such information thus allows to obtain a more accurate estimate
of the size of the group of persons with recognised disabilities travelling, and potentially
benefitting from preferential conditions thanks to their recognised disability status. In light of
this, and to increase the sensitivity of these values, the participation in tourism share was also
applied to the number of persons with recognised disability status whenever the information was
available, obtaining a range where the actual number of persons with recognised disabilities
travelling may fall. The year 2019 was chosen as the most representative of the current situation.
The disruptions to travelling patterns due to the COVID-19 epidemic in 2020 and 2021 can be
indeed expected to have altered tourism behaviour for both the general population and persons
with disabilities due to external factors, thus they have been discarded for the purpose of this
study.

The resulting estimates are important to provide a more accurate picture of the recent situation
in terms of participation in tourism of persons with disabilities. Furthermore, the comparison of
the shares of the general population participating in tourism and of persons with disabilities in
2012, provided in Table 1 and Figure 7, conveys a key takeaway: tourists with disabilities
travel considerably less than the general population. Such gap appears to be persistent
for all Member States except Greece, where persons with disabilities appear to travel more, in
relative terms, than the general population. While, as anticipated, these data refer to 2012
because of the scarcity of information for more recent years, the study team can hardly expect
the gap to have closed in recent years, both because of the high disparity in travelling patterns
shown and because of the absence of major policies at the country level targeting tourism of
persons with disabilities.

159 Eurostat database, tour_dem_totot. Available at: link.
160 EFyrostat database, tour_dem_toage. Available at: link.

161 Fconomic Impact and Travel Patterns of Accessible Tourism in Europe - Full Report, 08/03/2015. Directorate-General
for Enterprise and Industry, now known as Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and
SMEs (DG GROW), European Commission. Available at: link.

162 1In the survey data on travelling patterns of persons with disabilities, disability was proxied using a functional
definition.
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Table 10 - Data on tourism and travel patterns of the general population and persons with
disabilities between 2012 and 2019

Share of Share of Share of Estimated
persons aged persons with Participation persons number of
Member 15-64 disabilities gap in aged 15-64 persons with
State participating participating tourism, participating disabilities
in tourism, in tourism, 2012 in tourism, participating in
2012 2012-2013 2019 tourism, 2019
Austria 80.5% 61.1% 19.4 81.8% 497,185
Belgium 54.7% 30.7% 24.0 70.7% 278,866-492,085
Bulgaria 22.0% 7.8% 14.2 45.7% 70,645- 134,472
Croatia 59.5% n.a. n.a. 61.6% n.a.
Cyprus 78.1% 46.2% 31.9 79.8% 7,186-28,532
Czechia 78.8% 61.8% 17.0 83.8% 548,149
Denmark 82.3% 75.5% 6.8 61.0% 182,395
Estonia 69.0% 62.0% 7.0 82.7% 101,191-115,245
Finland 94.4% 75.5% 18.9 86.6% 283,699
France 73.5% 70.7% 2.8 72.2% 4,283,903
Germany 82.6% 71.6% 11.0 81.3% g:igg:ggg'
Greece 40.9% 49.5% -8.6 46.4% 561,075
Hungary 54.6% 25.7% 28.9 63.4% 141,153-240,039
Ireland 71.7% 46.2% 25.5 77.0% 128,978
Italy 56.9% 26.0% 30.9 50.9% 630,326-646,354
Latvia 50.5% 47.4% 3.1 64.3% 101,065- 132,538
Lithuania 59.6% 48.7% 10.9 67.8% 6,531-103,312
Luxembourg 83.0% 61.4% 21.6 85.7% 29,938
Malta 54.6% 38.2% 16.4 74.2% 7,419- 12,368
Ul 87.5% 85.7% 1.8 86.6% 733,160
Netherlands !
Poland 54.0% 22.8% 31.2 71.1% Egéggg
Portugal 39.6% 34.1% 5.5 51.4% 372,328
Romania 25.5% 11.4% 14.1 32.4% 158,038-212,683
Slovakia 59.1% 29.2% 29.9 78.6% 244,351
Slovenia 71.1% 42.8% 28.3 75.7% 86,712
Spain 55.8% 49.5% 6.3 76.3% ;:g:g:iéé
Sweden n.a. 75.5% n.a. 76.1% n.a.
EU 27 64.4% 58.1% 6.3 69.1% 19,334,354
Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on Eurostat daltg and DG GROW's report on accessible tourism in
Europe

163 Economic Impact and Travel Patterns of Accessible Tourism in Europe - Full Report, 08/03/2015. Directorate-General
for Enterprise and Industry, now known as Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and
SMEs (DG GROW), European Commission. Available at: link.
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Figure 7 - Participation in tourism of the general population and persons with disabilities in
the age group 15-64 (2012)
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W Travel propensity of the general population @ Travel propensity of persons with disabilities

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on Eurostat data and DG GROW'’s report on accessible tourism

3.4.3 Examples of requests for clarification received by public

authorities

One NCA consulted during the study reported to have received different inquiries from tourists
asking whether their national disability cards are actually accepted in her Member State.!®4 Other
two National Competent Authorities (NCAs) from Member States that participated in the EDC
pilot project reported to have received a high number of complaints from cardholders as their
EDC was not accepted in other Member States that did not adhere to the initiative.6>

The box below provides some examples of requests for clarification received by SOLVIT.

164 Thid.
165 Workshop with NCAs held on 23 March 2023.
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Box 6 — Examples of requests for clarification received by SOLVIT

e An Austrian citizen travelling to Hungary asking (i) if the Austrian disability card is accepted in Hungary;
(ii) information about the type of preferential conditions to which the card gives access. The citizen
also raised the absence/difficulties to source any information about where to use the card, how the
card works and the scope of the associated benefits.

e Another Austrian citizen travelling to France asking if it will be possible to access France's disability
benefits using the Austrian card.

e A Slovakian citizen travelling to Austria for tourism purposes asking if his/her national disability card
is accepted in Austria for getting discounts
A Hungarian citizen travelling to Croatia asking if his/her national disability card is accepted in Croatia.

e A citizen asking if a disability card from an EU Member State gives one access to free public transport
and highway tolls benefits in other EU Member States.

e A German citizen asking if the German card is accepted in other EU countries and if the card from
other EU Member States is accepted in Germany.

e A German citizen staying in a non-specified EU country asking if it is possible to access disability
benefits outside Germany using the German card.

e A Spanish citizen asking how to use the card both for parking (leaving the card in the parked car) and
for accessing places (e.g. museum) and preferential conditions (discounts) abroad.

e A Spanish citizen travelling to the Netherlands asking if the Spanish Disability Card is accepted in the
Netherlands.

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on enquiries submitted on the SOLVIT platform

3.4.4 How likely is the problem to persist?

Member States where preferential conditions for persons with disabilities are in place, either on
a mandatory or voluntary basis, are likely to keep them in the future. However, most Member
States have not undertaken significant action to promote access to the same preferential
conditions as residents for persons with disabilities travelling from other countries within the EU
for short periods. At the same time, it is unlikely that the positive effects of the pilot EDC*%® will
increase in time if additional Member States do not join the initiative and access to preferential
conditions is not extended to a higher number of service providers and to other sectors such as
transport. Moreover, even though there is evidence that the EDC has often been accepted as a
proof of disability in Member States not participating in the pilot project or even in non-EU
countries, as outlined in previous sections, uncertainty regarding the access to preferential
conditions remains high among persons with disabilities. Also, the limited information available
as to which service providers offer preferential conditions or how such preferential conditions
can be accessed is expected to continue creating difficulties in the mobility of persons with
disabilities. Overall, in case of no action, persons with disabilities are likely to continue facing
uncertainty about access to preferential conditions when travelling abroad within the EU. When
they travel to other Member States, the recognition of their national disability cards and
certificates will remain voluntary and limited when it comes to preferential conditions when
accessing services. For the positive effects of the pilot EU Disability Card to be extended, all
Member States should join the initiative

With regard to the EU parking card, its positive role in promoting the free movement and
parking rights of persons with disabilities will continue. However, the problems with its
recognition among Member States are expected to increase due to technical and digital
developments which increase the divergence of the models. Technological developments are
expected to bring additional challenges to its use and mutual recognition. Indeed, new
and emerging technologies are increasingly (mis)used to develop more sophisticated forgery and
fraud mechanisms. On this point, a representative from an EU-level parking association
interviewed during the study pointed out that the current paper copy solution is not in line
anymore with technological progress, ultimately exposing the EU parking cards to new types of
frauds and forgeries.®” As a consequence, at least 12 Member States had included additional
security features in the parking card’s design by spring, and this resulted in increasing variance
in the design of the cards issued across the Member States. Such variance may continue

166 Eyropean Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, Chiattelli, C., Abbasciano,
C., Schizzerotto, A., et al., (2021), Study assessing the implementation of the pilot action on the EU Disability Card and
associated benefits: final report. Available at: link.

167 Targeted interview with one EU Parking association (#3).
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diverging even more in the future, as Council Recommendation 98/376/EC does not contain
coordination and monitoring provisions in terms of the card’s format and layout.

Moreover, technological innovation is also affecting the way in which parking rights are
controlled. Indeed, parking control is more and more digitalised and automated. According to
a parking association representative, an increasing number of Member States uses the ANPR
(automatic number-plate recognition), with an automatic camera that picks the car plate number
to recognise it and can check if there is an EU parking card linked to the specific vehicle.'%® Thus,
the paper-based format of the EU parking card will not be adequate anymore if these kinds of
innovation are increasingly adopted across the Member States. The increasing divergences in
parking control methods and card format (paper-based or registered in a database in relation to
the car plate) may create further problems for mutual recognition of the card, determining
further difficulties in the exercise of free movement for persons with disabilities.

Besides the EDC pilot project and the EU parking card for persons with disabilities, there are
other EU pieces of legislation that have been enacted in the past years and may have
a positive impact on the travelling patterns of persons with disabilities. Directive
2019/882, known as the European Accessibility Act, was approved in 2019 with the aim of
removing barriers created by diverging rules on the accessibility of products and services across
the EU.1%° The Directive’s transposition deadline is 28 June 2030. Its implementation in sectors
such as transport may have a positive effect on the participation in tourism of persons with
disabilities across the EU, thanks to greater reliability on common accessibility criteria. At the
same time, Directive (EU) 2016/2102, known as the Web Accessibility Directive, was adopted in
2016 with the aim to improve the accessibility of online websites and apps of public sector bodies
across the EU.'7° This may have further favoured tourism opportunities for persons with
disabilities, by facilitating the collection of information on the destinations of their trips within
the EU. Furthermore, a set of EU Regulations establishing the rights of passengers with reduced
mobility have further improved the conditions for accessible tourism in Europe, by harmonising
overtime rules on the rights of persons with disabilities travelling within the EU. The Regulations
cover the main modes of transport, including air travel,!”! travel by sea and inland waterways!7?
and travel by bus or coach.!”3 Travel by train is also included, with Regulation (EU) 2021/782 on
rail passengers’ rights and obligations recently amending Regulation (EC) 1371/2007.174

Existing trends in the share of Persons with Disability within the EU population may also
contribute to shaping how the identified problems are likely to evolve in the future. Using EU
SILC data, the share of the population aged 16 or older reporting “some” or “severe” disability
has remained virtually unchanged in the past decade, being stable at around one quarter of the
total population and increasing by 1% in the past 5 years.!’> However, the phenomenon of
population ageing has in parallel led to a growth in the share of the total EU population
aged 65 or older.'’® The trend is stronger in Member States such as Finland, Poland, and
Portugal, but has been detected across all Member States, and has been predicted to continue
in the future.'”” The incidence of disability is estimated to be higher in this age category:

168 Tbid.

169 European Parliament and Council, Directive 2019/882 of 17 April 2019 on the accessibility requirements for products
and services. Available at: link.

170 European Parliament and Council, Directive 2016/2102 of 26 October 2016 on the accessibility of the websites and
mobile applications of public sector bodies. Available at: link.

171 European Parliament and Council, Regulation (EC) 1107/2006 of 5 July 2006 concerning the rights of disabled persons
and persons with reduced mobility when travelling by air. Available at: link.

172 European Parliament and Council, Regulation (EU) 1177/2010 of 24 November 2010 concerning the rights of
passengers when travelling by sea and inland waterway and amending Regulation (EC) 2006/2004. Available at: link.

173 European Parliament and Council, Regulation (EU) 181/2011 of 16 February 2011 concerning the rights of passengers
in bus and coach transport and amending Regulation (EC) 2006/2004. Available at: link.

174 European Parliament and Council, Regulation (EU) 2021/782 of 29 April 2021 on rail passengers’ rights and obligations
(recast). Available at: link.

175 Eurostat database, hlth_silc_12. Available at: link. EU SILC data on the shares of the population by functional
limitations are only available for persons aged 16 years or older.

176 Eurostat database, demo_pjan_broad. Available at: link.
177 Eurostat Statistics Explained: Population structure and ageing (2023). Available at:_link.
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while in the population aged 16 to 64 only 18% have “some” or “severe” disability, the figure
increases to around half of all persons aged 65 or older.'”® This trend can thus be expected
to further expand the proportion of the population of persons with disabilities in the
coming decades, as the aging process continues. However, its effect in the next decades may
be ambiguous. On the one hand, persons with disabilities aged 65 or older already benefit from
preferential conditions (such as discounts or reduced fees) granted according to age
requirements for services across the EU, thus presenting a reduced need for a harmonised tool
such as the EDC. On the other hand, however, the higher incidence of disability in this age
bracket may still bring a surge in the need for preferential conditions targeted at persons with
disabilities, such as personalised services and assistance, whose recognition cannot be
demonstrated using ID Cards and would be made uncertain by the lack of a uniform disability
proof, to the detriment of persons with disabilities.

The dynamics in travelling patterns of the general population in the future are also important in
order to understand the evolution of identified problems. In recent years, the share of persons
participating in tourism in the Member States has constantly increased.!”® Figure 9 depicts the
participation in tourism in the years from 2012 to 2021, with a significant rise from 60% to 65%
until 2019. In the years 2020 and 2021, the graph shows a drop in the share of the population
participating in tourism (even though the share of persons travelling in their home country only
increases slightly). This is likely due to the consequences of the Covid-19 pandemic, for instance
the result of travel restrictions, increased economic uncertainty and many other factors. It can
be expected, however, that the share of persons participating in tourism in the future will revert
to its pre-pandemic trend, at least in the absence of any major social or economic shock.!8% In
this context, to the extent that the gap between the participation in tourism of persons
with disabilities and the general population remains unaltered, the disparity between
the two population groups already shown in Figure 8 will persist as uncertainty linked to
lack of knowledge on recognition of disability status to access preferential conditions
does not change.

Figure 8 — Participation in tourism of the EU population in recent years, by destination
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Source: Author’s own elaboration based on desk research

178 Eurostat database, hlth_silc_12. Available at: link.
179 Eurostat database, tour_dem_totot. Available at: link.

180 The recent conflict in Ukraine may constitute one such shock, having caused disruptions to the European economy.
However, an analysis of its effect cannot be carried out in this context because of the lack of data on participation in
tourism following 2021. Furthermore, any impact of the conflict will probably be masked by the surge in participation in
tourism that is expected for the 2022 data, justified by the post-pandemic termination of all travel restrictions.
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The information collected on past trends in participation in tourism of the population aged 15 to
64, and survey data on persons with disabilities in the same age group!®! can be combined to
estimate future trends in participation in tourism under different scenarios. To this end, Figure
9 plots projections of the participation in tourism for the general population and the population
of persons with disabilities in the years from 2022 to 2030. For the general population, the
participation in tourism in 2022 is assumed to be at the same level as 2019, having returned to
its pre-pandemic trend. It is then expected to grow linearly at the same average annual growth
rate which occurred in the years from 2012 to 2019.18 For persons with disabilities, however,
several scenarios are plotted. In the basic scenario, the travel gap estimated via triangulation of
the survey data on this group and Eurostat information on the general population is applied to
the general participation in tourism, thus obtaining the dark blue line in Figure 9. This is the
basic scenario because it assumes that, in relative terms, nothing changes between persons with
disability and the general population in terms of participation in tourism. The main takeaway is
that, in the future, if persons with disabilities follow the same patterns as the general
population, their participation in tourism will increase. The disparity with the general
population will, however, continue as long as key challenges to their participation in
tourism are not removed, causing the problem of the gap in participation in tourism to
persist in the future.

As the future may also involve divergence from the current situation, Figure 9 also presents
alternative scenarios. The dashed line at the bottom represents the participation in tourism of
persons with disabilities in case their tourism habits do not grow in parallel with those of the
general population. This is the most pessimistic scenario, in which, among growing tourism in
the general population, the number of persons with disability travelling stays the same. In such
a case, the travel gap would increase in the future, thus worsening the problem in relative terms
with respect to the general population. The two dashed lines above the solid line, on the other
hand, draw from different scenarios in DG GROW'’s study on accessible tourism, where
respondents were asked questions about their participation in tourism under scenarios of
“minimum” and “moderate” improvements in accessibility. In the Study, both scenarios entail a
reduction in the travel gap with the general population. In the scenarios presented in Figure 9,
this reduction is assumed to be diluted in time, as policy and societal changes leading to such
improvements would require time and would likely be staggered across countries. In the first,
slightly optimistic scenario, the reduction in the gap is very small, leading to around 70% of
persons with disabilities aged 15 to 64 travelling by 2030, still lagging behind the general
population by a similar proportion than in 2019. In the second, more optimistic scenario of
moderate improvements, the reduction is significant and could bring forward a removal of the
travel gap (with almost 75% of both the general population and persons with disabilities
participating in tourism by 2030). While the two scenarios are encouraging, this strong reduction
should be partially attributed to response bias in the survey data!® and, most importantly, it is
unlikely to happen without major policy interventions aimed at removing obstacles in terms of
physical and financial accessibility for persons with disabilities.

181 Economic Impact and Travel Patterns of Accessible Tourism in Europe - Full Report, 08/03/2015. Directorate-General
for Enterprise and Industry, now known as Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and
SMEs (DG GROW), European Commission. Available at: link.

182 Eyrostat database, tour_dem_toage. Available at: link. The time range chosen (from 2012 to 2019) is the one for
which data are available.

183 Respondents were asked a hypothetical question about their future participation in tourism in different scenarios.
Even though responses reflect a need for improvement in the accessibility of tourism, they may not necessarily reflect
reality.
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Figure 9 — Scenarios of future changes in participation in tourism for persons with disabilities
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To conclude, overall uncertainty with respect to the recognition of preferential
conditions and of the EU parking Card for persons with disabilities travelling is likely
to persist for most Member States. Furthermore, the share of persons affected by the
problem may grow due to population ageing, leading to an increase in the incidence of
disability among the population. At the same time, disparity in the possibility of travelling and
uncertainty when undertaking tourist trips will continue, as the participation in tourism in the
general population rises while a gap with the population of persons with disability persists.
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4 Why should the EU act?

4.1 The legal basis

The TFEU provides for a multiple legal basis for an EU intervention towards facilitating the free
movement of persons with disabilities in the EU.

Firstly, Article 21(1) (Part Two of the TFEU on non-discrimination and citizenship of the Union)
establishes the principle of freedom of movement and states that “[e]very citizen of the Union
shall have the right to move and reside freely within the territory of the Member States, subject
to the limitations and conditions laid down in the Treaties and by the measures adopted to give
them effect”.

Moreover, the following articles are also relevant to the legal basis for an EU intervention towards
facilitating the free movement of persons with disabilities in the EU:

o Articles 53-62 TFEU concern services provided in the internal market - as an EU
intervention towards facilitating the free movement of persons with disabilities in the EU will
allow them to benefit from preferential conditions when accessing services, (for or
without remuneration) when travelling to or visiting other Member States;

o Article 91 provides for common rules applicable to international transport to or from the
territory of a Member State or passing across the territory of one or more Member States.
As the EU parking card was based on a transport legal basis!®, an intervention towards
facilitating the free movement of persons with disabilities in the EU will provide for
preferential conditions related to transport and when accessing parking facilities.

4.2 Subsidiarity: Necessity and added value of
EU action

The problems identified in section 3.1 are shared by many Member States across the EU. Mutual
recognition of disability status when accessing preferential conditions for using certain services
has been facilitated through the voluntary adoption of the pilot EDC. Yet, only eight Member
States participated in the pilot project. Moreover, evidence from the pilot project shows that
sometimes the EDC is not even accepted among the eight Member States the joined the
initiative.'® Moreover, the evidence from SOLVIT platform and public consultation (see section
3.3) shows that limited acceptance of national disability cards and EU parking cards is
widespread across the EU. Also, the common EU model of the EU parking card is not up-to date,
and it does not include features to prevent new and current challenges related to the risk of
fraud and forgery.

In the absence of EU-level action, there is a risk that no national initiative takes place. Indeed,
since the end of the pilot project, only Croatia decided to introduce voluntary the EDC. Also,
national initiatives resulting in increasing divergences in terms of design and format of national
parking cards are likely to further increase over the years. While these national initiatives could
bring certain benefits to the persons with disabilities, companies and public authorities, they
would at the same time create or increase fragmentation and the costs.

The necessity of EU action is directly linked to the cross-border nature of travels as well as to
the need to ensure equal treatment of persons with disabilities in their access to preferential
conditions offered across the Member States, including for parking. Indeed, the existence of
divergent national approaches/frameworks could result in an unbalanced level of rights, an
unequal protection for EU citizens/workers across the EU. As such, should the EU not intervene,

184 98/376/EC, the Council Recommendation was based on Article 75 TEC, now Article 95(1) TFEU.

185 European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, Chiattelli, C., Abbasciano,
C., Schizzerotto, A., et al., (2021), Study assessing the implementation of the pilot action on the EU Disability Card and
associated benefits: final report. Available at: link.
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current challenges in terms of limited acceptance of national disability cards and EU parking
cards across internal EU borders would persist along with different treatments of persons with
disabilities across the Member States, with adverse effects on the exercise of their free
movement rights enshrined in the TFEU (Art.21).

The need for the action at the EU level is stressed by both the European Parliament (EP) and the
European Economic and Social Committee (EESC). Similar views are shared by persons with
disabilities, NCAs, national and EU CSOs consulted during the study, claiming that EU action
would facilitate mutual recognition of disability status in the EU and improve the implementation
of the EU parking card.!8 Also, respondents to the public consultation pointed out that the EU
action would facilitate mutual recognition of disability status in the EU. Importantly this view has
been largely shared from all categories of stakeholders consulted through the public consultation
and namely, 95% of EU citizens, a huge majority of CSOs (66 out of 71) and public authorities
(27 of 33); 705 respondents were persons with disabilities. Similarly, they agreed on the need
of EU action to improve the functioning of the EU parking card. Particularly, this has been pointed
out by 84% of citizens, 59 of 71 NGOs, 26 of 33 public authorities, 16 of 26
companies/businesses/business associations, 19 of 23 academia/research institutions, 18 non-
EU citizens and 4 of 4 trade unions, and 639 of 769 Persons with Disabilities across all categories.

Finally, EU action could create added value by facilitating the mutual recognition of disability
status in the EU, thus enhancing the free of movement of persons with disabilities, as well as
their equal treatment when accessing services across the Member States. The implementation
of the pilot EDC confirmed that, in the eight Member States participating in the project, the EU
action has enabled mutual recognition of disability status that would not have been achieved by
Member States acting alone.'®” However, the pilot EDC was voluntary, therefore, the divergences
similar to the EU parking card could also develop over time. Also, by acting at EU level there is
a possibility to build on Member States’ good practices used to improve protection and security
of cards, integration of technological developments in the cards and to create a momentum for
Member States to advance together towards better outcomes.

186 Syrvey targeted at Persons with Disabilities Q4.1; Survey targeted at NCAs Q4.1; Survey targeted at other public
authorities Q4.1; Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs Q4.1 (See Annex VII).

187 European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, Chiattelli, C., Abbasciano,
C., Schizzerotto, A., et al., (2021), Study assessing the implementation of the pilot action on the EU Disability Card and
associated benefits: final report. Available at: link.
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5 Policy objectives

5.1 General and specific objectives

Figure 10 presents the general and specific objectives of a possible EU initiative. The general
objective refers to the treaty-based goals whereas the specific objectives are defined in
connection with the problems and drivers identified as part of this study (see section 3.1 and 0).

Figure 10 - Objective tree
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Source: Author’s own elaboration

Both specific objectives are closely linked as they aim at tackling problems related to the lack of
mutual recognition of disability status in the EU, which reflects in the limited acceptance of
national disability cards and certificates across the Member States, including the EU parking
card. In turn, such challenges may deprive persons with disabilities of important facilitations in
the exercise of their free movement rights. Indeed, persons with disabilities are unsure regarding
whether, and what type of, preferential conditions in access to services, including parking rights,
will be available to them across the borders, thus creating difficulties for them in travelling
abroad. Hence, the future EU intervention should contribute towards mutual recognition of
disability status in the EU for the purpose of access to preferential conditions for using certain
services when persons with disabilities travel or visit other Member States.

The policy options presented in section 6 intend to achieve both general and specific objectives
and to tackle the problems identified in section 3.

5.2 Consistency with other EU policies and
initiatives

This section presents findings of an analysis of the consistency between the policy objectives
underlying the initiative, i.e. to facilitate mutual recognition of disability status of persons with
disabilities travelling to or visiting other Member States (SO1) and to ensure mutual recognition
of the EU parking card for persons with disabilities and avoid its fraud and forgery (SO2), with
relevant EU policies and initiatives.

EU intervention to achieve both these objectives is fully consistent with the following binding
and non-binding initiatives relevant to the EU principle of freedom of movement:

« Regulation 2018/1724 establishing a single digital gateway to provide access to
information, to procedures and to assistance and problem-solving services
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contribute to facilitate free movement for persons with disabilities,'® by providing
access for persons with disabilities to information related to their rights under Union law as
well as to applicable national rules and procedures which they need to comply with when
they travel across the EU.

e Council Decision (2010/48/EC) concerning the conclusion, by the European
Community, of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities, 8 which ratifies the UNCRPD. The latter aims at promoting, protecting and
ensuring the full and equal enjoyment of all human rights and fundamental freedoms by all
persons with disabilities. To this end, the UNCRPD provides for a definition of disability
(Article 1), lays down the principles of non-discrimination and liberty of movement (Articles
3 and 18), recognises that appropriate measures must be taken to ensure that persons with
disabilities, in particular girls and women, can enjoy real access to the physical environment,
transport facilities, information and communications, including information and
communication technologies (ICT), and to other facilities and services that are open to, or
provided for, the public, in both rural and urban areas (Article 9), sets standards to ensure
the independent living of persons with disabilities and their inclusion in the community
(Article 19), as well as with regards to their personal mobility (Article 20);

o Directive 2006/123/EC on services in the internal market,°° which aims at removing
barriers to the free movement of services between Member States so as to guarantee
services’ providers and recipients the legal certainty necessary for exercising the practice of
the freedom to provide and receive services. In particular, consistency is found with Article
16 of the Directive, which prohibits Member States to introduce conditions for accessing and
using a service that are discriminatory on the grounds of nationality, and Article 20, which
requires the Member States to ensure that the general conditions for accessing services do
are not discriminatory based on the nationality or place of residence of the recipient. In light
of the consistency between the policy objectives and Directive 2006/123/EC, the latter would
not require to be changed/updated if additional EU action is taken;

« Directive 2004/38/EC on the right of citizens of the Union and their family
members to move and reside freely within the territory of the Member States (“Free
movement Directive”),'°! which lays down the conditions governing the exercise of the
right of free movement and residence within the EU;

o« European Parliament resolution of 13 December 2022 towards equal rights for
persons with disabilities,'°?> which urges the Commission to accelerate its work to ensuring
the recognition of disability status of persons with disabilities moving across the EU as well
as to securing their freedom of movement. Moreover, the Resolution welcomes an EU
legislative initiative towards the introduction of an instrument that favour the mutual
recognition of disability status across Member States.

e European Parliament resolution of 7 October 2021 on the protection of persons
with disabilities through petitions: lessons learnt,'°3 which calls on the Commission
and the Member States to establish a common definition of disability and to ensure mutual
recognition of disability status across the Member States, so as to ensure the free movement
of persons with disabilities and the proper exercise and recognition of their EU citizenship
rights. To this end, the Parliament welcomes the Commission’s plan to present a proposal
for the establishment of an EDC to be recognised in all Member States.

188 Eyropean Parliament and the Council (2018), Regulation establishing a single digital gateway to provide access to
information, to procedures and to assistance and problem-solving services and amending Regulation (EU) No 1024/2012
link.

189 Council Decision (2010/48/EC) concerning the conclusion, by the European Community, of the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. Available at: link.
190 European Parliament and Council, Directive 2006/123/EC on services in the internal market. Available at: link.

191 European Parliament and Council, Directive 2004/38/EC on the right of citizens of the Union and their family members
to move and reside freely within the territory of the Member States amending Regulation (EEC) No 1612/68 and repealing
Directives 64/221/EEC, 68/360/EEC, 72/194/EEC, 73/148/EEC, 75/34/EEC, 75/35/EEC, 90/364/EEC, 90/365/EEC and
93/96/EEC Directive. Available at: link.

192 European Parliament (2022), Resolution of 13 December 2022 towards equal rights for persons with disabilities and
Council (2022/2026(INI)). Towards equal rights for persons with disabilities. Available at: link.

193 European Parliament (2021) Resolution on the protection of persons with disabilities through petitions: lessons learnt
(P9_TA (2021)0414). Available at: link.
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o European Parliament resolution of 18 June 2020 on the European Disability
Strategy post-2020,°* which calls on the Commission to promote the freedom of
movement for persons with disabilities and to develop EU actions to ensuring that all persons
with disabilities are able to enjoy the freedom of movement on an equal basis with others.
To this end, the Resolution calls on the Commission to create mechanisms to coordinate the
portability and adaptability of benefits and services for persons with disabilities between the
Member States and to expand the pilot project of the EDC to all Member States, beyond
culture, leisure, sport and transport, as well as to ensuring that the EU Parking Card for
persons with disabilities is fully observed in all Member States.

« Commission Communication ‘Union of Equality: Strategy for the Rights of Persons
with Disabilities 2021-2030’,'°> which supports the Commission’s proposal for the
establishment of an EDC by the end of 2023.

Furthermore, ensuring mutual recognition of disability status (SO1) and the EU parking card
(S02) contributes towards the objectives of social inclusion, equality and non-discrimination of
persons with disabilities provided for by the following measures:

o Directive (EU) 2022/362 regarding the charging of vehicles for the use of certain
infrastructures, ¢ which allows the Member States to exempt vehicles of persons with
disabilities from the obligation to pay a toll or user charge so as to grant them the possibility
to use roads subject to road charging without an additional administrative burden (Recital
16). Moreover, the Directive establishes that Member States may provide for reduced tolls
or user charges as well as exemptions from the obligation to pay tolls or user charges for or
any vehicle used or owned by persons with disabilities (Article 1(3)).

e Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union (EUCFR),'?’ which provides for
the rights applicable to EU citizens, including persons with disabilities, such as the rights to
equality before the law (Article 20), non-discrimination (Article 21), and integration of
persons with disabilities (Article 26).

o Commission communication 'The European Pillar of Social Rights Action Plan’,'*®
which aims at ensuring equal opportunities to all EU citizens (Pillar 3), including persons with
disabilities, and the inclusion of persons with disabilities (Pillar 17).

e Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs),!®® which include goals directly relevant to
ensuring that persons with disabilities have equal opportunities to others, i.e. SDG 8 (to
promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and productive
employment and decent work for all) and its target 8.9 (to devise and implement policies to
promote sustainable tourism that creates jobs and promotes local culture and products);
SDG 10 (to reduce inequality within and among countries) and its target 10.2 (to empower
and promote the social, economic and political inclusion of all, irrespective of age, sex,
disability, race, ethnicity, origin, religion or economic or other status) and 10.3 (to ensure
equal opportunity and reduce inequalities of outcome, including by eliminating discriminatory
laws, policies and practices and promoting appropriate legislation, policies and action in this
regard); SDG 11 (to make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and
sustainable) and its target 11.2 (to provide access to safe, affordable, accessible and
sustainable transport systems for all, improving road safety, notably by expanding public
transport, with special attention to the needs of those in vulnerable situations, women,
children, persons with disabilities and older persons) as well as 11.7 (to provide universal
access to safe, inclusive and accessible, green and public spaces, in particular for women
and children, older persons and persons with disabilities); and lastly, SDG 16 (to promote

194 European Parliament (2019), Resolution on the European Disability Strategy post-2020 (2019/2975(RSP)). Available
at: link.

195 European Commission (2021), Union of Equality: Strategy for the Rights of Persons with Disabilities 2021-2030.
Available at: link.

196 Eyropean Parliament and Council, Directive (EU) 2022/362 amending Directives 1999/62/EC, 1999/37/EC and (EU)
2019/520, as regards the charging of vehicles for the use of certain infrastructures. Available at: link.

197 Charter of Fundamental Rights of The European Union (2000/C 364/01). Available at: link.

198 Commission communication (2021), The European Pillar of Social Rights Action Plan (COM(2021)0102)). Available
at: link.

199 United Nations (UN) (2015), Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. Available at:
link.
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peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development, provide access to justice for all
and build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all levels).

Finally, since the objectives of a future EU intervention aim at ensuring that all EU citizens with
disabilities have access to the same preferential conditions as residents when using certain
services across the Member States, it would complement the European Accessibility Act,2°°
which aims to improve the functioning of the internal market by approximating accessibility
requirements for certain products and services. In particular, one of the purposes of the Act is
to expand the accessibility of products and services for the benefit of persons with disabilities.
To this end, it requires the elimination of barriers to the free movement of certain products and
services, caused by divergent accessibility requirements in place across the Member States.?%!

200 Eyropean Parliament and Council, Directive (EU) 2019/882 on the accessibility requirements for products and
services. Available at: link.

201 The list of services in scope of the Directive is provided in Article 2 and includes private and public transports.

53


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32019L0882

Study supporting the Impact assessment of an EU initiative introducing the European Disability Card
6 Policy options

6.1 Introduction

In order to address the identified challenges (see the problem assessment in Chapter 3), the
following policy options have been elaborated:

e The baseline scenario;

o Policy options aimed at facilitating mutual recognition of disability status in the EU;

e Policy options aimed at ensuring mutual recognition of national parking cards for persons
with disabilities.

As a first step, a long list of options was elaborated.?%? Taking the specific objectives and
drivers as a starting point, alternative options were identified based on the data collected in the
framework of this study, including existing sources and suggestions by stakeholders, as well as
proposals from the study team.

As a next step, a preliminary screening of the options included in the long list was performed,
reviewing each option regarding its (potential) feasibility and effectiveness. Options for which a
lack of feasibility was found, or which were not considered adequately effective, were discarded
for further analysis and inclusion in the policy options (see section 6.5).

The developed policy options therefore contain the retained legislative and non-
legislative elements, dealing with the problems identified in different ways, while aiming to
achieve the policy objectives set out in section 5.1.

Details on the specific legislative and non-legislative policy options are outlined in the next
sections. The table below shows the intervention logic, which clearly links the four components

(i) problems, (ii) drivers, (iii) objectives and (iv) policy options alternative to the baseline
scenario.

Table 11 - Intervention logic linking problems, drivers, specific objectives and policy options

Problems Drivers Osb?::tlif\ll:s Policy options

1. When persons A. There is limited SO1: To Al: Mandatory EDC model in all
with disabilities acceptance across the facilitate Member States for travelling
travel to orvisit EU of national disability mutual and/or visiting purposes - selected
other Member cards and certificates of recognition of sectors. _
States,  their non-residents with disability A2: Mandatory EDC model in all
disability status djisabilities issued by status when Member States for travelling
is not always other Member States persons with and/or visiting purposes - all
recognised (equity) disabilities internal market service sectors.
there, in travel to or
particular when visit other
aCCGSSIng Member
preferential States
conditions
including those
related to
services

202 The list was structured according to each specific policy objectives and the individual drivers to ensure that all
objectives, problems and drivers are systematically addressed by the policy options.
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Problems Drivers Ols);?:;tlif\ll:s Policy options
2. When : B. National divergences S02: To B1: Enhanced/reinforced voluntary EU
travelling by inthe implementation of ensure mutual parking card;

car in the EU, the national parking recognition of  B2: Mandatory EU parking card model
persons  with cards for persons with the EU parking

disabilities face djsabilities hinder their card for

difficulties  in  mutual recognition persons with
using their EU across the Member disabilities
parking card States (regulatory

failure)

Source: Author’s own elaboration

6.2 The baseline scenario

The baseline scenario constitutes the benchmark against which other policy options are assessed
in the context of this study. It would involve no further policy action on the EDC initiative than
action that is already in place or is planned, thus leaving in place two current Cards: the EU
parking card based on the 1998 Council recommendation and the EDC adopted in eight Member
States with voluntary inclusion of the areas of culture, leisure, sports and transport. Service
providers are expected to continue to offer the preferential conditions for persons with disabilities
on a voluntary basis, choosing to partake in the EDC’s initiative. In this context, the situation
would follow the problem evolution described earlier.

Table 12 - The baseline scenario

Elements of the option
Specific Objective 1: To facilitate mutual recognition of disability status when persons with
disabilities travel to or visit other Member States

Driver A: There is limited acceptance across the EU of national disability cards and certificates of non-

residents with disabilities issued by other Member States (equity failure)

e The baseline scenario would involve no major policy change in the next years that would address the
lack of mutual recognition of disability status for persons with disabilities travelling to or visiting
other Member States.

e The establishment of a common European Disability Card scheme for Member States adhering to the
initiative has been shown to produce some positive effects in terms of recognition of preferential
conditions. These, however, would mainly be limited to the Member States joining the initiative and
to the sectors whose service providers are participating.

e In case additional Member States were to join the EDC initiative in the future, this would lead to
enhanced recognition of preferential conditions for persons with disabilities across the EU. This
increased participation may be triggered by shifts in policy priorities of the respective governments
following national elections, or by the virtuous example set by Member States participating in the
Pilot project. In the short term, however, a major increase in participation appears still unlikely, as
voluntary participation of Member States remains limited to those who joined the Pilot EDC initiative.
Without additional interventions, it is unlikely that this will change over the medium or long term.

Specific Objective 2: To ensure mutual recognition of the EU parking card for persons with

disabilities

Driver B: National divergences in the implementation of the national parking cards for persons with

disabilities hinder their mutual recognition across the Member States (regulatory failure)

e In the baseline scenario, the EU parking card based on the 1998 Council recommendation would
remain in place without major changes.

e Regarding the use of the EU parking card, the differences in its layout, design and management
modes across the Member States will continue to impair its mutual recognition, with no significant
improvement to be expected in the coming years.

Source: Authors’ own elaboration
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6.3 Policy options aimed at facilitating mutual
recognition of disability status in the EU in
relation to access to services when visiting
another Member State

Table 13 presents the elements of policy options aimed at facilitating mutual recognition of
disability status in the EU in relation to access to services when visiting another Member State.

Table 13 - Policy options aimed at addressing Driver A: There is limited acceptance across the
EU of national disability cards and certificates of non-residents with disabilities issued by
other Member States (equity failure)

Options Elements of the option

Al: Mandatory EDC The EU legislative initiative shall include minimum common rules on:
model in all Member o Eligibility: Persons eligible to receive the EDC shall include all EU citizens

States for travelling with recognised disability status. Member States retain the power to
and/or visiting determine disability status in accordance with assessment criteria and
purposes - selected procedures enshrined in their national provisions of law. The EDC would
sectors not replace the national disability cards and certificates.

e Scope: The EDC shall apply to the culture, leisure, sport and transport
sectors following the positive results of the pilot project. Moreover, the
EDC shall also provide that preferential conditions offered to personal
assistants of residents with disabilities are, in accordance with national
rules and practices, extended to personal assistants and/or accompanying
persons of EDC holders when travelling and/or visiting across EU.

e Format: The EDC shall have an EU common model both in digital and
plastic format in order to be used by persons with different types of
disabilities.

e Security features: The EDC shall include as a minimum (i) a QR code on
the front and back of the card, which certifies the holder’s disability
assessment; (ii) a hologram associated to a unique identified number to
prevent card duplication; (iii) a relief structure in the form of scannable
embossed alpha numerical information as Braille printing.

The establishment of the EDC shall be flanked by the following non-

legislative measures at the EU level:

e The EDC shall be accompanied by the recommendation to include
all the sectors to ensure bigger impact as transport was included only in
two pilot countries.

e Integrating Your Europe Portal??3 with a section dedicated to the
EDC, including information on: (i) the description of the EDC initiative and
the related aims, features and benefits; (ii) the hyperlinks to the EDC
national websites in the 27 Member States.

e Launching an EU-wide awareness-raising campaign to inform all
stakeholders (persons with disabilities and their accompanying assistants,
service providers, national authorities, general public, etc.) about the
EDC. The campaign would imply the production of a video in an accessible
language that presents the features and benefits of the EDC. The video
could be disseminated through a TV spot in the main national channels.
The same video could be uploaded on the EU and national websites as
well as on the EU institutional social media channels (e.g. Facebook,
LinkedIn, Instagram, Twitter). Additional information and awareness-
raising activities may include: (i) communication campaigns (e.g. TV
audio/spot advertisements, social media campaigns); (ii) production of

203 The Commission’s official website “Your Europe Portal” provides practical information for persons looking to live, work
and travel across the EU. The portal already includes a section focused on “transport and disability”, which consists of
two sub-sections. The first one focuses on the rights of person with disabilities travelling in the EU, while the second
sub-section provides information on the use of the EU parking card for person with disabilities. Your Europe Portal
available at: link.
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Options

A2: Mandatory EDC
model in all Member
States for travelling

and/or visiting
purposes - all
internal market

service sectors

Elements of the option
brochures in multiple languages; (iii) advertisements in key places where
the EDC can be used (e.g. public transports, museums, exhibitions,
festivals).

The EU legislative act will provide for the same minimum common rules

described above for measures Al, with the following difference:

e Scope: The EDC shall apply to all services with or without remuneration,
provided by private operators or public authorities, including passenger
transport services. Hence all preferential conditions that are currently
offered by service providers in a Member State to residents with
disabilities will be covered. Moreover, the EDC shall provide that also
preferential conditions offered to personal assistants of residents with
disabilities are, in accordance with national rules and practices, extended
to personal assistants and/or accompanying persons of EDC holders when
travelling and/or visiting across EU.

The establishment of the EDC shall be flanked by the same non-legislative
measures at the EU level foreseen for Al.

Source: Authors’ own elaboration
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6.4 Policy options aimed at facilitating use and
legal certainty of the EU parking card for
persons with disabilities

Table 14 presents the policy options aimed at ensuring mutual recognition of national parking
cards for persons with disabilities, which includes soft and legislative measures.

Table 14 - Policy options aimed at addressing Driver B: National divergences in the
implementation of the national parking cards for persons with disabilities hinder their mutual
recognition across the Member States (regulatory failure)

Options Elements of the option

Bi: The EU parking card would remain voluntary. To improve its functioning,
Enhanced/reinforced Annex I to the Recommendation would be amended in order to complement
voluntary EU parking the EU model parking card with security features to prevent its fraud and
card forgery (e.g. QR code, hologram, barcode) and avoid paper versions.

Such amendments shall be accompanied by the following flanking measures:

e Providing the Member States with EU common guidelines concerning the

establishment of national databases of cardholders that are accessible

to law enforcement authorities in charge of controlling the use of the

card at the national level. Thus the Commission would support
coordination between Member States.

e Establishing an EU level website in all EU languages, maintained by the
Commission and to be fed by the national/local issuing authorities,
collecting and presenting information on (i) the number of EU parking
cards released, (ii) the stock of valid EU parking cards in circulation, (iii)
statistics and information on reported cases of fraudulent use of the
card.

e Providing the Member States with EU common guidelines concerning the
provision of accessible and up to date information (e.g. on a website at
national or local level) on: (i) where to get and use the EU parking card;
(ii) how the EU parking card works; (iii) scope of rights associated with
the EU parking card.

e The EU portal Your Europe that provides information on how to get and
use the EU parking cards would provide links to the national or local
websites where information on the rights associated with the parking
cards is provided.

B2: Mandatory EU The EU parking card would become mandatory and the current Council
parking card model recommendation would be repealed. The legislative act shall include
minimum common rules on specific security features to prevent its fraud
and forgery, such as QR code, hologram, barcode, etc. and it would introduce
the EU model that would replace existing cards. The Member States shall
retain the power to establish the eligibility criteria to receiving the card as well
as to determine the parking rights provided for the card at the national level.

In addition, the legislative act shall provide for the following minimum

requirements:

o Member States shall establish national databases including, at the
minimum, information on the identity of cardholders and whether the card
is currently valid. National databases shall be accessible to enforcement
authorities in charge of controlling the use of the card at the national level.

e Member States shall ensure that up to date information is
available and easily accessible for persons with disabilities (e.g.
on a website at national or local level) on: (i) where to get and use the
EU parking card; (ii) how the EU parking card works; (iii) scope of rights
associated with the EU parking card.

e The EU portal Your Europe that provides information on how to
get and use the EU parking cards would provide links to the national
or local websites where information on the rights associated with the
parking cards is provided.
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6.5 Options discarded at an early stage

The following options addressing the lack of mutual recognition of disability status have been
discarded so far:

Discarded option related to the EDC

To introduce an EDC that applies to a list of selected internal market services identified
as priority services

The effectiveness of this option would largely depend on the establishment of a monitoring
system aimed to track services participating in the initiative as well as to inform persons with
disabilities about both participating services and preferential conditions made available to them.
However, such a system is expected not to be cost-effective as it would entail a disproportionate
burden linked with the regular monitoring of concerned services along with the establishment of
a comprehensive database including information on preferential conditions made available to
persons with disabilities.

To establish a Recommendation to introducing the EDC on a voluntary basis in all the
Member States (i.e. improving the baseline scenario)

The success of this option would largely depend on the willingness of the individual Member
States to partake it. Indeed, only in case all Member States would adopt the voluntary EDC, its
mutual recognition would be ensured in the EU. However, based on the experience of the pilot
EDC, only few Member States voluntarily decided to adopt the EDC. Thus, in the lack of any
additional EU coordination and supporting mechanismes, it is unlikely that more Member States
would adopt it. Such considerations are even more concrete considering that the
Recommendation would not include any new financial support to the Member States as it was
the case of the EDC.

Discarded option related to EU parking Card

To introduce minimum common requirements towards harmonising national rules
regarding the rights and benefits granted to card holders

Discarded due to lack of proportionality as this option goes beyond what is necessary to achieve
S02. This option may also raise concerns in terms of political feasibility and implementation
since the rights and benefits granted by the parking card for persons with disabilities are set at
national and most of the time local level.

Common discarded option for the EDC and EU parking card

To establish a system of mutual recognition of disability status by means of an EU
legislative act, which provides for a common definition of disability, as well as related
common assessment criteria and procedures

Discarded due to lack of proportionality as this option goes beyond what is necessary to achieve
S01 (i.e. ensuring mutual recognition of disability status when persons with disabilities travel to
or visit other Member States). Moreover, since the assessment of disability status is performed
at the national level according to assessment criteria and related procedures enshrined in
national legislation, this option could also raise concerns in terms of political feasibility.

To merge the EU parking card with the new EDC

Discarded due to a lack of practical and technical feasibility. Indeed, the two cards have different
eligibility criteria, hence they should be kept as two distinct cards. Also, public authorities, CSOs
and service providers consulted during the study pointed out that merging the two cards would
limit the possibility of persons with disabilities to use both cards simultaneously. For instance,
persons with disabilities that visit a museum would have to leave their card in the car, while also
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needing it to purchase tickets with preferential conditions, and hence needing to show the
EDC.204

204 Workshop with CSOs held on 22 March 2023; workshop with CSOs held on 23 March 2023, workshop with service
providers held on 11 May 2023.
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7 What are the impacts of the policy
options?

The assessment of each group of policy options is carried out for different types of impact,
including economic, social, digital and environmental, impacts on the fundamental rights
enshrined in the Charter of Fundamental Rights (CFR) and impacts on competitiveness and
SMEs. All criteria and methodology are described in detail in the Annex II and Annex III.
Benefits are evaluated qualitatively and - whenever possible - quantitatively and, in a similar
vein, costs are monetised whenever possible and, if monetisation cannot be achieved, they are
evaluated qualitatively or in terms of their expected overall magnitude.

It is estimated that measures considered under policy area A would likely have stronger impacts
in those Member States that did not join the pilot EU Disability Card (but not limited to them, as
Member States which joined the pilot would also strongly benefit from more Member States
joining, as the benefits of the card can be considered compounded by the number of MS which
have it). While under the policy area B impacts are expected to be stronger in those Member
States, which did not implement additional measures to facilitate the recognition of the parking
card (e.g. establish a national database of cardholders, adding security features to the card
format).

It should be noted that the analyses of impacts are subject to a certain degree of uncertainty,
given the general scarcity of data available on travelling of persons with disabilities, the low
participation of service providers in the targeted surveys and the high number of assumptions
applied.

Firstly, the limited available data on tourism participation and behaviours of persons with
disabilities seriously constrains the possibility to provide a comprehensive picture. The only
available data on a small subset of key dimensions of interest is given by the DG GROW report
on accessible tourism.?%> However, the data dates back to 2012 and there are some concerns
about its representativeness of the population of persons with disabilities. This data is
complemented through the data collections performed during the Study. However, as in the case
of the data from the DG GROW report the Study data may not be representative of the
population. Secondly, there is limited quantitative evidence on the impacts of the policy options
because the lack of data on participation and behaviour, the limited information on the specific
monetary and especially non-monetary preferential conditions available to persons with
disabilities (nationals or tourism from other MSs), the relevant challenges in estimating the costs
of the initiative for national authorities and local providers. Due to the absence of monitoring of
costs by activity, there is limited information on what were the costs incurred by the pilot MS
during the implementation of the pilot EU Disability Card. Costs for service providers are difficult
to assess rigorously due to the low participation of service providers in the targeted survey on
costs.

Finally, the evolving nature of the problem coupled with the limited data available makes it hard
to assess the dynamics across time, even under the baseline scenario.

7.1 Assessment of the baseline scenario

7.1.1 Social impacts

Under the baseline scenario, the travel gap existing between persons with disabilities and the
general population may persist, widen further or reduce. The most pessimistic scenario

205 Economic Impact and Travel Patterns of Accessible Tourism in Europe - Full Report, 08/03/2015. Directorate-General
for Enterprise and Industry, now known as Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and
SMEs (DG GROW), European Commission. Available at: link.
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(widening of the travel gap) takes into account the financial conditions of persons with disabilities
that could worsen in the light of the energy transition and continued increase in the price of
energy without policies aimed at counteracting their regressive effects.?°¢ This could increase
the risk that the gap between persons with disabilities and the general population will increase
in the next 15-20 years. However, the most likely outcome is that the travel gap would remain
constant.?%” In this case, at maximum 21 million persons with disabilities may be participating in
tourism by 2030.

Persons with disabilities will continue to face difficulties in accessing preferential conditions due
to the limited mutual recognition of the national disability cards and certificates. While additional
Member States would remain free to join the pilot EU Disability Card, this is unlikely to happen
to a wide extent - at least in the short term - given that in the period since the implementation
of the pilot no additional Member States has joined the initiative and only one (Croatia) is
considering doing so.

Consequently, limited changes in the participation in tourism opportunities of persons with
disabilities are most likely. Their engagement in tourism will continue to be less, owing to their
facing high uncertainty and disproportionately higher costs relative to the general population
when travelling to other Member States, restricting their personal and social development,
mobility and level of inclusion. Likewise, the level of uncertainty regarding the recognition of
their EU parking card will remain high, especially when travelling to other Member States leading
to recurrent parking difficulties.

7.1.2 Economic impacts

Costs for public authorities

The costs of the EDC for public authorities are due to the establishment of the card scheme, its
production and distribution, the setup of national websites and the related awareness-raising

campaigns. They are assessed based on the pilot EU Disability Card. If other Member States
would join the initiative, they are expected to incur similar costs.

At least 190,000 EDC have been issued by 2023. The total implementation costs of the initiative
have been estimated at between roughly 95,000 EUR and 530.000 EUR.2% Since most of the
costs are fixed one-off costs (such as establishing the national website, awareness-raising
campaign.), the cost per Card diminishes as more Cards are being issued, approaching its unit
production and delivery costs.

The one-off cost of establishing the national website ranged roughly between 7,500 and 23,000
EUR. Awareness raising campaigns ranged between 20,000 and 70,000 EUR. The wide range of
costs was due to differences in the implementation features chosen voluntarily by Member
states. Variable costs such as production, delivery and updating of national websites were low.
Production and delivery costs ranged between 1.02 and 4.54 EUR per card.?%® The cost of
updating the website was not always monitored or some Member States did not report any costs.
Among those reporting a positive value (Belgium, Finland and Malta; for Slovenia the information
was not provided), it ranged from about 1,000 to 4,500 EUR over 2016 - 2018. The cost of
updating the website was not always monitored or some Member States did not report any costs.

206 Boyce, J. K. (2018). Carbon pricing: effectiveness and equity. Ecological Economics, 150, 52-61; Koéppl, A., &
Schratzenstaller, M. (2022). Carbon taxation: A review of the empirical literature. Journal of Economic Surveys.

207 For details, see section 2.4 How likely is the problem to persist? and section 3.2.1 and 3.5.

208 Excluding IT and EE, which had not started producing and distributing EDCs at the time of the evaluation Study of
the EU Disability Card pilot projects. In this section, PPP is used to account for differences in prices across MS.

209 Tt appears that including a microchip increases unit costs while other features such as holograms or QR codes do not
have a large impact on unit costs.
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Among those reporting a positive value (Belgium, Finland and Malta; for Slovenia the information
was not provided), it ranged from about 1,000 to 4,500 EUR over 2016 - 2018.

It is important to note that only some of the population of persons with disabilities defined by
Member States as eligible for the card will actually apply, i.e., those persons who intend to travel
to other Member States. Costs for public authorities therefore cannot be extrapolated from the
basis of the entire population of persons assessed by a Member States as having a disability;
they will in practice be much lower.

Table 15 - Implementation costs and cards issues in the pilot EU Disability Card over the
period 2016-2018

MS N. Cards issued Total Costs (PPP) Cost per card (PPP)
BE 66,141 302,207.32 4.57
CcYy 2,110 94,896.55 44.97
FI 5,157 236,682.54 45.9
MT 8,157 139,813.38 17.14
RO 14,111 241,393.72 17.11
SI 7,589 535,737.39 70.59

Source: Chiattelli, C., Abbasciano, C., Schizzerotto, A., et al., (2021), Study assessing the
implementation of the pilot action on the EU Disability Card and associated benefits.

For the EU parking Card, under the baseline, the costs of updating the security formats and
features of national parking cards would mainly consist of the redesign of the cards and the
printing and distribution of the new format. Some MS have already added security features to
the standard EU parking card mode.21? Therefore, it can be expected that more MS will do so to
fight fraud and forgery. The total costs will depend on the features added and the number of MS
implementing changes and cannot be quantified ex-ante.

Public authorities may have to incur additional costs in order to collect information and train staff
on the different formats of the parking cards in place in other MS, even though such costs can
be expected to be minor but recurrent.

Costs for persons with disabilities

Costs for persons with disabilities from not fully enjoying cost savings granted by the preferential
conditions when travelling abroad are estimated to range from roughly EUR 7 to 30 per day for
a 4-day trip if travelling alone, or from EUR 20 to 60 per day if travelling with a personal
assistant. Over a two-month period, these costs are estimated to be between EUR 2 to 7 per
day. In total, depending on the country, personal assistant, and the length of the trip, these cost
range between 30 to 140 EUR per short-term trip, and 100 to 400 EUR per medium-term trip.21
These are de facto foregone benefits for persons with disabilities. It is expected that almost half
of persons with disabilities travelling abroad experienced at least one situation where they

210 For instance, 10 Member States have already included holograms on their national parking cards to make forgery
harder, while 3 Member States also include a QR code (and 3 different Member States use a barcode instead) that can
be scanned by authorities in charge of enforcing parking rights to check the validity of the card. Please also see section
3.3.2, Table 6.

211 Assessment is based on realistic travel routes that a person with disability might take when travelling to other Member
States. 4-day trip is the standard length of an overnight trip in the EU, discounting one day for international travel. For
details, see Annex III.
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haven't benefitted from preferential conditions.?!? These costs do not include foregone non-
monetary benefits, that cannot be easily quantified.

At the same time, EU parking card holders may also incur fines in case their card is not
recognised in a (destination) MS. The cost of parking fines varies depending on the MS and can
be substantial.?!3 Due to uncertainty in the recognition of the EU parking card, cardholders may
opt for the purchase of parking spaces not reserved for them when travelling to other MS. The
costs of parking in off-street structures were estimated at around EUR 1,100 per parking space,
per year in 2013.2'* The average cost of parking spots for the general public use was estimated
at EUR 800 per space, per year. Adjusted per inflation and per day (instead of per year), this
cost is estimated to be roughly 4 euro per day, which is certainly a lower bound as shorter
periods tend to be more expensive. Other estimates calculating the average price of parking in
32 European cities have put the number at about EUR 3 per hour.?!>

Costs for service providers

Service providers from non-pilot MS offering preferential conditions to persons with disabilities
from other MS would continue to incur the costs associated with the difficulties in verifying the
proof of disability given the differences in national disability cards or certificates and their lack
of forgery and fraud control features. These costs are not quantifiable and rather involve time
delays and extra burden costs.

The service providers who joined the pilot EU Disability Card initiative will continue to benefit
from the easy recognition of cardholders from the participating MS but will still face such costs
for what concerns persons with disabilities from the other MS. When offering preferential
conditions to persons with disabilities from other MS, they are likely to have direct financial
costs. However, this impact is not expected to be significant, given that customers with
disabilities from other EU MS appear to make up about 1% of the total client base and majority
of the respondents reported low costs (below EUR 30 per customer).216

Reduced earnings in the market for accessible tourism

The limited participation in tourism of persons with disabilities would prevent the full
development of the market for accessible tourism the latter being an important component of
the tourism industry. The average daily spending of persons with disabilities aged 15 to 64 and
undertaking overnight trips in the EU was estimated at EUR 102 in 2012.?'” The total direct
economic contribution of accessible tourism at the EU level was estimated at 62 billion EUR, with
an indirect multiplier of 1.84. This indirect impact includes the jobs created by the tourism
industry by the travel of persons with disability (around 1.6m persons employed across the EU)
and gains for secondary markets related to the tourism industry. Under the baseline scenario,
the sector will fall short of reaching its full potential. Considering a constant travel gap between
persons with disability and the general population of at least 6%, the economic loss due to the

212 In the Public Consultation, 429 out of 757 (56%) persons with recognised disability answered that they have never
been denied access to preferential conditions when travelling to other MS.

213 Fine range between EUR 60 and 300 in Spain, EUR 40 and 80 in Greece, EUR 30 and 250 in Portugal and EUR 36 and
144 in Italy. In Germany, the violation of parking rules can result in fines ranging from EUR 35 to EUR 110 (estimated
by a large provider of car rental services).

214 A comprehensive study carried out in 2013 for members of the European Parking Association. Link, full title Scope of

Parking in Europe. Data Collection by the European Parking Association, 2013. Available at: link.
215 Euronews (2016), The cost of parking across Europe — a Euronews investigation. Available at: link.

216 According to the survey targeted at costs for service providers.

217 Economic Impact and Travel Patterns of Accessible Tourism in Europe - Full Report, 08/03/2015. Directorate-General
for Enterprise and Industry, now known as Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and
SMEs (DG GROW), European Commission. Available at: link. link.
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reduced travel of persons with disabilities can be estimated at roughly 3.72 billion EUR in the
whole EU in 2012 (4.5 billion EUR in 2023).

7.1.3 Digital impacts

The recent technological progress can be expected to continue, bringing about enhanced
digitalisation for the stakeholders such as public authorities, service providers and persons with
disabilities.

While public authorities and citizens would likely benefit from EU funds?!® support, nevertheless
some issues linked to limited digitalisation of national administrations may persist under the
baseline scenario, at least in the short-term. Indeed, not all Member States have a digital registry
of persons with recognised disabilities and not all competent authorities make adequate use of
digital tools. Still, public authorities at the national or local level are moving to adopt such
databases and improve enforcement of parking rights including for cardholders?*®,

At wide EU and national level, digital platforms provide limited information on international
initiatives on disability, EU policy on the topic and the rights of citizens with disabilities in the
EU. In the absence of action to collect relevant information it is not expected to have a good
online overview collection of practical information for persons with disability travelling abroad
for short term stays, including about preferential conditions.

7.1.4 Environmental impacts

Small recurrent or additional emissions can be expected as persons with disabilities travel, but
less than the general population.??® These lower emissions, however, would be negligible
because of the small share of persons with disabilities choosing not to travel relative to the entire
population of persons participating in tourism in the EU.

7.1.5 Fundamental Rights

Under the baseline scenario, certain fundamental rights cannot be ensured to a greater extent

for persons with disabilities.

¢ Non-discrimination (Art. 21 EU CFR): finally, under the baseline, some degree of
discrimination and inequality in access to services would persist across the EU. Because of
the lack of mandated mutual recognition, service providers may face problems in the
recognition of preferential conditions to customers with disabilities from other Member
States. A significant portion of respondents to the public consultation and the targeted survey
for persons with disabilities declared that they were aware of other persons with disabilities
who were denied access to preferential conditions in other Member States. This may lead to
persons with disabilities deciding not to use those services, leading to unequal outcomes.

« Integration of persons with disabilities (Art. 26 EU CFR): under the baseline, the social
inclusion and integration of persons with disabilities in European society could not be
guaranteed. The lack of mutual recognition of disability status would discourage persons with
disabilities from travelling and participating in tourism across the EU, and this would have
negative consequences on their full participation in society.

« Freedom of movement (Art. 45 EU CFR): formally, persons with disabilities in the EU enjoy
free movement rights on an equal basis with the general population. In practice, however,
the lack of mutual recognition of disability status across Member States for persons travelling

218 The EU’s digital strategy for the next years has pledged a EUR 250 billion investment to boost digitalisation from Next
Generation EU, and aims at ensuring that 80% of the EU population has basic digital skills by 2030.

219 For instance, this is the case for Belgium, where the national competent authority and municipalities are working on
a central registration system for car plates, which would also include information on whether car owners are parking
card holders, or for the municipalities of Rome and Milan in Italy, where enforcement of parking rights is currently
undergoing a digitalisation process which also foresees the implementation of databases of cardholders.

220 See section 3.5.
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or visiting other Member States stays hinders the possibility for this category of stakeholders
to fully enjoy the benefits deriving from such rights.??!

7.1.6 SMEs and competitiveness

The baseline scenario is expected to have minor negative impacts on competitiveness and SMEs
as the market for accessible tourism would be underdeveloped compared to its full potential.
This would cause missed earnings for firms working in the sector, the great majority of which
are SMEs according to the World Tourism Organisation.???

Furthermore, for SMEs offering preferential conditions (17 out of 23 companies responding to
the targeted survey on costs for service providers were SMEs) the time cost of verifying different
national disability cards or certificates from other Member States, and the foregone earnings due
to the smaller number of persons with disabilities travelling as a result of uncertainty, would
have a larger impact, in proportion to total turnover.

7.2 Assessment of policy options aimed at
facilitating mutual recognition of disability
status in the EU in relation to access to
services when visiting another Member State
(Area A)

7.2.1 Social impacts

The policy options are expected to have moderate positive social impacts, larger in the case of
option A2.

Options Al and A2 would strongly reduce the uncertainty for persons with disabilities, which is
together with accessibility issues a driver of the travel gap. Indeed, in the Public Consultation,
four sectors that were outside the scope of the option A1 were mentioned by respondents as
among the most frequently used: Phones and Internet (55% of respondents), Travel agencies
(22.5%), Electricity and Gas (12.7%), Legal assistance (8.9%). Very similarly, the respondents
also indicated sectors outside those covered by option Al as those they would like to see covered
by the EDC: Phones and Internet (36.5%), Legal assistance (33.2%), Travel agencies (23.6%),
Electricity and Gas (17.9%), Postal Services (13.2%). As a result, the EDC is likely to reduce
the travel gap of persons with disabilities. More precisely, it is estimated that, A1 may reduce
the 6.3 percentage points travel gap by between 1.32 and 1.94 percentage points. The impact
of A2 is expected to be roughly twice as large, ranging between 2.8 and 4.12 percentage points.

Policy options A1 and A2 would increase take-up of cultural services, leisure and sports activities
and transport for persons with disabilities. Almost half of participants with recognised disability
in the public consultation highlighted that they have been denied access to preferential conditions
when travelling to other Member States (307 out of 697).223 For instance, some museums
explicitly state that national disability cards or certificates “cannot be treated”.??*1t is likely that
some of them took up activity despite the costs, but not all. In addition, more service providers

221 A majority of participants in the workshops with NCAs and CSOs suggested that persons with disabilities feel
disadvantaged in their free movement, compared to citizens without disabilities. This was confirmed by most respondents
to the public consultation questionnaire. The problem can become more significant for persons with disabilities who
require the presence of a personal assistant: if the lack of recognition of the preferential condition for a personal assistant
impede travel, this could be considered as hindering free movement.

222 World Tourism Organization (UNWTO, Madrid, 2018), European Union Tourism Trends: “EU destinations counted 608
thousand accommodation establishments in 2016, mostly small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)”. Available at:
link.

223 See Annex I - section 2.2, results from the public consultation.
224 See Annex III for the case of a museum in Hungary.
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are likely or very likely to offer preferential conditions also to customers with disabilities from
other EU Member States if a uniform and reliable EU proof of disability status existed. Services
providers consulted mentioned the difficulties in verifying the proof of disability status among
the main reasons for not extending the provision of preferential conditions, which they would
otherwise provide.??°

An important benefit for person with disabilities would come from saving in the public and private
transport sector. Transport is highly valued by persons with disabilities and perceived as crucial
by CSOs to ensure mobility of persons with disabilities.?2® Transport was mentioned as the first
sector that they would like to see covered by the EDC by 94% of persons with recognised
disability in the public consultation.??”

Accompanying measures are assessed qualitatively. They would enhance positive social impacts
from the increased knowledge of preferential conditions also in the country of residence resulting
from awareness raising campaigns and the websites providing information on the existence of
the EDC and of preferential conditions. Increased take-up of services in sectors such as culture
can be beneficial for personal well-being, social cohesion and better participation in society??8,
The actual magnitude of such impacts would depend on additional factors, such as the level of
accessibility of the sectors involved.

7.2.2 Economic impacts

Policy options Al and A2 would create both benefits (mainly in the form of cost savings) and
costs for stakeholders, in particular service providers and national authorities. It would also
create cost for public authorities that heavily subsidise the transport sector. However, these
costs might be partly compensated by the additional persons travelling accompanying persons
with disabilities such as family and friends who will pay the travel themselves.

Impacts on persons with disabilities

Improving access to preferential conditions for persons with disabilities travelling to other
Member States would reduce their costs in comparison to baseline situation. Most monetary
preferential conditions, such as reduced tariffs and tickets, are in the transport, culture, and
leisure sectors. So, both options Al and A2 are likely to significantly reduce those costs for
persons with disabilities. In total, depending on the country, personal assistant, and the length
of the trip, these savings range between 30 to 140 EUR per short-term trip, and 100 to 400 EUR
per medium-term trip.22° However, these savings would not occur for all travelling persons with
disabilities. As emerged from the Public Consultation, only around 44% of EU citizens with
recognised disability (307 out of 697) have ever been denied access to preferential conditions
when travelling to other member states. For option A2, benefits for PERSONS WITH DISABILITY
would be higher, as they include also other sectors and non-monetary benefits.

Impacts on service providers

Policy options Al and A2 are likely to lead to benefits, i.e., cost savings for service providers
already offering preferential conditions to persons with disabilities from other Member States as
they won't have to check diverging national disability cards or certificates anymore. 12 out of 18
service providers, who are in such situation, considered that a tool such as the EDC could simplify

225 Survey on costs targeted at service providers Q34.

226 Only 2 MSs in the pilot EU Disability Card included this sector. Chiattelli, C., Abbasciano, C., Schizzerotto, A., et al.,
(2021), Study assessing the implementation of the pilot action on the EU Disability Card and associated benefits, Table
24, Available at: link.

227 See Annex I - section 2.2, results from the public consultation.

228 Anheier, H. K., List, R. A., Kononykhina, O., & Cohen, J. L. (2017). Cultural participation and inclusive societies: A
thematic report based on the indicator framework on culture and democracy. Council of Europe.

229 Assessment is based on realistic travel routes that a person with disability might take when travelling to other Member
States. 4-day trip is the standard length of an overnight trip in the EU, discounting one day for international travel. For
details, see Annex III.
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the process of recognition of disability status to a moderate, high or very high extent.23 Five
service providers who do not yet offer preferential conditions to non-residents would expect a
positive or no impact in terms of benefits to costs ratio; none was expecting a negative impact.
Most expected at least some benefits in terms of visibility, reputation, quality of services,
perception on the importance of accessibility, higher volume of customers from the EU, insights
for future developments of services.?3!

The costs for service providers are not expected to be significant. Even in the most optimistic
scenario outlined in section 3.5, where the travel gap of persons with disabilities closes with
respect to the general population, the growth in the number of persons with disabilities travelling
would not be significant enough to impact the client base of service providers from other Member
States, and the range of persons with disability would remain between 1 and 2%. Furthermore,
costs for service providers are potentially compensated by an expansion of their client base
resulting from increased accessibility of their services, improved visibility and reputation, or from
access of additional customers accompanying persons with disabilities, who are not the personal
assistant and therefore do not benefit from preferential conditions.?3? The example of the pilot
EU Disability Card showed that the majority of service providers experienced benefits (monetary
and non-monetary) which, at a minimum, outweighed costs.?233

A specific assessment of costs of offering preferential conditions to persons with disabilities from
other Member States was carried out for the transport sector, which is both the sector that offers
the most preferential conditions to persons with disability and is most frequently linked to short-
term stays. These calculations are outlined in Annex III. Data on preferential conditions offered
in a sample of 10 countries was collected and assessed in terms of direct costs for transport
service providers.?3* These estimates rely on the share from the Public Consultation of persons
with disabilities 15-65 who have indicated having ever been denied from preferential conditions
abroad (46%) and on the share of those who indicated travelling alone (therefore certainly
without personal assistant) in the DG Grow report (27%).23> The direct costs for each Member
State of offering preferential conditions in the transport sector to persons with disabilities from
other Member States are estimated the costs range between 1.7. to 31.2 million EUR per year,
where the range depends on the country in question, its tourist flows, and the extent of
preferential conditions currently offered to nationals. When compared to total turnover in the
passenger transport sector (excluding air travel), these figures are estimated to range between
from 0.01% to 0.31%. The total yearly costs are estimated to range between 116 and 161
million EUR in the whole EU-27, accounting for only 0.05% to 0.08% of (nhon-air) passenger

230 Syrvey on costs targeted at service providers.
231 Survey on costs targeted at service providers Q34 (See Annex VII).

232 Survey on costs targeted at service providers: 12 out of 25 respondents indicated that customers with disabilities are
usually accompanied by at least one paying visitor.

233 Chiattelli, C., Abbasciano, C., Schizzerotto, A., et al., (2021), Study assessing the implementation of the pilot action
on the EU Disability Card and associated benefits, Figure 23 and Figure 24. Available at: link.

234 1t is important to underline that these costs refer to the direct potential, total burden for transport service providers
(including VAT), irrespective of their status (public/private/mixed) and, if public, the level of their financing (local,
regional, national). Moreover, it should be noted that these estimates are very sensitive to three parameters: i) the
travel propensity of persons with disabilities towards a given Member State, which is unknown, as only an estimate of
the EU-average of travel propensity for persons with disability is available; ii) the share of persons with disability who
travel with a personal assistant. ; iii) the share of persons with disabilities who currently already benefit from preferential
conditions when abroad. This is imprecisely estimated, due to lack of data, and is likely to vary significantly by country
and service provider. In the public consultation, around 44% of EU citizens with recognized disability responded ever
having been denied access to preferential conditions

235 There are three reasons to take these estimates as a upper bound of the costs of offering preferential conditions as
a result of the EDC in the transport sector: i) the EDC is estimated to close the gap in participation in tourism between
Persons with disability and the general population, which is the best case scenario; ii) 46% of PwD are assumed not to
benefit at the moment from preferential conditions, which is the maximum value given that these are PwD reporting
ever being denied a preferential condition abroad (in any country or sector), iii) 73% of PwD are assumed to travel with
a personal assistant, given that in 2012 27% of PwD reported travelling alone. This again is an upper bound considering
that not all 73% travelling with somebody are travelling with a personal assistant (but as well other family members,
colleagues, friends who could be paying customers).
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transport. It should be stated that these costs figures provide a conservative upper bound of the
total direct costs for the transport sector, which are likely to be significantly lower both in
absolute term and as a percentage of total turnover. Nonetheless, even taking an upper bound,
the direct costs appear negligible relative to the overall market size of non-air, passenger
transport.

Additional adjustment costs for service providers, linked to the implementation of policy options
Al and A2, may involve small labour costs to be incurred in order to train their staff on
recognition. While the majority of respondents to the survey did not foresee, as a result of the
introduction of the EDC, a significant change in such costs, about half of them envisage the
possibility of a small increase in the cost of training staff for the provision of personalised
services.?3® While training staff is mostly a fixed cost, providing personalised service to the clients
is rather a variable cost.

Impacts for public authorities

The costs linked to the production and distribution of the EDC for Member States are expected
to be the same for policy options Al and A2. 19 Member States would have to establish an EDC
scheme from scratch and incur such costs. An ex-ante evaluation of implementation costs of this
kind of initiative is made harder by lack of certainty on the actual implementation steps and the
efficiency of public authorities in implementing the policy. In the EU Disability Card pilot project,
costs across countries ranged from 1.02 to 4.54 EUR per unit of production and delivery, and
90,000 to 535,000 EUR for the total implementation.?3” The total estimated costs of producing
and delivering the Card for the 19 EU MS under both options A1l and A2 are expected to fall
within this range, and might be even lower given that the common Card format would reduce
design costs.

Also, the production of a digital EDC leads to some cost related to the building of an IT system.
This one-off cost is estimated to be 1.67 milion EUR with recurring maintenance costs estimated
at EUR 249,757 per year.?38

Further adjustment costs would arise from non-legislative accompanying measure for policy
options Al and A2, i.e. the establishment of national EDC websites providing information on the
Cards issued and the service providers offering preferential conditions. These costs are not
expected to deviate significantly from those incurred by participants in the pilot initiative, where
the fixed costs of setting up the websites ranged between 7,000 and 23,000 PPP EUR per Member
State. However, they may even be reduced if Member States follow a common website format.
The costs of maintenance of the websites were negligible for Member States participating in the
pilot, and never exceeded 5,000 EUR per year.

Finally, additional costs would be incurred to run the awareness raising campaigns. The costs
per Member State are not expected to deviate significantly from those incurred by participants
in the pilot initiative, where they ranged between 21,000 and 70,000 EUR per Member State.

Administrative costs

Policy option Al do not entail any substantial administrative costs. Indeed, no administrative
obligations are entailed by measures included under this option. All EU citizens that already have
a disability status recognised according to rules and procedures established in their Member
State will be eligible to receive the EDC. Hence, there will be no administrative obligations for
Public Authorities as a result of the measures included under this option. Some costs might stem
from possible requests for information from EU citizens regarding the scope of application of the
EDC. However, such costs shall not be intended as administrative costs specifically, rather as
broader compliance costs. As to the businesses, private Service Providers will not face any

236 Survey on costs targeted at service providers Q39 (See Annex VII).

237 Chiattelli, C., Abbasciano, C., Schizzerotto, A., et al., (2021), Study assessing the implementation of the pilot action
on the EU Disability Card and associated benefits, Section 6.2.3, Table 30. Available at: link. Data on costs in the study
on the Pilot action were obtained following desk research and consultation with the DCNOs.

238 See Annex III - Analytical Methods for further details on calculations of estimated costs of IT system to support the
production of a digital EDC.
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administrative obligations on top of compliance costs entailed by the EDC. Service Providers
might incur in some initial one-off administrative costs in case they spend time to check whether
the services they offer fall under the sectors covered by the EDC. Yet, internal market sectors
are well codified, and Service Providers do likely know in advance whether their respective
business sectors are in the scope of the EDC. Hence, checks and related burdens are expected
to be negligible. Finally, citizens will face costs related to the application procedures, which are
however part of the broader compliance costs. Same considerations developed for Option A1l will
apply to policy option A2. Indeed, the broader scope of the EDC under this option will not
affect its implementation in terms of additional administrative costs. The extension of the EDC
to all internal market services is not linked with any monitoring and reporting obligations for
either Public Authorities, or businesses or the citizens. Finally, there will be no uncertainty for
the businesses and the citizens regarding to the sectors in scope, as the EDC will cover all internal
market services for which preferential conditions are already in place for residents with
disabilities.

Wider macroeconomic benefits in the market for accessible tourism

A wider macroeconomic benefit of policy options Al and A2 would involve an increase in turnover
for the accessible tourism market. The mutual recognition of disability status for persons with
disabilities travelling to or visiting other Member States would increase their demand for tourism
products providing macroeconomic benefit in the market for accessible tourism. More precisely,
the impact of policy option Al in the market for accessible tourism is is estimated to range from
1 to 1.5 billion EUR. The impact policy option A2 in the value added in the market for accessible
tourism it is estimated to be larger than A1, ranging from 2.1 to 3.1 billion EUR.

7.2.3 Digital impacts
Policy options A1 and A2 would entail similar limited positive digital impacts.

One digital impact of the policy options would entail limited improvements in the digital skills of
persons with disabilities as they would be incentivised to use digital tools such as the national
and EU websites to obtain information on the rights granted to them by the Card, its eligibility
criteria and the preferential conditions offered. This impact would be greater, the better the
synergies with the Web Accessibility Directive mandating accessibility of websites of public sector
bodies in the EU (the coherence of policy option A2.1 with Directive (EU) 2016/2102 was
discussed in the section on Coherence).

A second digital impact would be linked to the minimum common standards to be followed by
public authorities in line with the policy option, including the establishment of a national EDC
website. The implementation of these standards would entail some improved digitalisation of
national public authorities in the field of social policy, compared to the baseline. This would also
have beneficial effects on data collection on persons with disabilities, which is insufficient in
several Member States. Furthermore, the sharing of good practices on the design of the websites
and their accessibility, in the context of implementation of the policy, could bring further
improvements.

7.2.4 Environmental impacts
The environmental impacts of the European Disability Card initiative are expected to be small.

Firstly, the negative environmental impact of travel may increase due to an increased number
of Persons with Disabilities travelling within the EU but the increase is expected to be minor.
Both options might redirect some of the travel from cars to other means of transport, such as
public transport, as it would become easier for persons with disabilities to enjoy preferential
conditions related to transport abroad. This effect is difficult to quantify but might partly or fully
offset the environmental impact of higher overall mobility of persons with disabilities.

Secondly, the production of plastic cards is expected to leave an environmental footprint, but it
is considered to be negligible. This impact will vary depending on the final format of the card
and its features. Studies estimate the carbon footprint of plastic cards similar to the EDC (such
as cards used for public transport and access control schemes) at around 40g of CO2
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equivalent.?3 In this context, assuming a future production of EDCs in a range between 5 and
16 million,?* the overall environmental footprint would be in the range of 200 to 640 tonnes of
CO2 equivalent, comparable to the total yearly of emissions of around 60 EU residents.?*!

In conclusion, both policy options are not expected to have significant impacts on the
environment.

7.2.5 Fundamental rights

Policy options A1 and A2 would have strong positive impacts on ensuring certain fundamental

rights within the EU.

e Non-discrimination (Art. 21 EUCFR): the policy option would contribute to the principles
of non-discrimination and equality in access to services. The preferential conditions and the
personalised services offered in several sectors to persons with disabilities are an important
factor determining their choice to use such services, as they often suffer greater economic
uncertainty and has special accessibility requirements. This positive contribution to non-
discrimination compared to the baseline would, however, be limited by the scope of option
A1, only concerning the sectors of sports, leisure, culture and transport. In the remaining
internal market services, the barriers highlighted in this section would persist. The
contribution to this fundamental right would be more far-reaching under option A2.

« Integration of persons with disabilities (Art. 26 EUCFR): policy options A1 and A2 would
be beneficial to ensuring social inclusion and integration of persons with disabilities, as
discussed in the section on social impacts.

« Freedom of movement (Art. 45 EUCFR): the policy options would facilitate the free
movement of persons with disabilities across the EU, by reducing difficulties linked to the
lack of mutual recognition of their disability status.

7.2.6 SMEs and competitiveness

Policy options Al and A2 are not expected to have significant impacts on competitiveness and
SMEs. If then, it will be positive.

In the targeted survey for service providers, the only 15 responding SMEs offering preferential
conditions to persons with disabilities from the EU believed that the EDC would simplify the
process of recognising the disability status of customers with disability from other EU MS,
meaning that this category of stakeholders would benefit from the options by reducing the time
needed to check for the disability documents presented by their customers.?4? Similarly, all
respondents, irrespective if SMEs or large companies, believe that extending preferential
conditions under the EDC would lead to non-negative overall impact in terms of benefits relative
to costs.?43

Furthermore, SMEs may experience some positive returns deriving from the small positive
economic impacts of the policy in the field of accessible tourism, as described in the section on
economic impacts, given that many SMEs operate in the tourism sector.?**

239 Ywe Triiggelmann, Carbon footprint of the Card Industry (TruCert Ltd). Available at: link. By comparison, according
to the study, the environmental footprint of an average ID Card with more complex features stands at around 50g of
CO:2 equivalent.

240 The estimates are obtained assuming that the population affected by the EDC is equivalent to the number of persons
with severe disabilities, whose magnitude has been shown to be a valid proxy for the size of the population with
recognised disability status in section 3.2.1. The range is obtained directly assuming a take-up of the Card ranging
between 20% and 60% of all persons with severe disabilities in 2021 in the 19 Member States that did not participate
in the Pilot project, and should therefore be considered as an upper bound given that - according to the findings of the
study evaluating the pilot project — the actual take-up of the Card may be lower.

241 Greenhouse gas emission statistics — carbon footprints, Eurostat. Available at: link. According to Eurostat, the average
amount of per person CO2 emissions in the EU was 7.1 tonnes in 2019.

242 Survey on costs targeted at service providers, Q34 (See Annex VII).
243 Workshop with service providers held on 11 May 2023.

244 World Tourism Organization (UNWTO, Madrid, 2018), European Union Tourism Trends: “EU destinations counted 608
thousand accommodation establishments in 2016, mostly small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)”. Available at:
link.
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7.3 Assessment of Policy options aimed at
facilitating use and legal certainty of the EU
parking card for persons with disabilities
(Area B)

7.3.1 Social impacts

As compared to the baseline scenario, policy options B1 and B2 are expected to have positive
social impacts, with the impact of B2 being larger.

Participation in tourism of cardholders is likely to increase as a result of greater certainty
regarding the full recognition of their EU parking cards when travelling to different Member
States. While B1 is expected to have a small impact impossible to quantify ex-ante given the
largely voluntary nature of the policy option, for B2 the estimated impact ranges between 0.27
and 0.4 percentage points. Indeed, the mandatory nature of option B2 is expected to reduce
uncertainty for persons with disabilities and hence boost their propensity to travel more. In both
cases, enhanced participation in tourism would entail a series of positive social consequences,
ranging from greater inclusion through increased take-up of cultural services, to social and
personal development.

In terms of total magnitude, social impacts related to increased participation in tourism are likely
to be small compared to baseline, as the number of the EU parking card holders with disabilities
constitute a small share of the EU population of persons with recognised disabilities.?4

7.3.2 Economic impacts

Benefits for persons with disabilities

The respective options would entail benefits for cardholders in the form of cost savings on
information and fines. The provision of accessible information on the parking card conditions
could reduce time costs for obtaining the information.?4¢ Cost savings would also come from the
reduced / avoided fines?*” caused by the lack of recognition of national parking cards, and by
the lack of knowledge on the rights granted in different Member States.?*® These would become
cost savings if a more adequate provision of information on parking rights of cardholders
travelling to different Member States as a result of the policy options leads to the avoidance of
unnecessary fines.

Impacts for public authorities

The policy options would entail benefits/cost savings with respect to the baseline, linked to a
reduction in the enforcement cost for public authorities due to the enhanced security features of
the EU parking card. These cannot be quantified precisely, as it would mainly involve the time
savings linked to homogeneous security features of EU parking cards. Furthermore, the
establishment of national databases providing information on the number and identity of
residents that are cardholders would be especially beneficial for enforcement authorities.?*° The
presence of such data storing systems would make enforcement of parking rights easier at the

245 Respondents to the online workshop with CSOS held on 22 March 2023.

246 17 out of 24 respondents to the targeted survey for persons with disabilities reported that differences in national
parking cards increased their costs for obtaining information about the different parking conditions granted.

247 For the cost of fines please see the Section 5.1 and annex II.

248 As reported in Section 2.2.2 around 30 complaints received on the SOLVIT platform on the parking card were about
fines received by cardholders who assumed that the rights granted by the EU parking card when travelling to other
Member States were the same as those granted in their country of residence. This led to unnecessary costs for persons
with disabilities.

249 Respondents in Workshop with CSOs held on 22 March 2023.
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national level, facilitating controls on national cardholders. While the two policy options only
recommend accessibility of the databases to national authorities within each Member State, it
can be expected that some of them would make the database also accessible to other EU Member
States, thus leading to additional improvements compared to the baseline.

The main adjustment costs of policy options B1 and B2 would be implementation costs for public
authorities to update the card to reflect the revised EU model, and its security formats and
features.?*® The total costs are expected to be minor for public authorities. The majority of
national authorities reported that the adoption of the EU parking card did not entail significant
costs for authorities in charge of managing it and issuing it.2>* The same can be assumed for the
update of the card, for which the management system would not change. For option B1, total
costs would be reduced given the non-binding nature and the fact that some Member States
already updated security features of their national parking cards. As mentioned in chapter 2.3.2.,
and in the Annex 6, 10 Member States are already using a hologram to prevent forgery of the
Card, and in addition, 3 are using a QR code and 3 are using a bar code.

Based on the information collected during the study, an estimate of the costs of printing EU
parking cards with additional security features are the following:

Holograms: the cost ranges between € 0.017 (Belgium) and € 0.25 (Italy)?*? per card,
depending on the size and the foil used.

Tag RFID: € 0.30 per card (Italy).2>3

QR code: fixed cost during the initial set-up, no available estimate (Belgium).

Card with a hologram and a serial number connected to a database: €4.00 (Denmark).

Further adjustment costs would be linked to the establishment of the national database of
cardholders, foreseen either by the guidelines of option B1 or the minimum requirements of
option B2.2%* These costs would be limited to the MS not already in possession of such a database
and would only be incurred by the MS choosing to implement the updated Recommendation.

From the evidence collected from Denmark, the cost of setting up and maintaining a database
of EU parking card holders are respectively around DKK 3 million (circa EUR 400,000) for the
development and around DKK 300,000 (circa EUR 40,000) for maintenance. In Denmark, six
people are working with the EU parking card management and reading applications from the
citizens and the database is also used to register people with a Danish disabled companion card.

In Belgium and in the municipality of Rome, the costs of establishing and maintaining a database
of parking card holders could not be disaggregated but are absorbed in other costs already
sustained by public authorities, as such databases are typically used for multiple purposes by
the authorities. In Belgium, the data are processed and stored in the management system of
the national ministry for persons with disabilities, which is also used to calculate allowances. It
is therefore not possible to put a cost price on this as it is not a separate database solely for
parking cards, but a complex application that also includes calculations and payment of
allowances. In the municipality of Rome, the cost to develop the digital platform to manage the
parking cards and the associated car plates (e.g., to check cards’ validity and the right to park
in reserved spots and to access certain limited traffic areas) is not possible to retrieve as the

250 Such as the acquisition of the equipment necessary to print the new cards, the hardware and software necessary to
implement the new security features (for instance, in the case of QR codes as security features, to produce a QR code
for each parking card and set up a platform through which these QR codes can be checked, such as the “Handi2Park”
app used in Belgium, available at: link), and the costs of training authorities on the outlook and functioning of the new
features.

251 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.11.

252 This information has been collected from the Municipality of Rome.

253 This information has been collected from the Municipality of Rome.

254 These would include the cost of software necessary for the creation of the database and its operation, the cost of
training staff on the functioning of the database, and the cost of staff in charge of technical oversight of its functioning.
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municipality uses a unique platform to manage everything that concerns traffic and
authorizations, not just the EU parking card for persons with disabilities.

Representatives from the Spanish Ministry of Social Rights consulted during the study?°>®
explained that the Autonomous Communities are responsible for the processing and
management of community parking cards, and that although there was an initial initiative to
have an official register for cardholders at the central level, it has not been successful and
therefore the competence for the EU parking card remains regional or, in some cases, local. For
this reason, the data is very scattered and there is no information on the cost of either the
security features nor the creation and maintenance of a database of cardholders.

For the national websites providing information on the parking card, costs are not expected to
deviate significantly from those incurred in the context of the pilot EDC initiative, which entailed
the set-up of websites to provide information on the card (similarly to what would be carried out
in the context of option B1, with the parking card). Dividing the costs between fixed set-up costs
and annual maintenance costs of updating the websites, the fixed costs ranged between PPP
EUR 7,524 and EUR 22,936 per Member State. The annual variable maintenance costs ranged
between 0 and EUR 4,652 per year.2°® It should be considered that the final total costs resulting
from these estimates would be an upper bound, as Member States may decide to incorporate
dedicated pages providing information on the EDC in already existing national websites on the
rights of persons with disabilities.

Administrative costs

Policy option B1 is not expected to entail any substantial administrative costs. Indeed, the
option is entirely voluntary, hence no costs can be attributed to administrative activities
performed to comply with new legislative acts. Yet, in the case, Member States would decide to
follow-up the Recommendation and establish national databases, the costs for Public Authorities
would at maximum be as assessed for B2. Also, No administrative obligations for business and
citizens are entailed by the measures included policy option B2. Public authorities might incur
some reporting costs stemming from the establishment of national cardholder databases.
Currently, there are 10 Member States (i.e., AT, BE, CY, DK, IE, LU, LV, MT, PL, PT) with a
centralised management model, where a national database may either already be in place or
will not require exchange of information. In addition, there are 10 Member States with a
decentralised model (i.e., BG, CZ, DE, ES, HR, IT, NL, RO, SE, SK) and 7 Member States (i.e.,
EE, EL, FI, FR, HU, LT, SI) with a mixed governance model. For these two groups of countries,
if a national database is established, sub-national authorities would have to report information
to the national authority. Thus, reporting costs would be limited to Member States where such
databases are managed at the sub-national level, thus requiring sub-national parking card
authorities to regularly report information to the national authority in charge of managing the
new national database. Such costs are expected to be negligible as no additional information
shall be collected, and the time needed to exchange existing information between authorities
within the same country would be almost nil in either of the following scenarios:

a. Existing databases managed by Public Authorities at different governance levels are
interoperable: data will be automatically updated and the overall cost will be zero
b. Sub-national authorities provide updated information about existing valid cards
themselves on a regular basis (e.g. monthly). The time to collect such information is
expected to be negligible as such authorities already have this information in their end,
hence they just have to share it with the national authority via email.
Wider macroeconomic benefits in the market for accessible tourism

The aggregate economic impacts of policy options B1 and B2 would be mainly linked to the
potential increase in travelling patterns of cardholders, which would affect (although with a
limited magnitude) the market for accessible tourism. These mechanisms are similar to those
already described for the baseline and for policy options Al and A2, but likely to be significantly

255 Ad-hoc consultation by email to investigate the impacts of the policy options on the EU parking card.
256 As some Member States reported no significant cost of maintenance.
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smaller. More precisely, while Bl is expected to have a small impact impossible to quantify ex-
ante given the largely voluntary nature of the policy option the impact in terms of valued added
in the market for accessible tourism range from 0.2 and 0.4 billion EUR for B2.

7.3.3 Digital impacts

Policy options B1 and B2 are expected to have the same small digital impacts. The difference is
that for option B1, these impacts would concern only the Member States implementing the
necessary measures to comply with the updated Recommendation. For option B2, they would
be more far-reaching as they would involve all MS.

Currently, there are 10 Member States (i.e., AT, BE, CY, DK, IE, LU, LV, MT, PL, PT) with a
centralised management model, where a national database may either already be in place or
will not require exchange of information. In addition, there are 10 Member States with a
decentralised model (i.e., BG, CZ, DE, ES, HR, IT, NL, RO, SE, SK) and 7 Member States (i.e.,
EE, EL, FI, FR, HU, LT, SI) with a mixed governance model. For these two groups of countries,
if a national database is established, sub-national authorities would have to report information
to the national authority. Thus, reporting costs would be limited to Member States where such
databases are managed at the sub-national level, thus requiring sub-national parking card
authorities to regularly report information to the national authority in charge of managing the
new national database.

Member States establishing national databases of cardholders, accessible to national
enforcement authorities, will experience limited improvements in digitalisation and
modernisation in the management of their national parking card schemes. For the Member States
following the updated Recommendation, the databases have the potential of making the control
of parking cards more efficient (as authorities could directly check the registration of the
cardholders in the national database). At the same time, the availability of online information on
the use and application procedures for the parking card, foreseen by another of the
accompanying measures of policy option B1, could encourage use of digital tool by persons with
disabilities. For this digital impact to occur, however, accessibility of such digital platforms would
have to be ensured.

7.3.4 Environmental impacts

The environmental impacts of policy options B1 and B2 are negative, but likely to be insignificant
in magnitude compared to the baseline.

The impact would be linked to increased travel by car of cardholders following greater certainty
in the recognition of EU parking cards among Member States. Due to the relatively small
numbers of cardholders across the EU, this impact can safely be assumed to be negligible.

A further environmental impact may be linked to the increased production of the EU parking
cards to replace those with outdated security features in Member States complying with the
updated Recommendation. However, as demonstrated for policy option A2 and considering the
lower number of parking cards issued compared to the potential number of EDCs, this impact is
likely to be insignificant, as it would be lower than the emissions produced by 60 EU residents
on average in a year.

7.3.5 Fundamental rights

Policy options B1 and B2 would have strong positive impacts on ensuring certain fundamental

rights within the EU.

« Integration of persons with disabilities (Art. 26 EUCFR): further impacts on fundamental
rights are also linked to increased travel propensity of cardholders and to their participation
in tourism and subsequent take-up of cultural activities would positively contribute to social
inclusion and integration to the society of persons with disabilities as compared to the
baseline.
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« Freedom of movement (Art. 45 EUCFR): the policy options entail to a greater extent the
free movement of persons with disabilities, as a result of greater certainty in the recognition
of EU parking cards across the MS. 27

7.3.6 SMEs and competitiveness

The policy options B1 and B2 are not expected to have any significant impact on competitiveness
and SMEs. As discussed in Section 7.2.1 on social impacts and Section 7.2.2 on economic impacts
of this set of policy options, the increased participation of persons with disabilities in tourism
resulting from more certainty regarding the recognition of EU parking cards in other MS would
benefit the accessible tourism market. Tourism is a sector where SMEs are prevalent. The impact,
however, is likely to be very small in magnitude due to the relatively small number of cardholders
compared to the number of persons with disabilities and the total EU population travelling.

257 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.7; Survey targeted at EU CSOs Q3.5 (See Annex VII): 20 of 25 NCAs believed that the
current weaknesses in the parking card reduce the possibility of persons with disability to exercise their right to free
movement within the EU.
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8 How do the options compare?

The policy options for policy areas A and B are compared in this Section against the criteria of
effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, subsidiarity and proportionality. Based on this assessment,
a preferred option is identified from both groups of measures and then extensively described in
Section 9.

The main findings are summarised in a common format in Tables for each of the criteria in the
following sub-sections. Based on the qualitative and quantitative assessments made, the tables
also include numeric ratings of the options in relation to the effects that they have on the specific
objectives, vis-a-vis the baseline scenario. When rating the policy options, the social, economic,
digital, environmental impacts and the impacts on fundamental rights, competitiveness and
SMEs assessed in Section 7 were all taken into account.

The baseline scenario is, by definition, rated with “0” in relation to each of the criteria. The other
policy options, on the other hand, are scored on a scale from 1 to 3 in terms of their positive
effects, where 1 represents a very small positive effect and 3 a very large positive effect
compared to the baseline. In the same vein, -1 represents a very small negative effect and -3 a
very large negative effect, again using the baseline as a benchmark. A score of “"0” means that
the option would not constitute a significant deviation from the baseline scenario.

8.1 Effectiveness

“Effectiveness” refers to the extent that the baseline, the policy options aimed at facilitating
mutual recognition of disability status in the EU and the policy options aimed at ensuring the
mutual recognition of EU parking cards help achieve their respective objectives, outlined in
Section 5 - Figure 10. The ratings of the options in terms of effectiveness are summarised in
Table 6 at the end of the Section. The key criteria to assess effectiveness are strictly related to
the general objective and the specific objectives. In particular, policy options are assessed based
on the extent to which they ease the free movement of persons with disabilities within the EU
by (i) facilitating mutual recognition of disability status when persons with disabilities travel to
or visit other Member States (policy area A) and (ii) ensuring mutual recognition of the EU
parking card for persons with disabilities (Policy area B). Each policy area is assessed separately.

Under Policy area A, both policy options, A1 and A2 score positively in terms of their effectiveness
in the achievement of Specific Objective 1. By mandating the production and use of a European
Disability Card, both policy options would effectively create an instrument to be used for mutual
recognition of disability status, in line with Specific Objective 1. The format of the EDC would
contribute to the effectiveness of the two policy options. Both NCAs and CSOs stressed, during
the dedicated workshops, the importance of a common format for the EDC so that the Card
becomes easily recognisable at European level and the providers of services offering preferential
conditions find it easier to check disability status and do not mistrust users.?°8 By reducing the
potential for fraud, the addition of security features will further facilitate the mutual recognition
of disability status of cardholders especially for those with invisible disabilities, reducing
uncertainty and costs related to the validity of the card.

Furthermore, awareness raising campaign and the set-up of national EDC websites would ensure
that both national service providers in the sectors covered and persons with disabilities in each
Member State know about the Card and its use. National information and awareness-raising
activities carried out in an accessible manner would help spread information on the existence of
the Card itself, a fundamental requirement for its diffusion and use among persons with
disabilities, and ultimately for its effectiveness. National websites could become tools for persons
with disabilities to obtain information on eligibility criteria, application procedures for the EDC
and preferential conditions offered by service providers. NCAs and CSOs were in agreement on
the potential effectiveness of such websites, and the majority of service providers replying to
the survey claimed that they did receive requests from persons with disabilities on whether they

258 Workshop with CSOs held on 22 March 2023, workshop with NCAs held on 23 March 2023.
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received preferential conditions in access to their services.259 This confirms the importance of
having a unified source of information on the topic, especially once complemented by an EU-
level website.

In terms of effectiveness, however, despite leading to improvements compared to the baseline,
the main limit to option Al would be its scope, as mutual recognition through the Card would
only be ensured in the sectors of culture, leisure, sports and transport (the same sectors of the
pilot EDC initiative). Hence, the policy option would fall short of achieving specific objective 1 for
all services in the EU by failing to fully remove the uncertainty related to mutual recognition. On
the other hand, option A2 would extend the validity of the EDC to all services (with or without
renumeration) offering preferential conditions to persons with disabilities, and can therefore
reasonably expected to be more effective. The main reason is again related to uncertainty:
option A2 would remove any uncertainty related to the provisions of preferential conditions
abroad, even if most of the preferential conditions are found in sectors already covered by Al.
The certainty of full mutual recognition is the main added benefit of option A2 relative to Al,
and the reason why the policy option has a higher score on effectiveness.

Under Policy area B, both policy options B1 and B2 score positively, are also both found to have
positive effectiveness towards the achievement of their specific objective. Firstly, making
changes to the current policy scenario surrounding the Parking Card has been identified as an
effective way of removing barriers to the full recognition of EU parking cards across Member
States.?%® The common security features following the updated Recommendation would make
the parking card more uniform across MS, facilitating its recognition.

Some aspects of policy option B1 would, however, limit its effectiveness. An update to the
Recommendation would maintain the voluntary nature of the adoption of the new security
features and adherence to the EU parking card model. This has been among the main drivers of
the divergence in the format and features of national parking cards, leading to MS adjusting
their national systems and adapting to technological change in different ways. The actual
implementation of the updates to the Recommendation proposed by policy option B1 would likely
follow a similar process, with a potential further increase in divergence of the national parking
cards as Member States gradually update the security features of their national models. In the
end, the extent to which option Bl is effective would ultimately depend on how responsive
Member States are to the updated Recommendation, but the previous experience of the parking
card suggests that this is likely to be limited. The effectiveness of Policy option B2, on the other
hand, is more certain: by taking the form of a binding legislative instrument, the policy option
would make minimum requirements regarding the EU common parking card model and its
security format and features mandatory. In the case of a Directive, some minor differences in
implementation could still be expected across Member States, while increased alignment is more
likely under a Regulation. Still, in both cases the policy would greatly contribute to the
effectiveness of the policy option, by ensuring that Member States update their EU parking cards
to comply with the new features in a harmonised fashion. In turn, greater homogeneity of the
EU parking cards of different Member States would make recognition easier for authorities in
charge of enforcing parking rights, improving the recognition of national parking cards across
Member States in line with specific objective 2. For this reason, option B2 scores higher in terms
of effectiveness.

259 Workshop with CSOs held on 22 March 2023, workshop with NCAs held on 23 March 2023; Survey on costs targeted
at service providers Q10 (See Annex VII).

260 participants in the workshop with NCAs and CSOs unanimously agreed on the importance of an update to the
Recommendation 98/376/EC in order to avoid fraud and forgery and address new ways of controlling parking rights.
Similarly, 22 out of 25 NCAs responding to the targeted survey declared that security features such as hologram or a
QR code, whose inclusion in the soft guidelines is one of the key aspects of policy option B1, are effective to tackle
fraudulent use of the Card.
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Table 16 — Comparison of the effectiveness of options under Policy Areas A and B

Specific objective Policy Option Rating
Baseline 0

SO1 Option Al 2

SO1 Option A2 3

S02 Option B1 1

S02 Option B2 3

Source: Authors’ elaboration

8.2 Efficiency

‘Efficiency’ refers to the assessment of the identified costs with the benefits that were identified
under the effectiveness criteria (see Tables 1-5, Annex 4.1 for a detailed overview of options’
economic and social impacts). Due to the fact that not all benefits can be monetized, we
operationalise efficiency as cost-effectiveness, looking at each category of stakeholder. Also in
this case, all policy options are assessed relative to the baseline scenario. Table 17 at the end
of the Section summarises the efficiency scores of the policy options.

Under Policy area A, both options score positively. Policy option A2 is expected to be more
efficient towards the achievement of Specific Objective 1 than policy option Al. For both options,
an important component of the costs is linked to the resources used by public authorities to
adapt to EU legislation on the EDC and set up the national schemes for correct design and
implementation of the Card, including all the additional measures foreseen by the policy option
(such as the national website, awareness-raising campaign. Their final range would depend on
several factors, including the overall efficiency of national bureaucracies and experience with
similar initiatives. These costs are not expected to differ substantially between policy options Al
and A2.

The identified costs for service providers offering preferential conditions would be minor for both
policy options. Overall, despite incurring some costs, the expected benefits for service providers
will offset the costs, as reported by all service providers involved in all data collections. In
Member States participating in the pilot EU Disability Card, adjustment costs will be lower for
the limited number of service providers recruited by the National Authorities or who joined
voluntarily the initiative.

EU residents with disabilities would experience significant cost savings for both policy options
(details on the estimates of such savings are provided in Annex III). These would fully balance
other costs, such as the symmetric cost of offering preferential conditions to Persons with
Disability travelling from other Member States for services providers, incurred in the context of
the policy and - by removing financial uncertainty linked to the decision to travel to other
Members States for Persons with Disability — would boost the efficiency of the policy option.
Given the extended scope of policy option A2, the cost savings would be greater than those in
policy option Al. As a larger share of preferential conditions in terms of savings are offered in
the sectors covered by policy option Al, the greater efficiency of option A2 relative to A1 comes
also from the larger reduction in uncertainty for Persons with Disability, which is expected to
compound the positive impacts on their participation in tourism. The provision of additional
preferential conditions in relevant services paired with the removal of any uncertainty related to
the provision of preferential conditions, imply that option A2 achieves greater benefits with
comparable costs to option Al, and is therefore deemed more efficient.

Under Policy area B, policy option B2 is found to have moderate efficiency in the achievement of
Specific Objective 2 while policy option Bl is not expected to be more efficient with respect to
the baseline. Option B1 would not require Member States to make changes to their national
parking card models. As discussed in Section 8.1 on effectiveness and mentioned in Section 7
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on impacts, not all Member States are expected to follow the updated recommendation under
option B1. Hence, while there would be costs compared to the baseline, total costs would be
small. At the same time, total benefits would also be smaller because of the “soft” nature of the
measure. For this reason, this option is not expected to be more efficient than the baseline.
Policy option B2, on the other hand, would entail higher costs compared to the baseline and
option B1, as it would require legislative changes and make the update of security features of
the EU parking card mandatory for Member States. At the same time, the option would also lead
to significantly higher cost savings compared to the baseline and option B1.

Table 17 - Comparison of the efficiency of options under Policy Areas A and B

Specific objective Policy Option Rating
Baseline 0

SO1 Option Al 2

SO1 Option A2 3

S02 Option B1 0

S02 Option B2 1

Source: Authors’ elaboration

8.3 Coherence

“Coherence” refers to the consistency of each option with the values, aims, objectives and policy
initiatives of the EU. Table 18 at the end of the Section summarises the ratings of the policy
options in terms of coherence.

Under Policy area A, policy options A1l and A2 are assigned the same rating in terms of
coherence, when compared to the baseline scenario. Both policy options would fit into a series
of EU initiatives that have recently facilitated the movement of persons with disabilities in the
EU. As mentioned in Section 3.5, these include Directive (EU) 2016/2102 (the Web Accessibility
Directive), enacted to boost accessibility of the websites and apps of public sector bodies in the
EU?%%! and whose use to gain information on travel destinations or tourism bodies in different
Member States may be helpful to persons with disabilities, and EU regulations establishing the
rights of passengers with reduced mobility.2¢? In this context, an initiative such as the EDC would
fill a gap in current legislation tackling accessibility, but which leaves room for improvement on
the recognition of disability status across different Member States.

The highest degree of coherence of the policy options in reaching specific objective 1 would be
reached, however, in combination with the Pilot EDC initiative undertaken by the 8 EU MS having
already introduced an EDC scheme. Both policy options would absorb the mainstreamed Pilot
initiative and its goal of starting a process of mutual recognition of disability status, extending
its effects to all EU MS. Option Al would maintain the scope of the pilot in terms of sectors, while
option A2 would extend the scope to all services in the internal market.

Under Policy area B, the policy options are assigned the same ranking and are found to be
coherent with the current EU policy scenarios in terms of parking rights for persons with
disabilities. By replacing Recommendation 98/376/EC (either through an update or a binding
legislative instrument) the options would update and improve standards on the security format
and features of the parking card. At the same time, the options would be consistent with other
EU policies facilitating mobility of persons with disabilities, including EU regulations on the rights
of passengers with reduced mobility, which are mainly targeting transport by means other than

261 European Parliament and Council, Directive 2016/2102 of 26 October 2016 on the accessibility of the websites and
mobile applications of public sector bodies. Available at: link.

262 Rights for travellers with disabilities or reduced mobility, Your Europe website. Available at: link.
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cars (including air travel, travel by sea and inland waterways, travel by bus or coach and travel
by train).263

Table 18 - Overview of ratings of the baseline and policy options in terms of coherence

Specific objective Policy Option Rating
Baseline 0

SO1 Option Al 3

SO1 Option A2 3

S02 Option B1 3

S02 Option B2 3

Source: Authors’ elaboration

8.4 Subsidiarity and proportionality

“Subsidiarity and proportionality” refer to whether the policy options are appropriate and do not
go beyond what is necessary to address the problems satisfactorily.

Policy options concerning the European Disability Card (policy area A) respect the principles of
subsidiarity and proportionality. The options aimed at facilitating mutual recognition of disability
status when persons with disabilities travel to or visit other Member States create an instrument
that acts as proof of disability, but do not alter national definitions and assessment criteria for
disability status. Hence, they do not go beyond what is necessary and appropriate for EU action.

The options aimed at ensuring mutual recognition of the EU parking card for persons with
disabilities (policy area B) are also considered proportionate. On one hand, option B1 is expected
to be compliant with the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality of EU action. Its scope
would not alter the existing framework for the parking card, whose model is described in
Recommendation 98/376/EC, and would rather focus on updating its content with a view to
ensuring the achievement of specific objective 2. Consequently, it would not go beyond what is
appropriate for EU action. On the other hand, option B2 would affect ember States more
compared to the baseline and to option B1, by requiring legislative changes at the national level.
Nevertheless, the option would only require common rules on the model and the security format
and features of the parking card, justified by the need to ensure full recognition of the card
across Member States in line with specific objective 2. Policy option B2 would not affect Member
States’ power to determine the parking rights granted to cardholders at the national level.
Therefore, it would also not exceed what is considered as appropriate for EU action.

8.5 Ranking of the policy options

This section draws conclusions on the findings of Section 8 and identifies the preferred policy
option, as the one having the highest score. To this end, Table 19 provides an overview of the
scores obtained by each policy option in relation to the criteria and the specific objective of
interests. Given that one of the policy options (A2) has scores greater or equal with respect to
all criteria, using uniform weights or different weights for the criteria would yield the same
conclusion in terms of preferred policy option.

263 Rights for travellers with disabilities or reduced mobility, Your Europe website. Available at: link.
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Table 19- Overview of ratings of the baseline and policy options aimed at facilitating mutual
recognition of disability status in the EU

Criteria Baseline Option A1 Option A2 Option B1 Option B2
Effectiveness 0 2 3 1 3
Efficiency 0 2 3 0 1
Coherence 0 3 3 3 3
Total 0 7 9 4 7

Source: Authors’ elaboration

Policy option A2 is identified as the measure with the highest score among options aimed at
facilitating mutual recognition of disability status in the EU (policy area A) as well as per criterion.
For this reason, no sensitivity check to different weighting schemes is needed. While the option
would have higher total costs compared to the baseline, the magnitude of these costs would be
limited for both national authorities and service providers, and would be partly compensated by
cost savings for service providers (including potentially higher turnover due to paying persons
accompanying Persons with disability) and significant benefits for persons with disabilities.
Benefits increase disproportionately the more MS adopt the card, which in turns leads to greater
economic and social benefits than the baseline scenario. At the same time, in comparison to
option A1, option A2 is similar but entails higher benefits for persons with disabilities due to the
wider scope the EDC would have in terms of services, extending beyond the sectors of sports,
leisure, culture and transport. At the same time, total costs for service providers would increase
but would also largely be offset by cost savings and benefits, while implementation costs for
public authorities in terms of producing, distributing and advertising the card would remain the
same. Furthermore, thanks to its wider scope, option B2 would also lead to improvements in the
participation in tourism of persons with disabilities to a greater extent than option B1, thus
bringing more pronounced social and economic impacts.

Regarding the policy options aimed at ensuring the mutual recognition of the EU parking card
for persons with disabilities (policy area B), option B2 is found to achieve the highest score in
relation to specific objective 2. Option B2 is the most effective in ensuring the mutual recognition
of EU parking cards, and this translates into its higher score even though it would be slightly
more costly for MS than option B1. The same reasoning as above holds for the robustness of
this ranking to different weighting schemes of the criteria for assessments: as policy option B2
consistently scores higher than option B1, no alternative weighting scheme would flip the ranking
of policy options, and B2 will always rank as (marginally) superior.

82



Study supporting the Impact assessment of an EU initiative introducing the European Disability Card

9 Preferred policy option

A combination of policy option A2 (mandatory EDC model in all Member States for travelling
and/or visiting purposes - all service sectors) with option B2 (mandatory EU parking card model)
is found to be the most favourable and is therefore the preferred policy option.

Table 20 presents a comparative overview of the type of impacts for the policy options aimed
at facilitating mutual recognition of disability status in the EU in relation to access to
services when visiting another Member State

Table 20 - Comparative overview of impacts and related ratings for the effectiveness and
efficiency criteria for policy options

Type
of impacts
Social

Economic

Baseline

The travel gap (6.3
percentage points)
of PWDs compared

to the general
population will
remain constant
The level of
uncertainty
regarding the
availability of

preferential
conditions offered to
PWDs when
travelling across the
EU Member States
will remain high

Public authorities:

The cost of
Production and
delivery of the EDC:
between 1.02 and
4.54 EUR per card
Launch of an
awareness-raising
campaign: between
a total of 20,000
and 70,000 EUR.

PWDs:

Economic loss
ranges per short-
term trip: between
30 and 140 EUR
Economic loss
ranges between 100
to 400 EUR for short
term trips (4-days)
and between 100
and 140 EUR for
medium  trip (2
months)264

Service providers:
Time delays and
extra burdens

264 Both short-term and medium trip fall within the short-term stays (up-to 3 months).

Al

Reduction of the
travel gap for PWDs:
between 1.32 and
1.94 percentage
points

Public authorities:

Production of the
physical EDC: Similar
estimates to those
identified for the
baseline scenario.
These estimations
might be even lower
given that the
common EDC format
would reduce design
costs

Establishment of an
IT system for the

digital EDC: 1.67
million EUR for the
whole EU

Maintenance of an IT
system for the digital
EDC: 249,757 EUR
per year for the whole
EU

Costs related to
request for
clarifications received
from PWDs that ask
whether some

A2

Reduction of the
travel gap for PWDs
of between 2.8 and
4.12 percentage
points

Removal of
uncertainty related to
the access to
preferential
conditions as all
benefits currently
offered to residents
with disabilities will
be offered also to
non-residents with
disabilities travelling
for short-term stays

Public authorities:

Same costs as Al as
concern  production
and delivery of the
EDC

Time savings as no
requests for
clarifications are
expected considering
that all benefits
currently offered to
residents with
disabilities will be
offered also to non-
residents with
disabilities travelling
for short-term stays
PWDs

At least the same as
Al, but including also
preferential
conditions present in
the extra A2 sectors
Service providers:
The estimated direct
cost of offering
preferential
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Type
of impacts

Environmental

Administrative
costs

Final rate
Effectiveness
(see

Baseline
associated with
checking the
different national

0

disability cards or
certificates to verify
the proof of
disability status
Impact on the whole
economy

Foregone benefit of
not closing the
travel gap in the
whole EU in 2023:
4.5 billion EUR
(upper bound)

Negligible impact

Al

Impact on

services fall within the
four sectors in scope
of EDC

PWDs

Savings for PWDs
range between 30 to
140 EUR per short-
term trip (4-days),
and 100 to 400 EUR
per medium-term trip
(2 months).

Service providers:
The total yearly costs
in the transport
sector are estimated
to range between 116
and 161 million EUR,
accounting for only
0.05% to 0.08% of
the turnover of (non-

air) passenger
transport in the whole
EU-27. As the
transport sector is
one of the most
exposed sectors to
the offer of

preferential

conditions, the costs
for offering
preferential

conditions in relation
to the services of
other sectors (e.g.
culture, sports) would
be even lower. Also,
most of the service

economy

offer non-monetary
benefits.

the whole
Value added in the

market for accessible
tourism: the
estimates range from
1.32 to 1.94 billion
EUR

Negligible impact on
environmental
footprint estimated in
a range of 200 to 640
tonnes of COo2
equivalent

Not expected to entail
any substantial
administrative costs

A2

conditions will be the

same as Al

Impact on the whole
economy

Value added in the

market for accessible
tourism: the
estimates range from
2.1 to 3.1 billion EUR

Same as Al

Same as Al
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Type Baseline Al A2

of impacts

explanation
below)

Final rate 0 2 3
Efficiency (see

explanation

below)

Under the baseline scenario, the travel gap of persons with disabilities compared to the general
population will remain constant. Also, the level of uncertainty regarding the availability of
preferential conditions offered to persons with disabilities when travelling across the EU Member
States will remain high. Therefore, the baseline scenario is not expected to contribute towards
the achievement of Specific Objective (SO) 1 (i.e. to facilitate the mutual recognition of disability
status when persons with disabilities travel to other Member States). Also, the baseline
scenario has been rated as not efficient due to the economic loss for persons with disabilities
as well as for the whole economy (4.5 billion in 2023).

Policy option A1l scores positively of its effectiveness in the achievement of SO1. By mandating
the production and use of a European Disability Card policy option 1 is expected to facilitate the
mutual recognition of disability status when persons with disabilities travel to other Member
States. This is expected to reduce the travel gap of persons with disabilities by a range of 1.32
- 1.94 percentage points. However, despite leading to higher social impacts compared to the
baseline, the main limit of option A1 would be its scope, as mutual recognition through the Card
would only be ensured in the sectors of culture, leisure, sports and transport (the same sectors
of the pilot EDC initiative). Hence, option A1 would fall short of achieving specific objective 1 for
all services in the EU by failing to fully remove the uncertainty related to mutual recognition.
The cost-effectiveness of policy option Al is expected to be higher than the baseline scenario.
More precisely, option Al will entail some costs for public authorities and service providers
related to the production and delivery of the cards as well as to the offer of preferential conditions
also to the non-residents with disabilities. However, the identified costs are expected to be small
and they will be offset by benefits for persons with disabilities as well as for the whole economy.
service providers offering preferential conditions would be minor for both policy options. Indeed,
it is expected that beyond the benefits in terms of social impacts (see explanations of the
effectiveness rate) persons with disabilities will save between 30 to 140 EUR per short-term trip
(4-days), and 100 to 400 EUR per medium-term trip (2 months). Also, policy option Al it is
expected to lead towards beneficial impacts on the whole economy. Indeed, under policy option
Al the value added to the market of accessible tourism it is estimated in a range between 1.32
to 1.94 billion EUR.

On the other hand, policy option A2 would extend the validity of the EDC to all services (with
or without renumeration) offering preferential conditions to residents with disabilities leading in
turn to a removal of the uncertainty related to the preferential conditions available for persons
with disabilities when they travel abroad. Also, due to its the broader scope, policy option A2, is
expected to lead towards a higher reduction (between 2.8 and 4.12 percentage points) compared
to policy option Al. Overall, due to its higher social impacts, policy option A2 is more effective
towards the achievement of SO1. Also, the expected costs will be similar to those identified
under policy option Al. However, policy option A2 is expected to bring higher benefits both in
terms of social (see explanations of the effectiveness rate) and economic impacts. As for the
latter the following benefits are expected:

o Time savings for public authorities due to a reduction of request for clarifications considering
that all benefits currently offered to residents with disabilities will be offered also to non-
residents with disabilities travelling for short-term stays;

e Savings for persons with disabilities that will apply to a broader range of services than those
included under policy option Al issued the overall impact on the whole economy

e The value added in the market for accessible tourism would range from 2.1 to 3.1 billion
EUR-

Therefore, overall, policy option A2 gained a higher rate than Al under the efficiency criterion.
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Also, Evidence from the evaluation of the pilot EDC showed that benefits clearly outweighed
the costs for service providers. More specifically, the majority of service providers consulted
during the pilot study stated that:

« They attracted new customers by joining the programme. Indeed, cardholders are often
accompanied by additional paying visitors (e.g. friends, members of the family), who
otherwise would not have used the services, then service providers actually sell more
tickets due to the EDC. Consultations with service providers conducted as part of the
present assignment support this: 18 out of 21 service providers reported that cardholders
are joined on average by 1-2 visitors paying a full ticket.

« The service providers gained positive visibility through the EDC.

e The service providers improved their knowledge regarding accessibility and services
with inputs from persons with disabilities. More precisely, they affirmed to taking better
account of persons with disabilities in their services and to have gained new insights for the
future development of their services.

Furthermore, evidence from the evaluation of the pilot EDC showed that neighbouring
countries are the first destination of choice for persons with disabilities since the
geographical closeness is making travelling easier and cheaper. Indeed, the stakeholder
consultations conducted in the context of the previous evaluation confirmed the need to extend
the EDC to all Member States, and in particular to neighbouring countries of current
pilot Member States, in order for the EDC to facilitate the cross-border mobility of persons
with disabilities. Based on this evidence, it can be assumed that geographic proximity will affect
travel patterns of cardholders of the new EDC. In turn, the distributional impacts of the new
EDC will be equally distributed across all Member States as all of them have
neighbouring countries, thus being potentially selected as destination of persons with
disabilities travelling across the EU.

Table 21 presents a comparative overview of the type of impacts for the policy options aimed

at facilitating use and legal certainty of the EU parking card for persons with
disabilities.

Table 21 - Comparative overview of impacts and related ratings for the effectiveness and
efficiency criteria

Type Baseline Bl B2
of impacts
Social e The level of e Negligible reduction e Removal of the
uncertainty of the travel gap for uncertainty regarding
regarding the PWDs the recognition of
recognition of PWDs’ EU parking
national parking card
cards will remain e Reduction of travel
high gap for PWDs
between 0.27 and 0.4
percentage points
Economic Public authorities: Public authorities: Public authorities:
e Potential costs of e Reduction in the e Costs are the same
updating the enforcement costs for as B1
security features of public authorities due e Benefits (i.e.
the EU parking card to the enhanced reduction in the
in response to the security features of enforcement  costs)

increased number
of cases of fraud
and forgery

the EU parking card
Update of the format
of the EU Parking

are the same as Bl
but they are more
likely to happen due

e Costs related to Card with hologram: to the binding nature
increased range between € of B2
knowledge (e.g. 0.017 and € 0.25 per PWDs:
collection of card, depending on ————
information, staff the size and the foil e Expected benefits are

training) on the
different formats of

used

the same as B1 but
they are more likely
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Type Baseline Bl B2
of impacts
the EU Parking e Serial number to happen due to the
Cards available connected to a binding nature of B2
across MS database: € 4 Impact:
PWDs: e Establishment and . vajue added in the
e The risk to incur update of national market for accessible
costs related to website: range tourism: range from
parking fines between PPP  EUR 0.2 billion EUR to 0.3
(between 90 and 7,524  and EUR billion EUR
300 EUR per fine) 22,936 per Member
will remain high State

e The risk not to PWDs
obtain preferential e Time savings to

parking will remain obtain information on
high (with costs of the mutual
up to 4 EUR per recognition of the EU
day) parking card

e Costs savings per
PWD in a range
between 90 EUR and
300 EUR due to an
expected decrease of
the potential fines
received

Service providers:

e Negligible value
added in the market
for accessible tourism

Environmental e Negligible impacts e Negligible  impacts ggme as B1

linked to the
increased travel by
car of cardholders
following greater
certainty in the
recognition of EU
parking card

e Negligible impacts
linked to the
increased production
of the EU parking
cards to replace those

with outdated
security features
Administrative * Not expected to entail game as B1
costs any substantial
administrative costs
Final rate 0 1 3
Effectiveness
(see explanation
below)
Final rate 0 0 1
Efficiency (see
explanation
below)

The baseline scenario will not be effective towards the achievement of SO2 (i.e. to ensure
mutual recognition of the EU parking card for persons with disabilities) as the current differences
affecting the mutual recognition of the EU parking card will still remain. Also, the baseline
scenario is not expected to be cost-effective. Indeed, under the baseline scenario the cost for
public authorities and persons with disabilities are not offset by any benefit.
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The effectiveness of policy option B1 towards the achievement of SO2 will be higher compared
to the baseline scenario, as the changes in the Council Recommendation are expected to lead
towards a higher harmonisation of EU parking cards across Member States, facilitating its
recognition. However, the voluntary nature of option B1 would not ensure that the amendments
will be uniformly implemented across Member States, thus limiting the overall effectiveness of
policy option B1.

On the other hand, policy option B2 due its binding nature is expected to lead towards higher
harmonisation of the EU parking card across Member States. This will remove the uncertainty
faced by persons with disabilities as concerns the recognition of the EU parking card across
Member States. Also, policy option B2 is expected to lead towards a small reduction of the travel
gap estimated between 0.27 and 0.4 percentage points. Hence, in turn, B2 ensures a higher
effectiveness towards the achievement of SO2 compared to B1

Also, under policy option B2, public authorities incur in some costs that are offset by the
reduction in terms of the enforcement costs as well as by higher benefits for persons with
disabilities (see effectiveness rate).

Overall, the two preferred policy options A2 and B2 respect the principles of subsidiarity
and proportionality of EU action. They do not go beyond what is necessary to address the
problem identified and achieve specific objectives 1 and 2. The measures would not impact on
the definitions of disability of each Member State: MS would retain the power to determine
disability status in accordance with their own assessment criteria and procedures enshrined in
their national provisions of law. Policy option B2 would not affect MS’ power to determine the
parking rights granted to cardholders at the national level. It would only require common rules
on the model and the security format and features of the parking card, justified by the need to
ensure full recognition of the card across MS. Therefore, it would not go beyond what is
considered as appropriate for EU action.

Finally, in terms of general impacts, positive social and economic impacts would result, mainly
linked to increased travelling propensity of persons with disabilities and their increased
participation in tourism. By removing barriers to the full recognition of their disability status in
other MS, the policy would encourage persons with disabilities to travel more and enjoy the
subsequent benefits, including greater participation in society, enhanced personal and social
development and culture. Furthermore, positive spill over effects would occur in the market for
accessible tourism, which would be positively affected by the policy. While the total impacts
would not be huge, because of the relatively small share of persons with disabilities travelling
compared to the total population, they would still be significant for the stakeholders involved.
Small digital impacts are expected in terms of increased digitalisation of national administrations,
as they would have to set up databases of cardholders to advance national enforcement of
parking rights.

Overall, in terms of potential net benefits both A2 and B2 showed the highest results. Indeed,
taking the lower bound of the value-added estimates (1 billion EUR for Al and 2.1 billion EUR
for A2), results in a net benefit of A1 of 0.55 billion EUR for Al and 1.56 billion EUR for A2. As
for policy option B2 it is expected a conservative net benefit of 0.056 billion EUR, considering
the lower bound estimate of value-added impact (0.2 billion EUR).

Table 22 - Total estimates of benefits, costs and net benefits of the policy options

Policy Lower bound total benefit - Upper bound Conservative net
Options accessible tourism value added total costs benefit estimate

Al 1 billion EUR 0.44 billion EUR 0.55 billion EUR

A2 2.1 billion EUR 0.53 billion EUR 1.56 billion EUR

B1 - = =

B2 0.2 billion EUR 0.14 billion EUR 0.056 billion EUR

Source: author’s own elaboration
The preferred policy option (A2 combined with B2) is expected to have impact beyond the sum
of their individual impacts. Facilitating mutual recognition also in the parking sector (B2), in
addition to all the internal market sectors where preferential conditions are offered to persons
with disabilities (A2), is expected to have relevant multiplier effects in terms of reduced
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uncertainty and costs savings for persons with disabilities, thus increasing both effectiveness
and efficiency. Uncertainty is minimised given that cardholders have the certainty that they will
be granted the same preferential conditions as nationals in all sectors of the internal market.
This is particularly relevant for persons with disabilities which require additional flexibility when
choosing their optimal means of transport for a given travel abroad, thus broadening the
locations where they would be able to make a tourist trip (e.g. in areas not accessible by public
transport). Moreover, the combined impact of both policy options is likely to minimise any
distortions related to the choice of the mode of transport for persons with a disability who
currently travel abroad. By having certainty both about the recognition of their disability card,
and related transport discounts and reduced tariffs (including personal assistants), and their
parking card, they would be able to make optimal decisions (i.e. not influenced by uncertainty)
about the preferred mode of transport.
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10 Indicators for monitoring

As part of this study, a monitoring framework has been developed, with a view to tracking the
implementation of preferred policy options A2 and B2 throughout their life cycle. The aim of the
framework is to evaluate the degree to which the preferred policy options achieved the expected
impacts, and therefore contributed to the achievement of specific objectives 1 and 2. To this
end, framework will track the development of identified problems and related drivers before and
after the adoption of the preferred options, and also direct and indirect impacts of the policy
intervention. In addition, it would help detect any weaknesses at the implementation stage that
need corrective adjustments, and would inform any future ex-post evaluations and impact
assessments. In addition, it would enhance transparency and accountability and help explain
future progress towards the policy goals, as well as informing further debate and evidence-based
policymaking. As per ToR, the monitoring framework presented in this section will be finalised
after the adoption of the initiative. For the purpose of this study, the following three macro
categories of monitoring indicators have been identified:

o Implementation (input and output) indicators aimed at monitoring the resources
allocated and the short-term deliverables resulting from the initiative.

« Application (results and impacts) indicators aimed at evaluating the short and long-
term effects of the initiative, with the aim to understand if the initiative reached its specific
and general objectives.

« Contextual indicators aimed at evaluating other factors external to the initiative (e.g.
macroeconomic conditions or other policies) that may facilitate or hinder the expected effects
of the initiative.

All these indicators are presented in Table 24. It includes both quantitative and qualitative
indicators, depending on the type of outcome being monitored and the availability of data
(qualitative indicators or mixed quantitative/qualitative indicators are indicated in italics in the
Table). For each indicator, potential sources for the data collection necessary are reported in
parentheses. To the extent possible, all indicators should be RACER (i.e. relevant, accepted,
credible, easy to monitor, robust).

Table 23. Monitoring indicators for the preferred policy option

Specific Operational objectives Indicators Sources of data
objectives
(o) 1: To © Ensure that persons e Number of Member States e Transposition
facilitate mutual with disabilities having transposed the checks
recognition of recognised in another Directive to date e Member
disability status country have access to e Number of complaints linked States” data
when persons preferential conditions to the EDC (reported by (National and
with disabilities © Ensure that the persons  with  disabilities, Local
travel to or visit application systems are service providers, including on Authorities)
other  Member user  friendly  and fraud and/or forgery) SOLVIT
States accessible for potential Level of satisfaction with the platform
beneficiaries EDC perceived increased complaints
e Facilitate social wellbeing and integration, Potential ad
integration and higher cultural, sports, leisure hoc

travelling of persons
with disabilities
Increase the availability
of preferential
conditions to persons
with disabilities

participation and
mobility, etc.
Number and share of persons
with disabilities (overall and
those travelling in the EU for
short term stays)

Costs for service providers
and national Authorities
Number of the EDC issued by
Member States

higher

survey/study
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Specific Operational objectives Indicators Sources of data
objectives
SO2: To ensure ©® Ensure that persons Number of complaints as to e Member
mutual with disabilities cases of lack of recognition of States” data
recognition of the recognised in another the EU parking Card (reported (National and
EU parking card country can use the by persons with disabilities Local
for persons with parking facilities and/or national Authorities) Authorities)
disabilities e Facilitate the Number and type of reported e SOLVIT
enforcement of rules cases of fraud or forgery of the platform
related to parking European Parking Card complaints
rights for persons with e Number of revised parking e Potential ad
disabilities cards issued by Member hoc
e Ensure that the States survey/study
application systems is e Costs for national Authorities
user friendly and
accessible for potential
beneficiaries
Common to both © Improveinformationon e % of people who are satisfied e Potential ad
specific how to get and use the with information provided hoc
objectives European Disability e The number of websites survey/study
Card and the EU containing the information e Member
parking card. how to get and use the cards States’ data
and their accessibility (National and
e Frequency of use of the Local
section of Your Europe portal Authorities)

providing information on the
EU parking card (e.g. yearly
number of visitors of these
websites)
e Number
(participation, turnout,
duration, funding) of
awareness raising campaigns
e Number of European Disability
Cards/EU parking card
applications (through national
application procedures), and
issued in each Member State

and scale

Source: Author’s elaboration

Some of the proposed indicators will be fed with information whose collection is already foreseen
by the policy options, such as the number of persons applying for the EDC or the number of the
EU parking card holders. Others may require the design of new data collection mechanisms or
the integration of existing EU surveys, such as EU-SILC. It is expected that national authorities
will introduce monitoring systems the facilitate data collection on the key performance indicators.
As indicated in Table 25, some of the proposed indicators will be fed with information whose
collection is already foreseen by the policy options. The humber of persons applying for the EDC
or the number of parking card holders, for instance, are stored by public authorities during the
process of production and distribution of the cards. In the context of this Study, the humber of
EDC holders for those Member States participating in the Pilot EU Disability Card initiative was
indeed collected easily by public authorities. Similarly, the number and scope of preferential
conditions offered by service providers following the implementation of option B2 are to be
collected by administrations as part of the administrative obligations foreseen by the measure.
Still, Member States may differ in the way they implement these obligations and collect
information required for monitoring. The legislative instruments foreseen by policy options A2
and B2 would thus need to ensure that the collection of monitoring indicators is as homogeneous
as possible across Member States.

Other monitoring indicators may instead be more challenging to collect and may require the
design of new data collection mechanisms or the integration of existing EU surveys, such as EU-
SILC. For instance, recent quantitative information on the travelling patterns of persons with
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disabilities has proven scarce during the data collection conducted during the Study, and would
require a more systematic approach to the collection such data, including dedicated questions
or ad-hoc modules in future EU survey. The plan to include the GALI index in all future EU
surveys (as currently in the EU-SILC) implies that a reliable proxy of disability will be available
even though it will not be possible to know whether a given respondent reporting activity
limitations has or used the Card. Other indicators will be more difficult to measure, requiring
either ad-hoc surveys or other data collection strategies such as the organisation of workshops,
interviews or focus groups. For what concerns contextual indicators, attention should be paid
not to directly attribute any changes in future trends of participation in tourism of persons with
disabilities directly to the policy options in question, as many factors can affect the decision to
participate in tourism for this category of stakeholders, such as accessibility concerns or
macroeconomic conditions. The implementation strategy and timeline coupled with the variety,
level of detail and aggregation, and frequency of the data collected, both directly related to the
initiative but also to contextual indicators, will ultimately determine the feasible evaluation
methods which can be employed, such as counterfactual analysis.

For what regards the monitoring of the Directive’s implementation, the Commission shall
consider addressing any relevant issues through meetings with Member States, thus facilitating
mutual learning and exchange of good practices. Every five years from the entry into force of
the Directive, the Commission shall publish a report on its implementation, based on information
collected from the Member States, as well as service providers or disability-related CSOs.
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Summary of the synopsis report

Overview of the consultation activities

Overall, the study entailed the following consultations:

Call for evidence: it was open for four weeks from 23 November 2022 to 9 January 2023
with the aim of gathering the views of relevant stakeholders on the Commission's
understanding of the problem and possible solutions and to share any relevant information
that they may have on the initiative. It received 272 replies from different groups of
stakeholders, 265 including EU citizens (188), Civil society organisations (49), companies
(8), public authorities (7), business associations (5), trade unions (2), non-EU citizens (2)
and consumer organisations (1).

Public consultation: it was open for 12 weeks from 16 February 2023 until 5 May 2023
and included a standard questionnaire, an accessible Word Document (AWD) and the easy-
to-read (ETR). In total, there were 3361 responses to the three questionnaires (1204 to the
Standard, 2135 to the ETR and 22 to the AWD). Respondents were from the following
categories: EU citizens (2526), NGOs (245), public authorities (114), businesses or business
association (134), Academic/research institution 133, non-EU citizen (22), trade unions (21),
consumer organisations (17). The number of respondents who indicated to have a recognised
disability or impairment is 1929. In addition, 708 respondents to either the standard
questionnaire or the EtR version consider themselves as persons with disabilities but without
having a recognised (i.e. officially according to their national/ regional legislation) disability
or impairment.

Ten targeted interviews were conducted with three EU bodies, two EU-level CSOs, two EU
parking associations, as well as a disability expert.

Five online surveys were targeted respectively at: persons with disabilities; EU service
provider associations and their national members; EU-level and national CSOs; and National
Competent Authorities (NCAs) and other relevant public authorities in the Member States. In
total, 90 responses were received from 22 Member States (AT, BE, CY, CZ, DE, EE, EL, ES,
FI, FR, IT, HR, HU, LT, LU, LV, MT, PL, PT, RO, SE and SI).

An additional questionnaire was targeted at national service providers in order to gather
information on the costs and impacts of offering benefits and/or preferential conditions to
persons with disabilities from other Member States. In total, 23 responses were received
from service providers operating in 13 Member States (BE 3, CY 1, DE 1, EE 2, ES 1, FI 1,
HU 2, LU 1, LT 1, MT2, RO1, SI 5, SK 2) in the following sectors: Public Transport (3), Private
Transport (1), Parking (1), Travel Agencies (1), Services in the Field of Tourism (1), Sports
Centers (1), Cultural Services (6), Amusement Parks (3), Other services (6).

Two online workshops were conducted with national and EU-level CSOs and members of
the EU Disability Platform?2%® respectively. The first one, held on 22 March 2023, involved
seven representatives of EU-level CSOs and four representatives of national CSOs. The
second one, taking place on 23 March 2023, involved national authorities that are members
of the EU Disability Platform (29 participants from 20 Member States).

Case studies were performed in six selected Member States (i.e. AT, BE, FI, FR, IT and RO)
in order to examine different models and experiences of the implementation of the EU parking
Card and to identify lessons learnt and recommendations on how to improve its functioning.
In total, 22 interviews were conducted (AT 3, BE 5, FI 4, FR 3, IT 5, RO 2) with national or

265 Detailed statistics are available on the website of the webpage of the Call for evidence on the website of the European

Commission (see at: link).

266 The Disability Platform is an initiative of the Strategy for the Rights of Persons with Disabilities to discuss relevant

policy developments, exchange experiences and good practices, and reflect the diversity of disability. Available at:
link.
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local public authorities, civil society organisations and parking associations to inform the case
studies.

Results of consultation activities

Problems: There was clear consensus amongst all stakeholders (i.e. persons with
disabilities, EU-level stakeholders, national authorities, CSOs, and service providers)
consulted during the study that national disability cards are not always accepted when
persons with disabilities travel across the Member States. Particularly, NCAs and service
providers participating in the conducted workshops highlighted that differences in terms of
format and features of national disability cards and certificates hinder the recognition of
disability status across the Member States. Similarly, stakeholders consulted through the
online survey, the public consultation, the targeted interviews, the workshops and case
studies agreed that national differences in terms of design and functioning of the EU parking
card hinder its mutual recognition across the Member States. A large number of respondents
to the online survey, public consultation and the workshops agreed that the limited
acceptance of national disability card/EU parking card discourage persons with disabilities
from travelling abroad, thus hindering the exercise of their free movement rights.

EU added value and necessity of a future EU initiative: Overall, consulted stakeholders
were in favour of an EU initiative towards mutual recognition of disability status in the EU for
the purpose of access to preferential conditions for using certain services when persons with
disabilities travel or visit other Member States-. Particularly, respondents to the online survey
from all consulted categories (i.e. persons with disabilities, NCAs, CSOs and service
providers) agreed that EU intervention would have a clear added value compared to action
by individual countries towards facilitating mutual recognition of disability status among the
Member States. Moreover, respondents to the public consultation across all categories largely
agreed that EU intervention would be necessary to facilitate access to services offering
preferential conditions for persons with disabilities in all Member State and improving the
implementation of EU parking card across the EU.

Policy options: The different categories of consulted stakeholders largely agreed on the
introduction of a binding European Disability Card in all Member States. Some divergences
emerged as to whether the European Disability Card shall be merged or not with the EU
parking card for persons with disabilities. Specifically, most stakeholder categories (i.e. CSO,
NCAs, service providers) consulted through the online surveys, the targeted interviews and
the online workshops stated that the two cards shall be kept separate. Yet, the majority of
respondents to the public consultation agreed that the two cards shall be merged.
Impacts: Overall, CSOs and NCAs responding to the online surveys and participating in the
workshops largely agreed that the introduction of a binding European Disability Card that
obliges the Member States to grant the same preferential conditions to all EU citizens with
disabilities travelling across the EU will have a positive impact on the free movement of
persons with disabilities. Importantly, the majority of respondents to the public consultation
largely agreed that the introduction of the European Disability Card would have no impact
on regulatory charges. Finally, all service providers responding to the online survey agreed
that the costs of implementing the European Disability Card would be offset and even
exceeded by the returns in terms of service providers’ visibility, reputation, attracting new
customers and other benefits.
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Annexes

Annex I — Synopsis report

This synopsis outlines the consultations that were organised as part of the work on the EU
initiative on the European Disability Card (EDC) and the EU Parking Card and presents their main

findings.

Consultation strategy

Outline of the consultation strateqy
The objective of the consultations was to collect factual evidence and views concerning possible
problems and necessary measures related to the free movement and mobility of persons with
disabilities (PwDs) in the EU in order to support the preparation of an EU initiative.

A wide range of stakeholders operating at the international, EU and national levels were
consulted. The stakeholder consultation included targeted online surveys and the public
consultation, strategic and targeted interviews, focus groups and case studies (see table below).

Table 24 - Overview of the stakeholders reached through each consultation tool/method

Type of
stakeholder

General public
PwDs

National
competent
authorities
(NCAs) [other
national public
authorities
(PAs)]

National level
Civil  Society
Organisations
(CSOs)

National
service
providers

EU-level Civil
Society
Organisations
(CSO0s)

EU-level
service
providers

EU policy-
makers
(Commission)
EU bodies

EU parking
associations

Researchers/a
cademics

Call for
evidence

v

PC

v
v

Strat. Online
interv. surveys

v
v

Overview of consultation activities
Call for evidence

Targ.
Interv.

v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v

Source: Authors’ elaboration

Workshops

Focus Case
groups studies
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Call for evidence was open for consultation for four weeks from 23 November 2022 to 9 January
2023 with the aim of gathering the views of relevant stakeholders on the Commission's
understanding of the problem and possible solutions and to share any relevant information that
they may have on the initiative. It received 272 replies from different groups of stakeholders,?¢”
including EU citizens (188), CSOs (49), companies (8), public authorities (7), business
associations (5), trade unions (2), non-EU citizens (2) and consumer organisations (1).
Respondents were from 19 Members States, with the biggest number from Belgium (77),
Germany (47) and France (30). Three were around 20 in Italy (22) and Spain (20). There were
between 5 and 9 replies from Finland (9), Ireland (8), the Netherlands (7), Austria (7), Poland
(6), Slovakia (5) and Portugal (5). The group of Member States with four or less replies were
Lithuania (4), Estonia (4), Sweden (3), Luxembourg (3), Greece (3), Romania (2), and Cyprus
(2). In addition to the EU MS, there were replies from the UK (3) and Switzerland (1).

Public consultation

The aim of the public consultation was to ensure that the impact assessment and the proposal
for a European Disability Card well reflects the general public interest across the EU. In particular,
the consultation aims to: (i) gather service providers’ and the general public’s views on the
initiative, (ii) collect opinions and evidence on the problem and various solutions (policy options)
to address it, (iii) and create a robust and evidence-based analysis. The consultation was open
for 12 weeks from 16 February 2023 until 5 May 2023. The standard questionnaire received
1204 responses, while the easy-to-read questionnaire received 2047 responses.

The stakeholder categories responding to the standard questionnaire, the Accessible Word
Document (AWD) and the easy-to-read (ETR) questionnaire of the public consultation include:

Table 25 - Respondents to the public consultation per stakeholder category

Categories Standard AWD ETR Total
EU citizen 999 10 1517 2526
s ;
Public authority 29 4 81 114
g:;)sn;gzr;i;:)/nbusiness/business 25 1 108 134
Academic/research 23 0 110 133
Non-EU citizen 22 0 0 22
Trade union 0 17 21
Consumer organisation 3 0 14 17
Other 33 2 0 35
N.A. 0 0 114 114
Total 1204 22 2135 3361

Source: EY based on the results of the public consultation
The number of respondents who indicated to have a recognised disability or impairment is 1929
(757 from the standard, 12 from the AWD and 1160 from the ETR). In addition, 708 respondents
to either the standard questionnaire or the ETR version consider themselves as persons with
disabilities but without having a recognised (i.e. officially according to the national/ regional
legislation) disability or impairment.
Given the fact that the ETR questionnaire comprised less questions than the standard one, the
number of respondents varies across questions.
Strategic interviews

Strategic interviews at the beginning of the study explored the current EU legislation and policy
context, legislation and policy initiatives in the field of disability, discussed the implementation

267 Detailed statistics are available on the website of the webpage of the Call for evidence on the website of the European
Commission (see at: link).
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of past EU initiatives (pilot EDC, EU parking card for PwDs), as well as the feasibility to introduce
a mandatory EDC in all Member States. They were conducted with representatives of
Directorate-General Justice and Consumers (DG JUST) and Directorate-General Mobility and
Transport (DG MOVE).

Online survey

An online survey was conducted to (i) collect information on if and how preferential conditions
are offered to residents and non-residents with disabilities accessing services in the Member
States, (ii) understand the main problems at stake at both the EU and the national levels, as
well as (iii) collect inputs on possible policy options.

Six different survey questionnaires were used, targeted respectively at (1) national Competent
authorities, (2) PwDs EU-level service providers associations and their national members, (3)
national CSOs, (4) EU-level Civil Society Organisations (CSOs), (5) other national public
authorities and (6) service providers.

The survey ran from 25 January 2023 to 19 February 2023. The surveys have been administered
and centrally managed in the context of the supporting study using the Qualtrics tool.

Respondents to the survey belong to the following stakeholders categories:
e PwDs: 24 from 4 Member States; 268
 EU service providers: 2 from 2 Member states;?%°
¢ EU-level CSOs: 10;27°
« National CSOs: 23 from 11 Member States;?"!
e NCAs: 25 from 15 Member States;?72
e PAs: 5 from 3 Member States.?”3

The low number - as well as - the limited geographical coverage of responses received from
persons with disabilities has been mitigated by responses of persons with disabilities to other
consultation tools. Indeed, the high number of persons with disabilities responding to public
consultations as well as the workshop held with CSOs working with persons with disabilities
ensure that the views of persons with disabilities are adequately taken into account in the study.

Also, to the low number of service providers replying to this online survey, a second online
questionnaire was launched at a later stage targeting 607 service providers in all Members
States. It was focused on costs and benefits linked with the introduction of the EDC.

This second survey ran from 4 April 2023 to 26 April 2023. In total, 23 responses were received
from service providers operating in 13 Member States?’# in the following sectors: Public
Transport (3), Private Transport (1), Parking (1), Travel Agencies (1), Services in the Field of
Tourism (1), Sports Centres (1), Cultural Services (6), Amusement Parks (3), Other services
(6): Accesibility consulting and services, Translation and Interpreting Services, Contribution to
Education in Scientific and Technical Field, Tourism, Public Sector and one additional blank
response. Most of the respondents reported high-level administrative roles in their organizations
(e.g., managers, directors, secretary generals etc.).

The responses received are uniformly distributed with respect to the size of the firms: 6 Micro

(1 to 9 employees), 5 Small (10 to 49 employees), 5 Medium (50 to 249 employees) and 7 Large
(250 or more).

Targeted interviews

Targeted interviews were conducted with the aim to collect further evidence on gaps and issues
affecting the exercise of free movement rights of PwDs travelling for short-term stays in the EU,
as well as stakeholders’ opinions on the EDC initiative. Specifically, ten targeted interviews were

268 Number of replies by MS: FR 2, HR 8, MT 11, PT 3.

269 Number of replies by MS: AT 1, BE 1.

270 EU-level CSOs do not represent any Member State.

271 Number of replies by MS: AT 3, CY 1, EL 1, FI 1, FR 1.

272 Number of replies by MS: BE 3, CY 2, CZ 2, DE 1, EE 2, EL1,ES4,IT1,LT1,LU3, MT1,PL1,RO 1, SE1, SI 1.
273 Number of replies by MS: BE 1, CZ 3, LV 1.

274 Number of replies by MS: BE 3, CY 1, DE 1, EE 2, ES 1, FI 1, HU 2, LU 1, LT 1, MT2, RO1, SI 5, SK 2.
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performed with three EU bodies, two EU-level CSOs, two EU parking associations and an expert
in the field of disability. The interviews were conducted online via Teams, based on tailored
guidelines.

Workshops

During the study, the Team organised three online workshops, involving respectively 11 EU and
national CSOs (22 March 2023), 29 national public authorities that are members of the EU
Disability Platform (23 March 2023), and 18 national service providers (11 May 2023).

The workshops aimed to share and validate preliminary results from the study and to discuss (i)
the problems that affect the exercise of free movement rights for PwDs in the EU, (ii) possible
EU measures to address the identified problems and (iii) the likely impacts of these possible EU
measures in terms of both positive and negative effects.

The workshops consisted of a (1) plenary session, where the Team presented the identified
problems, the policy objectives, and the list of identified policy measures; (2) break-out sessions
during which both open questions and polls (were addressed and discussed with smaller groups
of participants; and (3) second plenary session in which the outcomes of the break-out sessions
were discussed.

Focus group

Originally, the consultation strategy included six focus groups with services providers from
selected Member States (i.e., AT, BE, FI, FR, IT and RO), with the aim to collect information on
the likely impacts stemming from the adoption of the EDC, including potential costs of offering
preferential conditions to PwDs from other Member States. However, despite the attempts -
through emails, including reminders - to contact service providers from the six Member States
only service providers from Romania confirmed their availability to participate in a focus group
that was held on 27 April 2023, online, in Romanian language. It involved 14 service providers
(i.e., three from the culture sector, ten from transport section (nine public and one private), and
one from the sports sector). Also, as mitigation measure to low number of responses received
to the focus group with service providers a workshop with service providers from all Member
States was organised (see section below).

Case studies

Six case studies were performed on Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Italy, and Romania in
order to present different models and experiences on the implementation of the EU parking card
and to draw lessons learnt and recommendations on how to improve its functioning. As part of
the case studies, interviews were conducted with:

e Seven public authorities responsible for the EU parking card’s entitlement, issuance, and
delivery, either at local or national level in five Member States (AT, BE, FR, IT, RO),

e Seven CSOs representing or advocating the rights of PwDs in five Member States (AT, BE,
FI, FR, IT),

e Four parking associations in four Member States (BE, FI, FR, IT).

Semi-structured interviews were conducted based on the interview guidelines via Teams and

lasted up to one hour. The interview minutes have been shared with the interviewees for review

and to enable them to share any additional information.

Results of the consultation strategy
This chapter presents the main findings derived from the various consultation activities.

Call for Evidence

Key findings are presented following the three main themes in replies: problems, policy options
and impacts.

Problems were mainly raised by EU citizens and CSOs. Lack of mutual recognition of disability
status limits recognition and acceptance of the national disability cards abroad and it is a great
effort and time expenditure for PwDs to plan travels (6 EU Citizens, 17 CSOs, 2 Other) and to
use the card for accessing benefits, getting assistance and, more generally, enjoying their rights
abroad (33 EU Citizens, 15 CSOs).
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Policy options

The majority of respondents were in favour of an EDC that:

o Is mutually recognised across the EU (97 EU Citizens, 20 CSOs, 1 SME, 1 Other);

e Provides for access to same preferential conditions already granted by Member States to
residents with disabilities, regardless of the areas or services (21 EU Citizens, 20 CSOs, 7
Other).

Regarding the card’s design, respondents proposed the following features:

Double format, i.e., digital (including a QR Code) and plastic format (6 EU Citizens, 1 PA, 23
CSOs, 2 Other).

A common pictogram, including the logo of the related disability type in order to make
any stakeholders aware about specific situations and related needs (e.g., for cochlear implant
users, captioning, speech-to-text, etc.) (7 EU Citizens, 1 PA, 3 CSOs, 2 Other).

A relief structure in the form of a scannable embossed alpha numerical information (as braille
printing) (2 EU Citizens, 4 CSOs, 1 other).

o Finally, respondents proposed the establishment of the following mechanisms that would
further enhance the implementation and the use of the EDC:

o An EU database/website to be fed by the national authorities responsible for
defining the eligibility criteria to receive the card and for issuing it, collecting
information on the number of both eligible persons and cards released, recording
cases of fraudulent use of the card (1 EU Citizen, 3 PAs, 23 CSOs, 1 SME).

o An EU-wide control system and an EU authority to oversee and monitor
compliance with the rules concerning the ECD, working with national authorities to
ensure proper implementation of the EDC by all the Member States and stakeholders
(1 EU Citizen, 2 PAs, 14 CSOs, 1 Other).

o An EU-wide awareness-raising campaign to inform all the stakeholders involved
(users, service providers, national authorities, general public, etc.) about the card, its
features and benefits (1 EU Citizen, 1 PA, 16 CSOs, 1 SME).

o Importantly, some respondents claimed that the EDC should be introduced
through a binding legislation, preferably a regulation, to avoid differences in
implementation of the EDC at national level (1 EU Citizens, 1 PA, 24 CSOs, 4 Other).

Impacts

Respondents welcomed the initiative, emphasising that the adoption of a mutually

recognised EDC will promote inclusion and more equal opportunities for PwDs. In fact,

respondents noted that the adoption of the EDC wiill:

o Improve the independence, the life and living conditions of PwDs and their families (28 EU
Citizens, 12 CSOs, 3 PAs, 2 SMEs);

o Facilitate the freedom of movement for PwDs in the EU, also making easier travelling in
Europe (92 EU Citizens, 43 CSOs, 15 Other).

Lastly, beyond the above-mentioned positive impacts, respondents pointed out some concerns

about costs incurred by service providers with respect to:

« Investments into infrastructure, technologies, people and skills, depending on the
type of disability (2 EU Citizens, 6 CSOs, 5 Other);

 Handling of sensitive customers data (4 EU Citizens, 11 CSOs).

Public consultation

Problem definition

o 354 of 769 PwDs stated their disability status is not recognised across MS. Moreover, 377 of
1160 PwDs specified their disability card is not accepted when they travel across the EU.

o Several respondents claimed that the lack of mutual recognition of disability status in the EU
represents an obstacle for PwDs to exercise their free movement rights (754 of 1009
EU «citizens, 55 of 71 NGOs, 24 of 33 public authorities, 17 of 26
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companies/businesses/business associations, 18 of 23 academic/research institutions, 15 of
22 non-EU citizens, and 559 of 769 PwDs across all categories). More specifically, the
following factors were mentioned as highly hindering the free movement of PwDs in the EU:

o Different treatment of non-residents with disabilities compared to residents
with disabilities: 684 of 1009 EU citizens, 56 of 71 NGOs, 20 of 33 public authorities,
16 of 23 academic/research institutions, 16 of 22 non-EU citizens, and 510 of 769
PwDs across all categories;

o Limited provision of preferential conditions offered by certain services to
non-residents: 664 of 1009 EU citizens, 56 of 71 NGOs, 19 of 33 public authorities,
16 of 23 academic/research institutions, 20 of 22 non-EU citizens, and 505 of 769
PwDs across all categories;

o Lack of publicly available information on preferential conditions for PwDs:
777 of 1009 EU citizens, 62 of 71 NGOs, 24 of 33 public authorities, 17 of 23
academic/research institutions, 18 of 22 non-EU citizens, and 593 of 769 PwDs across
all categories.

According to most representatives form NGOs (38 of 71), PwDs are discouraged from
travelling because their disability status is not fully recognised.

140 of 650 PwDs highlight they have problems when they use the EU parking card.
Several respondents pointed out that the implementation of the EU parking card for
PwDs is significantly hindered by:

o Its limited mutual recognition across the Member States: 665 of 1009 EU
citizens, 50 of 71 NGOs, 15 of 33 public authorities, 16 of 23 academic/research
institutions, and 487 of 769 PwDs across all categories;

o National differences in terms of conditions attached to the card (e.g. validity
period, conditions for priority parking, etc.): 609 of 1009 EU citizens, 44 of 71 NGOs,
15 of 33 public authorities, 13 non-EU citizens, 2 consumer organisations, and 453 of
769 PwDs across all categories.

Necessity of EU action

Several respondents claimed that the EU action is needed to:

o Facilitating mutual recognition of disability in the EU: 945 of 1009 EU citizens,
66 of 71 NGOs, 27 of 33 public authorities, 17 of 26 companies/businesses/business
associations, 21 of 23 academia/research institutions, 20 non-EU citizens and 4 of 4
trade unions, and 705 of 769 PwDs across all categories;

o Facilitating access to those services offering preferential conditions to PwDs:
935 of 1009 EU citizens, 616 of 71 NGOs, 22 of 33 public authorities, 15 of 26
companies/business associations, 20 of 23 academia/research institutions, 20 non-
EU citizens and 4 of 4 trade unions, and 702 of 769 PwDs across all categories;

o Improving the implementation of the EU Parking card for PwDs: 844 of 1009
EU citizens, 59 of 71 NGOs, 26 of 33 public authorities, 16 of 26
companies/businesses/business associations, 19 of 23 academia/research
institutions, 18 non-EU citizens and 4 of 4 trade unions, and 639 of 769 PwDs across
all categories.

Policy options

445 of 769 PwDs think that the European Disability Card would increase their own
travelling to other Member States. Indeed, according to 1107 out of 1160 of PwDs a
European Disability Card would help them to travel across the EU;

Also, most respondents think that the European Disability Card would increase the
number of PwDs travelling across the EU: 676 of 1009 EU citizens, 48 of 71 NGOs, 14
of 26 companies/businesses/business associations, 13 of 23 academia/research institutions,
19 non-EU citizens, 4 of 4 trade unions and 2 consumer organisations, and 515 of 769 PwDs
across all categories;
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e Most respondents think that the European Disability Card should be binding for all
Member States, without the possibility of opting out: 874 of 1009 EU citizens, 60 of 71
NGOs, 24 of 33 public authorities, 19 of 26 companies/business associations, 20 of 23
academia/research institutions, 17 non-EU citizens, 3 consumer organisations, and 669 of
769 PwDs across all categories;

e Also, most respondents think that the EU parking card should be incorporated into the
new European Disability Card: 2083 of 2526 EU citizens, 192 of 195 NGOs, 78 of 114
public authorities, 107 of 112 companies/business associations, 113 of 133
academia/research institutions, 18 of 22 non-EU citizens, 14 of 21 trade unions, 15 of 17
consumer organisations, and 1592 of 1929 PwDs across all categories;

o The majority stated that the EDC should have the form of both plastic and electronic
(mobile phone application) card: 1724 of 2526 EU citizens, 191 of 195 NGOs, 81 of 114
public authorities, 99 of 112 companies/business associations, 93 of 133 academia/research
institutions, 15 of 22 non-EU citizens, 13 of 21 trade unions, 10 of 17 consumer
organisations, and 1333 of 1929 PwDs across all categories;

e According to the vast majority of respondents, the main sectors that should be included in
the EDC are public transport (1821 of 3361), cultural activities (1566 of 3361) and
parking (1534 of 3361) should be included in the EDC.

Impacts

e Overall, respondents think that the introduction of the European Disability Card would
have a strong to very strong impact on:

o Increasing access to services offering preferential conditions for PwDs when
travelling in the EU (860 of 1009 EU citizens, 60 of 71 NGOs, 20 of 33 public
authorities, 15 of 26 companies/businesses/business associations, 17 of 23
academic/research institutions, 20 of 22 non-EU citizens, 4 of 4 trade unions, 3 of 3
consumer organisations, and 650 of 769 PwDs across all categories);

o Simplifying mutual recognition of preferential conditions for PwDs (861 of 1009
EU citizens, 64 of 71 NGOs, 23 of 33 public authorities, 16 of 26
companies/businesses/business associations, 19 of 23 academic/research
institutions, 18 of 22 non-EU citizens, 4 of 4 trade unions, 3 of 3 consumer
organisations, and 652 of 769 PwDs across all categories);

o Increasing the take up of cultural, leisure, sports, and travel services of PwDs
when travelling across the EU (856 of 1009 EU citizens, 61 of 71 NGOs, 20 of 33
public authorities, 14 of 26 companies/businesses/business associations, 15 of 23
academic/research institutions, 20 of 22 non-EU citizens, 4 of 4 trade unions, 3 of 3
consumer organisations, and 650 of 769 PwDs across all categories);

o Increasing the opportunity for PwDs to exercise fully their right of travelling
across the EU (846 of 1009 EU citizens, 59 of 71 NGOs, 22 of 33 public authorities,
18 of 26 companies/businesses/business associations, 18 of 23 academic/research
institutions, 20 of 22 non-EU citizens, 4 of 4 trade unions, 3 of 3 consumer
organisations, and 634 of 769 PwDs across all categories);

o Increasing the frequency of travel of PwDs in the EU (687 of 1009 EU citizens, 55
of 71 NGOs, 12 of 33 public authorities, 13 of 26 companies/businesses/business
associations, 12 of 23 academic/research institutions, 20 of 22 non-EU citizens, 2 of
4 trade unions, 2 of 3 consumer organisations, and 518 of 769 PwDs across all
categories); and

o Increasing the number of PwDs travelling in the EU (679 of 1009 EU citizens, 51
of 71 NGOs, 17 of 33 public authorities, 14 of 26 companies/businesses/business
associations, 13 of 23 academic/research institutions, 19 of 22 non-EU citizens, 3 of
4 trade unions, 2 of 3 consumer organisations, and 519 of 769 PwDs across all
categories).

e Overall, respondents think that the introduction of the European Disability Card would
have no impact on:
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Regulatory charges (e.g. fees, levies and taxes, etc.): 528 of 1009 EU citizens, 43
of 71 NGOs, 21 of 33 public authorities, 14 of 26 companies/businesses/business
associations, 13 of 23 academic/research institutions, 10 of 22 non-EU citizens, 3 of
4 trade unions, 1 of 3 consumer organisations, and 408 of 769 PwDs across all
categories; and

Indirect costs (e.g. price increases for the general public for services targeted by
the card): 535 of 1009 EU citizens, 45 of 71 NGOs, 21 of 33 public authorities, 18 of
26 companies/businesses/business associations, 14 of 23 academic/research
institutions, 9 of 22 non-EU citizens, 2 of 4 trade unions, 2 of 3 consumer
organisations, and 410 of 769 PwDs across all categories.

e On the other hand, respondents expect an increase in costs, although mostly slightly,
related to:

(0}

Adjustment costs (e.g. cost of implementing the card, cost of equipment): 549 of
1009 EU citizens, 51 of 71 NGOs, 25 of 33 public authorities, 22 of 26
companies/businesses/business associations, 13 of 23 academic/research
institutions, 11 of 22 non-EU citizens, 3 of 4 trade unions, 0 of 3 consumer
organisations, and 412 of 769 PwDs across all categories;

Administrative costs of reporting (e.g. storing information, holding databases,
etc.): 492 of 1009 EU citizens, 45 of 71 NGOs, 26 of 33 public authorities, 20 of 26
companies/businesses/business  associations, 16 of 23 academic/research
institutions, 13 of 22 non-EU citizens, 3 of 4 trade unions, 1 of 3 consumer
organisations, and 383 of 769 PwDs across all categories;

Enforcement costs (e.g. inspections, handling complaints, forgery control): 511 of
1009 EU citizens, 40 of 71 NGOs, 21 of 33 public authorities, 20 of 26
companies/businesses/business  associations, 12 of 23 academic/research
institutions, 9 of 22 non-EU citizens, 2 of 4 trade unions, 0 of 3 consumer
organisations, and 377 of 769 PwDs across all categories; and

Administrative costs of monitoring (e.g. keep track of card use, etc.): 488 of 1009
EU citizens, 45 of 71 NGOs, 23 of 33 public authorities, 20 of 26
companies/businesses/business associations, 12 of 23 academic/research
institutions, 13 of 22 non-EU citizens, 3 of 4 trade unions, 1 of 3 consumer
organisations, and 370 of 769 PwDs across all categories.

Among other possible costs entailed by the adoption of the EDC, one public authorities (of
two) mentioned that making services more accessible could cause an increase in costs (e.g.
training of staff, restructuring of venues to make them more accessible etc.), which could
however be offset by increased number of visitors. Companies/businesses mentioned that
the introduction of the card may lead to costs related to carriers adaptations, including
training ticket inspectors and adapting tools to read the new card (3 of 6). Increased numbers
of passengers with disabilities might also require material adaptations in transport systems
(2 of 6). One company/businesses/business associations (of 6) emphasised the potential
economic benefits of an increased number of PwDs travelling with public transport.

e Most respondents think that the costs entailed by the European Disability Card would

affect the following stakeholders only from a small to a medium extent:

(0]

Member States’ public administrations (e.g. costs related to the delivery of the
Card): 725 of 1009 EU citizens, 56 of 71 NGOs, 19 of 33 public authorities, 18 of 26
companies/businesses/business associations, 16 of 23 academic/research
institutions, 15 of 22 non-EU citizens, 2 of 4 trade unions, 3 of 3 consumer
organisations, and 539 of 769 PwDs across all categories;

Large companies (e.g. costs related to the provision of preferential conditions to EU
tourists with disabilities): 719 of 1009 EU citizens, 46 of 71 NGOs, 25 of 33 public
authorities, 20 of 26 companies/businesses/business associations, 16 of 23
academic/research institutions, 13 of 22 non-EU citizens, 2 of 4 trade unions, 2 of 3
consumer organisations, and 543 of 769 PwDs across all categories;
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o SMEs (e.g. costs related to the provision of preferential conditions to EU tourists with
disabilities): 710 of 1009 EU citizens, 50 of 71 NGOs, 25 of 33 public authorities, 20
of 26 companies/businesses/business associations, 16 of 23 academic/research
institutions, 16 of 22 non-EU citizens, 2 of 4 trade unions, 2 of 3 consumer
organisations, and 534 of 769 PwDs across all categories;

o Public authorities offering preferential conditions for persons with disabilities: 687
of 1009 EU citizens, 51 of 71 NGOs, 19 of 33 public authorities, 16 of 26
companies/businesses/business  associations, 15 of 23 academic/research
institutions, 14 of 22 non-EU citizens, 2 of 4 trade unions, 2 of 3 consumer
organisations, and 508 of 769 PwDs across all categories;

o Civil society organisations (e.g. costs related to the provision of support in using
the Card to Card holders with particular needs): 340 of 1009 EU citizens, 22 of 71
NGOs, 15 of 33 public authorities, 9 of 26 companies/businesses/business
associations, 10 of 23 academic/research institutions, 6 of 22 non-EU citizens, 1 of 4
trade unions, 1 of 3 consumer organisations, and 255 of 769 PwDs across all
categories;

o Cultural venues and institutions: 670 of 1009 EU citizens, 51 of 71 NGOs, 24 of
33 public authorities, 18 of 26 companies/businesses/business associations, 18 of 23
academic/research institutions, 11 of 22 non-EU citizens, 1 of 4 trade unions, 2 of 3
consumer organisations, and 496 of 769 PwDs across all categories.

e Most respondents from public authorities (21 of 33) and companies/businesses/business
organisations (13 of 26) stated that the costs entailed by the European Disability
Card would affect their company/organisation (costs related to individual services,
etc.) only to a small to moderate extent.

Strategic interviews

Strategic interviews mainly focus on the identification of the legal base to justify the EDC
initiatives as well as on problems related to the implementation of the EDC. In this regard, the
main point of discussion were:

e The envisaged EU intervention should be supported by evidence of the problems faced by
PwDs, and possibly magnitude thereof, whether they are mainly related to free movement
or not. Questioning whether the services in the scope of the EDC are for remuneration or
not. These elements are key to identifying the legal basis for the intervention: in particular,
whether it should be based either on Article 21 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union (TFEU)?7> on the right of EU citizens to move and reside freely within the EU
territory or on Article 56 TFEU on the freedom to provide services within the EU (in case of
services for remuneration).

e Number of cases of fraud related to the use of the EU parking at raising the local level.
Specifically, frauds relate to persons who e.g., cheated to demonstrate the disability status
or that use the card of another person when they are not entitled to hold the Card. Therefore,
some mechanisms should be introduced to prevent fraudulent activities and to ensure that
cardholders genuinely hold the card based on their recognised disability status.

Online surveys

Problems

20 out of 24 PwDs and 10 of 25 NCAs stated that the proof of disability is normally needed to
get access to preferential conditions. According to the 20 out of 25 NCAs, 17 out of 23 national
CSOs and nine out of 10 EU-level CSOs, national disability cards and certificates are not always
recognised in other Member States which represents an obstacle for PwDs to exercise their free
movement rights and to access preferential conditions when using certain services abroad.

275 Consolidated version of the TFEU. Available at: link.
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When preferential conditions are not offered, the costs of travelling sustained by
persons with disability increase to a large extent (11 PwDs, 19 NCAs, three other relevant
public authorities, 14 national CSOs and nine EU-level CSOs).

As concerns the EU parking card, some NCAs (13), other public authorities (two), national
CSOs (nine), EU-level CSOs (six) and PwDs (11) consider that the correct implementation of the
EU parking card is hindered by its limited recognition across the Member States. Several
stakeholders’ groups (NCAs, national CSOs and EU level CSOs) pointed out that the card’s
mutual recognition across the Member States is hindered by national differences in validity
period of the card, card design and rights granted by the card.

The necessity and added value of a possible EU action

The vast majority of respondents (21 PwDs, 22 NCAs, 3 other relevant public authorities, 10 EU-
level CSOs and 22 national CSOs) argued that the EU intervention would have particularly
added value compared to what individual countries could do towards facilitating mutual
recognition of disability status among Member States. In their view, an EU intervention would
be necessary to:

« Facilitate access to services offering preferential conditions for PwDs in all the Member States
(22 PwDs, 23 NCAs, nine EU-level CSOs and 21 national CSOs);

e Ensure that PwDs travelling to another Member State are offered the same preferential
conditions as residents of the country to which they travel to: (20 PwDs, 22 NCAs, three
other relevant public authorities, 10 EU-level CSOs and 22 national CSOs);

e« Improve the implementation of the EU parking card for PwDs: (22 PwDs, 21 NCAs, four other
relevant public authorities, eight EU-level CSOs and 21 national CSOs).

Policy options

The majority of respondents support the introduction of a binding EDC in all the Member
States (24 out of 24 PwDs, 18 out of 25 NCAs, and 19 out of 23 national CSOs). The majority
of respondents also claimed that:

e The EDC should have both an electronic and a plastic format (12 PwDs, 16 NCAs, four other
relevant public authorities, eight EU-level CSOs and 17 national CSOs).

e« The holders of a national disability card or certificate should be automatically entitled to the
EDC (22 PwDs, 22 NCAs and 23 national CSOs).

o Specific security features shall be added on the card (e.g., holograms, QR code, barcode,
etc.) to prevent forgery and fraud of the EDC (22 NCAs, four other relevant public authorities,
10 EU-level CSOs and 21 national CSOs).

e The introduction of the EDC shall be accompanied by:

o A common EU platform where users can get information on the preferential conditions
and services offered in each Member State (22 PwDs, 22 NCAs, four other relevant
public authorities, and 22 national CSOs);

o An EU-wide awareness-raising campaign to inform relevant stakeholders about the
card, its features, and benefits (21 NCAs, four other relevant public authorities, 10
EU-level CSOs and 22 national CSOs).
The majority of PwDs and national CSOs (15 out 24 PwDs and 15 out 23 national CSOs)
believe that the eligibility criteria to receive the EU parking card and the EDC should be the
same. As to the merging of the EU parking card with the new EDC, 16 PwDs think that the
two cards shall be merged, whilst 11 NCAs and three EU-level CSOs representatives believe
that the two cards shall be kept separate.

Impacts

The majority of respondents believe that the EDC would facilitate:

o The exercise of free movement (22 NCAs, four other relevant public authorities and 21
national CSOs);

e The right to receive preferential conditions when accessing certain services (23 NCAs, four
other relevant public authorities and 21 national CSOs).
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Indeed, it is expected that the EDC would increase:

e The number of PwDs travelling in the EU (21 NCAs, four other relevant public authorities,
four EU-level CSOs and 21 national CSOs);

e The frequency of travelling (21 NCAs, four other relevant public authorities, four EU-level
CSOs and 21 national CSOs);

o« The length of staying abroad (15 NCAs, three other relevant public authorities, three EU-
level CSOs and 22 national CSOs);

e The number of PwDs using certain services when travelling to other Member States
(20 NCAs, 3 other relevant public authorities, three EU-level CSOs and 18 national CSOs);

e The take up by person with disabilities of cultural, leisure, sports, and travel services (23
NCAs, four other relevant public authorities, nine EU-level CSOs and 22 national CSOs).

As concerns the cost entailed by the EDC, seven out of 23 service providers highlighted that the

introduction of the EDC will not bring significant change in the costs related to recruiting

additional or specialised staff while eight out of 23 service providers keeping track of the number

of customers with disabilities accessing preferential conditions with the EDC. However, about

half of respondents (12) consider that there will be a small increase in the cost of training staff

for the provision of personalised services.

Overall, the majority of service providers (18) stated that the cost of offering preferential
conditions to PwDs would be relatively low. Moreover, the 23 service providers responding to
the survey agreed that such costs are offset and even exceeded by the returns in terms of
service providers’ visibility, reputation, attracting new customers and other benefits.

As concerns the EU parking card, according to the majority of respondents, specific security
features (e.g., holograms, QR codes, barcodes, etc.) shall be added to the EU-model
with the aim to tackling:

e Frauds (13 NCAs, 3 other PAs, 15 national CSOs, six EU-level CSOs);
e Forgeries (16 NCAs, 2 other PAs, 19 national CSOs, seven EU-level CSOs).

In terms of the efficiency of the EU parking cards, although some NCAs and other public
authorities claim that the EU parking card entails costs for national authorities in charge of
managing and issuing the card in the Member States, 11 out of 25 NCAs and three out of 5 other
PAs believe that the benefits linked with the adoption of the EU parking card have
overcome the related costs.

To conclude, public authorities and CSOs have divergent opinions regarding the costs
of merging the EDC and the EU parking card. More specifically, in case the two cards are
merged:

e« NCAs and other relevant public authorities expect:

o A slight increase in indirect costs (i.e., the final price for the general public to use
services covered by the card would be higher) (nine NCAs);

o A decrease in costs related to the issuance of the Card (e.g., managing application
procedures, producing the cards, delivering the cards, etc.) (11 NCAs and five other
relevant public authorities);

o A decrease in costs related to the monitoring (e.g., keep track of the number of cards
issued) (nine NCAs) and reporting (e.g., storing information concerning the card use)
its implementation (seven NCAs);

o A decrease in enforcement costs (e.g., inspections, handling complaints, forgery
controls) (4 other relevant public authorities).

Targeted interviews

The main aim was to collect further evidence on problems related to the lack of mutual
recognition and the related policy options to tackle identified problems.
In overall, interviewees from all stakeholder groups confirmed the identified problems:

e Lack of mutual recognition and related consequences: according to one academic
expert, two EU CSOs (out of three) and three EU bodies (out of three), national disability
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cards and certificates are not always recognised when PwDs travel for short-term stays in
other Member States. The non-recognition of national disability certificates hampers PwDs
in accessing to preferential conditions. Consequently, according to one EU CSO (out of three)
and one EU body (out of three), PwDs are discouraged to travel to other Member States for
short-term stays, as they are unsure regarding whether, and what type of, preferential
conditions will be available to them in the host Member State when using certain services.
According to one academic expert (out of one) and one EU body (out of three), the limited
access to services offering preferential conditions for non-residents with disabilities de facto
represents an obstacle to the exercise of their free movement rights and the right to receive
services in the EU.

« Issues concerning the EU parking card: one EU Parking association (out of two) claimed
that frauds and forgeries of the EU parking card have a strong impact on the ability of PwDs
to easily access different premises, as persons using fake EU parking card take away the
spaces reserved for PwDs. Moreover, enforcers in charge of checking the validity of the EU
parking card are not always aware of how a real EU parking card looks like, since there is no
cross-national database on parking cards’ design or on parking cards’ holders. Hence, the
current paper copy solution is not in line anymore with the progress of technology
that exposes the EU parking cards to more and more sophisticated frauds and
forgeries.

Also, interviews from all stakeholder groups confirmed the necessity of EU action:

« Eight (one academic expert out of one, two EU CSOs out of three, and three EU bodies out
of three) out of ten interviewed considered that the action at the EU level is necessary,
with introduction of a system of mutual recognition of disability status in the EU by means of
an EU Disability Card (EDC).

o In terms of policy options for the EDC, there was less support to make it mandatory
for all services, while service providers could choose the type of preferential conditions to
offer. This was supported by the disability expert, and one interviewee from the EU CSOs
and from the EU body.

o For policy options on the EU parking card, there was a call not to merge the EDC with
the EU parking card by interviewees from the EU CSOs and disability expert. The two EU
parking associations agreed that updating the parking card with digital components is
important and area where the EU can bring added value with very concrete solutions. Finally,
importance of fraud-proof EU parking card and a database solution that would link vehicle to
an EU parking card was highlighted by the disability expert, and one interviewee from the
EU CSOs and from the EU body.

Workshops

The workshops with CSOs (national and one EU-level CSO), NCAs and service providers intended
to provide further evidence on the identified problems as well as to discuss on possible policy
options and related impacts. Key findings from the workshops are aggregated and presented
around the problems identified, policy options and related impacts. Results of both poll and open
questions are referenced in the footnotes by reporting the number of respondents to each
concerned question. The main takeaways of the break-out sessions have been discussed and
validated by all the participants during the second plenary session.

Problems

Participants in the workshop (seven out of 11 CSOs and 17 out 19 NCAs) think that differences
in terms of format and features of national disability cards and certificates contribute
to the limited recognition of disability status across the Member States, particularly one
CSO representative emphasised in the case of invisible disabilities. Importantly, six national
service providers consulted during the study complained that they are not familiar with all
national disability certificates issued above, hence they often end up not to accept them,
particularly when information is provided in foreign languages.

Seven (out of nine) CSOs and 12 (out of 20) NCAs representatives think that PwDs are
discouraged from travelling abroad as a consequence of the limited recognition of the
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national disability cards or certificates across the Member States. Likewise, they think that PwDs
are discouraged from travelling abroad because they have no certainty regarding their
access to preferential conditions offered across the Member States.

Seven (out of eight) CSOs and 14 (out of 19) NCAs representatives find that national
differences in terms of design and functioning of the EU parking card hinder its mutual
recognition across the Member States. Due to the limited recognition of their EU parking card
abroad, PwDs feel discouraged from travelling abroad (five out of six CSOs and 17 out of
20 NCAs).

Policy options

Participants in the workshops (three CSOs out of 11 and one NCA out of 29) stated that the EDC
should include common security features, which would prevent fraudulent use of the card. As to
the format, three CSOs (out of 11) and two NCAs representatives (out of 29) participating in the
workshops argued that the EDC should be available both in digital (including a QR Code) and
physical (i.e., plastic) format.

Participants argued that the introduction of the EDC should be accompanied by the establishment
of an accessible and easy-to-read EU database/website about the (i) number of EDC
released, (ii) number of persons entitled to obtain the EDC, (iii) notices about cases of fraudulent
use of the EDC, (iv) number and type of service provider offering preferential conditions, (v)
practical details regarding where to get and use the EDC as a resource to support the card and
its effective implementation (eight CSOs out of 11 and three NCAs representatives out of 29),
provided that information included in the website is verified (e.g. if the providers are indeed
providing preferential conditions and in an accessible way) and frequently updated (one CSO out
of 11 and one NCA representative out of 29). Moreover, according to participants the uptake
and use of the EDC should be supported by an EU-wide awareness-raising campaign (three
CSOs out of 11 and six NCAs representatives out of 29), as well as by an EU-wide control
system/authority in charge of monitoring and coordinating the EDC implementation across
the Member States (four CSOs out of 11 and six NCAs representatives out of 29).

Finally, as concerns the EU parking card, six out of seven CSOs and six out of 11 NCAs
representatives agreed that to avoid fraud and forgery and address new ways of controlling
parking rights an update of Council Recommendation 98/376/EC (notably its Annex I)
would be necessary.

Impacts

Four CSOs out of 11 and ten NCAs representatives out of 29 strongly agreed on the
introduction of a common model EDC that would enable its mutual recognition by public
authorities and service providers across the EU. Indeed, participants in the workshops (7 out of
7 CSOs and 16 out of 16 NCAs) believe that the obligation for the Member States to grant the
same preferential conditions to all EU citizens with disabilities will have a positive impact
on the free movement of PwDs in the EU. Overall impacts would be even greater in case the
mandatory provision of preferential conditions is extended to personal assistants of
PwDs (seven out of eight CSOs and 15 out of 16 NCAs). Also, four service providers out of 20
remarked that introduction of a common EDC will contribute to reduce costs and burdens
associated with the assessment of different national disability cards in circulation.

The totality of CSOs and NCAs representatives think that the EU parking card should not be
merged with the new EDC (eight out of 11 CSOs and 29 out of 29 NCAs). In this regard,
participants argued that having just one card, would be complicated. According to three CSOs
out of 11 and one NCA out of 29, the card should be left in the car for its use as a parking card,
while it could also be necessary as proof of disability to be shown to the service provider in order
to get preferential conditions (e.g. in a museum). Another argument against merging the EDC
and the EU parking card expressed by one CSO out of 11 and three NCAs out of 29 is the
difference in eligibility criteria for those cards, as persons eligible for the parking card are not
always the same as those eligible for the EDC. In case the two cards are merged, one NCA
representative out of 29 mentioned that a single authority would be in charge of managing a
significant increased number of persons entitled to get the card, and delivery procedures may
be lengthened.

107



Focus group

Overall, participants highlighted that the lack of mutual recognition of disability status in
the EU generates significant administrative burdens related to the assessment of the
validity of the different national disability cards.

Yet, participating service providers were very positive about the permanent introduction
of the EDC, stating that it would eliminate administrative barriers to mutual recognition and
increase access of PwDs to services.

According to all the participants, the EDC would reduce the additional costs and
administrative burdens faced by service providers when offering preferential
conditions to non-residents with disabilities. Moreover, participants also agree that
offering preferential conditions to PwDs from other Member States would improve the
reputation of their organisation. Finally, all the participating service providers remarked the
necessity to organise EU-wide awareness-raising campaign, in all EU languages, with the
aim to inform service providers and to promote the use of the EDC across the EU.

Case studies

Representatives of public authorities, CSOs and parking associations interviewed in the context
of the case studies carried out in six Member States (i.e., AT, BE, FI, FR, IT, RO) described the
functioning and the main features of the parking card for PwDs in their country, including
problems encountered by cardholders and potential recommendations for the improvement of
the EU parking card.

Problems

Among the issues related to the use of the parking card for PwDs at national level, interviewees
pointed out that misuses of the parking card still happen regularly, in particular frauds and
forgeries. Another issue that has been reported is that there are different parking and traffic
rights granted to cardholders at local/regional level, and lack of information about these
different conditions, which often results in fines received by PwDs assuming they could use their
card as they do in their municipality/region. Indeed, according to CSOs consulted during case
studies the lack of information on the different rules related to the parking card and advantages
granted to cardholders in the different Member States is a significant issue also at cross-border
level, which often leads to uncertainty and undue fines.

Policy options

The interviewees presented some recommendations on how to improve the current use of the
parking card in their country, among which:

« Improving the parking card model with digital features (e.g., hologram, QR code) to address
the issues of fraud and forgery and to allow the recognition of the card by the car plates scan
or at the park meter.

o Establishing national databases of parking card holders to be able to check the validity of the
cards and making them interoperable at EU-level to facilitate cross-border checks.

e Establishing an EU-wide, uniformly accessible website where PwDs can find out about the
rights associated with their parking card in each Member State.

Finally, there was unanimity among the interviewees in the fact that it should not be merged
with the current parking card, as the scope of the two instruments is too diverse. Only one
parking association representative interviewed was in favour of unifying the European Disability
Card with the parking card if a common database of card holders will be accessible for parking
rights controllers.

Summary overview of results for key IA elements

e Problems: There was clear consensus amongst all stakeholders (i.e PwDs, EU level
stakeholders, national authorities, CSOs, service providers) consulted trough different
consultation activities (i.e. online survey, public consultation, targeted interviews,
workshops) that national disability cards are not always accepted when persons with
disabilities travel across Member States. Particularly, participants in the workshops with NCAs
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and services providers highlighted that, differences in terms of format and features of
national disability cards and certificates contribute to the limited recognition of disability
status across the Member States. Similarly, consulted stakeholders through online survey,
public consultation, targeted interviews, workshops and case studies agreed that national
differences in terms of design and functioning of the EU parking card hinder its mutual
recognition across the Member States. A large number of respondents to the online survey,
public consultation and the workshops agreed that the limited acceptance of national
disability card/EU parking card discourage persons with disabilities from travelling abroad in
turn hindering the exercise of their free movement rights.

o EU added value: The perception of the need for EU action and the EU added value was
positive overall among the range of stakeholders consulted. Particularly, respondents to the
online survey from all the consulted categories (i.e. PwDs, NCA, CSOs and service providers)
agreed that EU intervention would have particularly added value compared to what individual
countries could do towards facilitating mutual recognition of disability status among Member
States. Moreover, respondents to the public consultation across all categories largely agreed
that an EU intervention would be necessary to facilitate access to services offering
preferential conditions for PwDs in all the Member State and improving the implementation
of EU parking card across the EU.

« Options: The different categories of stakeholders consulted across all consultation activities
largely agreed on the introduction of an EDC that is binding in all Member States. However,
there are divergent views among consulted stakeholders as concerns the merging of the EDC
with EU parking card. The majority of respondents, from all stakeholder categories
responding to the public consultation agreed that EDC shall be merged with the EU parking
card. However, most of the different stakeholders (i.e. CSO, NCAs, service providers)
consulted across different consultation activities (online survey, targeted interviews,
workshops) stated that the EDC and the EU parking card shall be kept separate.

o Impacts: CSOs and NCAs responding to the online survey and participating in the workshops
largely agreed that participants in the workshops that introduction of a binding EDC that
oblige Member States to grant the same preferential conditions to all EU citizens with
disabilities will have a positive impact on the free movement of PwDs. Importantly, the
different categories of stakeholders consulted through the public consultation largely agreed
that the introduction of the European Disability Card would have no impact on regulatory
charges. Finally, all service providers responding to the online survey agreed that the costs
of implementing the EDC are offset and even exceeded by the returns in terms of service
provider’s visibility, reputation, attracting new customers and other benefits.

Annex II - Who is affected and how?

Practical Implications of the Initiative

The practical implications and key obligations to implement the initiative for both NCAs and
service providers are indicated in Table below, how these translate into costs is detailed in section
1.2; how the initiative would impact small and medium enterprises is in Section 1.4.
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Table 26 - Type of actions undertaken by NCA and service providers

Actions

Management of the x
application process

Production of the card X
Delivery of the card X

Establishment of the x
website

Providing benefits to
non-residents with

disabilities

NCA

Service providers

Source: Author’s elaboration

Summary of costs and benefits

The Tables below provide a detailed assessment of the benefits and the costs of the preferred
policy options A2 (the introduction of the EU Disability Card in all MS on a mandatory basis for
all services in the internal market offering preferential conditions to nationals with disabilities)
with option B2 (an EU legislative act to provide for the mutual recognition of EU parking cards)
identified following the comparison of the policy options in section 7 and 8 of the final report,
and described more in detail in section 9. Benefits and costs are quantified whenever possible,
and when this is not possible, a qualitative justification and an explanation is provided.
Furthermore, and in line with the approach of a Cost-Effectiveness Analysis, benefits are
provided in monetary terms only when this is appropriate given the nature of the benefit being

assessed.

Summary of costs and benefits of policy option A2

Table 27 - Overview of Benefits (total for all provisions) - Preferred Option A2 and B2

Description
Direct benefits

Improved welfare - Increase in
individual and societal welfare

Enhanced participation in
short term travels of persons
with disabilities

Improved market efficiency -
Cost savings for persons with
disabilities travelling

Amount

Reduction of the travel
gap for PWDs of
between 2.8 and 4.12
percentage points

Ranging between EUR
30 and EUR 120 in total
for persons with
disabilities travelling for
stays of about 4 days,
between EUR 100 and
400 in total for persons

Comments

The reduced uncertainty regarding the
recognition of disability status and the
subsequent  provision of preferential
conditions and personalised services to
persons with disabilities travelling for short-
term stays is expected to lead to an increase
in both the share and number of persons
with disabilities travelling in the EU. While
the exact increase cannot be quantified, it
was estimated 276, based on existing data
on persons with disabilities?’”? and the
evolution of travel patterns in the general
population. This will in turn have a positive
societal impact through improvements in the
culture, social integration and personal
development of persons with disabilities.

Cost savings for persons with disabilities
currently being denied preferential
conditions when travelling to other MS (or
not travelling abroad), estimated at about
44% according to the results of the Public
Consultations. These costs savings were
identified through case studies of individual

276 gee Annex III Calculation of the travel gap for a detailed overview of the procedure in calculating the travel gap

277 Eurostat database, tour_dem_toage. Available at: link.
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Description Amount Comments

with disabilities traveller’s journeys. These were elaborated
travelling for about 2 as the potential direct monetary savings
months coming from the preferential conditions

already provided by service providers,
across different travel scenarios. The
process leading to the elaboration of the
journeys and the sources used are detailed
in Section 3.2.2 of Annex III.

Improved market efficiency — n.a. By reducing the difficulty and the time cost
Cost savings and general for service providers to check the different
reduction in hassle costs for national disability cards, the EDC would
persons with disabilities and increase efficiency also on the side of service
service providers providers.

Improved market efficiency — n.a. Option A2 entails enhanced provision of
Improved information on the information to persons with disabilities on
preferential conditions offered the types of preferential conditions offered to
to persons with disabilities them, through the set-up of national

websites and the use of awareness raising
campaigns (foreseen as non-legislative
flanking measures). The increased
awareness on the preferential conditions
available and on the benefits offered by the
EDC would improve efficiency in the sector
of tourism of persons with disabilities, by
allowing them to plan short term stays with
more information at their disposal.

Indirect benefits

Wider macroeconomic Value added in the The increased participation in tourism of
benefits - Benefits in the market for accessible persons with disabilities resulting from
market for accessible tourism  tourism: the estimates option A2 would have positive indirect
range from 2.1 to 3.1 benefitsin the market for accessible tourism,
billion EUR whose total turnover would increase as a
result of the policy. Estimates of the total
output of this sector in 2012 put the total
value added of the sector to the EU economy
at about 62 billion EUR in 2012, with an
indirect multiplier of 1.84. Considering the
presence of a travel gap, i.e. a difference in
travelling propensity between the general
population and persons with disability,
estimated at around 6% in the EU, a
complete closure of the gap, which would
imply 2 million more persons with disabilities
travelling in the EU, would entail an increase
of EUR 3.72 billion in total value added of the
sector (4.5 if adjusted for inflation in 2023).
This can be used as an upper bound: the
actual gain is likely to be at a level
significantly below this threshold, as
uncertainty regarding preferential conditions
is not the only driver of the travel gap
between persons with disabilities and the
general population.?78

278 Economic Impact and Travel Patterns of Accessible Tourism in Europe - Full Report, 08/03/2015. Directorate-General
for Enterprise and Industry, now known as Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and
SMEs (DG GROW), European Commission. Available at: link. Estimates on the economic contribution of accessible
tourism to the EU economy are included in Section 6 of the report.
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Description

Other non-monetary benefits
— Protection of fundamental

rights

Description
Activity

Production
and delivery
of EDCs

Amount
n.a.

Comments

Freedom of movement: the removal
of barriers linked to the lack of mutual
recognition of disability status across
Member States would encourage
persons with disabilities to travel,
facilitating free movement.

Integration of persons with
disabilities: increased participation in
tourism of persons with disabilities would
contribute to ensuring a deeper
integration in European society.
Non-discrimination: the removal of
uncertainty surrounding the recognition
of disability status abroad and
subsequent access to preferential
conditions would help ensure equal
access to services for persons with
disabilities and avoid any potential for
discrimination due to only nationals
being able to access these conditions in
their Member State.

Respects of elderly rights (art. 25
ECFR): the certainty of having access to
preferential conditions when using
certain services abroad would facilitate
the travelling of the elderlies across the
EU as they will be granted with the same
assistance and support provided to
elderlies with disabilities in the host
Member States.

Access to service of general
economic interest (art. 36 ECFR): the
mandatory provisions of preferential
conditions for using certain services
abroad would contribute towards the
social and territorial cohesion of the
Union as EU citizens with disabilities
would be incentivised to travel across
the Member States.

Freedom to conduct a business (art.
16 ECFR): in accordance with Union law
and national laws and practices: the EDC
would not oblige service providers not
offering any preferential conditions to
persons with disabilities to do that,
hence the freedom to conduct a business
as established by Article 16 is
recognised.

Source: Author’s elaboration

Table 28 - Overview of costs - Preferred option A2

Type of cost

Direct
adjustment
costs

Amount
One-off

n.a.

Recurrent

Between

EUR 1 and
EUR 5 per
Card. Cost
are likely to
decrease as

Stakeholders Comment

Public authorities The costs of
production and
delivery can be
estimated based on
those incurred by
Member States
participating in the
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Description Amount Stakeholders Comment
Activity Type of cost One-off Recurrent
production pilot project.2’®
is scaled up These costs are
included here as
fixed costs, but
they are likely to
significantly
decrease once
production is scaled
up as the number of
EDCs increases.
Establishment 1.67 million n.a. Public authorities
of an IT EUR for the
system for the whole EU
digital EDC
Maintenance n.a. 249,757 Public authorities
of an IT EUR per
system for the year for the
digital EDC whole EU
Provision of Direct n.a. In the Service providers The majority of
preferential adjustment transport respondents in the
conditions to cost sector, the targeted survey on
persons with total yearly costs for service
disabilities costs in the providers reported
from other transport a small cost of
Member sector are offering preferential
States estimated to conditions.
range Moreover, service
between providers indicated
116 and 161 that persons with
million EUR, disabilities from
accounting other Member
for only States represent a
0.05% to very small portion
0.08% of of their client
the turnover base?80

of (non-air)
passenger
transport

For the transport
sector, where the
most significant
preferential

conditions are
found and being
closely related to
short term stays,
costs are estimated
as having to offer
preferential

279 European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, Chiattelli, C., Abbasciano,
C., Schizzerotto, A., et al., (2021), Study assessing the implementation of the pilot action on the EU Disability Card
and associated benefits: final report. Table 30. Available at: link. Data on costs in the study on the Pilot action were
obtained following desk research and consultation with the DCNOs.

280 Survey on costs targeted at service providers, Q8 - Can you please estimate, on a monthly basis on average, what
share of your customers is represented by customers with disabilities from other EU Member States, travelling for
short-term stays (less than 3 months)? Q38 - In a month, can you estimate the average cost per person of offering
preferential conditions to customers with disabilities? Please consider costs of offering discounted prices (which would
be equivalent to the average amount of the discount), personalised services (e.g. guided tours, personal assistance,
priority lines) and any other costs which you incur for each customer with disabilities (See Annex III).
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Description

Activity

Type of cost

Amount
One-off

Stakeholders Comment

Recurrent

conditions to the
44% of PwD who
has reported ever
being denied
preferential
conditions when
travelling abroad.
The actual costs are
likely closer to the
lower bound, due to
the overlap with the
elderly population.

Source: Author’s elaboration

Summary of costs and benefits of policy option B2

Table 29 - Overview of Benefits (total for all provisions) - Preferred Option B2

Description
Direct benefits

Improved welfare -
Increase in societal

welfare due to
enhanced
participation in

tourism of persons
with disabilities

Improved market
efficiency - Cost
savings for persons
with disabilities
travelling

Improved market

efficiency -
Improved

information on the
parking rights of

cardholders

Amount

Reduction of
travel gap
for PWDs
between
0.27 and 0.4
percentage
points

Starting
from 4 EUR
per day?8!

Savings can
be
quantified
as generally
below EUR
300 in terms

Comments

The reduced uncertainty regarding the full recognition of EU parking
cards for cardholders travelling to other Member States, resulting
from option B2, is expected to lead to an increase in the number of
persons with disabilities travelling in the EU. While the exact
increase cannot be quantified, it is likely to be small as parking card
holders are a portion of the total population of persons with
disabilities, and travelling by car is one of the possible means of
transport used by persons participating in tourism. Nevertheless,
increased participation in tourism would have positive
consequences in terms of increased personal development, social
inclusion and culture for the cardholders involved.

Option B2 would increase certainty regarding the recognition of EU
parking cards for persons with disabilities travelling abroad. As a
consequence, cardholders who may have previously sought for
different parking solutions, for fear their parking card may not be
recognised, would now be more likely to rely on parking slots
reserved to them. These potential savings are quantified based on
the average cost of parking in the EU, estimated in 2013 by the
European Parking Association. The average cost of parking spots
for the general public use was instead estimated at EUR 800 per
space, per year. Adjusted per inflation and per day (instead of per
year), this cost is estimated to be roughly 4 euro per day, which is
certainly a lower bound as shorter periods tend to be more
expensive. Other estimates calculating the average price of parking
in 32 European cities have put the number at about EUR 3 per hour.

Option B2 entails enhanced provision of information on how the EU
parking card works and the scope of the rights associated with the
EU parking card. Increased knowledge on these aspects may reduce
improper use of the Card and, subsequently, fines (in SOLVIT,
several complaints on the parking card concerned fines received by
cardholders who believed that the rights granted by the EU parking

281 European Parking Association (EPA, 2013), The Scope of Parking in Europe. Available at: link. The aggregate estimates
provided refer to the following set of countries: AT, BE, HR, DK. EE, FI, FR, DE, HU, IE, IT, LU. NL, NO, PL, RS, SK,

ES, SE, CH, UK.

114


https://www.europeanparking.eu/media/1180/epa_data_collection_rev.pdf

Description Amount Comments
of avoided card when travelling to other Member States were the same as
parking those granted in their country of origin).
fines across
the EU282
Indirect benefits
Wider Value added Similarly, to policy option A2, option B2 is expected to have indirect
macroeconomic in the impacts on the market for tourism through an increased number of
benefits — Benefits market for persons with disabilities travelling. The total magnitude of this
in the market for accessible indirect impact is, however, expected to be small due to the smaller
accessible tourism  tourism: number of cardholders compared to the wider population of persons
range from with disabilities.
0.2  billion
EUR to 0.3
billion EUR
Other non- n.a. e Freedom of movement: the removal of barriers linked to the

monetary benefits
- Protection of
fundamental rights

lack of mutual recognition of EU parking cards across Member
States would encourage persons with disabilities to travel,
facilitating free movement.

e Integration of persons with disabilities: increased
participation in tourism of persons with disabilities would
contribute to ensuring a deeper integration in European society.

e Non-discrimination: the removal of uncertainty surrounding
the recognition of EU parking card would help ensure equal
access to services for persons with disabilities and avoid any
potential for discrimination due to only nationals being able to
access these conditions.

Source: Author’s elaboration

Table 30 - Overview of costs — Preferred option B2

Activity Type of cost One-off Recurrent Stakeholders Comment
cost

Update of Direct n.a. Negligible Public authorities These costs include

security adjustment the costs of

features costs updating  security
features only for
the Member States
who have not yet
done so and would
have to comply with
the new legislation.

Set-up of Direct n.a. Negligible Public authorities

national adjustment

database of costs

cardholders

Set-up of Direct Negligible Negligible Public authorities As Member States

websites with adjustment already have an EU

information costs parking card

on the website, the only

parking card costs are associated

with updating the
information

Source: Author’s elaboration

282 Fine range between EUR 60 and 300 in Spain, EUR 40 and 80 in Greece, EUR 30 and 250 in Portugal and EUR 36 and
144 in Italy. In Germany, the violation of parking rules can result in fines ranging from EUR 35 to EUR 110 (estimated
by a large provider of car rental services).
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Relevant Sustainable Development Goals

Table 31 - Overview of relevant Sustainable Development Goals - Preferred Option

Relevant SDG

Goal 8 — Decent work and
economic growth. Target
8.9: devise and
implement policies to
promote sustainable
tourism that creates jobs
and promotes local
culture and products.

Goal 10 - Reduced
inequality. Target 10.2:
empower and promote
the social, economic and
political inclusion of all,
irrespective of age, sex,
disability, race, ethnicity,

origin, religion or
economic or other status.
Target 10.3: ensure
equal opportunity and
reduce inequalities of
outcome, including by
eliminating

discriminatory laws,
policies and practices and
promoting appropriate
legislation, policies and
action in this regard.

Goal 11 - Sustainable
cities and communities.
Target 11.2: provide
access to safe,
affordable, accessible
and sustainable transport
systems for all,
improving road safety,
notably by expanding
public transport, with

Expected progress towards the
Goal

Both policy options A2 and B2 are
expected to bring about an increase in
tourism participation of persons with
disabilities, through a reduction in the
travel gap between the general
population and persons with
disabilities. As a consequence, the
travel propensity of persons with
disabilities can be expected to range
between 70 and 75% by 2030 as a
result of the measures. This would also
have a positive impact on the total
turnover of the market for accessible
tourism.

Policy option A2 would encourage the
social and economic inclusion of
persons with disabilities by improving
their participation in tourism across
the EU. On the one hand, the policy
option would consist in direct
monetary savings for persons with
disability, which would reduce their
costs when travelling to other member
states. This is expected to reduce
inequality, as persons with disability
are overly represented in the lowest
income brackets. Moreover, the
reduction in uncertainty is expected to
further increase their economic and
social integration, as uncertainty can
be a driver of poor economic decisions.

By ensuring the provision of
preferential conditions in internal
market services, including transport,
for persons with disabilities travelling
to other Member States for short-term
stays, option A2 would contribute to
improving access to affordable
transport for this group of citizens.
Access to affordable and accessible
transport would also be improved by

Comments

The evolution of travel patterns
over the next 10-15 vyears is
uncertain given increasing pressure
to deal with the climate emergency.
In any case, the travel propensity of
persons with disability is not
expected to diverge from that of the
general population (which has been
growing over the past 10 years) and
both policy options A2 and B2 are
expected to help close the travel
gap with the general population
regardless of the overall trend.

The option would achieve this
progress by removing some of the
financial barriers  discouraging
persons with disabilities from
travelling (by reducing uncertainty
regarding the provision of
preferential conditions, many of
which are of a financial nature), in a
context where persons with
disabilities have reported that their
decision not to travel is deeply
influenced by financial concerns.!!
Part of the cost of this measure
would fall onto service providers, in
particular in those sectors where
preferential conditions to persons
with disability are more present
(e.g., transport, culture, leisure).
However, these costs are estimated
to be relatively minor, as: i) persons
with disability are a relatively small
share of the population and with
lower travel propensity, ii) many
(e.g., the elderly) already enjoy
preferential conditions even if their
disability card is not recognised, iii)
the cost for service providers is
expected to partly offset by paying
customers travelling with persons
with disability and by the savings in
terms of time/human resources in

having to check the different
national cards.

An estimate of the costs for
transport service providers are

outlined in the report in Annex III.
The costs are expected to vary
across countries, and estimate
range from a few million to more
than 100 million EUR for some
countries. The uncertainty in the
actual value is due to absence of
data on the proportion of persons
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Relevant SDG

special attention to the

needs of those in
vulnerable situations,
women, children,

persons with disabilities
and older person.

Goal 6 - Peace, justice
and strong institutions.
Target 16b: promote and
enforce non-
discriminatory laws and

policies for sustainable
development.
SMEs test
Steps
(1) Identification of

affected
businesses

(2) Consultation of
SME stakeholders

Expected progress towards the
Goal
the full recognition of national parking
cards for cardholders travelling abroad
by car, a consequence of policy option
B2.

By giving easier access to preferential
conditions in public transport, policy
option A2 would also partly redirect
some travel towards more sustainable
means of transportation.

Option A2 would remove the potential
discrimination associated to the offer
of preferential conditions only to
national residents with disabilities, by
mandating service providers offering

Comments

with disability who currently benefit
from preferential conditions. As
explained above, these costs are
expected to be partly offset by a
higher number of paying customers
and by time savings in checking the
cards.

The policy option would also allow
to monitor more easily the
enforcement than the status quo,
where it is difficult to keep track of

preferential conditions in the EU to wims prefielenisl
also offer them to persons with disabilities
disabilities from other Member States. ’

Source: Author’s elaboration

Table 32 — SMEs test
Description

The initiative targets all service providers (public and private
firms) offering preferential conditions to persons with
disabilities, in all internal market services, covered by the
preferred option A2 and the parking sector covered by the
preferred option B2.

While SMEs are represented in these categories, they are not
specifically targeted by the initiative. SMEs are likely to be
over-represented in some sectors in scope (e.g. leisure,
culture, tourism services) than in others, where preferential
conditions are provided primarily by large public providers
(as in the transport sector). The precise share of SMEs is not
possible to asses given the fact that systematic data is not
collected by the Member States regarding the offer of
preferential conditions. While in some sectors preferential
conditions are mandated by law, in most they are the
voluntary decision of service providers.

SMEs are going to be impacted directly and indirectly by the
initiative, generating several benefits and some costs. Costs
are not expected to be proportionally more substantial than
for large firms.

SME's representatives have been consulted in several of the
data collection conducted as part of the Study.

17 of the 23 service providers who responded to the targeted
survey focused on costs are SMEs - 7 Micro, 5 Small, and 5
Medium. 15 of them offer preferential conditions to persons
with disabilities from other Member States, the vast majority
on a voluntary basis. There was a consensus on the fact that
extending preferential conditions to persons with disabilities
from other Member States did not result on an on overall
negative impact (benefits minus costs), expressed by both
SMEs and large service providers. Actually, almost half of
experienced positive returns from it.

Likewise, there were several SMEs and two representatives
of Business Europe among the participants in the

conditions are
offered to travelling persons with

Notes

See Annex V,
Section 2 for a
mapping of
services
providing
preferential
conditions in
the EU

See Annex 1
for the
description of
the
stakeholders
contacted,
methodology
and results of
consultations
methods
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Steps

(3) Assessment of the
impact on SMEs

(4) Minimising

negative impacts

on SMEs

Description
workshop?®3 conducted with service providers. The findings
of the survey were confirmed during the workshop. The
initiative is expected to simplify the process of verifying
proofs of disability and as a result bring cost savings.

SMEs may experience some positive returns deriving from
the small positive economic impacts of the policy in the field
of accessible tourism given that many SMEs operate in the
tourism sector. According to the World Tourism
Organisation, the wide majority of accommodation
establishment in the EU tourism sector in 2016 were in the
hands of SMEs.284

Furthermore, as clearly evidence by the survey, SMEs and
large firms alike experienced or expect that the benefits of
providing preferential conditions to persons with disabilities
from other Member States to at a minimum offset fully the
small increase in costs (e.g. cost of service, training
personnel, administrative costs, reporting costs etc.).
Persons with disabilities travelling from other Member States
were estimated to be a very small share of their overall
customers (the modal response being less than 1%)

SME competitiveness is not expected to be significantly
impacted relative to other business.

Notes

See Sections
7.2.6, 7.3.6,
and 7.4.6 on
the expected
economic

impacts of the
retained policy
options; and
Section 8.2 on
the efficiency
of the retained
policy options
and section 9
on the
description of
the preferred
policy options

Source: Author’s elaboration

Annex III - Analytical Methods

Introduction

The assessment of the policy options in Section 7 of the final report requires the choice of
analytical methods to evaluate the effects of each policy option (in relation to the specific
objectives identified) and their general impacts. In this context, the Study Team applied a Multi-
Criteria Decision Analysis to assess the different policy options (including the baseline, policy
options EDC: Al and A2, and policy options PARK: B1 and B2 ). The method is described in detail
in the next sub-sections.

Annex III outlines the analytical methods that have been used as part of the impact assessment.

The Multi Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA), Tool #62 of the BRT. The Multi-Criteria
Decision Analysis (MCDA) is a tool for the qualitative analysis and comparison of a
complex set of alternatives concerning the extent to which various measures achieve
their objectives, are efficient, coherent etc. The MCDA is based on qualitative ratings and
rankings with quantitative data supporting the assessment.

The Cost-Effectiveness Analysis (CEA). The CEA draws upon monetised data on costs
(e.g. in EUR) and compares them with quantitative or qualitative information on benefits.
It is used in case monetised information on benefits is not available or ambiguous, if
monetisation is not reasonably possible or the nature of benefits is qualitative by
definition (e.g. perceptions or attitudes). It is used to decide upon resource allocations
between different measures. The information that feeds into the CEA is:

283 Respondents to the online workshop with service providers held on 11 May 2023.

284 World Tourism Organization (UNWTO, Madrid, 2018), European Union Tourism Trends: “EU destinations counted 608
thousand accommodation establishments in 2016, mostly small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)”. Available at:

link.
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o Individual travellers’ journeys: these are obtained by estimating fictious journeys
of 4 days or 2 months in selected destinations, and researching what are the
preferential conditions available to PwD (whether travelling with or without
personals assistants). These are then aggregated up to potential savings per day
and over the trip.

o Calculation of the travel gap: outlines how the travel gap for person with disability
with respect to the general population is calculated, by using data from the report
for DG Grow. This is the only data that allows to calculate participation in tourism
for the relevant population, although some assumptions are required, as outlined
in the annex.

e Estimation of impact of the policy options on the travel gap of persons with disabilities
and value added to the market of accessible tourism

o Detailed assessment of costs for the transport sector: detailed data on preferential
conditions in the transport sector is obtained for 10 countries, and a lower and
upper bound of the costs of offering preferential conditions to persons with
disability from other Member States is obtained. The lower bound is estimated
assuming all persons with disability already travelling already benefit from
preferential conditions. On the contrary, the upper bound is obtained assuming no
preferential conditions are offered to non-residents from other member states.

e Final ranking matrix. In this matrix, the sums of the weights for all criteria in relation to
which a given policy option performs better than other policy options are indicated. As
the preferred policy options always dominate the other across all dimensions (they are
either equal or superior), no weighting scheme is discussed as this would lead to the
same preferred policy options.

Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA)

The Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA) is a tool for the qualitative analysis and
comparison of a complex set of alternatives concerning the extent to which various
measures achieve their objectives, are efficient, coherent etc. The MCDA is based on qualitative
ratings and rankings with quantitative data supporting the assessment.

Clearly, for the MCDA to take place efficiently, the policy alternatives need to be sufficiently
detailed (e.g. including comprehensive sub-options) and understood in order to have a
comprehensive view for the assessment in relation to the evaluation criteria. The listing and
description of such policy options is carried out in Section 6 of the Final report. Furthermore, the
assessment vis-a-vis the criteria needs to be sufficiently detailed in order to provide distinct
ratings for each of the elements of the alternative measures.

The MCDA is a qualitative tool, and thus always subject to scrutiny concerning the implicit and
explicit judgments made during the assessment process. Therefore, it is crucial for the
application of the MCDA to be transparent about the data used and the sources, as well as
how specific data have fed into and shaped the analysis. In the Final report, the assumptions
made to provide a certain rating and the data sources employed are always made clear and
referenced.

In Section 7 of the Final report, each policy option is analysed and scored relative to the baseline
scenario against the assessment criteria provided in Table 1 below. The baseline scenario is, by
definition, rated with “0” in relation to each of the criteria. The other policy options, on the other
hand, are scored on a scale from 1 to 3 in terms of their positive impacts, where 1 represents a
very small positive impact and 3 a very large positive impact compared to the baseline. In the
same vein, -1 represents a very small negative impact and -3 a very large negative impact,
again using the baseline as a benchmark. A score of "0” means that the option would not
constitute a significant deviation from the baseline scenario, with which it would share the
impacts. The scores help distinguish the relative strengths of the option in light of the different
criteria considered. In the Final report, in the Tables of Section 7, such scores are always
accompanied by a detailed assessment of the rationale behind the rating assigned, and a
breakdown of the different types of effects and impacts, each with its own magnitude. Table
below is an illustrative assessment table, which was used as a model for the MCDA in Sections
7 and 8.
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Criteria

Evaluation of
effects

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Coherence

Subsidiarity
and
proportionality

Types of
impacts

Social
impacts

Economic
impacts

Digital
impacts

Table 33 - Illustrative assessment table for the Policy Options

Rate

0/3

0/3

0/3

0/3

0/3

0/3

0/3

Summary of assessment

Description of the extent to which the policy option can be expected to
achieve the identified policy objectives

Description of the costs of the initiative and its ability to efficiently mobilise
resources for the achievement of the identified policy objectives

Consistency assessment of the provisions proposed by the policy option with
objectives of the intervention and EU objectives in other relevant policy
areas

Description of whether the policy option is appropriate and does not go
beyond what is necessary to address the problem satisfactorily

Description of the likely social impacts. These may include changes in
relation to:

e« Impact on the mobility of persons with disabilities and their assistants
across the EU both on the extensive margin (increase in the number of
people who travel) and the intensive margin (the frequency of travels,
change in the choice of destination countries);

e Participation in cultural, leisure and sports manifestations and access
to such resources of persons with disabilities and their assistants,
especially across the EU;

e Cross-border provision of services;

e Member States competent authorities' ability to cooperate, coordinate
and exchange good practices;

o Communication and collaboration with civil society organisations and
with service providers offering benefits and special conditions and
available benefits to other Member States;

e Service providers’ cross-country communication and collaboration:
share good practice relating to disability, joints services etc.

Description of the likely economic impacts. These may include changes in
relation to:

e Functioning of the internal market;

e Non-discriminatory cross-border provision and access to goods and
services;

e Administrative burden on businesses, especially SMEs, including
simplification potentials;

e Changes in revenues for services providers, in particular revenues from
changes in the number of users paying for their goods and services
(especially for what concerns potential disproportionate impacts on
SMEs);

e Changes in prices of goods and services (e.g. increases in prices in
response to higher costs of offering free or discounted services to
Cardholders);

e Changes in purchasing power of Cardholders given that they experience
a reduction in their costs of travelling across the EU;

e Administrative costs on public authorities, possible need of
restructuring or create of new public authorities dedicated to the Cards,
including also costs to prevent fraudulent use of the Card.

Description of the likely digital impacts. These may include changes in
relation to:

o Digitalisation of the EU Parking Card (from paper format to digital
formats as SIMON) that may influence the recognition of benefits; the
monitoring of the use of the card at national and EU level, Card take-
up by removing the need to request a new Card upon expiration,
fraudulent use of the Card;
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Criteria Rate Summary of assessment

e« Mobile applications and websites dedicated to the Card and its benefits;

o Digitalisation of national registries on persons with disabilities:
application, security, maintenance and updating of databases;

« Digital skills of persons with disabilities (e.g. developing better digital
skills may facilitate being informed on the availability of benefits both
at national and EU level);

o Digitalisation of benefits provided by service providers (e.g. common
EU platform where the list of service providers and available benefits
can be consulted);

e Accessibility regarding the use of the card for age classes and social
backgrounds, depending on digital skills/availability of digital devices.

Environment 0/3 Description of the likely environmental impacts. These may include changes
al in relation to:

« Mobility (of both persons with disabilities and accompanying persons);

e Share of transport through public or private transport;

o Increase in the use of transport of persons with disabilities, both
personal vehicles (especially in response to the Parking Card) and other
means for travel across the EU.

Fundamental 0/3 Description of the likely impacts on fundamental rights. These may include
rights changes in relation to:

e Personal integrity and privacy;

e« Equal opportunities;

« Data protection;

e Participation in culture;

Environmental and consumer protection;

¢ Good administration;

¢ Human dignity;

e Non-discrimination;

e Integration of persons with disabilities;

e Freedom of movement.
Competitive 0/3 Description of the likely impacts on competitiveness and SMEs. These may
ness and include changes in competitiveness in the internal market or any disparate
SMEs impact of the policy options on SMEs.

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis (CEA)

The efficiency of the policy options considered, i.e. the evaluation and comparison of the costs
and benefits of each measure, was not carried out through a standard Cost-Benefit Analysis
(CBA). Many of the benefits of the policy options would indeed be complex to monetise, and
monetisation itself would often require unrealistic assumptions. In such cases, in line with the
Better regulation Toolbox, a different type of efficiency evaluation is more appropriate: the Cost-
Effectiveness Analysis (CEA). The CEA draws upon monetised data on costs (e.g. in EUR)
and compares them with quantitative or qualitative information on benefits. It is used
in case monetised information on benefits is not available or ambiguous, if monetisation is not
reasonably possible or the nature of benefits is qualitative by definition (e.g. perceptions or
attitudes). It is used to decide upon resource allocations between different measures.

The CEA draws upon monetised information concerning costs, as well as quantitative and/or
qualitative information on benefits, e.g. the extent to which a given policy option effectively and
efficiently is expected to achieve the policy objectives. The CEA typically uses both primary and
secondary data. Depending on the subject matter, all three types of information listed above
can be primary and/or secondary data.

Regarding information on costs of the policy option, in some cases the absence of readily
available data on costs was remedied through a stakeholders consultation strategy (explained
in detail in Annex I) and the application of some assumptions. To identify cost savings for persons
with disabilities of policy option A2, the Study Team elaborated case studies of individual persons
with disabilities travelling in the EU and facing different costs in the case of the baseline and in
the presence of a European Disability Card. Such an exercise in data collection is explained more
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in Subsection 3.2.1. Finally, regarding the estimations of the travel gap provided in the impact
assessment (and also applied in Section 3.5. on the persistence of the problem) Subsection 3.2.2
provides an explanation of how they were obtained.

Individual traveller’s journeys to identify cost savings

In the context of policy option A2, the mutual recognition of disability status for persons with
disabilities travelling for short-term stays would effectively reduce uncertainty regarding the
offer of preferential conditions. These would result in cost savings for persons with disabilities
travelling to other Member States, allowing them to enjoy preferential conditions on an equal
basis with respect to national residents. To quantify this important information, the Study Team
estimated the possible savings potential for persons with disabilities under different travel
scenarios. The scenarios involved hypothetical journeys in three different countries (specifically,
two large capital cities in Ireland and Hungary, one medium-sized city in Italy), for two different
lengths (4 days or 2 months). The choice of Member States was based on the provision of
preferential conditions analysed in Table 5 of Section 3.2.2 of the Final Report so as to be
representative, with one country providing several preferential conditions across sectors, one
providing an average amount of preferential conditions and one providing only few preferential
conditions. For short- term stays, the presence or not of a personal assistant was also evaluated.
This makes for a total of 9 estimated travel journeys (and potential savings for persons with
disabilities). While the results of the estimation exercise are to be considered as suggestive of
the potential cost savings for persons with disabilities, they do offer a practical example with the
potential to highlight the important savings that this category of stakeholders would have as a
result of the policy. Table below maps the different traveller’s journeys analysed.

Table 34— Types of Travel Journeys Estimated

Type of Travel Country Short Term (4 Days) Medium Term (2
Journey Months)

4 days trip to Dublin > months stay in Dublin

Large Capital City Ireland (many preferential without personal  without personal
conditions) assistant assistant

4 days trip to Dublin
with personal assistant

4 days trip to 2> months stay in

Large Capital City Hungary (few preferential Budapest ~ without pydapest without
conditions) personal assistant personal assistant
4 days trip to
Budapest with

personal assistant

4 days trip to Bergamo 2 months stay in
Italy (average amount of  without personal Bergamo without
Medium Size City preferential conditions) assistant personal assistant

4 days trip to Bergamo
with personal assistant

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

In the estimations, potential savings related to international travel are excluded. The assumption
is that international travel is mostly purchased in the home country, and, as such, the problem
of mutual recognition of disability status does not apply. Even if the ticket is purchased with a
foreign provider operating nationally, given they operate in the country, the assumption is that
they recognise the national disability card for travel to and from that country. If this is not the
case, then we would not consider some preferential conditions that a person with a disability
would get access to with the EDC, and our savings estimate have to be understood as a lower
bound of the actual savings. The focus is rather on the real, monetary savings for reduced
tickets/fares applied to persons with disabilities when having already travelled in the country of
interest. Furthermore, in the exercise preferential conditions that are non-monetary in nature,
such as, for example, a surrogate driver when renting a car, are also not considered, while
emphasis is given to the direct economic benefits that can be estimated and gathered through
desk research. If, for a specific service, there appears to be no explicit mention of a reduced

122



price/monetary preferential condition for a person with disabilities, the assumption made is of a
lack of this kind of preferential conditions. With this in mind, estimates in the exercise hinge on
the side of caution, and are probably a lower bound of real potential savings from preferential
conditions for persons with disability. To gauge the magnitude of these savings, we also compare
these estimates to the average spending of persons with disabilities in 2012 for overnight stays
(EUR 102 in 2012, EUR 122 adjusted for inflation today)?8>. Although the two numbers are not
directly comparable, this is the best estimate available to which we can compare these savings
to obtain an idea of how large potential savings are with respect to how much persons with
disability spend when travelling in the EU.

The Study Team'’s estimated travel journeys span three countries: Ireland, Italy and Hungary,
which differ across preferential conditions, general living standards and cost of living, and
general touristic attractions. In each country, the estimated travel journey begins and ends at
the airport (or train station) close to the location of interest. For Ireland and Bulgaria, we focused
our estimation on the capital cities, Dublin and Budapest, while for Italy we focused on a medium
size city, Bergamo. For short stays, we estimate savings for persons with disabilities over a
period of 4 days, consisting of the following activities: 1 visit to a museum ,1 event at a theatre,
1 event at a cinema, 1 day trip by train/ferry, as well as transport to and from restaurants and
accommodation. For medium term stays of two months, savings for persons with disabilities are
estimated over a period of 4 days, consisting of the following activities: 5 visits to museums, 1
day trip by train, 1 theatre, 3 cinema, 1 amusement park, as well as transport to and from,
restaurants and accommodation. Importantly, for medium term stays, the possibility that the
individual traveller with disabilities becomes a resident, in the legal sense, of the country is
excluded. This is important as in some cases, e.g. Lombardy in Italy, is an important prerequisite
to gain access to preferential rates for local and regional transport.

For each travel scenario, the savings are estimated by summing up the reduced price or tariff
for a person with disability (and, eventually, his/her personal assistant) for each of the activity
described above. For short-term stays, savings estimates over the whole staying period for
persons with disabilities that can enjoy full preferential conditions range from EUR 31 to 123 in
total, when travelling alone. This increases to EUR 78 - 246 when travelling with a personal
assistant, and summing the benefits for the persons with disabilities and their personal
assistants. It is important to note that this last estimate relates to the savings if already travelling
with a personal assistant, hence it does not imply that travelling accompanied is overall cheaper
than traveling alone. Per day of travel (4 days), the estimated monetary benefits range from
roughly EUR 7 to 30 per day if traveling alone, or from EUR 20 to 60 per day if travelling with a
personal assistant.

For medium-term stays, savings estimates for persons with disabilities who can enjoy full
preferential conditions range from EUR 100 to 400. Per day (60 days), the estimated monetary
benefits are in the range of roughly EUR 2 to 7. Note that the lower benefit per day is partly by
construction: a much lower concentration of activities (museum, cinemas, events) can be
expected over a medium term stay rather than a shorter-term stay. This, mechanically, dilutes
the benefits over a longer time span. Moreover, the transport discount that persons with
disabilities usually enjoy is proportionally less relevant over a longer period, as monthly tickets
are, per day, cheaper than daily tickets.

Overall, monetary benefits of preferential conditions when traveling for at least one night appear
sizeable in all scenarios estimated, and more relevant, in proportion to the cost, for short term
stays rather than long term stays. In part, this is because direct monetary benefits are
concentrated in sectors that are strongly related to short-term travel (i.e. transport and
museums/events/leisure activities). In general, the economic benefits are high across the
spectrum of scenarios simulated, although with a high degree of variability. Indeed, if compared
to the average spending for an overnight stay intra-EU for a person with disability, estimated

285 Economic Impact and Travel Patterns of Accessible Tourism in Europe - Full Report, 08/03/2015. Directorate-General
for Enterprise and Industry, now known as Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and
SMEs (DG GROW), European Commission. Available at: link.
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around EUR 102 per day in 2012 (and EUR 122 today, adjusted for inflation)?8¢, the daily savings
from preferential conditions range in percentage from 2 to 6% of daily spending for medium
term stays, and up to 6 to 25% of daily spending for short term stays, depending on the country.
To provide an additional order of magnitude, for short term stay, the smallest estimate for daily
economic benefit (EUR 7) is a bit less than average price of an activity like cinema, theatre or
museum; the upper bound instead, when traveling with a personal assistant, (EUR 60) equals
the price of an important event (concert or football match), or a dinner, or of accommodation in
a medium size city not in peak season.

To conclude, Table 35, Table 36 and Table 37 provide an overview of the different scenarios of
individual traveller’s journeys carried out, with the respective sources used for the construction
of the journeys.

286 Economic Impact and Travel Patterns of Accessible Tourism in Europe - Full Report, 08/03/2015. Directorate-General
for Enterprise and Industry, now known as Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and
SMEs (DG GROW), European Commission. Available at: link.
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Sector

Transport

Accomodation

Museum

Table 35 - Scenario 1 of individual traveller’'s journey (Dublin, Ireland)

Activity

Airport to Dublin

Dublin to Airport
Fast track at airport security

Bus Fare city x 10

Dublin City to Dun
Laoghaire

Dun Laoghaire to Dublin
City
Car Rental

Monthly Transport Card

n.a.

Irish Emigration Museum

National Museum of Ireland

Aviva Stadium event,
accessible tickets

Savings
for person
with
disabilitie
s (EUR)

7

7

8

20

25

25

0
115-222
per month
0

0

0

13

Savings
for

personal Notes

assistan

t (EUR)

7

7

20

25

25

0 No discount but surrogate
driver for free

0 No hotel found explicitly
offering a discount for people
with disability

19 No discount for disabled
person, but personal
assistant enters for free

0 The museum is free for all

13 Discount is not clearly stated,

but not free, assumption that
tickets are half the price for a
25 euros event

Sources

https://www.dubline
xpress.ie/city-to-
airport

Dublin Airport

Bus Fare Info

Dublin Bay Cruises

Dublin Bay Cruises

Enterprise Ireland

Bus Fare info

Irish Emigration
Museum

National Museum of
Ireland

Aviva Stadium

125


https://www.dublinexpress.ie/city-to-airport
https://www.dublinexpress.ie/city-to-airport
https://www.dublinexpress.ie/city-to-airport
https://www.dublinairport.com/at-the-airport/help-and-support
https://www.transportforireland.ie/fares/bus-fares/
https://dublinbaycruises.rezgo.com/details/136307/dublin-city-to-dun-laoghaire?_ga=2.153835832.183576482.1682674465-625485391.1682674465
https://dublinbaycruises.rezgo.com/details/136307/dublin-city-to-dun-laoghaire?_ga=2.153835832.183576482.1682674465-625485391.1682674465
https://www.enterprise.ie/en/help/disabled-customers.html
https://www.transportforireland.ie/fares/bus-fares/
https://epicchq.com/visit/prices-tours/
https://epicchq.com/visit/prices-tours/
https://www.museum.ie/en-IE/Museums/Natural-History/Visitor-Information/Bookings-Office
https://www.museum.ie/en-IE/Museums/Natural-History/Visitor-Information/Bookings-Office
https://www.avivastadium.ie/accessibility

Sector

Amusement Park

Cinema

Restaurants

Total savings for 4-days
stay (travelling with public
transport, 1 museum, 1
theatre, 1 cinema, 1 day
trip by ferry)

Savings per day

Total savings for 2-
months stay (travelling by
public transport, 5
museums, 1 ferry trip, 2
events, 1 theatre, 3
cinema, 1 amusement
park)

Savings per day

Activity

Savings
for person
with
disabilitie
s (EUR)

Abbey Theatre 5

Fort Lucan

7-14

Lighthouse cinema 4

123

31
423

7

Savings
for
personal
assistan
t (EUR)

0

7-14

247

62

Notes

Concession prices 5% off on
standard event (20%)

free for kids with disability
and accompanying adults

No mentioned discount for
personal assistant, reduced

ticket for persons with
disabilities
No restaurant  explicitly

offering a discount for people
with disability found

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on desk research

Table 36 - Scenario 2 of individual traveller’s journey (Bergamo, Italy)

Sources

https://booking.abb
eytheatre.ie/

Fort Lucan Outdoor
Prices

https://www.lightho

usecinema.ie/
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https://booking.abbeytheatre.ie/
https://booking.abbeytheatre.ie/
https://www.fortlucan.com/fort-lucan-prices
https://www.fortlucan.com/fort-lucan-prices
https://www.lighthousecinema.ie/
https://www.lighthousecinema.ie/

Sector

Transport

Accomodation

Activity

Airport to Bergamo

Bergamo to Airport

Fast track at airport security

Bus Fare city x 10

Train to and from lake garda

Trenitalia (long/medium
distance train) to Verona

Car Rental
Monthly Transport Card

Savings

for
person
with
disabilitie
s (EUR)
0
0
0
0
0
10
0
0

Savings
for
personal
assistan
t (EUR)

0

40

Notes

No explicit mention of a
preferential tariff for persons
with disabilities, other than
pets can travel for free

No explicit mention of a
preferential tariff for persons
with disabilities, other than
pets can travel for free

No mention of free fast track
for persons with disabilities

No explicit mention of a
preferential tariff for persons
with disabilities, other than
pets can travel for free

Travel discounts for persons
with disabilities are only for
legal residents of the region,
a disability card per se does
not appear to be enough

20% discount or free travel
on same train for the
accompanying person

Only residents with disability
can travel for free
throughout the region, by
paying a lump sum of 10
euros per year

No hotel was found explicitly
offering a discount for
people with disability

Sources

ATB Trasporti
Bergamo

ATB Trasporti
Bergamo

Milano Bergamo
Airport

ATB Trasporti
Bergamo

Regione Lombardia
Tariffa Agevolata

Trenitalia

Regione Lombardia
Tariffa Agevolata
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https://www.atb.bergamo.it/it/viaggia-con-noi/biglietti
https://www.atb.bergamo.it/it/viaggia-con-noi/biglietti
https://www.atb.bergamo.it/it/viaggia-con-noi/biglietti
https://www.atb.bergamo.it/it/viaggia-con-noi/biglietti
https://www.milanbergamoairport.it/it/
https://www.milanbergamoairport.it/it/
https://www.atb.bergamo.it/it/viaggia-con-noi/biglietti
https://www.atb.bergamo.it/it/viaggia-con-noi/biglietti
https://www.regione.lombardia.it/wps/portal/istituzionale/HP/DettaglioProcedimento/servizi-e-informazioni/cittadini/muoversi-in-lombardia/biglietti-e-agevolazioni/io-viaggio-agevolata/richiesta-ivol-agevolata
https://www.regione.lombardia.it/wps/portal/istituzionale/HP/DettaglioProcedimento/servizi-e-informazioni/cittadini/muoversi-in-lombardia/biglietti-e-agevolazioni/io-viaggio-agevolata/richiesta-ivol-agevolata
https://www.trenitalia.com/it/informazioni/la_guida_del_viaggiatore/altre_riduzioni_ecartescontoatuadisposizione.html
https://www.regione.lombardia.it/wps/portal/istituzionale/HP/DettaglioProcedimento/servizi-e-informazioni/cittadini/muoversi-in-lombardia/biglietti-e-agevolazioni/io-viaggio-agevolata/richiesta-ivol-agevolata
https://www.regione.lombardia.it/wps/portal/istituzionale/HP/DettaglioProcedimento/servizi-e-informazioni/cittadini/muoversi-in-lombardia/biglietti-e-agevolazioni/io-viaggio-agevolata/richiesta-ivol-agevolata

Sector Activity
Accademia Carrara
Museum
Teatro Donizetti
Theatre
Cinema Conca Verde
Gewiss Stadium Atalanta
Stadium

Gardaland

Amusement Park

Restaurants

Total savings for 2-days
stay (travelling with public
transport, 1 museum ,1
theatre, 1 cinema, 1 day trip
by train)

Savings per day

Total savings for 4-
months stay (travelling by
public transport, 5 museums,

Savings
for
person
with
disabilitie
s (EUR)

3

31

100

Savings
for
personal
assistan
t (EUR)

10-15

30

84

21

Notes

Persons with disabilities pay
the reduced price, the
personal assistant enters for
free

Mean of the reduction with
the persons with disabilities,
no mention of accompanying
people

Only reduction for senior
and young people, no
explicit discount for persons
with disabilities

Fee entry (with limited
places) for persons with
disabilities and personal

assistants

Ticket price 44 euros, 5
euros discount for persons
with disabilities and extra 5
euro for personal assistants

No restaurant was found
explicitly offering a discount
for people with disability

Sources

Accademia Carrara

Teatro Donizzetti

Conca Verde
Cinema

Gewiss Stadium
Atalant

Gardaland
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https://www.lacarrara.it/visita/biglietteria/#1678209897718-0889f716-b7aa
https://www.teatrodonizetti.it/it/biglietteria-teatro-donizetti/biglietti/
https://concaverde.sas.18tickets.it/p/biglietti-e-abbonamenti-16db55f8-cae4-45c4-95ef-1a6f9d0a7663
https://concaverde.sas.18tickets.it/p/biglietti-e-abbonamenti-16db55f8-cae4-45c4-95ef-1a6f9d0a7663
https://www.atalanta.it/news/disabili-modalita-accredito-partite/
https://www.atalanta.it/news/disabili-modalita-accredito-partite/
https://www.gardaland.it/biglietti-abbonamenti/biglietti/

Savings

for Savings
for
Sector Activity ps\:i?:zn personal Notes Sources
disabilitie 2SSiStan
s (EUR) t (EUR)

1 day trip by train, 2 events,
1 theatre, 3 cinema, 1
amusement park)

Savings per day 2
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on desk research

Table 37 - Scenario 3 of individual traveller’'s journey (Budapest, Hungary)

Savings Savings
for person for
Sector Activity with personal Notes Sources
disabilities assistan
(EUR) t (EUR)
Airport fast track 6 6 Monetary value of skipping Budapest Airport
the line (evaluated as the
cost of buying the fast-track
Transport option)
72 h travel card 15 15 Free local transport for Public Transport;
persons with disability
Day trip to Visegrad 10 10 -90% discount on regional Public Transport
transport (not free)
Local transport Monthly Pass 25 per 25 per Monthly Budapest Pass
month month
Museum of Fine Arts 12 12 Persons with disabilities and Museum of Fine Arts
one attendant holding an
international card (it is
stated that “national cards
issued by local regulations
Museums cannot be treated”)
Hungarian National Gallery 12 12 Hungarian National

Gallery
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https://parkolo.bud.hu/en/upgrades/
https://bkk.hu/en/travel-information/public-transport/accessibility/reduced-mobility/
https://bkk.hu/en/travel-information/public-transport/accessibility/reduced-mobility/
https://www.mfab.hu/tickets/
https://en.mng.hu/tickets/
https://en.mng.hu/tickets/

Sector

Amusement

Resturants

Accomodation

Total savings for 2-days
stay (travelling with public
transport, 1 museum ,1
theatre, 1 cinema, 1 day trip
by train)

Savings per day

Total savings for 4-
months stay (travelling by
public transport, 5 museums,

Activity

The Citadel visegrad

Palatinus Strand

Buda Castle

Opera House

Cinema

Savings
for person
with
disabilities
(EUR)

45

11
142

Savings
for
personal
assistan
t (EUR)

0

78

20

Notes

No explicit discount
mentioned for persons with
disability

No explicit discount
mentioned for persons with
disability

No explicit discount
mentioned for persons with
disability, only senior people

No explicit discount
mentioned for persons with
disability, only students

A discount for persons with
disability is explicitly
mentioned but not the
amount (20% assumed on
10 euros ticket)

No restaurant was found
explicitly offering a discount
for persons with disability

No hotel was found explicitly
offering a discount for
persons with disability

Sources

The Citadel

Palatinus Strand

Buda Castle

Opera House

CinemaCity
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https://visitvisegrad.hu/en/sights/citadel
https://en.palatinusstrand.hu/prices-from-june-1-2023
https://budacastlebudapest.com/senior-discounts-in-buda-castle-attractions/
https://www.opera.hu/hu/updates-concessions/
https://www.cinemacity.hu/static/en/hu/faq

Sector

1 day trip by train, 1 theatre,

3 cinema, 1
park)

Savings per day

amusement

Activity

for person

disabilities

2

Savings
with

(EUR)

Savings
for
personal Notes
assistan
t (EUR)

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on desk research

Sources
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Calculation of the travel gap

Table below provides an explanation regarding the assumptions made and the data sources used
to estimate the travel gap between the total population and persons with disabilities, based on
available information on tourism patterns for this sub-group of the population. The Table also
describes the data used to estimate the total number of persons with disabilities, which were
proxied using Eurostat data on “severe” limitations, given that in section 3.2.1 of the report this
is shown to be a valid proxy for the number of persons with recognised disability in each Member
State.

Finally, Table below shows how estimates for future years (with a time horizon stretching to
2030) were obtained and through which assumptions. In particular, the ranges used in the Final
report, section 3.5 and the assessment of impacts of section 7, apply different scenarios of a
varying travel gap between the general population and the population of persons with disabilities
to the estimated participation in tourism of the general population in 2030 (estimated assuming
a constant growth rate in line with the evolution of travel patterns for the general population
between 2012 and 2030).

Table 38 — Data at the EU level for the estimation of the travel gap

Variable Year Amount Source
Persons with 2012 30,917,031 ©* Eurostatdatabase, hith_silc_12. Available at: link.
“severe” disabilities e Eurostat database, demo_pjan. Available at: link.
Persons with 2019 30,804,805 e The share of persons with “severe” limitations (only
“severe” disabilities available for persons aged 16 or older) from

hith_silc_12 is applied to the total population aged
16 or older from demo_pjan.

Participation in 2012 58.1% e Economic Impact and Travel Patterns of Accessible
tourism of persons Tourism in Europe - Full Report, 08/03/2015.
with disabilities aged Directorate-General for Enterprise and Industry, now
15-64 known as Directorate-General for Internal Market,

Industry, Entrepreneurship and SMEs (DG GROW),
European Commission. Available at: link.

Participation in 2012 64.4% e FEurostat database, tour_dem_toage. Available at:
tourism of the total link.

population aged 15- e Data are available from 2012 to 2019.

64

Participation in 2019 69.1%

tourism of the total
population aged 15-
64

Yearly growth ratein n.a. 0.7%
tourism of the total
population aged 15-
64 between 2012

and 2019

Travel gap between 2012 6.3% o Difference between the participation in tourism of the

the total population total population aged 15-64 and the participation in

aged 15-64 and tourism of persons with disability aged 15-64.

persons with

disabilities aged 15-

64

Participation in 2030 74.7% e Obtained applying to the participation in tourism of the

tourism of the total total population aged 15-64 in 2022 (assumed to be

population aged 15- the same as the propensity in 2019, after the end of

64 (estimate) the disruptions caused by the pandemic) the yearly
growth rate of the period 2012-2019, until 2030.

Participation in 2030 68.3% e Obtained applying the constant 6.3% travel gap of

tourism of persons 2012 to the participation in tourism of the general

with disabilities population estimated for 2030.
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https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/bookmark/0b7ed8c0-fbfe-4c52-a745-1b19463c111d?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/bookmark/c4a3e6ea-7190-4b80-b9ed-0a53d05ae659?lang=en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/d04fbb3d-8d15-4fe3-b554-844bde75c171
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/bookmark/c4a3e6ea-7190-4b80-b9ed-0a53d05ae659?lang=en

Variable

(estimate, scenario
of constant travel
gap)

Total number of
persons with
disabilities travelling
(estimate, scenario
of constant travel
gap)

Participation in
tourism of persons
with disabilities
(estimate, scenario
of increasing travel
gap)

Total number of
persons with
disabilities travelling
(estimate, scenario
of increasing travel
gap)

Travel gap (estimate
in the increasing
travel gap scenario)

Participation in
tourism of persons
with disabilities
(estimate, scenario
of minimum
improvements)

Total number of
persons with
disabilities travelling
(estimate, scenario
of minimum
improvements)

Travel gap (estimate
in the minimum
improvements
scenario)

Participation in
tourism of persons
with disabilities
(estimate, scenario
of moderate
improvements)

Total number of
persons with

Year

2030

2030

2030

2030

2030

2030

2030

2030

2030

Amount

21,053,378

62.8%

19,334,354

11.9%

69.4%

21,378,534

5.3%

74.7%

23,011,189

Source

Obtained by applying the estimated participation in
tourism of persons with disabilities in 2030 (scenario
of constant travel gap) to the total number of persons
with disabilities in the EU (assumed to be constant for
simplicity, and considering that the number remained
the same from 2012 to 2019).

The estimate is obtained by assuming, in the worst-
case scenario for the travel patterns of persons with
disabilities, that their participation in tourism does not
grow on par with that of the general population and
remains constant until 2030.

Obtained by applying the estimated participation in
tourism of persons with disabilities in 2030 (scenario
of increasing travel gap) to the total number of
persons with disabilities in the EU (assumed to be
constant for simplicity, and considering that the
number remained the same from 2012 to 2019).

Difference between the participation in tourism of the
total population aged 15-64 and the participation in
tourism of persons with disability aged 15-64 in the
scenario of increasing travel gap.

Economic Impact and Travel Patterns of Accessible
Tourism in Europe - Full Report, 08/03/2015.
Directorate-General for Enterprise and Industry, now
known as Directorate-General for Internal Market,
Industry, Entrepreneurship and SMEs (DG GROW),
European Commission. Available at: link.

The estimate is based on survey data collected in the
context of DG GROW's study and reports the
participation in tourism of persons with disabilities in
a scenario of “minimum improvements” in
accessibility.

Obtained by applying the estimated participation in
tourism of persons with disabilities in 2030 (scenario
of minimum improvements) to the total number of
persons with disabilities in the EU (assumed to be
constant for simplicity, considering that the number
remained the same from 2012 to 2019).

Difference between the participation in tourism of the
total population aged 15-64 and the participation in
tourism of persons with disability aged 15-64 in the
scenario of minimum improvements.

Economic Impact and Travel Patterns of Accessible
Tourism in Europe - Full Report, 08/03/2015.
Directorate-General for Enterprise and Industry, now
known as Directorate-General for Internal Market,
Industry, Entrepreneurship and SMEs (DG GROW),
European Commission. Available at: link.

The estimate is based on survey data collected in the
context of DG GROW'’s study and reports the
participation in tourism of persons with disabilities in
a scenario of "“moderate improvements” in
accessibility.

Obtained by applying the estimated participation in
tourism of persons with disabilities in 2030 (scenario
of moderate improvements) to the total number of
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https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/d04fbb3d-8d15-4fe3-b554-844bde75c171

Variable Year Amount Source

disabilities travelling persons with disabilities in the EU (assumed to be
(estimate, scenario constant for simplicity, considering that the number
of moderate remained the same from 2012 to 2019).
improvements)

Decreasing travel 2030 0% e Difference between the participation in tourism of the
gap (estimate, total population aged 15-64 and the participation in
scenario of tourism of persons with disability aged 15-64 in the
moderate scenario of moderate improvements.

improvements)

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on the sources detailed in the “"Source” column

Estimation of the impact of the policy options on the travel gap of
persons with disabilities and value added to the market of accessible
tourism

In light of very limited individual-level data and studies on tourism behaviors of persons with
disabilities, estimating the impact of the policy options can only be made by combining various
sources of information and making several assumptions. Firstly, it is assumed that the highest
impact of any preferred policy option is to close the travel gap of persons with disabilities relative
to the general population. This assumption can be considered sufficiently credible given that it
is unlikely, given the socio-economic disparities between persons with and without disabilities
as well as remaining barriers in accessibility that would not be addressed by the policy options,
that a single policy could induce persons with disabilities to travel abroad relatively more than
the general population. While the policy options considered are expected to bring relevant costs
savings for persons with disabilities, it is unlikely that they would more than offset such
disparities. An addition assumption is that the preferred policy option is unlikely to have a
negative impact on the travel gap, which is highly credible. Thus, it is expected that the impact
of the policy option on the travel gap to vary between 0 and 6.3 percentage points, the latter
being the estimated travel gap.

With these assumptions in mind, in order to assess the potential impact of the policy options
on the travel gap, a specific question from the Public Consultations is used, which asks
respondents to assess to what extent the European Disability Card could increase the number of
persons with disabilities travelling in the EU. 1126 stakeholders answered this question, most of
them being EU citizens (999 respondents; non-EU citizens and “Other” were excluded). The
question uses a qualitative Likert scale with five response options: “Very high extent”, “High
extent”, "Moderate extent”, “Small extent” and "“Not at all”. The distribution of responses is
reported in Table 1 below. Following the standard practice in the psychometric literature when
aggregating qualitative answers into a quantitative assessment, numerical values are assigned
to the qualitative scale, ranging from 0 for “"Not at all” to 4 for “Very high extent”. With this
procedure, the average value on the question is computed which turns out to be 2.87, implying
that, according to respondents, on average the European Disability Card would roughly increase
the number of persons with disabilities travelling in the EU to “a high extent”. To transform this
estimate into an estimate of impact in terms of the travel gap, an additional assumption must
be made. If all respondents to this question would have indicated “Not at all”, then the expected
impact on the travel gap would have been 0. If instead, all respondents would have indicated
“Very high extent”, then the expected impact on the travel gap would have implied the closing
of the travel gap of 6.3 percentage points. With this additional assumption, the computed
average is used in order to calculate the expected impact on the travel gap through a simple
normalization: 6.3 * (2.87 / 4) = 4.52 percentage points. We attribute such an effect to the
policy options A2 and B2 even though the questionnaire nor the question provided specific detail
into what sectors the European Disability Card would cover. However, since prior to this question,
respondents were asked to indicate which sectors they would consider relevant it is assumed
they may have expected the policy to include all relevant sectors, Parking included (A2 + B2).
Thus, it is estimated that A2 + B2 could reduce the travel gap by 4.52 percentage points.
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Table 39 - Distribution of responses in the public consultation to the question “"To what extent
do you think the European Disability Card could increase the Increasing the number of persons
with disabilities travelling in the EU”

N %
Very high extent 336 29.8%
High extent 414 36.8%
Moderate extent 285 25.3%
Small extent 74 6.6%
Not at all 17 1.5%
Total 1126 100%

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on public consultation

The next step is to disentangle the effect of A2 from B2 and to try to estimate also the effects
of Al. Option B1 is discarded from the analysis since it is expected to be only marginally effective
relative to the baseline and highly variable in terms of impact due its voluntary nature. The goal
is to quantify the relative value of the sectors included in each policy option. Again, the Public
Consultations is used in absence of other data sources. Respondents were asked to indicate
which sectors they believed would be important to be covered by the card. Figure below reports
the distribution of responses for each sector. To obtain the relative value of each sector, first is
must be assumed, in the absence of more detailed information, that if a respondent selected
multiple sectors, she/he attributes the same value to those sectors. With this assumption in
mind, the aggregate relative value of sectors covered the policy options is computed using the
distribution of responses on this question. If a given sector was selected by more respondents,
then its relative value is considered to be higher. Specifically, the value of each sector is
computed by dividing the number of respondents selecting that sector by the sum of respondents
selecting each individual sector. For instance, the value of public transport would be = 100 *
1140 / (114 + 1041 + 1005 + ... + 182 + 117 + 64) = 9.65%, higher than what would be
obtained if all the sectors were valued equally, which would simply be 100 / 23 (number of
sectors) = 4.35%. By doing a similar calculation for the sectors covered by A2 and B2, the value
of A2 is estimated at 91.2%, while the estimate for B2 is 8.8%. Thus relatively, A2’s value is
10.3 times higher than of B2 which allows to separate the effect of A2 from B2 in the calculation
reported previously. Out of the 4.52 percentage points impact, 0.4 percentage points would be
due to B2 and the remainder 4.12 percentage points to A2. Through a similar calculation, the
relative value of A2 to Al can be calculated. The estimate is 2.13, implying that the impact of
Al in terms of reducing the travel gap is estimated to be 1.94 percentage points.
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Figure 11 - Distribution of responses in the public consultations to the question “In your view,
what are the services persons with disabilities would benefit the most from equal treatment and
thus should be covered by the card?”

Public transport e 1140
rarking [N 56%; 1041
Cultural venues and activities I 33%; 1005
Leisure services [ 72%; 862
Tourism I 71%; 854
Amusement parks [N 51%; 735
Sports centres [ 50°:; 726
Private transport [ 48%; 583
Telecommunication I 15°%:; 544
Carrental N 47%:; 503
Recruitment services [N 79 449
Travel agencies [ =7%; 443
Supply of electricity and gas [ 6%; 438
Services provided both to businesses and consumers [N 34%; 411
Postal services [N :0°:; 366
Real estate services [ :7::; 321
Distributive trades NN 24%:; 287
Fadlities management [N 24°%:; 283
Organisation of trade fairs [ 20%; 241
Business services [ 15%; 218
Services of commercial agents [N 15°%:; 182
Advertising [ 10%:; 117
other [l 5%; 64

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on public consultation

Up to now, one of the assumptions was that the maximum potential effect of the policy options
is the complete closing of the travel gap. However, this is likely to be outside of the range of
effects of the policy options considering that, according to the DG Grow report, only 68% of
persons with disabilities who do not travel abroad do so due to financial reasons which is one
dimension particularly impacted by the policy options. Using this share, the exercise performed
above is updated considering the upper bound to be 68% of the travel gap, thus 68% * 6.3 =
4.28 percentage points. The results are reported in Table 2 below and are considered as more
realistic estimates of the potential impacts of the policy options on the travel gap between
persons with disabilities and the general population. The table also reports the impacts expressed
in terms of value added in the market for accessible tourism obtained from the DG Grow
report.?8” It is important to underline that, given the way it is calculated, this figure includes the
value added generated by persons with disabilities given all their activities and spending when
travelling. As such, it is not limited to activities carried out within the specific sectors specified
or not specified by the policy options (Al or A2). In short, it has to be understood as the extra
value added generated by all activities of persons with disabilities when travelling. For each
policy option, the impact is calculated by multiplying the impact in terms of the travel gap with
the value added of the market due to travels from persons with disabilities obtained from the
DG Grow report and adjusting it for inflation over the period 2012-2023.

287 The following formula is taken into account to calculate the direct economic contribution in the DG Grow report. Daily
spending accounts for all possible activities. Direct economic contribution = daily spending x length of stay x people
with access needs x travel propensity x travel frequency
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Table 40 - Estimated impact of the policy options in terms of travel gap reductions and value
added in the market for accessible tourism

. Scenario 1 - Assuming that Scenario 2 - Assuming that
(I;OItI;:)yns the 6.3 percentage Pointstravelgap only 68% of travel 93P can be
P can be closed closed
Travel gap reduction Accessible Travel gap reduction Accessible
(percentage points) tourism value (percentage points) tourism value
added added
Al 1.94 1.5 billion EUR 1.32 1 billion EUR
A2 4,12 3.1 billion EUR 2.8 2.1 billion EUR
Bl negligible - negligible -
B2 0.4 0.3 billion EUR 0.27 0.2 billion EUR

Source: Authors’ elaboration

To conclude, it is estimated that, A1 may reduce the 6.3 percentage points travel gap by between
1.32 and 1.94 percentage points. The impact of A2 is expected to be roughly twice as large,
ranging between 2.8 and 4.12 percentage points. While B1 is expected to have a small impact
impossible to quantify ex-ante given the largely voluntary nature of the policy option, for B2 the
estimated impact ranges between 0.27 and 0.4 percentage points. In terms of yearly value
added in the market for accessible tourism, the estimates range from 1.32 to 1.94 billion EUR
for A1, from 2.8 to 4.12 billion EUR for A2, and from 0.2 and 0.4 billion EUR for B2. As
highlighted, in the absence of richer data, several strict assumptions were made which imply
that such estimates should be treated only as suggestive and interpreted with caution.

Potential net benefits of the policy options

To compute the net benefits of the policy options, a conservative approach is taken, considering
in the calculations the lower bound of the accessible tourism value added impacts and taking the
upper bound of potential costs, wherever applicable. The increased value added, generated by
persons with disability travelling more, comprises all the aggregated benefits of the policy
options. The costs of providing preferential conditions, which are necessary as a result of the
EDC, are included in total costs even though they represent at the same time a saving for persons
with disabilities and would cancel each other out. Thus, the final estimate is expected to be,
given the available data and assumptions made, a lower bound estimate of the overall net benefit
of the policy options.

Starting with the policy options in policy area A, the following quantified costs are considered:

o Cost of offering preferential conditions for service providers: First, based on the
analysis of costs in the transport sector, travel journeys, mapping of preferential
conditions and the perceived relative value of the sectors in Al and A2, it is estimated
that the costs of providing preferential conditions would vary roughly between 190 and
264 million EUR yearly for A1 and between 254 and 353 million EUR yearly for A2.

o Cost of producing the card: Full take-up of the card is assumed for both policy options
Al and A2 (32.2 million persons with disabilities), which allows to calculate to maximum
aggregate production and delivery costs, relying on the upper bound estimates of such
costs from the EU Disability Card pilot project (given the updated security features of the
EDC adjusting the value for inflation which turns out to be 174.2 million EUR. It is highly
unlikely that the take-up of the Card will reach such values in one year, especially for Al
which has fewer sectors, but as this is a conservative approach to the calculation of net
benefits.

« Additional costs: digital costs, administrative costs, national websites cost and
awareness raising costs, for a total of 5.14 million euros in 2023.
Taking the lower bound of the value-added estimates (1 billion EUR for Al and 2.1 billion EUR
for A2), results in a net benefit of A1l of 0.55 billion EUR for A1 and 1.56 billion EUR for A2.
For the policy options in the policy area B, the calculations are performed only for B2 given the
uncertainty regarding the take-up of B1 across Member States. Nonetheless, an explanation is
provided regarding what can be expected for B1 and the end of the paragraph.
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« Cost of offering preferential conditions for service providers: In the absence of
data, the costs of providing preferential conditions are assumed, based on the analysis
of the relative value of sectors, to be about one fifth with respect to Al, thus varying
roughly from roughly 40 million EUR to 55 million EUR yearly.

e Cost of producing the card: The take-up of the card is assumed, given the reduction
in uncertainty, to be twice as large as what is currently observed (50% relative to the
25% current estimated value). Multiplying this with the unit production and delivery costs
and with the number of persons with disabilities, results in a cost of 87.7 million EUR.

 Additional costs: costs of the website is included; other cost included in the policy option
(such as the database) are assumed to be zero because can be integrated in existing
systems

This results in a net benefit of 56.24 million EUR, considering the lower bound estimate

of value-added impact (0.2 billion EUR). For policy option Bl the next benefit is
expected to be at most this value if all Member States comply. However, the net benefit is
not expected to increase linearly with the number of Member States. While costs may have
a more linear increase, benefits are expected to follow an S shaped curve relative to the
number of Member States complying - i.e. to grow slowly initially and much faster as more
Member States join the initiative. Thus, it is preferable in terms of net benefits if a high
number of Member States comply, a feature guaranteed by B1.

Table 41 - Total estimates of benefits, costs and net benefits of the policy options

Policy Lower bound total benefit - Upper bound Conservative net
Options accessible tourism value added total costs benefit estimate

Al 1 billion EUR 0.44 billion EUR 0.55 billion EUR

A2 2.1 billion EUR 0.53 billion EUR 1.56 billion EUR

B1 - - -

B2 0.2 billion EUR 0.14 billion EUR 0.056 billion EUR

Source: Author’s elaboration

Detailed assessment of costs for the transport sector

The following tables provide a more in-depth assessment of the expected costs of the policy
options aimed at facilitating mutual recognition of disability status in the EU for service providers
in the transport sector. In particular, the focus is on the cost of offering preferential conditions
already offered to nationals also to travellers with disabilities from other Member States. In
Section 3.2.2, Table 5 of the Final report, the sector was identified as one of those offering the
most preferential conditions (either mandated by law or on a voluntary basis) to persons with
disabilities. For this reason, a more detailed assessment of potential costs for this sector resulting
from the implementation of the EDC in options A1 and A2 was deemed necessary.

Within the EU, there is great variety in the extent and amount of preferential conditions offered
to persons with disabilities and their personal assistants in the transport sector across Member
States. At the same time, data on such preferential conditions is scarce and as a consequence,
precise estimates of the costs to be incurred by a given sector are hard to obtain. Moreover, the
main limitation to perform this calculation is the absence of data on the number of persons with
disability who currently enjoy preferential conditions when travelling within the EU. Nevertheless,
illustrative examples can be used to pin down the magnitude of the direct costs for the transport
sector of policy options A1 and A2. In this case, estimates of costs of the transport sector are
obtained thanks to information on preferential conditions (such as discounts and reduced fees
for both persons with disabilities and their personal assistants) obtained via desk research. The
estimation exercise is carried out for a set of 10 Member States: Belgium, Croatia, Estonia,
France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Romania and Spain.

The following steps were carried out in order to perform the exercise.

e First, the total number of tourism trips of persons with disabilities aged 15 to 65
to each of the selected Member States is estimated. Precise data of total tourism
trips is available from Eurostat, but the number of trips for persons with disability, as well
as the additional travel that would occur because of the EDC, can only be obtained with
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some assumptions, outlined below. Persons above 65 years of age are already
assumed to be offered preferential conditions available to the elderly, and, as
such, are not included directly in the calculations of the estimated costs.

o Secondly, the direct costs of offering preferential conditions for the transport
sector during the trip of an individual traveller with disabilities are also estimated for
each Member State considered. Importantly, these journeys are assumed to last between
5 and 8 days on average: in fact, according to estimates, an average tourism trip in the
EU in 2019 (the last year for which data are available before the travel disruptions caused
by the pandemic) lasted 5 nights. An average tourism trip to a domestic destination lasted
4 nights on average, while an average tourism trip to a foreign destination (i.e. not to
the country of residence, which is closer to the scenario of interest in this context) lasted
about 8 nights.?88 The costs are thus estimated by listing a potential set of activities
performed by the traveller during the trip, involving the transport sectors and compatible
with an overnight stay ranging between 5 and 8 nights. The potential frequency of each
activity is also taken into account, for example by considering that a long-distance trip
within a given country occurs less frequently than taking the bus in a metropolitan area.
Further details are provided below and in Table below.

« Finally, the total number of tourism trips of persons with disabilities from other Member
States and the cost for the transport sector of a 5 to 8 days trip to each Member State
are multiplied to obtain the total costs for the transport sector, according to the
estimation exercise.

Regarding information on the number of tourism trips that persons with disabilities take part in
across Member States and their participation in tourism, Table below provides a detailed
breakdown of the type of information that was used for the estimation and the related sources.
The number of tourism trips to each Member State from persons from other Member States was
gathered via Eurostat. From this, the number of tourism trips from persons with disabilities was
estimated under two different scenarios, one with and one without the EDC. For this estimation,
the travel frequency, i.e. the number of trips taken in a year, was assumed to be the same
between PwD aged 15-65 and the general population aged 15-65.28°In the scenario without the
EDC, the number of tourism trips to each Member State was multiplied by the share of persons
with disabilities in the EU in 2021 (the latest year for which data on the incidence of disability
are available) adjusted by their participation in tourism (estimated for 2019 assuming a constant
travel gap with respect to 2012 and applying it to the participation in tourism of the general
population). As anticipated, information on travelling patterns are always drawn from 2019, as
it is the latest year for which data are available before the travel disruptions caused by the
pandemic, and is therefore more representative of the current situation. In the scenario with the
EDC, the gap is assumed to have closed and the total number of tourism trips is simply multiplied
by the share of persons with disabilities in the population, as if the general population and
persons with disabilities participated in tourism at the same rate. The difference between the
number of tourism trips of persons with disabilities in the maximum and minimum participation
in tourism scenario can be thought of as the maximum possible increase in their tourism trips
(i.e. an increase due to complete closure of the travel gap) resulting from options Al or A2. Such
an increase is, however, unlikely to happen in practice as the travel gap is due to several factors
other than the lack of mutual recognition of disability status, including accessibility and financial
constraints. For these reasons, this has to be understood as an upper bound of the true effect,
and, consequently, of the true cost for the transport sector.

288 See presentation of Eurostat statistic: here

289 The only data available on the travel frequency of PwD aged 16-65 is in the DG Grow Report on Accessible Tourism
(see previous footnote), where both PwD and the elderly report a travel frequency significantly higher than the general
population, probably because of self-selection of travellers into the online survey used to calculate these figures.
Indeed, for the elderly population (65+), for whom the travel frequency figure can be obtained from both Eurostat
and the DG grow report and compared, the travel frequency is significantly higher in the DG grow report sample.
Given it is unlikely that PwD have a higher travel frequency than the general population, the assumption is made that
the travel frequency are, in the best case scenario, the same between the two groups, and only the travel propensities,
i.e. the probability to travel, differ.
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Table 42 - Estimation of tourism trips from persons with disabilities to selected Member

Variable

Travel gap (difference
between the participation in
tourism of the general
population and that of
persons with disabilities
aged 15-65)

Participation in tourism of
the general population aged
15-65

Participation in tourism of
persons with disabilities
aged 15-65 (baseline
estimate)

Participation in tourism of
persons with disability aged
15-65 (best case scenario
with the EDC)

Incidence of persons with
“severe” disabilities in the
population aged 15-65

Share of persons with 16-65
in the total population

Share of persons with
disability requiring
assistance

Number of tourism trips (to
the Member State) of
persons from other Member
States

States
Source

Participation in tourism of
persons with disabilities
from: Economic Impact
and Travel Patterns of
Accessible Tourism in
Europe - Full Report,
08/03/2015. Directorate-
General for Enterprise and
Industry, now known as
Directorate-General for
Internal Market, Industry,
Entrepreneurship and
SMEs (DG GROW),
European Commission.
Available at: link.
Participation in tourism of
the general population
from: Eurostat database,
tour_dem_toage. Available
at: link.

Eurostat database,
tour_dem_toage. Available
at: link.

Estimated as the
participation in tourism of
the general population,
minus the travel gap

Estimated assuming the
travel gap has closed and
the travel propensities of
the general population and
persons with disabilities
are equal.

Eurostat database,
hith_silc_12. Available at:
link.

Eurostat database,
available at link

Eurostat database,
hlth_dpeh. Available at:
Link, elaborated at link

Eurostat database,
tour_dem_ttw. Available
at: link.

Year

2012

2019

2019

2019

2021

2021

2012

2019

Member
State/EU 27

EU 27

EU 27

EU 27

EU 27

EU 27

EU 27

EU 27

Belgium
Croatia
Estonia
France

Germany
Hungary
Ireland
Italy

Amount

6.3%

69.1%

62.8%

69.1%

5.3.%

64.1%

32%

7,322,120
9,148,672
2,338,333
20,703,816

21,381,766
4,299,138
2,228,143
28,452,724
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https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/d04fbb3d-8d15-4fe3-b554-844bde75c171
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/bookmark/c4a3e6ea-7190-4b80-b9ed-0a53d05ae659?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/bookmark/c4a3e6ea-7190-4b80-b9ed-0a53d05ae659?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/bookmark/9491ca67-c837-41bd-9c01-dc4cf41270e5?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Population_structure_and_ageing#The_share_of_elderly_people_continues_to_increase
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/HLTH_DPEH130__custom_6842298/default/table?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Archive:Disability_statistics_-_need_for_assistance&direction=next&oldid=411113#People_with_disabilities_requiring_assistance
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/bookmark/275645c2-2371-441e-b552-94275babd330?lang=en

Member

Variable Source Year State/EU 27 Amount
Romania 3,876,987
Spain 31,654,630
Belgium 226,777
Croatia 283,348
Estonia 72,422
France 641,229
Number of tourism trips of Estimated multiplying the 2019 Germany 662,226
persons with disabilities total number of tourism
aged 16-65 from other trips by the share of
MS(baseline estimate) persons aged 15-65 with
disability in the population,
corrected by their
participation in tourism
Hungary 133,151
Ireland 69,009
Italy 881,225
Romania 120,076
Spain 980,393
Belgium 248,754
Croatia 310,808
Estonia 79,440
France 703,371
Number of tourism trips of Estimated multiplying the 2019 Germany 726,403
persons with disabilities total number of tourism
aged 16-65 (best case trips by the share of
scenario with the EDC) persons with disability in
the population (hence,
assuming the travel gap
has closed)
Hungary 146,055
Ireland 75,697
Italy 966,624
Romania 131,713
Spain 1,075,403

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on Eurostat data and DG GROW'’s report on accessible tourism

After estimating the number of trips from persons with disabilities, the costs for the transport
sector of one journey for a person with disability and their personal assistant are computed by
listing a set of activities related to transport potentially carried out during a tourism trip and
adding up their costs. The activities are detailed in Table below and include: the purchase of 10
standard fare tickets in a city with the local public transport system, 2 tickets for a short distance
journey and 2 tickets for a transfer to the airport. A medium distance and a long distance journey
are also included, but for only 50% and 20% of the trips respectively, as it can reasonably be
expected that a portion of all tourists, rather than staying in their first destination, choose to
also travel to other destinations during the trip. For each activity, the cost of a ticket is obtained
via desk research, together with information on discounts or reduced fees reserved to persons
with disabilities and their personal assistants. Detailed information on this process is collected
in Table 49, at the end of this Section.
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Table 43 - Individual traveller’'s journey for the assessment of costs of the transport sector

Trips included Frequency Member States

Standard bus fare within a 10 times during the trip

city Belgium, Croatia, Estonia,
Short distance journey Twice during the trip (A/R ticket) France, Germany, Hungary,
Medium distance journey Once during the trip, for 50% of all trips Ireland, Italy, Romania,
Long distance journey Once during the trip, for 20% of all trips Spain

Transfer to the airport Twice during the trip (A/R ticket)

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

Finally, the costs for the transport sectors are estimated as the monetary amount of the discount
or reduced fee for the person with disability (e.g. if the price of the ticket is EUR 10 and the
discount for persons with disability is 60%, the cost for the service provider in the transport
sector is estimated at EUR 6). The same holds for personal assistants.

Despite the difficulties in calculating the participation in tourism of persons with disability (and
the potential change in travel patterns due to the EDC), there are two other main sources of
uncertainty underlying this estimation: i) uncertainty about the number of persons with disability
who currently, despite the uncertainty related to the provisions of preferential conditions in other
Members States, benefit from these preferential conditions nonetheless; ii) uncertainty about
the share of persons with disability who travel with a personal assistant, who often also benefits
from preferential conditions. To overcome the first issue, the number of persons with disability
who already benefit from preferential conditions, the answers from the Public Consultation are
considered, where 46% of respondents (EU citizens with disability aged 15-65) reported ever
being denied access to preferential conditions when abroad. This proportion is taken as the
highest number of persons who could gain access to preferential conditions for all countries
(while this could, of course, vary by sector and country, this disaggregation is not possible with
the data at hand). Regarding the issue of how many PwD travel with a personal assistant, who
could also benefit from preferential conditions, different estimates are available: i) in 2012,
Eurostat reported the share of persons with disability requiring assistance, estimated around
32% for EU population aged 15-64;2% ii) from the DG Grow report?®!, where 73% of persons
with disability aged 16-65 report travelling accompanied, as well as the online survey targeted
to persons with disability conducted during the study, where 14 out of 17 PwD (82%)2°2
answered that they do need a personal assistant to travel. On the one hand, only recognised
personal assistants get access to preferential conditions because of the EDC, as the official
personal assistant would have to be recognized the same preferential conditions offered to
nationals. On the other hand, accompanying persons who are not the personal assistant can still
be offered preferential conditions voluntary by service providers?®3 . In estimating the costs,
both values (the share who requires a personal assistant (32%) and the share who travels
accompanied (73%)) are employed to obtain a lower and an upper bound of the costs. For this
reason, a range of estimates is presented.

There are two main reasons to take these estimates as a overestimate of the costs of
offering preferential conditions as a result of the EDC in the transport sector: i) the EDC
is estimated to close the gap in participation in tourism between PwD and the general population,
which is the best case scenario and unlikely to happen without significant improvements in
accessibility; ii) 46% of PwD are assumed not to benefit at the moment from preferential
conditions, which is the maximum value given that these are PwD reporting ever being denied
a preferential condition abroad (in any country or sector). Moreover, of the range of estimates

290 The data is available here (database: HLTH_DPEH ) and elaborated by Eurostat at this link.

291 Economic Impact and Travel Patterns of Accessible Tourism in Europe - Full Report, 08/03/2015. Directorate-General
for Enterprise and Industry, now known as Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and
SMEs (DG GROW), European Commission. Available at: link. Participation in tourism of the general population from:
Eurostat database, tour_dem_toage. Available at: link.

292 Survey targeted at PwDs Q2.3;

293 See an example here.
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https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/HLTH_DPEH130__custom_6842298/default/table?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Archive:Disability_statistics_-_need_for_assistance&direction=next&oldid=411113#People_with_disabilities_requiring_assistance
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/d04fbb3d-8d15-4fe3-b554-844bde75c171
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/bookmark/c4a3e6ea-7190-4b80-b9ed-0a53d05ae659?lang=en
https://www.trenitalia.com/it/informazioni/la_guida_del_viaggiatore/altre_riduzioni_ecartescontoatuadisposizione.html

presented, the lower bound is the one that more truly reflects the costs from the obligation of
offering preferential conditions to persons with disability and their assistant. The decision to offer
preferential conditions to other accompanying persons would remain voluntary for each service
provider.

The resulting range estimated total costs for each country are shown in Table below. To gauge
the magnitude of these estimates, Table 9 also compares the figures with the relative size of the
passenger transport sector (excluding air travel), measured in terms to turnover?**in 2019. The
size of the passenger transport sector excluding air travel is not always publicly available for all
Member States, as, for some MS, the disaggregation that are necessary to obtain this figure are
marked as confidential in recent years.?°> Nonetheless, it was preferred to employ these figures
for comparison, when available, rather than the total turnover (or value added) in entire
transport sector, including freight transport or air travel, which would be much less indicative of
the size of the sector affected by the preferential conditions. When some of the necessary cells
were not available, the turnover was imputed by using values available for previous years,
adjusted by the growth in the rest of the passenger transport sector.

Another comparison to gauge the order of magnitude of these costs is to compare them to what
it (would) cost to offer the same preferential conditions to the elderly (65+) travelling to other
Member States, assuming they already benefit from the same or similar preferential conditions.
The elderly are a significantly larger share of the EU population than persons with disability
(20.8% in 20212°%) and, although they are estimated to have a lower participation in tourism
than PwD (49.6% in 20192°7), they account for a higher share of total trips. Moreover, the elderly
also have a much higher incidence of disability, estimated around 18.4% in 20212°8 , which
implies their personal assistant, if any, could also get access to preferential conditions. In this
comparison, it is also taken into account that in the Public Consultation persons with disabilities
aged 65+ report much less incidence of ever being denied preferential conditions abroad: only
29% compared to 46% among persons with disabilities aged 15-65. In Table below, the cost of
offering preferential conditions to travelling PwD aged 15-65 and their personal assistants in the
transport sector is compared to the cost of offering the same preferential conditions to the elderly
population (also taking into account that some elderly might be accompanied by a personal
assistant, if they are also persons with disabilities).

The magnitude of the expected direct costs of offering preferential conditions for
transport service providers (excluding air transport) are presented in Table 9, and are
commented in the main report. Overall, the costs range between 1.7. to 31.2 million
EUR depending on the Member State in question, and the assumption regarding the share
of personal assistant/accompanying persons eligible for discounts. This range is driven mostly
by the different sizes of the Member States, and, to a much lesser extent, by different touristic
attraction, and availability of preferential conditions (with the exception of Italy, where
preferential conditions in transport are often related to residence status). For those countries in
which the size of passenger transport sector can be obtained, these additional costs appear very
small relative to overall turnover, ranging from 0.01% to 0.31%. Table below also presents what
would cost (or currently does cost, for those countries that offer them) to offer the same
preferential conditions to the elderly (65+). In most countries, the cost is significantly lower,
usually less than one-fourth. The exceptions are France, where it would be between one third
and one half, and Italy, where it would be above one half: the reason is that in both countries
most of the savings from preferential conditions apply to the personal assistant and not the PwD,
so assuming that the elderly person gets the same preferential condition of the PwD (which is
unlikely in this case) mechanically gives an higher estimate.

294 For the definition of turnover, see Eurostat

295 The data is available from Eurostat dataset: SBS_NA_1A_SE_R2, at the following link.
296 Source: Eurostat. Available at: link

297 Source, Eurostat. Available at: link

298 See here for the incididence of severe limitations for the EU population aged 65+.
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https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Glossary:Turnover_-_SBS
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/SBS_NA_1A_SE_R2__custom_6709581/default/table?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Population_structure_and_ageing#The_share_of_elderly_people_continues_to_increase
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/TOUR_DEM_TOAGE__custom_6661529/bookmark/table?lang=en&bookmarkId=03666db5-3cb6-4418-b757-e5f7dd7cf310
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/HLTH_SILC_12__custom_6862819/settings_1/table?lang=en

Finally, it needs to be taken into account that these results are to be considered as only
suggestive of the order of magnitude of total costs of policy options A1 and A2 for the transport

sector. An exact estimate by country of the total costs is difficult to obtain, in particular because
of absence of information on how many persons with disability currently travelling benefit from
preferential conditions in the transport sector.

Table 44 - Range of estimated yearly costs in the transport sector in selected Member States

Costs

Total

Costs due to

trips from

persons with

disabilities As %Turnover
15 to 65 from of passenger
other Member transport
States sector*
(including

personal

assistants)

As % of cost
of offering
same
preferential
conditions to
all 65+

Belgium Croatia Estonia
€5,618,824 -  €2,021,504 - €1,768,118 -
€8,044,334 €2,505,692 €2,317,306
0.11% -
0.24% -

0.16%

° NS 0.31% (e)
22.5% - 18.5%- 19.8% -
31.7% 22.8% 25.7%

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

France

€13,118,033 -
€21,219,981

0.02% - 0.04%

28.5% - 44.7%

Germany

€23,588,985 -
€28,144,220

0.05%-0.06%
(€)

17.8% - 21.0%

*including passenger water transport, but excluding passenger air transport., (e), indicates that the value
of turnover in million EUR was not available, and was imputed from previous years, when available, to
obtain the relevant estimate. N/A indicates not available, when even in years prior to 2019 the data to

obtain the value of turnover in passenger transport, excluding air transport, was not available.

Table 45 - Range of estimated yearly costs in the transport sector in selected Member States

(Table 44 continued)

Costs Hungary Ireland Italy
€3,652,452 €3,586,174 €2,845,742

Total €4,741,892 €4,700,061 €5,352,441

Costs due to trips

from persons with As

disabilities 15 to 65 %Turnover 0.16% - 0.11% - 0.01% -

from other Member of 0.20% 0.15% 0.02%

States (including passenger  (e) )

personal assistants)

transport *

Romania

€2,247,327

€2,945,361

0.11%-
0.15%

Spain

€22,238,741

€31,200,047

0.16%-
0.22% (e)
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Costs Hungary Ireland Italy Romania Spain

As % cost
of offering  19.6% - 19.8% -

19.8% - 21.8% -
25.2% 25.7%
same 45.7%-
25.7% 30.1%
preferential 80.2% ** 0 0

conditions
to all 65+

Costs due to trips

from persons with
disabilities 15 to 65

from other Member Total
States (including

personal assistants)

€3,652,452 €3,586,174 €2,845,742 €2,247,327 €22,238,741

€4,741,892 €4,700,061 €5,352,441 €2,945,361 €31,200,047

As

%Turnover 0.16% - 0.11% - 0.01% - . ,

of 0.20% 0.15% 0.02% 0.11%- 0.16%-
0.15% 0.22% (e)

passenger  (e) ()

transport *

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

*including passenger water transport, but excluding passenger air transport., (e), indicates that the value
of turnover in million EUR was not available, and was imputed from previous years, when available, to
obtain the relevant estimate. N/A indicates not available, when even in years prior to 2019 the data to
obtain the value of turnover in passenger transport, excluding air transport, was not available. ++ The

reason for this number is that preferential conditions in Italy are present virtually only for personal
assistants. Assuming that the elderly get the same preferential conditions of PwD (but without the
personal assistant), mechanically inflates this number.

The range of estimated costs in the total EU-27 is presented in Table below. In order to obtain
this estimate, it needs to be assumed that the 10 countries for which prices and preferential
conditions were collected in the transport sector are representative of the EU-27. This
assumption seems reasonable considering that the 10 countries sampled account for roughly
69% of the EU-27 population in 2021, and include both small and large Member States. The
estimate is obtained by taking an average per capita cost for the 10 countries for which data is
available, as well as population-weighted average per capita cost, which takes into account the
size of the different Member States. These average per capita costs are then multiplied by the
EU-27 population to obtain the total cost (both lower and upper bound, depending on
assumptions regarding personal assistant/accompanying persons stated above.) The total
yearly costs are estimated to range between 116 and 161 million EUR, accounting for
only 0.05% to 0.08% of (non-air) passenger transport in the whole EU-27.

Table 46 — Range of estimated yearly costs in the transport sector at EU 27 level
Per capita cost Lower Per capita cost Upper

Country bound bound Population (2021)

Belgium €0.5 €0.7 11590000
Croatia €0.5 €0.6 3899000
Estonia €1.4 €1.8 1300000
France €0.2 €0.3 67750000
Germany €0.3 €0.3 83820000
Hungary €0.4 €0.5 9710000
Ireland €0.7 €0.9 5030000
Italy €0.0 €0.1 59110000
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Per capita cost Lower Per capita cost Upper

Country bound bound Population (2021)
Romania €0.1 €0.2 19120000
Spain €0.5 €0.7 47420000

Average per capita
cost €0.5 €0.6

Population weighted
average per capita
cost €0.3 €0.4

Total Cost - Lower Total Cost - Upper
Bound Bound

308, 749, 000
(the 10 countries where
transport data was collected
EU 27 Population account for 69% of EU

(2021) 447,207,489 population in 2021)

EU-27 Cost €116,869,492.0 €161,026,119.7

As  %Turnover of

nger tran *
passenger transport 0.05% (e) 0.08% (e)
Source: Authors’ own elaboration. *including passenger water transport, but excluding passenger air
transport., (e), indicates that the value of turnover in million EUR was not available, and was imputed from
previous years, when available, to obtain the relevant estimate.

Table 47 - Detailed assessment of costs for service providers in the transport sector through
traveller’s journeys

Savings Saving
for s for
person perso

MS Activity with nal Km Notes Sources

disabilit assist
ies ant
(EUR) (EUR)

Standard bus fare in the 2.5 2.5 n.a. An administrative fee of EUR Lijn website.
city of Antwerp 5 to receive a free travel pass Available at:

card; the accompanying link.
person needs to have a
special card that recognises
them as an assistant (no fee

to get such card). Visually
impaired do not pay the EUR

5 administrative fee.

Short distance trip by train 2.0 5.2 25 50% discount; need to have Belgiantrain

(Brussels to Mechelen) a specific card in order to website.

receive a discount, the Available at:

accompanying person needs link.
to have a card that
recognises them as an

BE accompanying person.
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https://www.delijn.be/en/content/vervoerbewijzen/kortingen/
https://www.belgiantrain.be/en/tickets-list?DepartureStationReference=4001&ArrivalStationReference=2004&TravelClassCode=2&JourneyTypeCode=1&DepartureDate=22%2F05%2F2023&ReturnDate=&HighlightProductId=&sfs=1&listsearch_product=&rp=1

MS

HR

Activity

Medium distance trip by
train (Brussels to
Antwerp)

Long distance trip by train
(Brussels to Knokke)

Transfer to airport
(Brussels Midi to
Charleroi)

Total cost for a trip of 5-
days

Standard bus fare in the
city of Zaghreb

Short distance trip by train
(Zaghreb to Velika Gorica)

Medium distance trip by
train (Zaghreb to
Karlovac)

Long distance trip by train
(Zaghreb to Split)

Transfer to airport (from
the city of Zaghreb)

Total costs for a trip of
5-days

Standard bus fare in the
city of Tallinn

Savings
for
person
with
disabilit
ies
(EUR)

3.6

8.8

32.6

0.5

1.1

3.4

11.3

11.5

2.0

Saving
s for
perso

nal
assist
ant

(EUR)

8.4

19

16.6

51.7

1.5

4.6

15.1

8.3

2.0

Km

55

124

55

16

53

409

n.a.

Notes

50% discount; need to have
a specific card in order to
receive a discount, the
accompanying person needs
to have a card that
recognises them as an
accompanying person.

50% discount; need to have
a specific card in order to
receive a discount, the
accompanying person needs
to have a <card that
recognises them as an
accompanying person.

No discount for the person
with disability; if the person
with  disability is in a
wheelchair then the carer has
a 100% discount but needs to
book a ticket at least 72h in
advance via e-mail.

100%  discount only if
resident in Zagreb; the guide
dog, when needed, travels
for free.

75% discount; the assistant
travels for free

75% discount; the assistant

travels for free

75% discount; the assistant

travels for free

No discount is mentioned for
persons with disabilities.

100% discount, only
available if the person holds a
transport card or the national
disability card/certificate; the
assistant also receives a

Sources

Belgiantrain
website.
Available at:
link.

Belgiantrain
website.
Available at:
link.

Flibco
website.
Available at:
link.

Zet website.
Available at:
link.

Hzpp website.
Available at:
link.

Hzpp website.
Available at:
link.

Hzpp website.
Available at:
link.

Pleso Prijevoz
website, FAQ,
available at:
link; Policy
and Tickets,
available at:
link.

Website for
travel in
Tallinn.
Available at:
link.
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https://www.belgiantrain.be/en/tickets-list?DepartureStationReference=4001&ArrivalStationReference=1006&TravelClassCode=2&JourneyTypeCode=1&DepartureDate=22%2F05%2F2023&ReturnDate=&HighlightProductId=&sfs=1&listsearch_product=&rp=1
https://www.belgiantrain.be/en/tickets-list?DepartureStationReference=4001&ArrivalStationReference=1660&TravelClassCode=2&JourneyTypeCode=1&DepartureDate=22%2F05%2F2023&ReturnDate=&HighlightProductId=&sfs=1&listsearch_product=&rp=1
https://www.flibco.com/en/order-summary?utm_source=Brussels_Airport&utm_medium=website&utm_campaign=Brussels_Airport
https://www.zet.hr/cijene-prodaja-i-placanje/cijene-karata-grad-zagreb/400
https://prodaja.hzpp.hr/en/Ticket/TicketAndOptions?StateBasketId=79165abf-ba7e-4a66-a526-2c7f7049c04d
https://prodaja.hzpp.hr/en/Ticket/Journey?StartId=72480&DestId=75011&DepartureDate=2023-05-23&DirectTrains=True&Class=2&ReturnTrip=False&Passenger1Count=1&Passenger2Count=0&Benefit1Id=11
https://prodaja.hzpp.hr/en/Ticket/Journey?StartId=72480&DestId=76660&DepartureDate=2023-05-23&DirectTrains=True&Class=2&ReturnTrip=False&Passenger1Count=1&Passenger2Count=0&Benefit1Id=11
https://plesoprijevoz.hr/en/faq/
https://plesoprijevoz.hr/en/ticket-selection/?route_id=70&bus_start_route=SPLIT+Airport+-+Bus+station&j_date=2023-05-29&r_date=2023-05-25
https://www.tallinn.ee/en/pilet/ticket-prices

MS

FR

Activity

Short distance trip by train
(Tallinn to Saue)

Medium distance trip by
train (Tallinn to Tartu)

Medium distance trip by
bus (Tallinn to Tartu)

Long distance trip by train
(Tallinn to Valga)

Transfer to the airport
(from Tallinn, by tram)

Total costs for a trip of
5-days

Standard bus fare in the
city of Paris

Short distance trip by train
(Val de Reuil to Vernon)

Medium distance trip by
train (Paris to Le Havre)

Long distance trip by Bus
(Paris to Lyon)

Savings
for
person
with
disabilit
ies
(EUR)

2.0

10.0

12.0

16.2

2.0

36.7

2.1

Saving
s for
perso

nal
assist
ant

(EUR)

2.0

10.0

12.0

16.2

2.0

36.7

2.1

4.2

21.1

35.0

Km

20

182

182

234

n.a.

n.a.

15

190

500

Notes

100% discount, without need
to show a document

100% discount, only
available if the person holds a
transport card or the national
disability card/certificate; the
assistant also receives a
100% discount, without need
to show a document

100% discount, only
available if the person holds a
transport card or the national
disability card/certificate; the
assistant also receives a
100% discount, without need
to show a document

100% discount, only
available if the person holds a
transport card or the national
disability card/certificate; the
assistant also receives a
100% discount, without need
to show a document

100% discount, only
available if the person holds a
transport card or the national
disability card/certificate; the
assistant also receives a
100% discount, without need
to show a document

100% discount, only
available if the person holds a
transport card or the national
disability card/certificate; the
assistant does not need to
prove anything.

100% discount. Depending
on the disability, the
assistant may also receive a
50% discount

50% discount for personal
assistants

50% discount for personal
assistants

The trip is free for personal
assistants if the card specifies

Sources

Elron website.
Available at:
link.

Elron website.
Available at:
link.

LuxExpress
website.
Available at:
link.

Elron website.
Available at:
link.

Website for
travel in
Tallinn.
Available at:
link.

Ratp website.
Available at:
link.

Sncf website.
Available at:
link.

Sncf website.
Available at:
link.

Flixbus
website.
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https://elron.pilet.ee/en/otsing/Tallinn/Saue/2023-05-23/reis
https://elron.pilet.ee/en/otsing/Tallinn/Saue/2023-05-23/reis
https://luxexpress.eu/en/tickets/search/?promocode=&departDate=2023-05-23&currency=EUR&fromBusStopId=17028&toBusStopId=17058&passengers=1&affiliateId=
https://elron.pilet.ee/en/otsing/Tallinn/Saue/2023-05-23/reis
https://www.tallinn.ee/en/pilet/ticket-prices
https://www.ratp.fr/en/titres-et-tarifs
https://www.sncf-connect.com/app/en-en/home/shop/results/outward
https://www.sncf-connect.com/app/en-en/home/shop/results/outward

MS

DE

Activity

Long distance trip by train
(Paris to Marseilles)

Transfer to airport (Paris
CDG)

Total costs for a trip of
5-days

Standard bus fare in city
Berlin

Short distance trip by train
(Berlin to Potsdam)

Medium distance trip by
train (Berlin to
Brandenburg)

Medium distance trip by
bus (Munich to
Nuremberg)

Long distance trip by train
(Berlin to Bremen)

Berlin to airport

Total costs for a trip of
5-days

Standard bus fare in the
city of Budapest

72 hours travel card in the
city of Budapest

Savings
for
person
with
disabilit
ies
(EUR)

€21.0

3.0

4.0

7.9

59.9

32.6

0.94

15

Saving
s for
perso

nal
assist
ant

(EUR)

62.5

5.7

€61.1

3.0

13.0

51.7

0.94

15

Km

770

n.a.

38

83

170

395

30

n.a.

n.a.

Notes

the person with disabilities
needs to be accompanied

50% discount for an assistant

50% discount or free for an
assistant, PwD pays full price

100% discount for persons
with severe disability and
their assistant if have a
specific card
(Schwerbehindertenausweis)

100% discount for persons
with severe disability who
hold a specific card
(Schwerbehindertenausweis)

100% discount for persons
with severe disability who
hold a specific card
(Schwerbehindertenausweis)

Free for personal assistants if
the person with disability has
a disability card or medical
certificate

100% discount for persons
with severe disability who
hold a specific card
(Schwerbehindertenausweis)

100% discount for persons
with severe disability who
hold a specific card
(Schwerbehindertenausweis)

Free local transport for
persons with disabilities and
personal assistants

Free local transport for PwD
and personal assistants

Sources

Available at:
link.

Sncf website.
Available at:
link.

Ratp website.
Available at:
link.

Official
Website of
Berlin.
Available at:
link.

Deutsche
Bahn website.
Available at:
link.

Deutsche
Bahn website.
Available at:
link.

Flixbus Policy
and Tickets

Deutsche
Bahn website.
Available at:
link.

Deutsche
Bahn website.
Available at:
link.

BKK website,
persons with
physical
impairments,
available at:
link; prices,
available at:
link.

BKK website,
persons with
physical

impairments,
available at:
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https://www.flixbus.fr/services/personnes-mobilite-reduite#:~:text=Si%20vous%20%C3%AAtes%20%C3%A0%20mobilit%C3%A9,le%20coffre%20de%20l%27autocar.
https://www.sncf-connect.com/app/en-en/home/shop/results/outward
https://www.ratp.fr/en/titres-et-tarifs
https://www.berlin.de/en/public-transportation/1772016-2913840-tickets-fares-and-route-maps.en.html
https://reiseauskunft.bahn.de/bin/query.exe/dn?start=1&existOptimizePrice=1&REQ0JourneyStopsS0A=1&S=Berlin+Hbf&REQ0JourneyStopsSID=A%3D1%40O%3DBerlin+Hbf%40X%3D13369549%40Y%3D52525589%40U%3D80%40L%3D8011160%40B%3D1%40p%3D1684177950%40&REQ0JourneyStopsZ0A=1&Z=Potsdam+Hbf&REQ0JourneyStopsZID=A%3D1%40O%3DPotsdam+Hbf%40X%3D13066702%40Y%3D52391506%40U%3D80%40L%3D008012666%40B%3D1%40p%3D1683141698%40&date=Mo.%2C+22.05.2023&time=18%3A06&timesel=depart&returnDate=&returnTime=&auskunft_travelers_number=1&tariffTravellerType.1=E&tariffTravellerReductionClass.1=0&tariffClass=2&optimize=0&externRequest=yes&HWAI=JS%21js%3Dyes%21ajax%3Dyes%21#hfsseq1|2x.029692158.1684771622
https://reiseauskunft.bahn.de/bin/query.exe/dn?start=1&existOptimizePrice=1&REQ0JourneyStopsS0A=1&S=Berlin+Hbf&REQ0JourneyStopsSID=A%3D1%40O%3DBerlin+Hbf%40X%3D13369549%40Y%3D52525589%40U%3D80%40L%3D8011160%40B%3D1%40p%3D1684177950%40&REQ0JourneyStopsZ0A=1&Z=Brandenburg+Hbf&REQ0JourneyStopsZID=A%3D1%40O%3DBrandenburg+Hbf%40X%3D12566138%40Y%3D52400558%40U%3D80%40L%3D008010060%40B%3D1%40p%3D1683141698%40&date=Mo.%2C+22.05.2023&time=18%3A11&timesel=depart&returnDate=&returnTime=&auskunft_travelers_number=1&tariffTravellerType.1=E&tariffTravellerReductionClass.1=0&tariffClass=2&optimize=0&externRequest=yes&HWAI=JS%21js%3Dyes%21ajax%3Dyes%21#hfsseq1|53.011984158.1684771933
https://reiseauskunft.bahn.de/bin/query.exe/dn?start=1&existOptimizePrice=1&REQ0JourneyStopsS0A=1&S=Berlin+Hbf&REQ0JourneyStopsSID=A%3D1%40O%3DBerlin+Hbf%40X%3D13369549%40Y%3D52525589%40U%3D80%40L%3D8011160%40B%3D1%40p%3D1684177950%40&REQ0JourneyStopsZ0A=1&Z=Bremen+Hbf&REQ0JourneyStopsZID=A%3D1%40O%3DBremen+Hbf%40X%3D8813833%40Y%3D53083478%40U%3D80%40L%3D008000050%40B%3D1%40p%3D1684177950%40&date=Di.%2C+23.05.2023&time=13%3A00&timesel=depart&returnDate=&returnTime=&auskunft_travelers_number=1&tariffTravellerType.1=E&tariffTravellerReductionClass.1=0&tariffClass=2&optimize=0&externRequest=yes&HWAI=JS%21js%3Dyes%21ajax%3Dyes%21#hfsseq1|04.010259158.1684771216
https://reiseauskunft.bahn.de/bin/query.exe/dn?start=1&existOptimizePrice=1&REQ0JourneyStopsS0A=1&S=Berlin+Hbf&REQ0JourneyStopsSID=A%3D1%40O%3DBerlin+Hbf%40X%3D13369549%40Y%3D52525589%40U%3D80%40L%3D008011160%40B%3D1%40p%3D1677699556%40&REQ0JourneyStopsZ0A=1&Z=Flughafen+BER+-+Terminal+1-2&REQ0JourneyStopsZID=A%3D1%40O%3DFlughafen+BER+-+Terminal+1-2%40X%3D13511947%40Y%3D52364808%40U%3D80%40L%3D008011201%40B%3D1%40p%3D1682362737%40&date=Mo.%2C+22.05.2023&time=18%3A18&timesel=depart&returnDate=&returnTime=&auskunft_travelers_number=1&tariffTravellerType.1=E&tariffTravellerReductionClass.1=0&tariffClass=2&optimize=0&externRequest=yes&HWAI=JS%21js%3Dyes%21ajax%3Dyes%21#hfsseq1|7x.032052158.1684772343
https://bkk.hu/en/travel-information/public-transport/accessibility/reduced-mobility/
https://bkk.hu/en/tickets-and-passes/prices/single-tickets-valid-for-one-ride/

MS

HU

Activity

Short distance by train
(Budapest to Visegrad)

Medium distance by train
(Budapest to Szolnok)

Long distance by train
(Budapest to Debrecen)

Transfer to
(Budapest)

airport

Total costs for a trip of
5-days

Standard bus fare in the
city of Dublin

Short distance by train
(Dublin to Newbridge)

Medium distance by bus
(Dublin to Limerick)

Savings
for
person
with
disabilit
ies
(EUR)

2.9

4.5

10.79

5.9

41.7

2.0

10.9

28.0

Saving

s for

perso

nal Km
assist

ant
(EUR)
2.9 40
4.5 111
0 221
5.9 n.a.
39.6
2.0 n.a.
10.9 46
28.0 195

Notes

90% discount on
transport

regional

90% discount

90% discount

Free local transport for
persons with disabilities and
personal assistants

All values for Hungary are
converted in EUR using the
current exchange rate

100% discount, but the
person needs to be a Free
Travel Pass holder

The provider accepts the Free
Travel Pass for persons with

Sources

link; prices,
available at:
link.

BKK website,
persons with
physical
impairments,
available at:
link;  prices,
available at:
link.

BKK website,
persons with
physical
impairments,
available at:
link; prices,
available at:
link.

BKK website,
persons with
physical
impairments,
available at:
link; prices,
available at:
link.

BKK website,
persons with
physical
impairments,
available at:
link. Budapest
airport
website,
available at:
link.

Transport for
Ireland
website.
Available at:
link.

Irishrail
website.
Available at:
link.

Citylink
website.
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https://bkk.hu/en/travel-information/public-transport/accessibility/reduced-mobility/
https://bkk.hu/en/tickets-and-passes/prices/single-tickets-valid-for-one-ride/
https://bkk.hu/en/travel-information/public-transport/accessibility/reduced-mobility/
https://jegy.mav.hu/?honnan=&hova=&idopont=202107150000&indulaserkezes=indulas&lang=en
https://bkk.hu/en/travel-information/public-transport/accessibility/reduced-mobility/
https://jegy.mav.hu/?honnan=&hova=&idopont=202107150000&indulaserkezes=indulas&lang=en
https://bkk.hu/en/travel-information/public-transport/accessibility/reduced-mobility/
https://jegy.mav.hu/?honnan=&hova=&idopont=202107150000&indulaserkezes=indulas&lang=en
https://bkk.hu/en/travel-information/public-transport/accessibility/reduced-mobility/
https://www.bud.hu/en/passengers/transport/public_transportation/budapest_public_transportation
https://www.transportforireland.ie/fares/bus-fares/
https://www.irishrail.ie/en-ie/rail-fares-and-tickets/fares-info/dublin-limerick-ennis

MS

IE

IT

Activity

Medium distance by train
(Dublin to Limerick)

Long distance train
(Dublin to Killarney)
Transfer to airport

(Dublin)

Total savings for a trip
of 5-days

Standard bus fare in the
city of Bergamo

Standard bus fare in the
city of Rome

Standard bus fare in the
city of Trento

Medium distance by train
(Bergamo to Lake Garda)

Medium distance by train
(Bergamo to Verona)

Medium distance by bus
(Milan to Turin)

Savings
for
person
with
disabilit
ies
(EUR)

34.1

34.0

78.0

8.0

Saving
s for
perso

nal
assist
ant

(EUR)

34.1

34.0

78.0

40.0

15.0

Km

195

308

15

n.a.

n.a.

90

120

145

Notes

disabilities, and refers to the
Free Travel Scheme

100% discount, but the
person needs to be a Free
Travel Pass holder

100% discount, but the
person needs to be a Free
Travel Pass holder

No explicit mention of a
preferential tariff for persons
with disabilities.

Discounts only for Rome
residents depending on
taxable income; also, only
available on annual

subscription.

Free travel only for Trento
residents.

Travel discounts for persons
with disabilities are only for
legal residents of the region,
a disability card per se does
not appear to be enough.

20% discount or free travel
on same train for the
accompanying person,
assumed for a EUR 40 ticket.

Free travel for accompanying
person and/or pet, average
price of a ticket bought the
day before.

Sources

Available at:
link.

Irishrail
website.
Available at:
link.

Irishrail
website.
Available at:
link.

Dublin Airport
website, help
& support,
available at:
link.
DublinExpress
website,
available at:
link.

ATB Trasporti
Bergamo
website.
Available at:
link.

ATAC
website.
Available at:
link.

Roma

Trentino
Trasporti.
Available at:
link.

Regione
Lombardia
Tariffa
Agevolata.
Available at:
link.

Trenitalia
website.
Available at:
link.

Flixbus
website.
Available at:
link.

Italy
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https://www.citylink.ie/fares
https://www.irishrail.ie/en-ie/rail-fares-and-tickets/fares-info/dublin-limerick-ennis
https://www.irishrail.ie/en-ie/rail-fares-and-tickets/fares-info/dublin-limerick-ennis
https://www.dublinairport.com/at-the-airport/help-and-support
https://www.dublinexpress.ie/city-to-airport
https://www.atb.bergamo.it/it/viaggia-con-noi/biglietti
https://www.atac.roma.it/biglietti-e-abbonamenti/a-contribuzione
https://www.trentinotrasporti.it/tariffe/abbonamenti/abbonamenti-categoria-g
https://www.regione.lombardia.it/wps/portal/istituzionale/HP/DettaglioProcedimento/servizi-e-informazioni/cittadini/muoversi-in-lombardia/biglietti-e-agevolazioni/io-viaggio-agevolata/richiesta-ivol-agevolata
https://www.trenitalia.com/it/informazioni/la_guida_del_viaggiatore/altre_riduzioni_ecartescontoatuadisposizione.html
https://help.flixbus.com/s/article/PSSP-Quanto-costa-il-trasporto-dellaccompagnatore-o-del-cane-guida?language=it

MS

RO

Activity

Long distance by train
(Milan to Rome)

Transfer to
Airport by bus

Bergamo

Total savings for a trip
of 5-days

Standard bus fare in the
city of Bucharest

Short distance trip by train
(Bucharest to Fundulea)

Medium distance trip by
train (Bucharest to
Giurgiu)

Long distance trip by train
(Bucharest to Oradea)

Transfer to
(Bucharest)

airport

Total savings for a trip
of 5-days

Standard bus fare in the
city of Barcelona

10 journey pass in city
Barcelona

Short distance trip by train
(Madrid to Fuenlabrada)

Savings
for
person
with
disabilit
ies
(EUR)

0

2.0

0.6

4.2

3.8

30.0

2.9

28.1

9.4

1.3

Saving
s for
perso

nal
assist
ant

(EUR)

0

13.8

0.6

4.2

3.8

30.0

2.9

28.1

2.4

11.4

1.3

Km

500

n.a.

42

115

649

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

27

Notes

No mention of free travel or
discounts for persons with
disability or personal
assistants. There are only
discounts for seniors. There
are preferential conditions,
but related to service, and
help in reserving seats.

No explicit mention of a
preferential tariff for persons
with disabilities.

All values for Romania are
converted in EUR using
the current exchange rate

There is no tariff for persons
with disabilities for 1 journey;
assistants need to have a
special card in order to travel
for free

The pasts costs EUR 2 for
persons with disabilities;
accompanying persons needs
to have a specific card in
order to receive the discount

25% discount; discount only
provided with the Tarjeta
Dourada card; the assistant

Sources

Italo website,

Policy,
available at:
link; Offers,

available at:
link.

ATB Trasporti
Bergamo
website.
Available at:
link.

Stbsa website.
Available at:
link.

CFR  Calatori
website.
Available at:
link.

CFR  Calatori
website.
Available at:
link.

CFR  Calatori
website.
Available at:
link.

CFR  Calatori
website.
Available at:
link.

Tmb website.
Available at:
link.

Tmb website.
Available at:
link.

Venta website.
Available at:
link.
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https://www.italotreno.it/it/termini-condizioni
https://www.italotreno.it/it/offerte-treno
https://www.atb.bergamo.it/it/viaggia-con-noi/biglietti
https://www.stbsa.ro/eng/trips_eng
https://bilete.cfrcalatori.ro/ro-RO/Itineraries?tip-calatorie=on&DepartureStationName=Bucure%C8%99ti+%28toate+sta%C8%9Biile%29&ArrivalStationName=Fundulea&DepartureDate=23-05-2023&ora=10&lng=en
https://bilete.cfrcalatori.ro/ro-RO/Itineraries?tip-calatorie=on&DepartureStationName=Bucure%C8%99ti+%28toate+sta%C8%9Biile%29&ArrivalStationName=Giurgiu+Nord&DepartureDate=23-05-2023&ora=10&lng=en
https://bilete.cfrcalatori.ro/ro-RO/Itineraries?tip-calatorie=on&DepartureStationName=Bucure%C8%99ti+%28toate+sta%C8%9Biile%29&ArrivalStationName=Oradea&DepartureDate=23-05-2023&ora=10&lng=en
https://bilete.cfrcalatori.ro/ro-RO/Rute-trenuri/Bucuresti-Baneasa/Bucuresti-Nord?DepartureDate=23-05-2023&TimeSelectionId=0&MinutesInDay=0&OrderingTypeId=0&ConnectionsTypeId=1&BetweenTrainsMinimumMinutes=15&ChangeStationName
https://www.tmb.cat/en/barcelona-fares-metro-bus/single-and-integrated/choose-ticket?q=disabled&type=0
https://www.tmb.cat/en/barcelona-fares-metro-bus/single-and-integrated/choose-ticket?q=disabled&type=0
https://venta.renfe.com/vol/search.do?c=_Kq5D

MS

ES

Activity

Medium distance trip by
train (Madrid to Toledo)

Medium distance trip by
train (Madrid to Jaen)

Medium distance trip by
bus (Madrid to Quintana
del Puente)

Long distance trip by train
(Madrid to Barcelona)

Long distance trip by bus
(Madrid to Barcelona)

Trip to Madrid airport by
Train

Total savings for a trip
of 5-days

Savings
for
person
with
disabilit
ies
(EUR)

2.8

14.6

0.0

20.1

6.0

0.5

30.8

Saving
s for
perso

nal
assist
ant

(EUR)

2.8

14.6

55.0

20.1

6.0

44.2

Km

73

310

252

613

613

n.a.

Notes

receives the same discount if
the person has a 65% or
greater disability.

25% discount; discount only
provided with the Tarjeta
Dourada card; the assistant
receives the same discount if
the person has a 65% or
greater disability.

40% discount; discount only
provided with the Tarjeta
Dourada card; the assistant
receives the same discount if
the person has a 65% or
greater disability.

Free for
person

accompanying

25% discount; discount only
provided with the Tarjeta
Dourada card; the assistant
receives the same discount if
the person has a 65% or
greater disability.

15% discount for those with
a 33% disability and more;

same applies to the
assistants except if the
disability is intellectual or

developmental (in that case
the assistant travels for free)

20% discount for the person
with disability, no mention of
the special assistant

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on desk research

Calculation of costs estimates of a digital EDC

Both policy options Al and A2 see the introduction of a digital version of the European Disability
Card in parallel to a physical one. In line with the current developments in the area of
digitalisation of other cards, licences and certificates ongoing on the EU level, the digital EDC

would be based on ISO18013-5 and eIDAS features.

Sources

Venta website.
Available at:
link.

Venta website.
Available at:
link.

Flixbus Policy
and Tickets

Venta website.
Available at:
link.

Alsa website.
Available at:
link.

Crtm website.
Available at:
link.

In the Commission Staff Working Document?®® accompanying a proposal for a Directive on
driving licences, the cost of creating an IT system for the introduction of EU mobile driving

299 SWD(2023) 128 final
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https://venta.renfe.com/vol/search.do?c=_Kq5D
https://venta.renfe.com/vol/pay.do?c=_ZOIG
https://venta.renfe.com/vol/pay.do?c=_ZOIG
https://www.alsa.es/checkout?p_p_id=PurchasePortlet_WAR_Alsaportlet&p_p_lifecycle=1&p_p_state=normal&p_p_mode=view&_PurchasePortlet_WAR_Alsaportlet_javax.portlet.action=step2Action&_PurchasePortlet_WAR_Alsaportlet_tabUuid=b663de03-9b9a-4063-905a-0bc1aacb8342&p_auth=3t5QP5Y7&outwardJourney=9&outwardJourneyFare=0
https://www.crtm.es/billetes-y-tarifas/billetes-y-abonos/personas-con-discapacidad.aspx%20and%20Prices
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-03/SWD_2023_128_impact_assessment.pdf

licences is estimated to be around EUR 12.9 million in one-off costs and ca EUR 1.9 million on
recurring costs for maintaining the system on a yearly basis once it is developed.3°°

As the volumes of driving licences issued in the EU are much higher than the estimated number
of people with disabilities, there is a need to adjust these estimated costs.

To this end, the calculation of estimated costs needed to build an IT system from scratch for a
digital EDC comprised of two steps:

1) The estimated one-off and recurring costs for digital driving licences per driving licence
were calculated, as seen in the table below:

Table 48 - IT system cost per digital driving licence

Digital driving licences One-off costs Recurring annual
maintenance costs

Total EU27 EUR 12,927,816 EUR 1,939,172

Number of driving licences 250,000,000 250,000,000

Cost per driving licence EUR 0.05171 EUR 0.00776

2) The one-off and recurring costs per digital driving licences were then multiplied by the
number of persons reporting “severe” limitations in usual activities3°! to receive an
estimate of one-off and recurring annual maintenance costs for digital European Disability
Card.

Table 49 - Estimated IT system cost for digital European Disability Card

One-off costs Recurring annual

maintenance costs
Cost per licence EUR 0.05171 EUR 0.00776
Estimated number of persons 32,198,939 32,198,939

reporting “severe” limitations in
usual activities

Estimated total EU27 for persons EUR 1,665,047.84 EUR 249,757.12
reporting “severe” limitations in
usual activities

As calculated in the table above, the one-off costs to build an IT system for digital EDC are
estimated to be EUR 1.67 million with recurring maintenance costs estimated at EUR 249,757
per year.

Final ranking matrix

Following the assessment of the policy options through the MCDA, in Section 8 of the Final report
the options are compared based on their total scores through a final ranking matrix. In this
matrix, the sums of the weights for all criteria in relation to which a given policy option performs
better than other policy options are indicated. The outranking matrix follows the example of
Table below.

300 SWD(2023) 128 final, pp. 106-108

301 The calculation used “Estimated number of persons reporting “severe” limitations in usual activities” (i.e., 32,198,939
person) from EU SILC data as not all MS publish the number of persons with recognised disabilies. As per Table 5 of
the Study supporting the impact assessment of an EU initiative introducing the European Disability Card, the numbers
obtained in the EU SILC for persons reporting “severe” limitations are comparable for with the numbers of persons
with disabilities in those Mmeber States that publish these data. Therefore, the calculations above are made with the
assumption that the EU SILC data provide a representative figure of persons with disabilities across the EU.
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https://transport.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-03/SWD_2023_128_impact_assessment.pdf

Table 50 - Illustrative final ranking matrix

Policy option
Baseline
Policy option 1
Policy option 2

Direction Score
+/- 0
+ 5
+ 11

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on the BRG

The practical application of the matrix can be found in the core Final report. The outranking
matrix provides a clear overview of which policy option is most favourable, second-most

favourable, etc.

Annex IV - Competitiveness check

Overview of impacts on competitiveness

The impacts of policy options A2 and B2 on competitiveness and SMEs are analysed in the
dedicated parts of the MCDA in Section 7 of the Final report. For both options, these impacts are
deemed to be small, and mainly occurring through the same channel: the increase in persons
with disabilities travelling affecting the market for accessible tourism in Europe. Like for the
wider tourism sector, many SMEs operate in this market3°? and they would be positively impacted
by the increased travel flows of persons with disabilities from other Member States.

Table 51 - Overview of impacts on competitiveness - Preferred Options

Impact of
) ) the initiative
Dimensions of

Competitiveness 5""1' // "‘__/ (/’
n.a.)

Cost and price
competitiveness

References
to sub-
sections of
the main
report or
annexes

Sections 7.3
(Table 19),
7.4 (Table
21)

Comment

The cost for service providers to offer preferential
conditions to persons with disabilities from other
Member States is considered to be negligible
given the small proportion they represent of the
client base (less than 1% for the majority of
respondents to the targeted survey), as service
providers have a large majority of their clients
from both nationals and tourists. Furthermore,
this cost is partially offset by the paying
customers accompanying persons with
disabilities: in the targeted survey for service
providers, 16 out of 23 respondents declared that
persons with disabilities are accompanied, on
average, by at least one person fully paying for
the organisation’s services.3%3 This cost is
estimated at:
- 254 and 353 million EUR yearly for A2.

- roughly 40 million EUR to 55 million EUR
yearly for B2

These are yearly costs for the whole EU. Given the
number, size, turnover of service providers in the
EU in the affected sectors, these costs are

302 World Tourism Organization (UNWTO, Madrid, 2018), European Union Tourism Trends: “EU destinations counted 608
thousand accommodation establishments in 2016, mostly small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)”. Available at:

link.

303 Survey on costs targeted at service providers, Q8 and Q9 (See Annex VII).
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https://www.unwto.org/europe/publication/european-union-tourism-trends

Dimensions of
Competitiveness

International
competitiveness

Capacity to

innovate

SME
competitiveness

Impact of

the initiative

(++/+/0
-/ -/

n.a.)

0

0

Synthetic assessment

References
to sub-
sections of
the main
report or
annexes

Sections 7.3
(Table 19),
7.4 (Table
21)

Sections 7.3
(Table 19),
7.4 (Table
21)

Sections 7.3
(Table 19),
7.4 (Table
21)

Comment

practically negligible and are unlikely to reflect
into prices.

Given the nature of the policy, the options would
not put at any disadvantage EU firms relative to
firms outside the EU, as the tourism sector is
naturally a domestic sector, and, as such, all firms
would be in the same situation. Moreover, the
preferred policy options are expected to be
beneficial in terms of international
competitiveness, by decreasing uncertainty for
costumers with disability, as well as costs and
uncertainty for service providers regarding the
validity of the different national IDs. By removing
barriers to the mobility of persons with disabilities
travelling to different Member States, the policy
options can be expected to make the accessible
tourism  market more competitive, with
companies in the sector striving to attract tourists
with disabilities.

In terms of attractiveness for international
tourists, as explained above, the policy options
are not expected to translate into higher prices,
given the low overall costs. As such, this will not
discourage non-EU tourists.

No significant effect is expected in terms of
capacity to innovate, as this is not strictly related
to neither of the preferred policy options

SME competitiveness is not expected to be
significantly impacted relative to other business.

The preferred policy option is not expected to have significant impacts on competitiveness, nor
particularly negative effects on small and medium enterprises. The policy option is likely to
provide a boost in international competitiveness for business operating in the tourism sector,
through an increase in the travel propensity of persons with disabilities from other Member
States. On the one hand, the cost of offering preferential conditions to these costumers is minor
both in terms of the direct cost and relative to the proportion of these costumers in the client
base. Moreover, as most service providers report that persons with disabilities are often
accompanied by paying costumers (who are not the personal assistants), the direct cost of the
preferential condition might be offset immediately by higher turnover. The costs are not higher
for SMEs, while the benefits could be higher, as these businesses are particularly concentrated
in the tourism sector.
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Annex V - Evidence feeding problem definition

Implementation analysis of the EU Parking Card for persons
with disabilities
Objectives and scope of the EU parking card

The EU parking card for persons with disabilities (hereinafter referred to as “EU parking card”),
also known as “Blue Badge”, was introduced in 1998 by Council Recommendation 98/376/EC, 304
as amended by Council Recommendation 2008/205/EC.30>

CR 98/376/EC provides for a standardised model of EU parking card with a view of ensuring its
mutual recognition across the Member States, hence facilitating the free movement of persons
with disabilities by car (see the Box below).

Box 7 - Council Recommendation 98/376/EC: Preamble 3

Whereas a mode of transport other than public transport constitutes, for many persons with disabilities,
the only means of getting about independently for purposes of occupational and social integration;
whereas, in certain circumstances and with due regard to road safety, it is only right that persons with
disabilities should be enabled, by means of a parking card for such people, to park as near to their
destination as possible; whereas persons with disabilities should thus have the opportunity to avail
themselves of the facilities provided by the said parking card throughout the Community in accordance
with the national rules applying in the country in which they happen to be.

Source: Council Recommendation 98/376/EC

The EU parking card provides for various parking concessions, including free parking, extended
parking, or reserved parking spaces, as established by Member States’ specific provision of law.
In particular, Art. 3 gives some indications on who should be entitled to the EU parking card,
recommending the Member States to grant it ‘to people whose disability leads to reduced
mobility’.3% The introduction of an EU standardised model of the EU parking card guarantees
that persons entitled to certain parking rights in their Member State can benefit from such
advantages also in another Member State where they decide to travel.3%” In this sense, the
Recommendation also foresees that full information on the conditions for using the EU parking
card in the Member States should be provided to cardholders.3%® In particular, Art. 4 states
recommends the Member States to cardholders.3%° In particular, Art. 4 recommends Member
States to ‘provide, on the basis of a technical fact sheet prepared by the Commission, an
overview of the conditions of use in the different Member States of the European Union when
issuing a parking card to persons with disabilities and at the request of the persons
concerned’.3'% Moreover, the EU parking card is issued to a named person with recognised
disability status, rather than to a specific vehicle, so it is transferable to any vehicle the person
may be using.3!!

Specifically, the standardised model set out by Council Recommendation 98/376/EC details the
dimensions, format and layout, which should make the card easily identifiable across the Member
States, with the most recognisable component being the international disability symbol

304 98/376/EC: Council Recommendation of 4 June 1998 on a parking card for people with disabilities. Available at: link.

305 Council Recommendation of 3 March 2008 adapting Recommendation 98/376/EC on a parking card for people with
disabilities, by reason of the accession of the Republic of Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, the Republic of Estonia, the
Republic of Cyprus, the Republic of Latvia, the Republic of Lithuania, the Republic of Hungary, the Republic of Malta,
the Republic of Poland, Romania, the Republic of Slovenia and the Slovak Republic. Available at: link.

306 98/376/EC: Council Recommendation of 4 June 1998 on a parking card for people with disabilities. Available at: link.

307 Mufioz, E., Serrano, M., Marqués, A., Ferreras, A., & Solaz, J. (2016, June). SIMON: an ICT proposal for the mobility
impaired citizens. In 11th ITS European Congress, Glasgow, Scotland (pp. 6-9).

308 98/376/EC: Council Recommendation of 4 June 1998 on a parking card for people with disabilities. Available at: link

309 98/376/EC: Council Recommendation of 4 June 1998 on a parking card for people with disabilities. Available at: link

310 Thid.

311 European Parliament (2022), Disability assessment, mutual recognition and the EU Disability Card - Progress and
opportunities. Available at: link.
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX:31998H0376
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=celex:32008H0205
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX:31998H0376
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX:31998H0376
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX:31998H0376
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/739397/IPOL_STU(2022)739397_EN.pdf

representing a wheelchair.32 The Annex to Council Recommendation 98/376/EC entitled
“Provisions on the Community-model parking card for people with disabilities” provides for
further details, in particular with regard to card’s height, width, colour, material (plastic-coated),
the elements that shall be contained (e.g. the wheelchair symbol, the expiry date, serial number,
specification on the issuing authority, the words “Parking card for people with disability” in
national language and the words “Parking card” in other EU languages, the holder’s personal
information, signature and photo, specific statements, etc.) and where these elements are to be
displayed.3!3 Moreover, in its preamble, the Recommendation also foresees that the Member
States should introduce security features to prevent forgery or counterfeiting of the parking
card.34

How successful was the Recommendation on the EU parking card in
ensuring its mutual recognition across the Member States and
facilitating the free movement of persons with disabilities in the EU

Since the adoption of Council Recommendation 98/376/EC in 1998, the EU model parking
card has been adopted in - and is widely used by - all the Member States, as
demonstrated by the number of valid cards in place (see Table 52 for a general overview on the
number of valid EU parking cards or the cards issued in a given year and see Figure below for a
comparison among the number of valid cards in some of the Member States) as well as by
stakeholders consulted during the study largely agreed to be aware of the card3!'®> and to make
use of it.316

312 Tbid.

313 Mufioz, E., Serrano, M., Vivo, M., Marqués, A., Ferreras, A., & Solaz, J. (2016). SIMON: assisted mobility for older
and impaired users. Transportation research procedia, 14, 4420-4429.

314 98/376/EC: Council Recommendation of 4 June 1998 on a parking card for people with disabilities. Available at: link.

315 Survey targeted at PwDs Q3.1 (See Annex VII); PC: Respondents to the easy-to-read questionnaire Q13 and standard
questionnaire QB1 (See Annex VIII).

316 Survey targeted at PwDs Q1.6, Q3.2 (See Annex VII); PC: Respondents to the easy-to-read questionnaire Q14 and
Q15 and standard questionnaire QB2 (See Annex VIII).
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Table 52 — Number of existing EU parking cards per Member State

2022:

2023:
2023:
2023:

2023:

2018:
2019:
2020:
2021:
2022:

2017

Number of cards

100,000

476,114
89,996
9,628

130,000

14,926
15,342
14,221
14,809
17,450

-2018:

630,000

2022

2023
2023
2023

2017:
2019:
2020:
2021:
2022:
2023:

2023:
2022:
2023:

2013

: 125,000
: 61,953
: 10,853
:14,540

9,752

10,589
8,485

11,239
13,299
13,552

213,251
277,838
59,514

-2022:

21,933

2019
2023

: 26,763
: 33,291

Notes

Issued since 1 January 2014

Cards issued in years 2018-2022

Cards issued between 1 Jan 2017 and 1 February 2019

e N. of cardholders in the period of 01/01/2010 - 31/12/2022

e Unit of measurement not specified

e Number of cards issued in Stockholm in years 2013-2022

Source: Author’s own elaboration

317 cZ, DE, EE, EL, ES, HR, HU, IT, RO, SK: no data available.
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Figure 12 - Number of valid EU parking cards per Member State compared to the estimated no.
of persons reporting “severe” disability318

1.000.000

750.000

500.000

250.000

BE BG cY DK IE LT LU LV MT NL PT S

Estimated no. of persons reporting “severe”disability —==@==No. of valid cards

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on EUROSTAT data and on data collection conducted at the
Member State level

Overall, the adoption of a common EU model has improved the mutual recognition of
the card across the Member States,3?° hence facilitating the free movement of persons
with disabilities across the Member States3?! Consistently, a survey conducted by the European
Disability Forum (EDF) in 2020 pointed to the EU parking card as one of the most practical and
visible EU initiatives on disability issues. Specifically, the EDF survey confirmed that the EU
parking card is mutually recognised across the Member States, making travelling abroad
easier.3?? In this respect, the majority per persons with disabilities consulted during the study
declared to use the EU parking card abroad3?® and agreed that the card facilitates travels to
other Member States.3?*

Yet, the EU parking card presents some shortcomings due to the fact that it stems from
a provision issued 25 years ago that has so far not been updated and also to its legal
nature, i.e. a Recommendation which is not binding by nature, thus providing for minimum
harmonisation across the Member States.32° In line with the principle of subsidiarity, disability

318 Section 0 provides data limited to twelve Member States as data collected through desk research and consultation
activities on the no. of persons with disabilities holding the EU parking card is not consistent and hardly comparable
across the remaining Member States.

319 Eurostat database, hith_silc_12. Available at: link.

320 Ssyrvey targeted at NCAs Q3.2- Ensuring mutual recognition of the card across Member States; Survey targeted at
other PAs Q3.2; Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs Q3.1; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.2 (See annex VII).

321 preliminary results (based on responses to the standard questionnaire received until 3 April 2023) of Public
Consultation QB3.

322 EDF recommendations for strengthening the EU Parking Card 2020. Available at: link.

323 Survey targeted at PwDs Q3.2 - Yes, I use it both in my country and in other Member States or Yes, I use it in other
Member States (See annex VII).

324 Survey targeted at PwDs Q3.3 (See annex VII).
325 EDF recommendations for strengthening the EU Parking Card 2020. Available at: link.
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policies are mainly competence of the Member States. Hence, national authorities are free to
establish their own provisions for the functioning of the EU parking card. More specifically, each
Member State can determine the eligibility criteria for obtaining the card (the disability
assessment), the management system in place and the issuing authority, which may be local or
central, as well as any further elements to be added in the card layout.

In addition, the Recommendation does not contain provisions on coordination and monitoring of
Member States. As a consequence, there is little indication of coordination and monitoring actions
in recent years to improve harmonisation across the Member States.3?® The lack of common
actions for the coordination and monitoring of the EU parking card across the Member States
and the margin of discretion allowed by the Recommendation have resulted in differences across
the Member States with regard to the EU parking card’s design, issuing and enforcement rules.
In turn, even if the EU parking card is widely used and generally recognized across the Member
States, such differences result in some barriers for persons with disabilities in using the card
when travelling to another Member State.3?”

With respect to the disability assessment, the Member States have different rules in place
regarding the eligibility criteria for obtaining the EU parking card. Persons with disabilities
are often considered as part of a single homogeneous group, even if in reality they constitute a
heterogeneous group of people that differ in age and lifestyles, physical and mental
characteristics, or travel patterns and transport needs.3?® Given that there is not a definite and
shared definition of disability, the Member States apply different criteria to identify who is eligible
to obtain the EU parking card (see Table belowTable 53). For instance, in some Member States,
the EU parking card is available to everyone who has a national disability card, or who appears
on a national disability register3?® (e.g. RO), thus the eligibility criteria for the EU parking card
are more broadly interpreted and do not concern only mobility impairments. In other cases, the
EU parking card is issued to recipients of disability pensions/benefits, or following a specific need
assessment (e.g. as part of an assessment for long-term social care/support). In most cases, as
shown in the table below, the EU parking card is granted to persons with a disability that implies
reduced mobility or impaired vision. Indeed, Art. 3 of the Recommendation suggests that the EU
parking card should be granted to a person with a disability that leads to reduced mobility.33°

Table 53 - Member States’ different eligibility criteria for obtaining the EU parking card33!

Model AT BE BG CY CZ DE DK EE EL E5 FI FR HR HU IE IT LT LU LV MT NL PL PT RO SE S5I SK

Reduced
mability
Impaired
vision
Severe
disabilities
Intellectual
and non-
physical
disabilities
Mobility
restriction

< o o A A o W o o W
+ S W W A A A WS < W o

A W W S < < A

V + SO

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on desk research

Different eligibility criteria result in different treatment depending on the country of
origin across the Member States, thus causing confusion and frustration to persons with
disabilities as regards their (mobility and related) rights. In this respect, as also stated by a

326 The last Commission request for information to Member States on the implementation of the EU parking card dates
from 2019 and was discussed in the High Level Group on Disability in 2019.

327 Do not take my spot! - The EU Disability Parking Card. Available at: link.

328 Mufioz, E., Serrano, M., Marqués, A., Ferreras, A., & Solaz, J. (2016, June). SIMON: an ICT proposal for the mobility
impaired citizens. In 11th ITS European Congress, Glasgow, Scotland (pp. 6-9).

329 European Parliament (2022) Disability assessment, mutual recognition and the EU Disability Card - Progress and
opportunities. Available at: link.

330 98/376/EC: Council Recommendation of 4 June 1998 on a parking card for people with disabilities. Available at: link.
331 With ‘severe disability’ is meant amputation of limbs, severe mobility impairment, blindness, etc.
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Member of the European Parliament during the event "Do not take my spot! — The European
Disability Parking Card", the fact that the EU parking card is issued not only to persons with
reduced mobility but also to persons with other types of disabilities (e.g. mental disabilities)
raises confusion about the use of the EU parking card.33? In this respect, a representative from
an EU-level parking association interviewed during the study claimed that, when using the EU
parking card, persons with non-visible disabilities (e.g. dementia) often face questions from
controllers, bystanders and persons with physical disabilities, complaining that the parking spot
is taken by persons with no physical issues that are still fit to easily access to premises.333

Moreover, the Member States have different systems in place for the management of the
EU parking card. Indeed, the EU parking card can be issued either by a centralised,
decentralised or mixed (authority management system) model, depending on whether the
designated authority deciding on the eligibility and responsible for the issuance is national or
local. In general, the Member States with a larger population (DE, ES, IT, RO) tend to adopt a
decentralised system, which could be considered more efficient to process a larger number of
cards, while those with a smaller population (AT, BE, CY, DK, IE, LU, LV, MT) generally adopt a
centralised system.33* The centralised model is typically linked with lower risk of frauds and
forgeries as compared to a decentralised model.33%> Indeed, centralisation of responsibilities
allows greater efficiency in terms of both issuing procedures and enforcement capacity against
misuse of the card, including checks on the card validity.

In order to get both advantages linked with the centralised and decentralised model, some
Member States (EE, EL, FI, FR, HU, LT, SI) have decided to adopt a mixed model, where the
authority responsible for the physical issuance and delivery of the card and the authority in
charge of the eligibility assessment are identified either at the central or the local levels. The
mixed model has also led to better control on the uniform implementation of the entitlement
criteria, issuance by specialised bodies and implementation of national databases with national
cards number, compared to the decentralised model.33¢ Table 54 below provides an overview of
different management systems in place across the Member States.

Table 54 - EU parking card management systems

Model  |AT|BE[BG|CY |CZ|DE|DK|EE |EL|ES[FI|FR|HR|HUIE [IT|LT LU [LV [MT NL|PL|PT RO |SE |SI|SK]
Centralised v / v v v v v Y v Y

Decentralised v v Y v v v v v Y v
Mixed v v v v N N v

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on desk research

Regarding the mixed model, Table 55below illustrates different approaches adopted across
Member States.

Table 55 - EU parking card mixed management systems
Typeofauthority | EE | EL | FI | FR | HU | LT | SI |
Eligibility assessment Local Central Local Local Local Local Central
Card issuance Central Local Central Central Central Central Local

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on desk research

Differences in the design and in the validity period of EU parking cards issued in the
different Member States are also present. Annex I to the Recommendation provides for minimum
standards in terms of design and layout of the EU parking card, but the technological progress
since 1998 and the non-binding nature of the provision have resulted in increasing differences

332 Do not take my spot! - The EU Disability Parking Card. Available at: link.
333 Targeted interview with one EU Parking association (#3).

334 European Commission (2019) Parking card for persons with disabilities - Updated overview (shared by EC, not
published).

335 Minutes from the EU Disability High Level Group meeting 14 May 2019 - 9.30 to 16.30. Available at: link.

336 European Commission (2019) Parking card for persons with disabilities - Updated overview (shared by EC, not
published).
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in the design of the cards issued by the Member States, reinforced by a lack of coordination
among the Member States. Differences in the layout of the EU parking card sometimes even
occur also within a single Member State, when the card is issued at the local level (e.g. if the
logo of the municipality is included).33” A respondent from the study survey targeted at national
Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) included as an issue that affects to a high extent the
implementation of the EU parking card the fact that some of the Member States have different
parking card models even in their own regions.33 A further element of complexity is the
coexistence of older and newer models of cards. For example, since 2017, in France the EU-
model parking card is progressively being replaced by a new non-EU model parking card, i.e.
the CMI (‘Carte mobilité inclusion’), yet both models are currently valid and in use.

The table below provides some examples of national differences regarding the EU parking card.

Table 56 — Examples of additional features with respect to the standard EU-model parking card

Additional security feature AT BE DK ES FI IE IT MT NL PL SE SK
Barcode v Y v
Hologram v v v v v v v v v v
QR code v v v

NCF (*Near field communication’) tag for v

wireless detection

Unique number (national or regional) v v

Anti-copying paper v v v

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on desk research

Member States have added these features, not originally foreseen in the
Recommendation, in order to better prevent frauds and forgeries.3*° Frauds consist in
the use of a parking card of someone else, including a deceased person, or in using both a
duplicate card and the original one at the same time. In order to tackle this kind of fraud, Belgium
added a QR code in the EU parking card that can be scanned through an app (*Handi2park’) used
by the police to check their validity. Until the end of January 2019, 71,219 EU parking cards had
been checked using Handi2park and in almost 10% of the cases there appeared to be a misuse
of the EU parking card. Most of the times, the EU parking card of a deceased person was used,
or the original card was still used even if a duplicate had been issued.

With respect to forgeries, these occur when a copy of the EU parking card belonging to someone
else is used or when the rightful owner makes copies of the EU parking card to use it on more
than one vehicle simultaneously. Holograms are expressly included on EU parking cards issued
in Italy, Malta, Slovakia and Sweden to make sure that copies of the card are recognisable,
preventing possible forgeries. For example, in Malta, in 2022, 110 cards in the car park of an
important hospital were found to be copies. Also in Sweden, a barcode and hologram have been
introduced as copied cards were commonly found to be used in vehicles.

In other countries, no additional features are present on the EU parking card compared to the
standard model set out in Annex I to the Recommendation, but other actions against fraud and
forgery have been implemented. For example, in Greece, the Hellenic Police operated a special
traffic policing operational programme, called "Free movement of citizens in cities", from
September 2019 to September 2020. Each month, violations related to parking on spaces
reserved to persons with disabilities were recorded and the number of violations dropped from
9,531 (period September-November 2019) to 1,868 (period September 2020).

Differences in the layout and design of the EU parking card across the Member States
may reduce the degree of mutual recognition. Indeed, while the visual format is still easy
to recognise thanks to the international disability symbol representing a wheelchair, the text
displayed on the EU parking card is usually printed in the national language of the Member State
where the card is issued, and the physical dimension does not allow for the inclusion of text in

337 Do not take my spot! - The EU Disability Parking Card. Available at: link.
338 Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.6 (See annex VII).
339 Minutes from the EU Disability High-Level Group meeting 14 May 2019 - 9.30 to 16.30. Available at: link.
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multiple languages. Therefore, its meaning is not immediately clear to local authorities or service
providers of other Member States where the card is used, unless they can understand the text
written in a foreign language.3%°

Several respondents to the online surveys confirmed that national differences in terms of validity
period3* and design34? hinder the mutual recognition of the card, thus negatively affecting its
implementation across the Member States. Moreover, 7 out of 8 CSOs and 14 out of 19 NCAs
participating in the study workshops claimed that national differences in terms of design and
functioning of the EU parking card hinder its mutual recognition across the Member States.343
Furthermore, 3 out of 15 persons with disabilities consulted during the study survey confirmed
to have faced problems linked to the non-recognition of their EU parking card in another Member
State,3%* as well as the majority of respondents to the Public Consultation.3*> From 2018 to 2022,
around 30 enquiries were submitted thought he SOLVIT platform to raise issues about fines
received even when showing the EU parking card. In particular, in two complaints, cardholders
stated that their French parking card had not been recognised by local parking authorities abroad
as it does not follow the EU model, which resulted in one case in a fine with the car being taken
away and in the other case in denial to park in the special parking space for persons with
disabilities close to an airport entrance.

Another issue affecting the mutual recognition of the EU parking card is the different rights
and benefits granted across the Member States. The EU parking card is, indeed, used
differently and may give right to different benefits depending on the Member State issuing it,
which may create confusion when travelling to another Member State.

Table 57 - Examples of national differences in the rights granted by the EU parking card

Member Reser_ved r:::II:r\:\?h::e Fre_e par:king N;at:lrg:;?:t Parking_ in
States PRI, it is generally in PET areas subject 2 G
spaces prohibited3ss Parking areas .. i .o limits zones
Austria v
Belgium v
Bulgaria v
Croatia v
Cyprus v v v
Czech
Republic v v v
Denmark V348 VA v V349
Estonia v v v
Finland v v v v
France v v v

340 European Parliament (2022) Disability assessment, mutual recognition and the EU Disability Card - Progress and
opportunities. Available at: link.

341 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.6 - National differences in terms of validity period of the card; Survey targeted at other
PAs Q3.6; Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs Q3.4; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.6 (See annex VII).

342 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.6 - National differences in the card’s design; Survey targeted at other PAs Q3.6; Survey
targeted at EU-level CSOs Q3.4; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.6 (See annex VII).

343 Respondents to the online workshop with CSOs held on 22 March 2023 - Q14 “To what extent do you think that
national differences in terms of design and functioning of the EU parking card hinder its mutual recognition across the
Member States? ”: “Large extent” (5), “Moderate extent” (2), n=8; Respondents to the online workshop with NCAs
held on 23 March 2023 - Q12 “To what extent do you think that national differences in terms of design and features
of the EU parking card hinder its mutual recognition across the Member States?”: “Large extent” (1), “Moderate extent”
(13), n=19.

344 Survey targeted at PwDs Q3.6, - Often (See annex VII).

345 public Consultation QB.4 (Limited recognition of the card (issued by national or local authorities) across Member
States), 406 out of 1204 (High extent), 371 out of 1204 (Very high extent) (See Annex 1IV).

346 If not causing obstructions.

347 Allowed only in individual cases and if urgently necessary.

348 Allowed for maximum 15 minutes.

349 Allowed only if explicitly allowed by local concessions and during the specified times.
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Parking on

No time limit

Reserved Free parking L. Parking in
Member . roads where . - parking in .
States ST it is generally in paid areas subject ~ Pedestrian
spaces prohibited3s¢ Parking areas ., .. ¢ limits zones
Germany v vi v /2
Greece v v
Hungary NG v v v
Ireland v
Italy v v v
Latvia
Lithuania v v V351 v
Luxembourg v
Malta v
Netherlands v Va2
Poland v v
Portugal /R
Romania v
Slovakia v v
Slovenia v
Spain
Sweden Y V354 VA v Vs

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on desk research

In the study survey, 8 out of 25 NCAs,3*® 4 out of 5 other public authorities,3*” 11 out of 23
national CS0s,3*® 7 out of 10 of EU-level CSOs3>° and 10 out of 24 persons with disabilities3¢°
believe that national differences in terms of rights granted by the card is an issue to a high or
very high extent to the implementation of the EU parking card. Moreover, from 2018 to 2022,
around 80 enquiries about the rights granted by the EU parking card across the Member States
were submitted on the SOLVIT platform, demonstrating uncertainty as to mutual
recognition. In many cases, persons used the platform to ask how they can use their EU parking
card when visiting another Member State. For example, a French citizen holding the card asked
what rights are granted by the EU parking card in Czech Republic. Similarly, a Hungarian
cardholder asked if in Vienna (AT) he could park without paying as he is allowed to do in his
home country showing the EU parking card. In around 70 enquiries, persons with disabilities, or
someone on their behalf, simply asked if the EU parking card is actually recognized across the
Member States. For example, an Italian cardholder travelling to Vienna (AT) asked if there was
the need to communicate to the Austrian authorities the possession of the EU parking card, to
prevent possible fines.

As a consequence, national differences in the EU parking card result in some barriers to
the freedom of movement for persons with disabilities. Indeed, non-recognition of the EU
parking card might result in practical disadvantages, such as not being able to park near the
entrance of premises. Limited recognition of the EU parking card across the Member States is
considered an issue linked to its implementation to a high or very high extent by 13 out of 25

350 Allowed only if explicitly allowed by local concessions and during the specified times.

351 Allowed only in spaces marked with a wheelchair symbol.

352 Allowed for maximum 3 hours.

353 Allowed only in case of absolute necessity, for a short time and without obstructing other vehicles or pedestrians.
354 Allowed for maximum 3 hours.

355 Allowed for maximum 3 hours.

356 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.6 - National differences in terms of rights granted by the card (See annex VII).

357 Survey targeted at other public authorities Q3.6 - National differences in terms of rights granted by the card: “High
extent” (80%), n=5.

358 Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.6 (See annex VII).
359 Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs Q3.4 - National differences in terms of rights granted by the card (See annex VII).
360 Survey targeted at PwDs Q3.4 - National differences in terms of rights granted by the card (See annex VII).
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respondents of the study survey targeted at NCAs,3%! 2 out of 5 other public authorities, 362 9 out
of 23 national CSOs,3%3 6 out of 10 EU-level CS0s3%* and 11 out of 24 persons with disabilities.36>

This issue has been recently confirmed by a study conducted for the European Parliament,
claiming that whether they are tourists, cross-border workers, job seekers or residents, persons
with disabilities frequently encounter different criteria and procedures that are applied to
disability assessments and to consequent parking entitlements or benefits granted across the
Member States, resulting in limited freedom of movement.3%® Also, as anecdotal evidence, the
lack of mutual recognition was pointed out by a petition sent in 2015 by a British citizen to the
European Parliament, stating that his/her EU parking card issued in the UK was not recognised
in Spain, his/her country of residence, resulting in several fines.36”

According to the respondents of the survey targeted at persons with disabilities, the issues
affecting the implementation of the EU parking card mostly hinder their ability to easily
access different premises®® and to exercise their right to mobility in the EU.3®°
Respectively 14 out of 23 national CSOs and 5 out of 10 EU-level CSOs responding to the study
survey agreed that these issues hinder to a high or very high extent mostly the ability to easily
access different premises.37° At the same time, 13 out of 23 national CSOs and 5 out of 10 EU-
level CSOs, together with 9 out of 25 NCAs and 3 out of 5 other public authorities, also believe
that the issues affecting the implementation of the EU parking card might increase to a high or
very high extent the hassle/burden of obtaining information about the different parking
conditions for persons with disabilities.3”* During a study interview conducted with a
representative of a EU Parking association,3”? it has been highlighted that also frauds and
forgeries of the EU parking card have a strong impact on the ability of persons with disabilities
to easily access different premises, as persons using fake EU parking cards take away the spaces
reserved to persons with disabilities. Similarly, in an enquiry submitted through the SOLVIT
platform in 2021, a German person with disability complained that he was seeing a
disproportionate amount of EU parking cards issued by the Czech authority and claimed that, in
his opinion, a case of large-scale abuse was taking place, hindering his right to find a free parking
lot reserved to persons with disability.

Is the EU parking card still needed?

Since its introduction, the EU parking card proved to be still relevant, being one of the
instruments available to persons with disabilities helping them to facilitate their free
movement, as shown by the number of valid EU parking cards in place (see Table 52 above)
and the high percentage of consulted persons with disabilities claiming to be aware of the EU
parking card3’3 and to use it3’4. Moreover, according to the study surveys, 19 out of 25 NCAs, 4
out of 5 other public authorities, 19 out of 23 national CSOs and 9 out of 10 EU-level CSOs

361 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.6 - Limited recognition of the card across Member States (See annex VII).

362 Survey targeted at other public authorities Q3.6 — Limited recognition of the card across Member States (See Annex
VII).

363 Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.6 (See annex VII).
364 Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs Q3.4 - Limited recognition of the card across Member States (See annex VII).
365 Survey targeted at PwDs Q3.4 - Limited recognition of the card across Member States (See annex VII).

366 European Parliament (2022) Disability assessment, mutual recognition and the EU Disability Card - Progress and
opportunities. Available at: link.

367 petition No 0590/2015 by M.G.S. (British) concerning the problems he is facing in Spain due to the use of a parking
card for people with disabilities issued in the UK. Available at: link.

368 Survey targeted at PwDs Q3.5 — Your ability to easily access different premises (See annex VII).
369 Survey targeted at PwDs Q3.5 - Your ability to exercise your right to mobility in the EU (See annex VII).
370 Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs Q3.5; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.7 (See annex VII).

371 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.7 - Increasing the hassle/burden of obtaining information about the different parking
conditions for persons with disability; Survey targeted at other public authorities Q3.7; Survey targeted at EU-level
CSOs Q3.5; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.7 (See annex VII).

372 Targeted interview with one EU Parking association (#3).
373 Survey targeted at PwDs Q3.1 (See annex VII).
374 Survey targeted at PwDs Q1.6 (See annex VII).
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believe that the EU parking card is still relevant to meet the current needs of persons with
disabilities.3”> According to different stakeholders (NCAs, CSOs, parking associations) consulted
in the interviews and workshops, persons with disabilities tend to prepare their trip carefully
when they travel, as they need to make sure of the accessibility and conditions offered in the
premises and services they will use.

Yet, it should be highlighted that the EU parking card originates from a Recommendation
implemented in 1998, almost 25 years ago, and which has never been updated to meet new
developments and needs. In this regard, it shall be considered that Council Recommendation
2008/205/EC,376 which amended Council Recommendation 98/376/EC,3’7 did not substantially
revise the provisions of the EU parking card, but only extended them to the new Member States
adhering to the EU at that time (i.e. BG, CY, CZ, EE, HU, LT, LV, MT, PL, SI and SK). There is
some evidence that some of the Recommendation’s provisions are not up to date and
aligned with the latest developments and issues affecting persons with disabilities
when travelling in the EU, as well as with their needs and habits. On this point, there is an
increase both in the number of persons with disabilities desiring to travel in the EU and in the
frequency of their travels, thus confirming the relevance of an EU parking card that is mutually
recognised across the Member States.378 According to a representative from an EU-level parking
association interviewed during the study, to make sure that they will have a parking space at
destination, some persons with disabilities prefer to reserve a private garage in case they cannot
count on the availability of parking for persons with disabilities in the street.37°

Moreover, new and emerging technological developments are increasingly (mis)used
to develop increasingly sophisticated forgery and fraud mechanisms, as also confirmed
by additional security features progressively included by the Member States in the card’s design
(see Table 56 in previous section). According to the study survey, the majority of respondents
agree that specific security features added to the EU-model by some Member States (e.g.
holograms, QR codes, barcodes, etc.) on the parking card are effective to tackle frauds38® and
forgeries.®®! On this point, a representative from an EU-level parking association interviewed
during the study pointed out that misuses of the EU parking card are a major problem as they
prevent persons with disabilities to access certain services and to participate to social life.382 The
interviewee explained that enforcers in charge of checking the validity of the EU parking card
are not always aware of how a real EU parking card looks like, since there is no cross-national
database on parking cards’ design or on parking cards’ holders. Hence, the interviewee
highlighted that the current paper copy solution is not in line anymore with the progress of
technology that exposes the EU parking cards to more and more sophisticated frauds and
forgeries. According to a representative of another EU-level parking association interviewed
during the study, frauds and forgeries of the EU parking card could be easily prevented by
introducing a digital format of the card. However, the interviewee pointed out that moving to a

375 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.13; Survey targeted at other public authorities Q3.13; Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs
Q3.11; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.13 (See annex VII).

376 Council Recommendation of 3 March 2008 adapting Recommendation 98/376/EC on a parking card for people with
disabilities, by reason of the accession of the Republic of Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, the Republic of Estonia, the
Republic of Cyprus, the Republic of Latvia, the Republic of Lithuania, the Republic of Hungary, the Republic of Malta,
the Republic of Poland, Romania, the Republic of Slovenia and the Slovak Republic. Available at: link.

377 98/376/EC: Council Recommendation of 4 June 1998 on a parking card for people with disabilities. Available at: link.

378 Gonda, T. (2021). Travelling Habits of People with Disabilities. GeoJournal of Tourism and Geosites, 37(3), 844-850.
Available at: link.

379 Targeted interview with one EU Parking association (#3).

380 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.4 - Specific security features on the card (e.g. holograms, QR code, barcode, etc.);
Survey targeted at other public authorities Q3.4; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.4; Survey targeted at EU-level
CSOs Q3.2 (See annex VII).

381Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.5 - Specific security features on the card (e.g. holograms, QR code, barcode, etc; Survey
targeted at other public authorities Q3.5; Survey targeted at national CSOs Q3.5; Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs
Q3.3 (See annex VII).

382 Targeted interview with one EU Parking association (#3).
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digital way of enforcing the EU parking card entails the risk of not having the physical card on
the car, which might lead other people to think that the car is parked illegally.383

Moreover, a parking association representative noted that the paper-based card is not in line
anymore with how parking rights are controlled, as this is done more and more digitally,
checking the car license plates in a national or local database. An increasing number of Member
States uses the ANPR (automatic number-plate recognition), as in the Netherlands, where an
automatic camera picks the car plate number to recognize it and the system uses a database to
check who has a parking right in that spot. However, the camera does not necessarily pick up
the information on the ownership of an EU parking card, unless the physical parking card has a
particular technology in it (e.g. NFC). So, persons with disabilities end up getting fines even if
they have a right of parking in a specific space.38* According to the interviewee, in the future
there will be the need for a fraud-proof EU parking card and a database solution that will allow
to check whether a vehicle is linked to an EU parking card or not.38>

In this regard, 6 out of 7 CSOs and 13 out of 19 NCAs participating to the study workshops
agreed that an update of Council Recommendation 98/376/EC, and in particular of its Annex I,
would be necessary to update the format of the card in order to avoid fraud and forgery and
address new ways of controlling parking rights.386

The SIMON project, funded by the Competitiveness and innovation Framework Programme,
aimed at enhancing the EU parking card through digital technologies to allow contactless and
mobile user identification, with a view of reducing risks of fraud and issues related to data privacy
(see Box 8).3%7

Box 8 - The SIMON project

The project consisted in four large-scale pilots in Madrid (ES), Lisbon (PT), Parma (IT) and Reading (UK),
with the objective to use Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) services to promote the
independent living and societal participation of persons with disabilities in the context of public parking
areas and other transport modes. The two main challenges addressed by the project were the reduction
of frauds in the use of the EU parking card and the proposal of specific multimodal navigation solutions
for elderly people and persons with disabilities.3®8 The project demonstrated the potential of new
technological solutions to improve the effectiveness of the EU parking card, facilitate free movement of
persons with disabilities and reduce fraud. More specifically, new technologies were explored to identify
innovative tools and appropriate information services to users of the EU parking card as well as to
overcome difficulties in collecting reliable information about parking accessibility.38° For example, with
the development of the SIMON project, it has been proven that a digital format for the EU parking card
would allow easier checks on its validity, reducing frauds, and would help to overcome the issues linked
to the EU parking card recognition in different languages.3°°

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on desk research

383 Targeted interview with one EU Parking association (#9).
384 Targeted interview with one EU Parking association (#9).
385 Targeted interview with one EU Parking association (#9).

386 Respondents to the online workshop with CSOs held on 22 March 2023 and to the online workshop with NCAs held
on 23 March 2023.

387 Mufioz, E., Serrano, M., Marqués, A., Ferreras, A., & Solaz, J. (2016, June). SIMON: an ICT proposal for the mobility
impaired citizens. In 11th ITS European Congress, Glasgow, Scotland (pp. 6-9).

388 Mufioz, E., Serrano, M., Vivo, M., Marqués, A., Ferreras, A., & Solaz, J. (2016). SIMON: assisted mobility for older
and impaired users. Transportation research procedia, 14, 4420-4429.

389 Mufioz, E., Serrano, M., Marqués, A., Ferreras, A., & Solaz, J. (2016, June). SIMON: an ICT proposal for the mobility
impaired citizens. In 11th ITS European Congress, Glasgow, Scotland (pp. 6-9).

390 European Parliament (2022) Disability assessment, mutual recognition and the EU Disability Card - Progress and
opportunities. Available at: link.
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How coherent is the EU parking card with other EU policies

This section aims to understand the extent to which the EU parking card is coherent with other
EU policies in the field of free movement, disability and social rights.

As far as free movement rights are concerned, the coherence assessment looked at the
consistency between the EU parking card and Directive 2004/38/EC on free movement.3°! The
preamble of Directive 2004/38/EC specifies that, according to the prohibition of discrimination
contained in the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights, Member States should ensure the free
movement of EU citizens across all the Member States without discrimination on grounds, among
others, of disability.3°? Likewise, the preamble of Recommendation 98/376/EC states that,
together with the promotion of the mutual recognition, the aim of the EU parking card is to
facilitate the freedom of movement of persons with disabilities. Hence, the Recommendation
proved to be coherent with and supports the goal of Directive 2004/38/EC on free movement
which, in turn, takes into account non-discrimination against persons with disabilities.

With respect to EU disability policies, the assessment looked at the consistency between the EU
parking card and the pilot EU Disability Card implemented in eight Member States (i.e. BE,
CY, EE, FI, IT, MT, RO and SI). More specifically, it investigated whether the issuing authorities,
the eligibility criteria and the rights granted by the pilot EU Disability Card in these Member
States are coherent with those in place for the EU parking card in the same countries.

391 Directive 2004/38/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2004 on the right of citizens of the
Union and their family members to move and reside freely within the territory of the Member States amending
Regulation (EEC) No 1612/68 and repealing Directives 64/221/EEC, 68/360/EEC, 72/194/EEC, 73/148/EEC,
75/34/EEC, 75/35/EEC, 90/364/EEC, 90/365/EEC and 93/96/EEC. Available at: link.

392 Ibid.
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Table 58 — Comparison between the EU Disability Card and the EU parking card the Member States participating to the pilot project

Member State

CY

Elements of
comparison

Issuing
authority

Eligibility
criteria

Rights granted

Issuing
authority

Eligibility
criteria

EU Disability Card

FPS Social Security

Vlaams Agentschap voor Personen met een
Handicap (VAPH)

Agence pour une Vie de Qualité (AViQ)
Service Personne Handicapée Autonomie
Recherchée (Phare)

Dienststelle flir Selbstbestimmtes Leben
(DSL)

Persons recognised by or receive help from
an official institution for persons with
disabilities.

Children receiving increased child benefit.

making activities, such as sports events,
museum visits and other leisure activities,
more accessible.
Department for Social Inclusion of Persons
with Disabilities.

Cypriot and EU citizens with disabilities who
have a permanent residence in the area
controlled by the Republic of Cyprus for at
least consecutive 12 months;

Persons with disabilities with recognised
refugee status or supplementary protection
status, in accordance with the Refugee Law.

EU Parking Card

Public Service Social Security.

Persons with a permanent disability of 50% or
more (disability of the legs) or of 80% or more
(other invalidity);

War invalid (civil or military) with a disability of
50% or more;

Persons completely paralyzed on the arms or if
both arms have been amputated;

Persons with reduced self-reliance or mobility

parking and traffic rights.

Department for Social Inclusion of Persons with
Disabilities.

Cypriot and EU citizens with disabilities who have
a permanent residence in the area controlled by
the Republic of Cyprus for at least consecutive 12
months;

Persons with disabilities with recognized refugee
status or supplementary protection status, in
accordance with the Refugee Law;

Organisations that provide care to persons with
disabilities.

“Person with disability” for the purposes of issuing
Parking card means:

Persons whose disability involves amputation or
severe weakness of the upper and/or lower limbs
due to any cause, and as a result the person with
disability has a permanent degree of disability of
39% or more;

170



Member State

FI

Elements of
comparison

Rights granted

Issuing
authority

Eligibility
criteria

Rights granted

Issuing
authority

Eligibility
criteria

EU Disability Card

it ensures equal access to some specific
benefits in the field of culture, tourism,
entertainment, sports and transports.

National Social Insurance Board.

All persons with disabilities that have a
disability certificate issued by Social
Insurance Board (degree and type of
disability and duration of disability).

benefits (not specified).

Kela (an independent social security
institution supervised by the Finnish
Parliament).

Persons with a disability allowance;
Pensioners with a care allowance;

Persons with speech, hearing and vision
impairment with an interpreter assistance
and the person entitled to accompanying
them;

Persons with a mobility assistance provided
under the Social Welfare Act;

Persons cared for by an informal caregiver
and their caregiver;

Persons with a travel companion service
and the person entitled to accompanying
them;

EU Parking Card

Persons with disabilities according to the
provisions of the law for special allowance for blind
persons, severe motor disability allowance
scheme, care allowance for quadriplegic people,
care allowance for paraplegic persons;

Persons with intellectual disabilities;

Persons that go under heamodialysis.

parking and traffic rights.

Issuing authority: National Social Insurance
Board.

Persons with disabilities who has assessed severe,
profound or moderate degree of movement or
vision function disability;

Persons with temporary movement or vision
function deviation;

Persons with a mobility disability and people
servicing persons with a mobility disability or blind
persons

parking and traffic rights.

Finnish Transport and Communications Agency.

Persons with a handicap resulting from an illness,
problem or disability preventing the individual
from walking and the disability category for this
handicap is 11 or higher;

Persons with a disability resulting from impaired
vision. Visual acuity in the better eye can be a
maximum of 0.1 or overall eyesight corresponds
to disability category 17;

Persons with a permit for transporting a person
with serious disabilities if the said person requires
regular transport and cannot manage without an
escort after transportation.
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Elements of

Member State N
comparison

Rights granted

Issuing
authority

Eligibility

1 criteria

Rights granted

Issuing
authority

Eligibility

MT L
criteria

EU Disability Card

Persons with assisted living under the Act
on Services for Persons with Disabilities and
the person entitled to accompanying them;
Persons with personal assistance and the
person entitled to accompanying them.
disability allowance, care allowance and
interpreter assistance.

INPS (National Institute of Social Security)

Persons with disabilities from 67% to 100%
disability or from 50% if deriving from the
workplace;

Persons with accompanying allowance;
Blind persons;

Deaf persons.

free access or discounts to access national
museums and other cultural premises.
Commission for the Rights of Persons with
Disability (CRPD).

A person has to meet the definition of
disability as defined by the Equal
Opportunities (Persons with Disability) Act
(EOA) 2000. The EOA defines disability
according to the definition of disability in
Article 2 of the UN Convention on the Rights
of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD).

EU Parking Card

parking and traffic rights.

Municipality of residence.

Persons with significantly reduced walking ability;
Blind persons.

For a period of less than five years, therefore for a
limited period, the card can be released also to:

Persons with temporary impaired walking ability
due to injury or other pathological causes;
Persons with total absence of any functional
autonomy and with the need to continuous
assistance, to go to places of care.

parking and traffic rights.

Adenzija Sapport.

Persons who are entitled to the European
Disability Card and have severe and permanent or
temporary mobility impairment;

Persons with a permanent visual impairment, not
exceeding 6/60 in the better eye, or who have a
visual limitation preventing them from seeing
from an angle of at least 20 degrees (tunnel
vision) and who use a motor vehicle on a regular
basis;

Persons who have a severe
impairment who drive a car regularly;
Persons who have permanent and severe physical
impairment which prevents them from walking or
who do so with great difficulty or for those whom
any effort at walking would be detrimental to their
lives on account to their impairment and who
makes use of a motor vehicle on a regular basis;

permanent
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Member State

RO

SI

Elements of
comparison

Rights granted

Issuing
authority

Eligibility
criteria

Rights granted

Issuing
authority

Eligibility
criteria

EU Disability Card

free access and discounts to cultural and
touristic destinations.

National Authority for the Protection of the
Rights of Persons with Disabilities.

Children and adults with severe,
accentuated, medium or light disabilities,
based on a valid disability certificate. Only
persons who have a disability certificate are
allowed to hold the Card.

free or partially subsidized access for
people with disabilities to cultural, sporting
and leisure events.

local administrative offices.

Persons with recognised disability based on
the Equalisation of Opportunities for
Persons with Disabilities Act Citizens of the
Republic of Slovenia with permanent
residence in the Republic of Slovenia or
foreigners with permanent residence in the
Republic of Slovenia;

Persons with Disabilities I., II. and III.
categories under the Pension and Disability
Insurance Act (all workers with disabilities
- decisions based on Act);

EU Parking Card

Persons with a severe mental impairment or who
exhibit severe challenging behaviour and who
require frequent assistance and/or supervision
during the day and night and who use of a motor
vehicle on a regular basis.

parking and traffic rights.

Local public authority.

Children who hold a Disability Certificate issued by
the decision of the Commission for child
protection, (document within its validity period);
Adults who hold a Disability Certificate issued by
the Disability Advice Board or, as the case may
be, a Decision issued by the Superior Commission
for the Evaluation of Adult Persons with
Disabilities, (document within its validity period);
Their legal representatives (the parent or the
person designated, according to the law, to
exercise the rights and fulfil the obligations
towards the person with disabilities), on request,
can use a card for free parking spaces.

parking and traffic rights.

local administrative offices.

Persons who have suffered from at least 60%
physical impairment due to loss, malfunction or
paralysis of the lower or upper limbs or pelvis;
Persons with multiple sclerosis;

Persons with muscular and neuromuscular
disorders with estimated at least 30% physical
impairment;

Persons mentally handicapped who have been
granted disability according to the regulations on
the protection of persons with physical and mental
disabilities;
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Member State

Elements of
comparison

Rights granted

EU Disability Card

Persons with recognised physical
impairment (PI): around 90% PI due to loss
of vision, around 70% PI due to hearing
loss or at least 80% PI, if the PI is
cumulative and the minimum percentage
for one PI is at least 70% (Pension and
Disability Insurance Act - physical
impairment decisions);

Persons with disabilities according to the
Vocational Rehabilitation and Employment
of Disabled Persons Act (Decision by
Employment Service of Slovenia);
Recognised status of a Persons with
Disabilities according to the Act Regulating
the Training and Employment of Disabled
Persons (Decision by Employment Service
of Slovenia); Status acquired under the Act
Concerning Social Care of Mentally and
Physically Handicapped Persons (Decisions
by Centre for Social Work or rarely by
Pension and Disability Insurance Institute
of Slovenia).

various discounts - like entry ticket to a
museum or better access to attractions at a
theme park.

EU Parking Card

Persons with at least 90% physical impairment
due to visual loss;

Minors who are physically or mentally
handicapped or are impeded in movement due to
loss, malfunction, paralysis of the lower limbs or
pelvis;

Health services, social services and disability
organizations, whose workers visit home care
workers because of urgent and unavoidable
services needed for their health and life.

parking and traffic rights.

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on desk research
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As presented in Table 58, overall, the issuing authorities of the pilot EU Disability Card and
of the EU parking card are the same only in Cyprus and Estonia. The pilot EU Disability
Card seems to be issued mostly by central authorities, also in countries where the
management model of the EU parking card is decentralised (i.e. IT and RO), apart from
Slovenia where both cards are issued by local administrative offices.

In terms of eligibility criteria, overall, those to obtain the EU parking card are more specific
than those for the EU Disability Card. For example, the criteria in place in Estonia and Italy
for obtaining the EU parking card are linked to mobility impairment and motor disability.
Furthermore, in Italy, the EU parking card might be granted also in case of a temporary
impairment of walking ability of the person, contrarily to the EU Disability Card that
assumes a permanent disability status. In other cases, as in Romania, the eligibility criteria
for obtaining the two cards are quite similar, with the exception that the EU parking card
might be granted also to the legal representative that uses the car to accompany a person
with disabilities. This is further proved by the responses to the study survey targeted at
NCAs, where 15 out of 25 NCAs affirmed that the eligibility criteria for obtaining a disability
card, if present in the Member State, are not the same as the ones for obtaining the EU
parking card.3?3 Moreover, 4 of these respondents explicitly stated that the eligibility
criteria in place for the EU parking card are stricter with respect to the ones for the
disability card.3%4

Then, for what concerns the rights granted, the two cards seem to be complementary and
the rights granted to cardholders are not overlapping. Indeed, in general, the EU Disability
Card often grants free access or discounts in the sector of culture, leisure, sport and public
means of transport, while the EU parking card gives rights related to parking (e.g. reserved
parking slots, free parking, parking without time limit) and traffic (e.g. the possibility to
circulate in limited traffic zones).

With regard to the coherence with social rights, in 2017, the European Parliament, the
Council and the Commission proclaimed the European Pillars of Social Rights, a list of 20
key principles aimed at building a fair, inclusive and full of opportunity European Union.3°°

The rights of persons with disabilities are taken into account by Principle n. 3 on equal
opportunities, which claims: "Regardless of gender, racial or ethnic origin, religion or
belief, disability, age or sexual orientation, everyone has the right to equal treatment and
opportunities regarding employment, social protection, education, and access to goods
and services available to the public” and by Principle n. 17, which is specifically addressed
to persons with disabilities, claiming that “people with disabilities have the right to income
support that ensures living in dignity, services that enable them to participate in the labour
market and in society, and a work environment adapted to their needs”.

These two principles are in line with the preamble of Council Recommendation introducing
the EU parking card, which reads “all people with disabilities should be entitled to additional
concrete measures aimed at improving their occupational and social integration” and “a
mode of transport other than public transport constitutes, for many people with disabilities,
the only means of getting about independently for purposes of occupational and social
integration”. Therefore, it is possible to conclude that the EU action towards the promotion
of social rights is coherent with the objective of Recommendation 98/376/EC to improve
accessibility for persons with disabilities and to promote their rights and equality of
opportunity.

On the other hand, the EU is also committed to making Europe the first climate neutral
continent in the world through the European Green Deal, a set of proposals to make all
sectors of the EU’s economy fit to reach climate targets in a fair, cost effective and
competitive way.3%¢ One of the target of the European Green Deal is to transition to greener
mobility offering clean, accessible and affordable transport everywhere, in particular by

393 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.1 (See annex VII).
394 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.1 (See annex VII).
395 European Pillars of Social Rights. Available at: link.

396 The European Green Deal. Available at: link.
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halving the emissions of cars and vans by 2030. However, as stated in Recommendation
98/376/EC, private vehicles are often the main means of transport used by persons with
disabilities to move independently. Thus, in order to allow persons with disabilities to make
sustainable choices such as preferring rail travel rather than using a private car, it is key
to make public transportation means accessible and affordable for everyone.3%”

How cost-efficient was the implementation of the EU parking card

This section aims to understand if the introduction of the EU parking card has been efficient
for the Member States and stakeholders in terms of proportionality of costs and benefits,
also compared to a situation in which different national parking cards had continued to be
used. In order to evaluate the efficiency of this instrument, expected benefits are
understood as the capability of the EU parking card to improve the free movement of
persons with disability and the expected costs are understood as the cost for Member
States, public authorities and parking managers to implement and monitor the use of the
EU parking card.

Overall, the EU parking card for persons with disabilities proved to be an efficient policy
initiative. Indeed, although 11 out of 25 NCAs and 3 out of 5 other public authorities
claimed that the EU parking card entails costs for national authorities in charge of
managing and issuing the card in the Member States,3°8 39 out of 63 respondents to the
online surveys believe that the benefits linked with the adoption of the EU parking card for
persons with disabilities have overcome the related costs.3%°

The authority responsible for issuing the EU parking card in the municipality of Rome
consulted during the study reported the following unitary costs for the issuance of the card
and additional security features:

o EU Parking card + TAG RFID: EUR 0.30
e Plastic pouche: EUR 0.348
e Holograms: EUR 0.25

The Belgian public authority responsible for the issuing of the EU parking card reported
that the application of a stamp hologram, based on a standard (thus not a custom made
one, but owned by the foil manufacturer) holographic foil, costs between EUR 0.017 and
EUR 0.02 per card (depending on the size and the foil used). On the other hand, the
application of a QR code does not result in an additional variable cost, since it is applied
at the same stage as the rest of the personalisation of the card, so it is included in the
fixed costs decided during the initial set-up of the project.

For what concerns indirect costs to develop the digital platform to manage the parking
cards and the associated car plates (e.g., to check cards’ validity and the right to park in
reserved spots and to access certain limited traffic areas), the authority from the
municipality of Rome underlined that it is not possible to retrieve them, as a unique
platform is in place to manage everything that concerns traffic and authorizations.

No further specific information could be found on the costs of implementation of the EU
parking card, but considering that the Recommendation dates from 1998, it can be
assumed that implementation costs have been offset as the costs of issuing new cards
with the EU model should now be incorporated in the business-as-usual costs. Yet, there
is some evidence that national differences in the design and implementation of the EU
parking card contribute to increasing overall costs. Specifically, as reported by the
representative of an EU-level parking association interviewed during the study, the
increasing divergences in the design of the EU parking card across the Member States

397 European Disability Forum (2019) An inclusive Green Deal for Europe. Available at: link.
398 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.11;Survey targeted at other public authorities Q3.11 (See annex VII).

399 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.12; Survey targeted at other public authorities Q3.12; Survey targeted at national
CSOs Q3.12; Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs Q3.10 (See annex VII).
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have raised the need to provide parking controllers with ad-hoc trainings on the different
types of cards in place.4%°

What is the EU added value of the EU parking card compared to
keeping different national parking cards

Despite its shortcomings, overall the EU parking card improved mutual recognition, as its
visual standard is easy to recognise for everyone and the results of the EU intervention in
this specific policy area suggest that such EU-model could spill over to other areas that
need harmonisation across the EU.

Most respondents to the online survey agreed that the EU parking card for persons with
disabilities provides greater benefits than if different parking cards had continued to be
used.*%! Similarly, a survey conducted by the EDF in 2020 pointed the EU parking card as
one of the most practical and visible EU initiatives on disability issues. In particular, the
respondents to the survey believe that the EU parking card is successfully recognised
across the Member States, making travelling abroad easier.4%? In addition, 14 out of 24
persons with disabilities consulted in the context of the study survey declared to use the
EU parking card when travelling abroad*®® and agreed that the card facilitates travels to
other Member States.40*

A representative from an EU-level parking association interviewed during the study agreed
that the EU can bring added value also in the future developments of the EU parking card.
Indeed, in the interviewee’s view, this instrument should be updated with digital
components, and this is a field where the EU can bring added value with very concrete
solutions, making at disposal of the Member States the technological knowledge to help
this process of innovation and digitalisation. The interviewee, further added that further
developments of the EU parking card could take inspiration from other initiatives such as
the European Car and Driving licence Information System (Eucaris),%®> an exchange
mechanism that connects the national vehicle and driving licence registration authorities
in Europe to support the fight against car theft and registration fraud, since some countries
(e.g. Netherlands) are already enforcing parking rights by controlling the car plates against
a database of car owners, and an option could be to register the EU parking card with the
car.#06

400 Targeted interview with one EU Parking association (#3).

401 Survey targeted at NCAs Q3.10; Survey targeted at other public authorities Q3.10; Survey targeted at national
CSOs Q3.10; Survey targeted at EU-level CSOs Q3.8 (See annex VII).

402 EDF recommendations for strengthening the EU Parking Card 2020. Available at: link.
403 Survey targeted at PwDs Q3.2 (See annex VII).

404 Survey targeted at PwDs Q3.3 (See annex VII).

405 Eucaris. Available at: link.

406 Targeted interview with one EU Parking association (#3).
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Mapping of services providing preferential conditions in
the EU

The adoption of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
in 2008 gave the person with disabilities a promise to be treated equally with dignity and
equal rights. This is particularly important as oftentimes, within the legal frameworks,
persons with disabilities were perceived more as objects and/or recipients of care and
charity rather than autonomous individuals with rights. In this regard, the Convention
ascribed that in order for persons with disabilities to fully realise their equal citizenship in
the world they need to be guaranteed equality, dignity, autonomy, independence,
accessibility and inclusion.?” One of the ways to ensure such treatment is to make all
services accessible from the perspective of universal service obligations as well as physical
accessibility but also by allowing for preferential conditions in terms of service provision
to ensure participation of persons with disabilities in the society. Accessibility for people
with disabilities is a prerequisite for participation in society and in economic life, but much
more needs to be done to overcome this challenge.

Types of preferential conditions

Most common preferential conditions offered to persons include:

e Monetary support;
o Grants;
e Other type of support.

Given that this study scope is focused on short-term stays in other Member States, the
analysis focused on monetary and other support. This is because the grants category
(applying typically to adaptation of housing but may - in a handful of cases - also cover
adaption of vehicles, including rental cars) is predominantly accessed by persons with
disabilities who reside permanently or long-term in a given Member State.

With regards to monetary support, this category covers price reduction or free access
to events or specific services and is largely provided for accessing public transport services,
cultural events, leisure, and sport services, as well as for entering amusement parks.
Moreover, monetary support includes also exemptions, i.e. persons with disabilities are
freed from an obligation or liability imposed, such as paying for particular services (e.g.
certain taxes, electricity or telecommunications services).

The price reduction can start at a 10% entrance fee/ticket price discount all the way to a
100% discount. In some countries, while a person with disability receives “only” a certain
price reduction, their personal assistant may use the services for free. For example, in
Slovakia national rail transport providers provide a 60% price reduction for the holder of
the national disability card, while those who’s national disability card assigns them
personal assistants are provided also with a free transportation of the assistant,
wheelchairs, a stroller for an immobile child and/or a guide dog.

Member States also offer exemptions for persons with disabilities across some services.
Some of these types of preferential treatment are offered by sectors and services less
relevant for short-term stays (e.g. by electricity service providers). However, a few
exemptions are offered in e.g. the tourism sector, which may be deemed a key sector for
the purposes of this study.

Box 9 provides examples of the types of monetary support provided in some Member
States.

407 Arnardottir, O. M. and G. Quinn (2009). The UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities:
European and Scandinavian perspectives. ISBN 978-90-04-16971-5.
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Box 9 — Examples of monetary support provided in some Member States4%8

e In Austria, parents of children with disabilities receive a school travel allowance to ensure
the child can access transport to and from school regardless of the distance between the
home and the school.

e In Croatia, exemptions are in place for:

o Paying the annual fee for the use of public roads and the tolls for the use of motorway
o Paying the tourist tax.

e In Cyprus, persons with reduced mobility and persons with visual or hearing disabilities are
exempted from the fixed charges for particular telecommunication products and services.
Furthermore, in the tourism sector persons with disabilities may make use of beach parasols
and sunbeds for free for up to 10% on the total number of beach sunbeds per arranged beach
(contact with the Municipal and Village Authorities in advance is needed).

e In the Czech Republic, telecommunication providers may provide a price reduction that the
operator’s “loss” amounts to a maximum of CZK 200 (ca EUR 8.50) loss including VAT per
customer per month. The providers can determine in what form they will provide benefits.
Therefore, they offer special tariffs for fixed and mobile lines (or internet) to the eligible
persons with disabilities. If the applicant for a discounted tariff is @ minor, the person who is
their legal representative is entitled to establish a discounted tariff.

« In Estonia, on certain dates persons with disabilities have free access to cultural activities
while during the rest of the year they are entitled to a price reduction in entrance fees.

e In Germany, Lufthansa offers persons with severe disabilities, a reduction in the air fare on
domestic German flights with Lufthansa and the regional airlines under certain conditions.
Lufthansa and the regional carriers also carry the accompanying person of a severely disabled
person with identification mark B on domestic German flights free of charge. Furthermore,
persons with disabilities are entitled to a free use of taxis if the trip is necessary for a medical
appointment. It has to be granted and approved by the insurance company beforehand.

e The Greek postal services transport, free of charge, postal items weighing up to 7 kg, sent
from/to blind or severely visually impaired persons (i.e. 80% disability) or from/to
institutions/associations for the blind.

e In Romania, persons who have a handicap-adapted car are exempt from paying road taxes.
Furthermore, they may access all matches organised by the Romanian Football Association
as prescribed by law.

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on country fiches

Other support offered in the Member States is very varied in terms of scope and covers
many sectors. The support may include access to braille, audio guides etc., or specialised
support within the job recruitment sector. Miscellaneous support may also include
commitments by specific sectors to serve persons with disabilities before other customers.
Box 10 provides examples of the types of preferential conditions provided in some Member
States.

Box 10 - Examples of other support provided in some Member States+%°
« In Belgium, persons with disabilities visiting amusement parks have access to:

o Free audio/visual guides

o Explanatory brochures or leaflets adapted to meet different needs (in Braille lettering or
easy to read for example)

o Adapted guided visits (in sign language for example).

o Reserved accessible parking areas

o Priority lines for easier access to attractions.

o In the Czech Republic, persons with disabilities have the right to be served without joining
the queue if this action requires a longer wait, especially standing. Personal discussion of
matters is not considered to be shopping in shops or procuring paid services, or treatment
and examination in medical facilities.

e In Cyprus, persons with disabilities can more easily be hired to the public sector, provided
that the number of persons with disabilities hired under the relevant law does not exceed 7%
of the total number of employees in Public Service.

408 Examples taken from the country fiches.
409 Examples taken from the country fiches.
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o In Greece, the "My Work" platform helps persons with mental disabilities to find employment.
Furthermore, in accordance with “Rights of citizens and businesses in their dealings with
public services” people with disability who attend all public services of the country must be
served on a priority basis.

o In Italy, there are various projects in place to promote social and work inclusion via the
provider Agenzia Nazionale Disabilita e Lavoro (ANDEL), which is a not-for-profit agency.

« In Luxembourg, persons who are recognised to be living with disabilities should receive offers
of employment that take into account the disability in question, either on the ordinary labour
market or in a sheltered environment. Human assistance is also available for people with
visual or hearing impairments.

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on country fiches

In some Member States (e.g. BE, DK), preferential conditions are offered also to
personal assistants, predominantly to support persons with disabilities to accessing
public transport or cultural events. For example, in Malta some service providers,
particularly providers overseeing touristic attractions, may decide to offer free entrance or
other preferential conditions to personal assistants of their own volition. In Estonia,
preferential conditions for assistants differ across the various sectors. For example, in
public transportation the assistant of visually impaired persons rides free of charge while
when visiting a theatre, the assistants pay 50% of the price.

Table 59 below provides an overview of sectors where examples of service providers who
offer preferential conditions to persons with benefits or their accompanying assistant for
free, i.e. no fee is paid for the entry, ticket, service, have been identified. In many cases,
these service providers are publicly owned. In the instances where the service provider is
private, the decision has been made by the service provider themselves or is mandatory
under national legislation. Oftentimes, this free service may also be accompanied by
additional preferential conditions.

Table 59 - Overview of services that are available free of charge (to persons with
disabilities and/or their personal assistants)
[Service ________[Ar[BE|BG|cY|cz [DE [DK|EE |EL |ES [FI [FR [HR[HUJIE JIT [LT (LU [Lv |MT|NL [PL [PT [RO|SE |SI [SK ]

Amusement parks

Cultural services

Distributive trades

Leisure services

Organisation of trade fairs
Parking

Postal services

Private transport

Public transport

Services in the field of tourism

Services provided both to business and consumers

Sports centres
Telecommunication
Travel agencies

Only to persons with disabilities
Both to persons with disabilities and personal
assistants

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on desk research conducted at the Member State level
and online surveys

The analysis indicates that there is limited consistency in the types of preferential
conditions offered across the Member States. The assessment found commonalities across
the Member States regarding reduced costs for persons with disabilities in a few key
sectors. These most common preferential treatment types allow persons with disabilities
to access:

e Selected public transport systems;

e Parking spaces;

e Cultural events, in particular museums in the Member States;
e Leisure centres and sport centres.
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However, the extent to which preferential treatment is applied across these services is not
uniform - in some Member States the preferential treatment applies to some public
transport services and not all (e.g. France), and access to museums may refer to all or to
a few selected institutions. Therefore, the preferential treatment cannot be concluded to
be universal even in Member States that offer reduced costs on a mandatory basis. It is
also relevant to point out that monetary support alone does not indicate a complete
removal of barriers for travel. Reduced or free entry also needs to be physically accessible
in order to be exercised by persons with disabilities.

Table 60 below provides a complete overview of preferential conditions offered per Member
State and per service sector.
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Table 60 - Overview of the types of preferential conditions offered to persons with disabilities across the Member States

Services ______________________|AT|BE|BG|CY|CZ |DE[DK/EE |EL [ES |FI |FR [HR|HU|IE [IT |LT [LU |LV [MT|NL |PL [PT |RO|SE |SI |SK]
Public transport HEEEE EEEEEE EEEEEEEEEEEE

Private transport - - - -- N -

Parking A N NCEY W N N
Business services w@ @ @

Facilities management \ -
Advertising

Recruitment services

Services to commercial agents

Services provided both to business and consumers
Real estate services

Distributive trades

Organisation of trade fairs

Car rental

Travel agencies

Services in the field of tourism

Leisure services

Sports centres

Cultural services

Amusement parks

Supply of electricity

Telecommunication

Postal Services

legend T
Monetary support Otner type of support BB No s

%
7

Source: Authors’ elaboration
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Type of services
Residents with disabilities

In most Member States, preferential conditions to residents with disabilities are offered
in the following services:#10

Public and private transport;
Leisure and sport;

Parking;

Amusement parks;

Tourism;

Sport, leisure and cultural services;
Private transport.

Whether preferential conditions are offered on a voluntarily or mandatory basis
depends on both the type of services and providers concerned. More specifically,
preferential conditions are usually provided on a voluntary basis for the majority of internal
market services.4!! Services for which preferential conditions are often provided on a mandatory
basis include public transport and parking services, as well as recruitment services, supply of
electricity and gas, as well as postal services and telecommunication.*'? Finally, for some
services (e.g. cultural services, tourism), preferential conditions are sometimes provided on both
voluntary and mandatory basis, depending on the specific service provider.

Yet, even when granted on a mandatory basis, preferential conditions may be still not universal,
i.e. they are offered only by some providers within the concerned sector (e.g. in France, reduced
tickets apply to some public transport services and not to all).#'3 On the other hand, in Malta,
public entities are obliged to offer preferential services to EU Cardholders as the National
Disability Card is a gateway card for government services.

Further complexity is observed in some federal or regional Member States, such as Austria and
Italy, where regional and local legislation provides for additional preferential conditions besides
those granted based on a mandatory basis at the national level.44

In order to obtain preferential conditions, persons with disabilities are generally
requested to show a national disability card or certificate. Yet, exceptions apply across
the Member States. For instance, in Hungary, where preferential conditions are offered on a
voluntarily basis, in addition to the national disability certificate some service providers ask for
a card certifying membership of a disability CSO. In the Netherlands, preferential conditions for
using public transport services are offered to holders of the public transport assistance card,
which is obtained through an assessment procedure.*®

Table 61 below provides an overview of services for which preferential conditions are offered
across the Member States to residents with disabilities, along with information on the nature of
such conditions, i.e. whether they are offered on a mandatory or voluntary basis.

410 Tnput from country experts (See Annex VI).
411 Tnput from country experts (See Annex VI); Survey targeted at NCAs Q2.10 (See Annex I).

412 Input from country experts (See Annex VI); Survey targeted at NCAs Q2.8; Survey targeted at other relevant public
authorities Q2.8 (See Annex I).

413 Input from country experts (See Annex VI).
414 Input from country experts (See Annex VI).

415 persons with disabilities from other Member States holding a card with similar conditions, this will be accepted as
equal to the Dutch card.
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Table 61 - Mapping of services for which preferential condition are offered to residents with disabilities across the Member States

_BEEEEEEEEEEE!EEIEE!EBEEEN!EE%EIEE

Public transport

Private transport

Parking

Business services

Facilities management
Advertising

Recruitment services

Services to commercial agents
Services provided both to business and consumers
Real estate services
Distributive trades
Organisation of trade fairs
Car rental

Travel agencies

Services in the field of tourism
Leisure services

Sports centres

Cultural services

Amusement parks

Supply of electricity
Telecommunication

Postal Services

Yes (mandatory) Yes (voluntary) Yes (both) _ No m

Source: Authors’ own elaboration
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Non-residents with disabilities

Regarding preferential conditions offered also to persons with disabilities from other
Member States, available information is very limited and mostly consists of anecdotal evidence.
Yet, the data collection undertaken at the Member State level still provides some interesting
information. Overall, in most Member States (e.g. CZ, EL, IE, IT, LU, LV, NL, PT, SK, SE), most
service providers offer preferential conditions to persons with disabilities from other
countries on a voluntary basis. Only in few Member States (e.g. FI) all preferential conditions
offered to residents are also provided to non-residents with disabilities. In Greece and
Lithuania, non-residents with disabilities can access for free various archaeological areas and
use public transport by demonstrating their disability card.4®

Furthermore, in the eight Member States that participated in the pilot EU Disability Card
(i.e. BE, CY, EE, FI, IT, MT, RO, SI), preferential conditions are offered to all persons with
disabilities from these eight countries. However, there are differences and exceptions also
among these countries. For instance, in Estonia, all persons with disabilities can access
preferential conditions when using culture, leisure, sports, and transport services, regardless of
their country of origin. On the contrary, in Malta, the Malta Public Transport only offers
preferential conditions to holders of the EU Disability Card marked with ‘MT".

In some Member States, (e.g. BE, CY, HR, PL, PT, SE), preferential conditions are offered also
to assistants of persons with disabilities from other Member States.

To conclude, survey results confirm that there is very limited offer of preferential conditions to
non-residents as compared to residents with disabilities.*!”

Table below provides for an overview of the preferential conditions offered to non-residents with
disabilities.

416 Input from country experts (See Annex VI).

417 Survey targeted at NCAs Q2.8; Survey targeted at other relevant public authorities Q2.8; Survey targeted at NCAs
Q2.10; Survey targeted at other relevant PAs Q2.10 (see Annex I).
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Table 62 - Mapping of services for which preferential condition are offered to non-residents with disabilities across the Member States

Services ________________|AT|BE|BG|CY[CZ |DE[DK/EE [EL [ES [FI [FR|HR|HU|IE [IT |[LT [LU|LV [MT|NL [PL |PT [RO “EIEI!
Public transport \\ | \\\\ \\
Private transport | | | \\\\: | | &\ \\
Pariing OB oW sl W L e
Business services &\\\@ \\ &\\ \\
Facilities management NN NN NN
Advertising | \\\\ \\\
Recruitment services \\ &\\ \\\ \\
Services to commercial agents \\ i \\ l \\
Ser\llices provided both to business and consumers §\ &\\ \§ &N %\\\\\
Real estate services

Distributive trades \\\ | & \\\\
Organisation of trade fairs N \ &N \\\
Car rental &\\\ §\§ \\\\
Travel agencies w&\% \\\: " i \\\\\
Services in the field of tourism | & @ ‘ &\t :\\\\\ \\\\\\\
Leisure services ® \\\ i i \\\‘\ \\ @ ! \\\\\\\
Sports centres | \\\ &\\\ \\\ &\\ \\\\ Q\\\ \\\\\\
Cultural services \\\ \\\ w&\\ \\ \\ \N\\\\\\
Amusement parks & &\\ \ | \\\\\\ \\
Supply of electricity | ] & ® &\\\ \ \\
Telecommunication &\\\\ &E &\\\ \\\\\\
Postal Services &% @ @ \\

Yes No N

Source: Authors’ own elaboration
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Annex VII - Overview of survey responses

Introduction

This annex shows the responses received to relevant responses to the online surveys targeting
persons with disabilities, national public authorities, national and EU-level CSOs.

Survey targeted at persons with disabilities

Question

Q1.6 Do you have an EU Parking Card
for persons with disabilities?

Q2.4 Based on your experience, to
what extent do you face the following
obstacles when travelling to another
Member State for a short-term stay?

Q2.5 To what extent do you feel
discouraged to travel to other Member
States because of the following
obstacles?

Q2.6 Have you ever faced the following
circumstances?

Q2.12 In your country, what
documents do you need to provide in
order to access preferential conditions?

Q3.1 Are you aware of the EU Parking
Card for persons with disabilities?

Options

Yes

No

You receive no or only few
preferential conditions when
accessing certain services

You receive no or only few
preferential conditions when

accessing certain services

Your national disability cards and
certificates are not recognise

Your national disability status has
not been accepted in other Member
States

You have been denied access to
preferential conditions in relation to
certain services when travelling to
other Member States for a short-
term stay

Your accompanying person has
been denied access to preferential
conditions in relation to certain
services when travelling to other
Member States for a short-term
stay

National disability card or certificate

EU parking card for persons with
disabilities

European Disability Card

National ID card

Yes

No

Replies

16

12

10

16

Not at all: 6
Small extent: 4

Moderate extent:

High extent: 1

Not at all: 8
Small extent: 2

Moderate extent:

High extent: 1

Very high extent:

Not at all: 8
Small extent: 3

Moderate extent:

High extent: 1

Very high extent:

Not at all: 10
Small extent: 2

Moderate extent:

High extent: 2

Very high extent:

Not at all: 10
Small extent: 2

Moderate extent:

High extent: 2

Very high extent:

Not at all: 10
Small extent: 2

Moderate extent:

High extent: 2

Very high extent:
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Question

Q3.2 If you have an EU Parking Card for
persons with disabilities, do you make
use of it?

Q3.3 Based on your experience, to
what extent does the EU Parking Card
facilitates your travels to other Member
States?

Q3.4 To what extent do you think that
the following issues affect the
implementation of the EU Parking Card
for persons with disabilities?

Q3.5 To what extent do you think that
the above issues hinder the following
elements?

Q3.6 Have you ever faced problems
linked to the non-recognition of your EU
Parking Card in another Member State?

Q4.1 To what extent do you think that
EU action (compared to what individual
countries could do) is needed to ensure
the following elements?

Options

Yes, I use it both in my country and
in other Member States

Yes, I use it in other Member States
No, I do not use it
Not at all

Small extent
Moderate extent
High extent
Very high extent

National differences in terms of
rights granted by the card

Limited recognition of the card
across Member States
Your ability to easily access

different premises

Your ability to exercise your right to
mobility in the EU

Never

Often

Facilitate mutual recognition of
disability status among Member
States

Facilitate access to those services
offering preferential conditions for
persons with disabilities in all
Member States

Improve the implementation of the
EU parking card for persons with
disabilities

Replies

8

[ ) [ ) [ ] [ ) [ ] [ ) [ ] [ ) [ ] [ ) [ ] [ ) [ ] [ ) [ ] N (9] (&)] N

Not at all: 6

Small extent: 3
Moderate extent: 4
High extent: 7
Very high extent: 3

Not at all: 6

Small extent: 4
Moderate extent: 3
High extent: 8
Very high extent: 3

Not at all: 6

Small extent: 5
Moderate extent: 4
High extent: 6
Very high extent: 3

Not at all: 8

Small extent: 5
Moderate extent: 3
High extent: 5
Very high extent: 3

Not at all: 2

Small extent: 1
Moderate extent: 4
High extent: 5
Very high extent:
12

Not at all: 1

Small extent: 1
Moderate extent: 4
High extent: 6
Very high extent:
12

Not at all: 1

Small extent: 1
Moderate extent: 2
High extent: 8
Very high extent:
12
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Question Options Replies

Q5.7 Do you agree with the following The European Disability Card and e Yes: 16
statements? the EU parking card should be ¢ No:8
merged in one card (electronic
and/or physical)
The European Disability Card and e« Yes: 16
the EU parking card should be kept ¢ No: 8
separate, but the new European
Disability Card should offer the
possibility to be used also for
parking
The eligibility criteria to receive the e« Yes: 15
new European Disability Card ¢ No:9

should be the same as the EU
parking card

Survey targeted at NCAs and other public authorities

Question Options NCAs: Replies PAs: Replies
Q2.2 In your view, to Their national e« Notatall: 2 e Notatall: 1
what extent do persons disability cardsand « Small extent: 4 ¢ Small extent: 2
with disabilities travelling certificates are not « Moderate extent: ¢ High extent: 1
to another Member State recognised « High extent: 8  Very high extent: 1
for a short-term stay e Very high extent:
(max. three months) face
the following
circumstances?
Q2.3 To what extent do Their national e« Notatall: 2 e Notatall: 1
you think that the disability cardsand = Small extent: 3 ¢ Moderate extent: 1
following circumstances certificates are not e« Moderate extent: ¢ High extent: 2
represent obstacles for recognised e High extent: 9 ¢ Very high extent: 1
persons with disabilities e Very high extent:
to exercise their free
movement right (i.e.
persons with disabilities
may be discouraged to
travel to other Member
States because of such
obstacles)?
They receive no or « Notatall: 3 e Notatall: 1
only few o Small extent: 5 ¢ Small extent: 1
preferential e Moderate extent:  High extent: 2
conditions  when « High extent: 8  Very high extent: 1
accessing certain ¢ Very high extent:
services
Q2.4 To what extent do Their national e« Notatall: 2 e Notatall: 1
you think that the disability cardsand « Small extent: 3 * Small extent: 1
following circumstances certificates are not ¢ Moderate extent: ¢ Moderate extent: 1
represent obstacles for recognised o High extent: 5 ¢ High extent: 2
persons with disabilities e Very high extent:
to exercise their right to
profit from benefits or
special conditions when
accessing certain
services?
They receive no or « Not at all: 2 e Notatall: 1
only few o Small extent: 3 ¢ Small extent: 1
preferential » Moderate extent: * High extent: 2
conditions  when « High extent: 5  Very high extent: 1
e Very high extent:

189



Question

Q2.5 Have you personally
or are you aware of a
person with disabilities
who has faced the
following circumstances?

Q2.8 Please, per each of
the following services,
indicate if service
providers in your country
are requested by law to
offer preferential
conditions to persons
with disabilities (both
nationals and from other
Member States)?

Options
accessing certain
services
His/her national

disability cards and
certificates has not
been accepted in

other Member
States

Nationals with
disabilities

EU citizens with
disabilities

travelling to your
country for short-

term stays

NCAs: Replies

Yes, this is a problem

in most Member
States: 12
Yes, but this is a

problem only in a few
Member States: 12
No, this is not a
problem: 1

Public transport: 17
Private transport: 10
Parking: 16

Car rental: 3

Travel agencies: 3
Tourism: 10

Leisure services: 8
Sports centres: 9
Cultural services: 13
Amusement parks: 7
Supply of electricity
and gas: 14
Telecommunications:
12

Postal services: 7
Business services: 3
Facilities
management: 6
Advertising: 4
Recruitment

services: 8

Services of
commercial agents:
5

Services provided

both to businesses
and consumers (e.g.
legal advice): 7

Real estate services:
6

Distributive trades: 4
Organisation of trade
fairs: 4

Public transport: 6
Private transport: 2
Parking: 9

Car rental: 1

Travel agencies: 1
Tourism 5

Leisure services: 3
Sports centres: 2
Cultural services: 4
Amusement parks: 4
Business services: 1
Facilities
management: 2
Recruitment

services: 2

Services of
commercial agents:
1

PAs: Replies

Yes, this is a problem

in most Member
States: 2
Yes, but this is a

problem only in a few
Member States: 2
No, this is not a
problem: 1

Public transport: 5
Private transport: 3
Parking: 4

Car rental: 1

Travel agencies: 1
Tourism: 1

Leisure services: 1
Sports centres: 2
Cultural services: 3
Amusement parks: 1
Supply of electricity
and gas: 4
Telecommunications:
3

Postal services: 3
Business services: 1
Facilities
management: 1
Advertising: 1
Recruitment

services: 3

Services of
commercial agents:
1

Services provided

both to businesses
and consumers (e.g.
legal advice): 1

Real estate services:
1

Distributive trades: 1
Organisation of trade
fairs: 1

Public transport: 1
Parking: 4

Sports centres: 1
Cultural services: 1
Supply of electricity
and gas: 1

Postal services: 1
Recruitment
services: 1
Organisation of trade
fairs: 0
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Question

Q2.10 Please, per each of
the following services,
indicate if service
providers in your country
voluntarily offer
preferential conditions to
persons with disabilities
(both nationals and from
other Member States)?

Options

Nationals with
disabilities

EU citizens with

disabilities
travelling to your
country for short-
term stays

NCAs: Replies

Services provided
both to businesses
and consumers (e.g.
legal advice): 2

Public transport: 16
Private transport: 14
Parking: 14

Car rental: 5

Travel agencies: 7
Tourism: 16

Leisure services: 18
Sports centres: 17
Cultural services: 19

Amusement parks:
17

Supply of electricity
and gas: 10

Telecommunications:
8

Postal services: 7
Business services: 6
Facilities
management: 5
Advertising: 4
Recruitment

services: 8

Services of
commercial agents:
5

Services provided

both to businesses
and consumers (e.g.
legal advice): 6

Real estate services:
5

Distributive trades: 4
Organisation of trade
fairs: 4

Public transport: 8
Private transport: 3
Parking: 4

Car rental: 2
Travel agencies: 2
Tourism: 11
Leisure services: 7
Sports centres: 7
Cultural services: 8

Amusement parks:
11

Supply of electricity
and gas: 1

Business services: 1
Facilities
management: 1

PAs: Replies

Public transport: 1
Private transport: 2
Parking: 3

Car rental: 3

Travel agencies: 4
Tourism: 4

Leisure services: 5
Sports centres: 5
Cultural services: 5
Amusement parks: 5
Supply of electricity
and gas: 4
Telecommunications:
3

Postal services: 4
Business services: 3
Facilities
management: 4
Advertising: 2
Recruitment

services: 2

Services of
commercial agents:
3

Services provided

both to businesses
and consumers (e.g.
legal advice): w4
Real estate services:
3

Distributive trades: 4
Organisation of trade
fairs: 3

Private transport: 1
Parking: 1

Car rental: 1

Travel agencies: 1
Tourism: 1

Leisure services: 1
Sports centres: 1
Cultural services: 1
Amusement parks: 1
Supply of electricity
and gas: 1

Business services: 1
Facilities
management: 1
Advertising: 1
Recruitment

services: 1

Services of
commercial agents:
1

Services provided

both to businesses
and consumers (e.g.
legal advice): 1
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Question

Q2.13 What documents
give persons with
disabilities access to
preferential conditions in
your country?

Q3.1 If a national
disability card/certificate
exists in your country,
are the eligibility criteria
for obtaining it the same
as the ones for obtaining
the EU Parking Card for
persons with disabilities?

Q3.2 To what extent do
you think that the EU
Parking Card for persons
with disabilities has
effectively reached the
following objectives?

Q3.4 To what extent do
you think that the
following mechanisms are
effective to tackle
fraudulent use of the EU
Parking Card?

Q3.5 To what extent do
you think that the
following mechanisms are
effective to tackle forgery
of the EU Parking Card?

Options

National disability
card or certificate
of my country

EU parking card for
persons with
disabilities
European Disability
Card

Other (please
specify)
National disability

card or certificate
irrespective of the
EU Member State
where it was
issued

National ID card

No documents
needed

Yes

No

Ensuring  mutual
recognition of the
card across

Member States

Facilitating the
exercises of the
free movement
rights for persons
with disability

Specific  security
features on the
card (e.qg.
holograms, QR

code, barcode,
etc.)
Specific  security

features on the
card (e.qg.
holograms, QR

NCAs: Replies

20

16

10

6

4

3

10

15

e« Notatall: 3

e Small extent: 1
e Moderate extent:
e High extent: 8

e Very high extent:

Not at all: 3
Small extent: 1

High extent: 8

Not at all: 2
Small extent: 1

High extent: 6

Not at all: 3

High extent: 8

Moderate extent:

Very high extent:

Moderate extent:

Very high extent:

Moderate extent:

Very high extent:

PAs: Replies

Real estate services:
1

Distributive trades:
Organisation of trade
fairs: 1

Not at all: 1
Very high extent: 4

Not at all: 1
Moderate extent: 1
High extent: 1
Very high extent: 2

Not at all: 1

Small extent: 1
High extent: 1
Very high extent: 2

Not at all: 2
Moderate extent: 1
High extent: 1
Very high extent: 1
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Question

Q3.6 To what extent do
you think that the
following issues are
relevant/apply/linked

with the implementation
of the EU Parking Card for
persons with disabilities?

Q3.7 To what extent do
you think that the current
weaknesses of the EU
Parking Card for persons
with disabilities have the
following impacts?

Q3.10 In your view, to
what extent do you agree
or disagree that the EU
Parking Card for persons
with disabilities provides
greater benefits than if
different parking cards
had continued to be
used?

Q3.11 Based on your
knowledge, to what
extent do you agree or
disagree that the
adoption of the EU
Parking Card for persons
with disabilities entailed
costs for national
authorities in charge of
managing and issuing the
card in your country?

Options

code, barcode,
etc.)

National
differences in

terms of validity
period of the card

National
differences in the
card’s design

Limited recognition
of the card across
Member States

National
differences in
terms of rights
granted by the
card

Increasing the
hassle/burden of
obtaining
information about
the different

parking conditions
for persons with
disability
Not at all

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly agree
Not at all

Strongly disagree

NCAs: Replies

e Notatall: 5

e Small extent: 8

e Moderate extent:
e High extent: 2

e Very high extent:
e Notatall: 5

e Small extent: 6

e Moderate extent:
e High extent: 3

e Very high extent:
e« Notatall: 4

e Small extent: 4

e Moderate extent:
e High extent: 7

e Very high extent:
e« Notatall: 4

e Small extent: 2

e Moderate extent:
e High extent: 4

e Very high extent:
e Notatall: 5

e Small extent: 6

e Moderate extent:
e High extent: 3

2

1

2

8

12

4

2

11

11

PAs: Replies

=~ O W O O

Not at all: 3
Very high extent: 2

Not at all: 1
High extent: 2
Very high extent: 2

Not at all: 1

Small extent: 1
Moderate extent: 1
High extent: 2

Not at all: 1
High extent: 4

Not at all: 1
Small extent: 1
High extent: 3
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Question Options NCAs: Replies
Disagree 8
Agree 9
Strongly agree 2
Q3.12 To what extent do Not at all 2
you agree or disagree
that the benefits linked
with the adoption of the
EU parking card for
persons with disabilities
have overcome the
related costs?
Strongly disagree 1
Disagree 6
Agree 9
Strongly agree 7
Q3.13 To what extent do Not at all 2
you agree or disagree
that the EU Parking Card
for persons with
disabilities is still relevant
to current needs of
persons with disabilities
in the EU?
Strongly disagree 1
Disagree 3
Agree 8
Strongly agree 11
Q4.1 To what extent do Facilitate mutual ¢ Notatall: 2
you think that EU action recognition of e Small extent: 1
(compared to what disability among ¢ Moderate extent: 2
individual countries could Member States e« High extent: 10
do alone) is needed to e Very high extent: 10

achieve the following
objectives?
Improve the < Notatall: 2
implementation of e Small extent: 2
the EU Parking ¢ Moderate extent: 9
card for persons e« High extent: 5
[ ]

with disabilities

Survey targeted

Question

Q2.1 In your view, to what extent do
persons with disabilities travelling to
another Member State for a short-
term stay (max. three months) face
the following circumstances?

Q2.2 To what extent do you think that
the following circumstances represent
obstacles for persons with disabilities

Very high extent: 7

at EU-level CSOs

Options

Their national disability cards
and certificates are not
recognised

They receive no or only few
preferential conditions when
accessing certain services

Their national disability cards
and certificates are not
recognised

PAs: Replies

1

2

1

0

0

2

2

1

1

0

0

4

0

e Notatall: 2
e High extent: 2

Very high extent: 1

Not at all: 1

Moderate extent: 1

High extent: 2

Very high extent: 1

Replies

Small extent: 1
Moderate extent:
High extent: 2
Very high extent:

Small extent: 2
Moderate extent:
High extent: 2
Very high extent:

Small extent: 1
Moderate extent:
High extent: 4
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Question

to exercise their free movement right
(i.e. persons with disabilities may be
discouraged to travel to other Member
States because of such obstacles)?

Q2.3 To what extent do you think that
the following circumstances represent
obstacles for persons with disabilities
to exercise their right to profit from
benefits or special conditions when
accessing certain services?

Q2.4 Have you personally or are you
aware of a person with disabilities who
has faced the following
circumstances?

Q3.1 To what extent do you think that
the EU Parking Card for persons with
disabilities has effectively reached the
following objectives?

Q3.2 To what extent do you think that
the following mechanisms are
effective to tackle fraudulent use of
the EU Parking Card?

Q3.3 To what extent do you think that
the following mechanisms are
effective to tackle forgery of the EU
Parking Card?

Q3.4 To what extent do you think that
the following issues are
relevant/apply/linked with the
implementation of the EU Parking
Card for persons with disabilities?

Options

They receive no or only few
preferential conditions when
accessing certain services

Their national disability cards
and certificates are  not
recognised

They receive no or only few
preferential conditions when
accessing certain services

His/her national disability cards
and certificates has not been
accepted in other Member
States

Ensuring mutual recognition of
the card across Member States

Facilitating the exercises of the
free movement rights for
persons with disability

Specific security features on the
card (e.g. holograms, QR code,
barcode, etc.)

Specific security features on the
card (e.g. holograms, QR code,
barcode, etc.)

National differences in terms of
validity period of the card

Limited recognition of the card
across Member States

National differences in terms of
rights granted by the card

National differences in the

card’s design

Replies

Very high extent:

Small extent: 1
Moderate extent:
High extent: 1
Very high extent:

Small extent: 1
Moderate extent:
High extent: 4
Very high extent:

Small extent: 1
Moderate extent:
High extent: 1
Very high extent:

4

4

Yes, this is a problem in
most Member States: 7

Yes, but this

is

a

problem only in a few

Member States: 2
No, this s
problem: 1

Small extent: 1
Moderate extent:
High extent: 4
Very high extent:

Small extent: 1
Moderate extent:
High extent: 4
Very high extent:

Moderate extent:
High extent: 4
Very high extent:

Moderate extent:
High extent: 4
Very high extent:

Not at all: 1
Moderate extent:
High extent: 4
Very high extent:

Moderate extent:
High extent: 3

not

Very high extent: 3

Moderate extent: 3

High extent: 3

Very high extent: 4

Moderate extent:
High extent: 3
Very high extent:

a
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Question

Q3.5 To what extent do you think that
the current weaknesses of the EU

Parking Card for persons with
disabilities have the following
impacts?

Q3.8 In your view, to what extent do
you agree or disagree that the EU
Parking Card for persons with
disabilities provides greater benefits
than if different parking cards had
continued to be used?

Q3.10 To what extent do you agree or
disagree that the benefits linked with
the adoption of the EU parking card for
persons  with disabilities have
overcome the related costs?

Q3.11 To what extent do you agree or
disagree that the EU Parking Card for
persons with disabilities is still
relevant to current needs of persons
with disabilities in the EU?

Q4.1 To what extent do you think that
EU action (compared to what
individual countries could do alone) is
needed to achieve the following
objectives?

Options

Making it more difficult for
persons with disabilities to
access different premises

Increasing the hassle/burden of
obtaining information about the
different parking conditions for
persons with disability

Agree

Strongly agree
Strongly disagree

Disagree
Agree
Strongly agree
Disagree

Agree
Strongly agree

Facilitate mutual recognition of
disability among Member States

Improve the implementation of
the EU Parking card for persons
with disabilities

Facilitate access to those
services offering preferential
conditions for persons with

disabilities in all Member States

Survey targeted at national CSOs

Question

Q2.2 In your view, to what extent do
persons with disabilities travelling to
another Member State for a short-
term stay (max. three months) face
the following obstacles?

Options

Their national disability cards
and certificates are not
recognised

They receive no or only few
preferential conditions when
accessing certain services

Replies

= A~ bh =

NN

Moderate extent: 5

High extent: 1

Very high extent: 4

Moderate extent: 5

High extent: 3

Very high extent: 2

High extent: 2

Very high extent:

Moderate extent:

High extent: 3

Very high extent:
Moderate extent: 1

High extent: 3

Very high extent:

Replies

Not at all: 1
Small extent: 6

Moderate extent:

High extent: 4

Very high extent:

Not at all: 3
Small extent: 4

Moderate extent:

High extent: 5
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Question

Q2.3 To what extent do you think that
the following circumstances represent
obstacles for persons with disabilities
to exercise their free movement right
(i.e. persons with disabilities may be
discouraged to travel to other Member
States because of such obstacles)?

Q2.4 To what extent do you think that
the following circumstances represent
obstacles for persons with disabilities
to exercise their right to profit from
benefits or special conditions when
accessing certain services?

Q2.13 What documents give persons
with disabilities access to preferential
conditions in your country?

Q3.2 To what extent do you think that
the EU Parking Card for persons with
disabilities has effectively reached the
following objectives?

Q3.4 To what extent do you think that
the following mechanisms are
effective to tackle fraudulent use of
the EU Parking Card?

Q3.5 To what extent do you think that
the following mechanisms are
effective to tackle forgery of the EU
Parking Card?

Options

Their national disability cards
and certificates are  not
recognised

They receive no or only few
preferential conditions when
accessing certain services

There is no publicly available
information on  preferential
conditions offered to EU citizens
with disabilities across the
Member States

Their national disability cards
and certificates are not
recognised

They receive no or only few

preferential conditions when
accessing certain services
European Disability Card
National disability card or

certificate of my country

EU parking card for persons with
disabilities

National disability card or
certificate irrespective of the EU
Member State where it was
issued

Ensuring mutual recognition of
the card across Member States

Facilitating the exercises of the
free movement rights for
persons with disability

Specific security features on the
card (e.g. holograms, QR code,
barcode, etc.)

Specific security features on the
card (e.g. holograms, QR code,
barcode, etc.)

Replies

(6]

Very high extent:

Not at all: 2
Small extent: 4

Moderate extent:

High extent: 5

Very high extent:

Small extent: 7

Moderate extent:

High extent: 8

Very high extent:

Small extent: 5

Moderate extent:

High extent: 7

Very high extent:

Not at all: 2
Small extent: 3

Moderate extent:

High extent: 4

Very high extent:

Small extent: 3

Moderate extent:

High extent: 5

Very high extent:

Not at all: 3
Small extent: 3

Moderate extent:

High extent: 12

Very high extent:

Not at all: 2
Small extent: 4

Moderate extent:

High extent: 7

Very high extent:

Not at all: 2
Small extent: 4

Moderate extent:

High extent: 9

Very high extent:

Not at all: 2
Small extent: 2
High extent: 11

Very high extent:
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Question

Q3.6 To what extent do you think that
the following issues are
relevant/apply/linked with the
implementation of the EU Parking
Card for persons with disabilities?

Q3.7 To what extent do you think that
the current weaknesses of the EU

Parking Card for persons with
disabilities have the following
impacts?

Q3.10 In your view, to what extent do
you agree or disagree that the EU
Parking Card for persons with
disabilities provides greater benefits
than if different parking cards had
continued to be used?

Q3.12 To what extent do you agree or
disagree that the benefits linked with
the adoption of the EU Parking Card
for persons with disabilities have
overcome the related costs?

Q4.1 To what extent do you think that
EU action (compared to what
individual countries could do alone) is
needed to achieve the following
objectives?

Options

National differences in terms of
validity period of the card

National differences in the
card’s design

Limited recognition of the card
across Member States

National differences in terms of
rights granted by the card

Making it more difficult for
persons with disabilities to
access different premises

Increasing the hassle/burden of
obtaining information about the
different parking conditions for
persons with disability

Not at all

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly agree
Not at all

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly agree

Facilitate mutual recognition of
disability status among Member
States

Replies

N

A~ 00 0 »~

w v ;W

Not at all: 3
Small extent: 5

Moderate extent:

High extent: 9

Very high extent:

Not at all: 2
Small extent: 5

Moderate extent:

High extent: 4

Very high extent:

Not at all: 2
Small extent: 3

Moderate extent:

High extent: 4

Very high extent:

Not at all: 2
Small extent: 5

Moderate extent:

High extent: 6

Very high extent:

Not at all: 1
Small extent: 3

Moderate extent:

High extent: 8

Very high extent:

Not at all: 1
Small extent: 4

Moderate extent:

High extent: 8

Very high extent:

Not at all: 1

Moderate extent: 2

High extent: 12

Very high extent: 8
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Question Options Replies

Improve the implementation of ¢ Notatall: 1
the EU Parking card for persons e« Small extent: 1
with disabilities e Moderate extent: 5
e High extent: 9
e Very high extent: 7
Facilitate access to those e Notatall:1
services offering preferential e« Small extent: 1
conditions for persons with ¢ Moderate extent: 3
disabilities in all Member States e« High extent: 12
e« Very high extent: 6
Q3.13 To what extent do you agree or Not at all 1
disagree that the EU Parking Card for
persons with disabilities is still
relevant to current needs of persons
with disabilities in the EU?
Strongly disagree 2
Disagree 1
Agree 10
Strongly agree 9
Survey targeted at service providers
Question Options Replies

Moderate extent: 1
High extent: 1

Q3.4 To what extent do you think that Persons with disabilities from
offering preferential conditions to your country

persons with disabilities contributes to

increasing how often they access the

services provided by your

organisation?

Moderate extent: 1
High extent: 1

Persons with disabilities from
other EU Member States

Questionnaire on costs targeted at service providers

Question Options Replies

Q8 Can you please estimate, on a Lessthan 1% 13
monthly basis on average, what share
of your customers is represented by
customers with disabilities from other
EU Member States, travelling for
short-term stays (less than 3

More than 40%

I don't know

months)?
1to 5% 2
5 to 10% 1
10 to 20% 0
20 to 30% 0
30 to 40% 1
0
6
7

Q9 Can you please estimate, on None
average, how many additional persons

access your service/offer together

with a person with disability (members

of the family, friends, etc.)?
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Question

Q10 To what extent do you receive
requests or claims from persons with
disabilities on whether they have
access to preferential conditions for
the services offered by your
organisation?

Q34 To what extent do you think the
European Disability Card would
simplify the process of recognizing the
disability status of customers with
disability from other EU Member
States?

Q38 In a month, can you estimate the
average cost per person of offering
preferential conditions to customers
with disabilities? Please consider costs
of offering discounted prices (which
would be equivalent to the average
amount of the discount), personalised
services (e.g. guided tours, personal
assistance, priority lines) and any
other costs which you incur for each
customer with disabilities.

Options

1

2

3

4

5 or more

I don't know
Not at all

Small extent
Moderate extent
High extent
Very high extent

Not at all

Small extent

Moderate extent

High extent

Very high extent

Less than 1 Euro per person

1 to 5 Euros per person

6 to 10 Euros per person
11-20 Euros per person
21 to 30 Euros per person
31 to 40 Euros per person
41 to 50 Euros per person
51 to 60 Euros per person
61 to 70 Euros per person
71 to 80 Euros per person
81 to 90 Euros per person

91 to 100 Euros per person

Replies

A AN O DN R
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Question

Q39 What do you think would be the
change in the following costs, if the

European Disability @ Card was
introduced:
Q40 For each of the following

statements, please indicate your level
of agreement:

Options
More than 100 Euros per person

Cost of training staff on the
existence of preferential
conditions and the recognition
of those who can access them

Cost of training staff for the
provision of personalised
services

Cost of recruiting additional or
specialised staff

Yearly cost of storing
information on Card use (that is,
keeping track of the number of
customers with disabilities using
the preferential conditions)

Offering preferential conditions
to persons with disabilities
increases their demand for
services offered by my
organisation.

There is potential to improve the
offer of preferential conditions
to customers with disabilities
(e.g. through cooperation with
public authorities, specific
strategies, etc.).

Replies

2

Relevant decrease in
costs: 2
Small decrease in
costs:0

No or negligible change
in costs: 7
Small increase in costs:

0

Relevant increase in
costs: 3

I don't know: 6
Relevant decrease in
costs

Small decrease in costs:
1

No or negligible change
in costs: 7

Small increase in costs:

6

Relevant increase in
costs: 2

I don’t know: 7
Relevant decrease in
costs: 1

Small decrease in costs:
1

No or negligible change
in costs: 7

Small increase in costs:
4

Relevant increase in
costs: 4

I don’t know: 6
Relevant decrease in
costs: O

Small decrease in costs:
2

No or negligible change
in costs: 8

Small increase in costs:
4
Relevant
costs: 4
I don’t know: 5

Strongly agree: 8
Somewhat agree: 7
Neither agree
disagree: 4
Somewhat disagree: 3
Strongly disagree: 1

increase in

nor

Strongly agree: 9
Somewhat agree: 9
Neither agree
disagree: 0
Somewhat disagree: 2
Strongly disagree: 3

nor
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