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Note: Social model language of disability is used throughout this document, but in no other way are the extracts altered, and the references provided can be double-checked.

Key of Acronyms

While most acronyms will be explained throughout the text, it may be useful to know the following in advance:

DPRO: Disabled Persons’ Representative Organisation
We note that the Committee tends to use “Organizations of Persons with Disabilities” (OPDs), and others use Deaf and Disabled Persons’ Organisations (DDPOs), and Disabled Persons’ Organisations (DPOs) to mean exactly the same thing, i.e., the type of organisation specifically referred to in Articles 4 (3), 29 (b (ii)), and 33 (3) of the UNCRPD, and the main subject of General Comment No. 7 (GC7).

GC7: General Comment No. 7, published by the UN Committee in November 2018. All other General Comments of the UNCRPD will be similarly represented, as GC1, GC2, etc.

IR: Ireland’s Report on its Implementation of the UN Convention on the Rights of Disabled People, 2021)

PII: Physical Impairment Ireland, co-authors of this document.

VVI: Voice of Vision Impairment, co-authors of this document.

VVISR: A Shadow Report by Voice of Vision Impairment (VVI), and endorsed by PII, and which has been sent in hard copy to Geneva and attached along with this document by email.

1. Introduction - Who we are

Voice of Vision Impairment (VVI)

VVI was founded in July 2019, to be Ireland’s Disabled Person’s Representative Organisation (DPRO) as mentioned in UNCRPD Arts. 4 (3), 29 (b (ii)) and 33 (3) and as clarified by General Comment No. 7 (GC7) of the UNCRPD. VVI currently has fifty-seven members, and growing, and has regular online meetings for its ordinary members and its representatives, respectively.

Our role is to be the collective representative voice for visually impaired (i.e., blind, and partially sighted) people in expressing our disability-related needs and in disability-proofing designs, systems, laws, and policies by public and private bodies, including Ireland. We are led, directed, and run only by visually impaired people. We welcome all visually impaired people in Ireland joining VVI, and we are open to all with a view to representing the full diversity of protected category groups in our particular constituency as best we can, without any discrimination, and with the prioritisation of the views and opinions of those who have least resources, capacities and supports. Most of our members are visually impaired. The only exception is one member who is guardian of a visually impaired child. VVI has currently fifty-seven members and growing, and is still an unincorporated association, but is governed by a constitution. VVI’s core decision-making body are our representatives. any member of VVI is eligible to be a representative once they do not have a conflict of interest, e.g., in simultaneously representing another disability-related organisation working for them.

VVI has capacity difficulties in terms of engaging prolifically on social media (X: @vviireland), but despite receiving zero funding, we provide world class open resources on disability-proofing from a visually impaired perspective, e.g.,

[bookmark: _Hlk195778958]VVIMAC – Manual of Accessible Communications
https://vvi.ie/our-policies/accessible-communications-policy/

[bookmark: _Hlk188091541]VVI Manual of Accessible Planning for Pedestrians (VVIMAPP)
https://www.vvi.ie/mapp

[bookmark: _Hlk175680991]VVI’s Planners’ Checklist for Accessible Streetscapes
https://vvi.ie/our-policies/vvi-planners-checklist-for-accessible-streetscapes/

VVI Manual of Accessible Planning for Pedestrians (VVIMAPP)
https://www.vvi.ie/mapp

[bookmark: _Hlk192757255]Legal Opinion, Commissioned by VVI, regarding DPROs.
https://vvi.ie/legal-opinion-for-vvi-as-a-dpo-for-all-dpos/

Physical Impairment Ireland (PII)

Physical Impairment Ireland (PII) was established in March 2021 to be Ireland’s DPRO specific to all people in Ireland who are physically impaired and is managed similarly to VVI (described above). 

PII has more capacity in terms of a social media presence yet has no website due to financial constraints. 

* * *

Both PII and VVI participate, to the best of our abilities both  nationally and locally, in mostly broad public consultations, in which we highlight issues of accessibility, safety, and reasonable accommodation for visually and physically impaired people, respectively, and promoting the Human Rights approach to consultation, prioritising those with least resources, capacities and supports.

With zero funding or other capacity-building supports from Ireland, our representative role continues to be colonised by two dominant disability service-providers who have tens of thousands of service-users between them, and who have brand-recognition , far more resources and reach than either PII or VVI.[footnoteRef:1] We cannot be expected  to compete with these organisations, and should not have to, since they cannot be DPROs because of potential conflicts of interest (cf. GC7, paras. 13, 52). Unlike DPROs, our service-providing counterparts have a state-subsidised conveyer-belt of service-users which are in turn diverted into ‘advocacy networks’ controlled by the service-provider.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  For example, Vision Ireland’s Wayfinding Centre https://thewayfindingcentre.ie/ 
Irish Wheelchair Association’s description of itself as representative organisation and service-provider
https://www.disability-federation.ie/publications/un-crpd-alternative-report-for-ireland/
 
]  [2:  For example, Eye Clinic Liaison Officers
https://vi.ie/eclo/
and Local Advocacy Networks of Vision Ireland
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7ZrQhqXd__E ] 


We struggle to build membership and actively sustain volunteer representatives because there is little or no awareness of the role of DPROs among public bodies, including the Department of Disability,[footnoteRef:3] itself. This means we must work much harder to get our message across, with few resources, and still struggle to be heard above the multiple other voices of disability service-providers and loud solo-advocates. [3:  When Ireland ratified the UNCRPD in March 2018, the “Focal Point” and “Co-ordinating mechanism” was the Dept. of Justice. In October 2020, this role was passed to a new Department, the Dept. of Children, Equality, Disability, Integration and Youth (DCEDIY), which has recently (in 2025) been renamed the Dept. of Children, Disability and Equality (DCDE).] 


2. Executive Summary

Close consultation with and active involvement of disabled people through our DPROs is at the heart of the Convention and is cross-cutting of all other Articles (GC7, paras. 1, 3, 67-8). As such, while the obligations to DPROs is part of general obligations, it is the cornerstone to all other Articles in the Convention, and as such, the below list of issues will not just confine deficits in DPRO consultation to Articles where these are specifically relevant, (UNCRPD, Arts. 4 (3), 29 (b (ii)), and 33 (3)), but will be reflected, as befits their cross-cutting nature, among questions on all Articles we mention.

Most public bodies appear to be taking their lead from the Dept. of Disability in ignoring our DPRO rights, and this even extends to the Independent Monitoring Mechanism (called the Irish Human Rights and Equality Commission (IHREC)), which does not appear to be aware of the unique and central role of DPROs as the only representative organisations regarding disability.

There is another element in which our contribution is cross-cutting. Three core issues for visually and physically impaired people, respectively, which crosscut everything else, are: 

a). accessible communications (Arts. 4 (1), 9, 21). 

b). accessible built environment and travel (Arts 9 and 19), and 

c). accessible product design (Arts. 4 (1), 9, 19, 21, 31). 

These core issues also affect areas such as Access To Justice (Article 13), Independent Living (Article 19), Education (Article 24), Health (Article 25), Employment (Article 27), Income Inequality (Articles 4 (2) and 28), Political Participation (Article 29), and Participation in Culture and Sports (Article 30). 

As shown in VVI’s online resources, above, making the worlds of physically and visually impaired people accessible is, to a considerable extent, not expensive, and often free, and is a matter of awareness of need when creating systems or designs. While personal assistance is required by some of our respective members, this Human Right to personal assistance is also cost-effective and intrinsic to our dignity.

We hope that our questions will receive answers from Ireland that will be useful to the Committee’s understanding of Ireland’s rationale in Ireland’s misunderstandings of its obligations to us.

3. Questions VVI and PII request the UNCRPD Committee to ask the Irish Government 

Article 4 (3) Close consultation with and active involvement of DPROs in disability-proofing everything, and in implementing and monitoring the UNCRPD.

Background

Visually impaired people are one of the largest disabled constituencies in Ireland, with approximately 5.8% of the entire population recorded as being visually impaired to at least a certain extent in the 2022 Census. Furthermore, in Ireland, people with a significant visual impairment are more likely than any other category of disabled people to report discrimination when asked ten times more than all other constituencies except those with psycho-social conditions, who are not far behind visually impaired people in reporting discrimination.[footnoteRef:4] As such, it is reasonable to expect that such a key constituency should have its only representative organisation properly supported and a core component of all and any consultative frameworks and mechanisms. [4:  https://www.esri.ie/system/files/publications/bkmnext363%20%281%29.pdf] 


While there is insufficient aggregation in the census figures to estimate the physically impaired population of Ireland, traditionally, also, physical impairment is seen as a key constituency regarding disability, including a diverse range of subcategories from wheelchair-users to amputees. As such, it should be expected that the only DPRO specific to physical impairments be a core consultee, even among DPROs more generally.

While we have made scores of representations regarding disability-proofing of legislation, policies, systems, and designs, to all levels and branches of government, we have been treated no better by other public bodies than we have by the Department of Disability.

Until 2024, Human Rights organisations were exempt from having to attain charity status, but with the passing of the Charities Amendment Act (2024), this exemption has been scrapped, and now DPROs must become a charity, like any other charity, if they are to become incorporated organisations (to more easily receive funding and recognition etc.).[footnoteRef:5] Being a charity puts a lot of extra pressure on DPROs which already have very low capacity, and so, having to be subject to all the rules of the Charities Regulator places even more disabling barriers in front of us and disincentivises the creation and empowerment of DPROs. [5:  https://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2024/act/21/enacted/en/html ] 


We find that disability service-providers, solo-advocates and sectoral interests have been claiming to be DPROs and are being recognised and otherwise treated as such by public bodies and prioritised over genuine DPROs.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  For example, cf. the sectoral National Disabled Post-Graduates Advisory Committee (NDPAC) which was prioritised by the Higher Education Authority in disability-related projects in the past few years. This NDPAC was also involved in research by the ‘Electoral Commission’ while VVI and PII were excluded. Having a DPRO exclusively for post-graduates excludes most disabled people in that cross-impairment constituency, and being a postgraduate is not a protected category group, so is not intersectional when combined with disability. The conflict-of-interest potential is also clear.
https://www.ahead.ie/postgraduate ] 


Rather than being consulted with and actively involved as DPROs, both PII and VVI have instead generally been treated as if we were just any other civil society organisation or as if we were individual advocates, and no due weight has been given to our collective representations of our respective constituencies.

Since October 2023, the Department of Disability’s Disability Policy, and Equality Unit (DEPU) created a “DPO Consultative Framework” to meet on average twice per month to work on the next framework to implement the UNCRPD. Once Framework consultations are complete, it is planned for the DPO Consultative Framework to then begin working on the scope of DPROs.[footnoteRef:7] While we think that this order of doing things is the wrong way around, since Article 4 (3) is a cross-cutting obligation (GC7, paras. 3, 68), our main concern is even more fundamental. From the outset, both VVI and PII have been excluded from this DPO Consultative Framework with no alternative mechanism provided for our input as DPROs.  [7:  We know this from a legal complaint hearing against the Dept. of Disability by one of our members, and so this is not a position published by the Dept. of Disability.] 


The only DPROs included in the DPO Consultative Framework are those belonging to the DPO Network and we understand Ireland’s official defence of this to be that it is trying to encourage “one umbrella group” to deal with. However, the DPO Network, while acknowledging that VVI and PII are genuine DPROs, explicitly wrote to us when it was set up to inform us that we would not be invited to join (VVISR, Appendix B). This goes against the spirit of umbrella DPROs set out in GC7, para 12 (a). The Dept. of Disability is fully aware of this but has copper-fastened this exclusion rather than making up for it, in terms of funding of the DPO Network (leaving us out), and exclusion from DPRO-specific consultations since October 2023.

Furthermore, while only DPO Network members are being included in the DPO Consultative Framework, it is attended by representatives of the individual members of the DPO Network, as distinct from one DPO Network represented position. So, we think there is no just reason for the continued exclusion of VVI and PII from this process (as the only DPRO-specific process set up by the focal point), at least up until June 2025.

On June 16th, 2025, we received from the Department of Disability an unpublished draft document entitled ”Stakeholder Engagement Structures: National Human Rights Strategy for Disabled People 2025-2030,.”[footnoteRef:8]  [8:  This document is unpublished, but we have it on file and can share it on request.] 


This plan envisages a three-tier structure for consultation on disability-related issues by Ireland. The higher level will be a “DPO Group” made up of twelve representatives of DPROs, but distribution is uncertain, so that one DPRO could have many members, and the Minister decrees as who is included and who is not on an annual basis. The next tear is a disability assembly made up of twelve representatives from disability organisations in general (4 disability service-providers, four DPRO reps, and four for organisations or individuals representing family members). The minister will also decide yearly who is in and who is out of this one. The third tier, currently referred to as, “a formal partnership arrangement” will consist of “DPOs, as well as other representative organisations across civil society including those of family carers, children and young people, people with significant and enduring support needs who may be non-speaking, other seldom heard voices, and representative elements of organisations engaged in other activities, such as service provision (i.e., hybrid organisations).”

In this, we can see that Ireland in the lower two tiers is aggregating ‘third party representative organisations’ with DPROs (representative organisations of disabled people). The plan confuses broad and close consultation. The use of the word ‘hybrid’ organisations implies an expectation that disability service-providers can also be representative, notwithstanding their conflict of interests (GC7, paras. 13-4, 51-2). Also, close engagement with any DPRO depends on whether the Focal Point or Minister likes them. This is unlikely to be conducive to a Human Rights approach to engagement, where there is a built-in incentive for DPROs to be agreeable to Ireland to be engaged with closely by Ireland. 

Furthermore, Ireland is unaware of DPROs under GC7, para. 12 (d) when it does not include them as DPROs and does not incentivise them to become DPROs. Similarly, where it could use “self-advocacy” in the narrower context of GC7, para. 12 (c), it instead appears to use -advocacy’ in a reasonable accommodation context, further confusing reasonable accommodation, and accessibility.

Eligibility for the top-tier “DPO Group” will be restricted to those availing of funding under the Framework, posing accessibility barriers to both PII and VVI. DPROs will have to apply every year for core institutional funding “on a competitive basis,” and since it is not clear that this can apply to unincorporated associations such as PII and VVI, we are effectively being asked to take the risk of becoming incorporated organisations in the hope that each year we are successful in our applications for core institutional funding. Furthermore, there is no mention of equal core institutional funding among DPROs at the appropriate levels (cf. GC7, para. 61 (d)).

Given the use of funding as a precondition of involvement, rather than a support, and given the annual application for Ministerial approval to be involved in close consultations, it is hard to see how this could be conducive to independent Human Rights advocacy.

Currently, true DPROs like VVI and PII are the ‘poor relations’ in this scenario. Some disability constituencies have no DPRO at all. This plan will remove incentives for all but the most established would-be DPROs, and strongly incentivise disability service-providers to officially develop “representative” wings which they are already putting significant effort into by default and organisational strategy. This is an existential threat to the concept of DPROs in Ireland.

Indeed, in all this, there is no criteria or scope for who is eligible as a DPRO. This means that, effectively, the three larger organisations currently claiming to be DPROs, who we think are not meeting the criteria in General Comment No. 7, will be advantage while grassroots genuine DPRO movements are marginalised on an institutionalised basis.

The State’s lukewarm position on DPROs can be understood by reading this document from 2022, which says that while DPROs should be first port of call-in consultations, it does not agree that their views and opinions should be prioritised over others, whether individuals or disability service-providers.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  National Disability Authority Participation Matters (Sept. 2022)
https://nda.ie/publications/participation-matters-guidelines-on-implementing-the-obligation-to-meaningfully-engage-with-disabled-people-in-public-decision-making] 


Article 4 (3) Questions

1. DPRO Register

Why does Ireland still have no register of DPROs, and when will it closely consult with DPROs, including PII and VVI, on a  registration criteria that agrees with those in General Comment No. 7, and set out a timeline for completion of an easily accessible registration process (in close consultation with DPROs)?

2. DPRO Legislation and Policy

When will Ireland incorporate, with close consultation with DPROs (including VVI and PII), legislation recognising the special status of DPROs as corporate entities, including the ability to take class actions and mandatory consultation before the passing of legislation, strategies, and policies?

3. Core Institutional Funding of DPROs

When will Ireland provide easily available multiannual core institutional funding ringfenced for registered DPROs (or at least DPROs meeting the criteria in General Comment No. 7), and provide this core institutional funding on an equal basis across each level of DPRO (local, national, etc.), rather than on a “competitive basis?”

Article 5 Discrimination.

Background

Nothing To Stop Irish Laws and Regulations Being Discriminatory

The Equal Status Acts (2000-2018) (IR, paras. 25, 27-9, 194, 254, are inferior to all other statutory instruments – meaning that any other Irish law can be discriminatory against disabled people (Equal Status Act, 2000, S14),[footnoteRef:10] in violation of the UNCRPD, general obligation (Article 4 (1b).  [10:  http://www.legislation.ie/eli/2000/act/8/section/14/enacted/en/html ] 


Inaccessible Complaints Process

To make a legal complaint of disablist discrimination and denial of reasonable accommodation, a person must go through the Workplace Relations Commission (WRC). We have tried to assist many of our members in using this process, but if they cannot read print, the process is inaccessible. VVI has had bilateral meetings with the WRC, but the WRC pays little attention, not understanding the role of a DPRO, and dismissing the UNCRPD as “soft law.”[footnoteRef:11] [11:  https://www.irishmirror.ie/news/irish-news/workplace-relations-commission-discrimination-investigation-35295766] 


The complaints process is not adequately accessible to visually impaired people: e.g., impossible to use with screen reading technology,[footnoteRef:12] no process for making evidence accessible etc. We also find that the adjudicators can have little or no understanding of disability from a Human Rights perspective (e.g., reasonable accommodation as explained in GC6, paras. 24-7). We have not been contacted regarding Ireland’s review of the Equal Status Acts, and we heard nothing back from our submission in the summer of 2022.[footnoteRef:13] [12:  https://www.workplacerelations.ie ]  [13:  https://www.gov.ie/en/department-of-children-disability-and-equality/publications/the-review-of-the-equality-acts/#:~:text=A%20review%20of%20Ireland's%20equality,combatting%20discrimination%20and%20promoting%20equality. ] 


Currently, €15,000 is the highest amount that a successful case of discrimination on the grounds of disability or refusal to provide reasonable accommodation, going through the WRC process. This means that it is less likely for a disabled person to be able to use services of legal representation, and as a result, they are less likely to succeed.

Confusion Between Discrimination (including Reasonable Accommodation) and Accessibility

There is a widespread understanding among public bodies that there is not much, if any, difference between reasonable accommodation and accessibility. For example, instead of seeing reasonable accommodation as something which needs to be negotiated with the disabled individual, public bodies can have ‘reasonable accommodation policies’ where one-size-fits-all is seen as being “reasonable,” and therefore constituting reasonable accommodation.

For specific examples, see: Public Appointments Service;[footnoteRef:14] and State Exams Commission.[footnoteRef:15] [14:  https://www.publicjobs.ie/documents/What-to-Expect.pdf Note that, ironically, this document is inadequately accessible to screen reader-users.]  [15:  https://www.citizensinformation.ie/en/education/state-examinations/examination-arrangements-for-students-with-disabilities/ ] 


Another Equality Body Central to Discrimination

Another equality body is the Irish Human Rights and Equality Commission (IHREC), which is responsible for promoting non-discrimination by public bodies across all protected grounds, including disability in what is known as “public sector duty (IR, para. 30). In this, public bodies are supposed to consult with representative groups from each protected group, but  regarding disability, IHREC does not even mention consultation with DPROs as the representative organisations of disabled people.[footnoteRef:16] Without this, because of tradition, resources and legacy of disability service-providers and the charity/medical model in Ireland, public bodies will not know that these can only be DPROs.  [16: https://www.ihrec.ie/elearning/#:~:text=The%20Public%20Sector%20Duty%20is,sector%20staff%20and%20service%20users. ] 


Lack of Consultation with DPROs on Reform

Ireland is about to transpose the EU Directives on Standards for Equality Bodies,[footnoteRef:17] such as the WRC as well as Ireland’s Independent Monitoring Mechanism for the UNCRPD, but there has been no consultation with DPROs by Ireland on this transposition. [17:  https://eur-lex.europa.eu/EN/legal-content/summary/standards-for-equality-bodies-in-the-field-of-equal-treatment-and-equal-opportunities.html?fromSummary=13 ] 


Ireland Effectively Holds that It Can Discriminate in Consultations
It is the position of the Department of Disability, in an ongoing legal case involving one of our members, that the Equal Status Acts (i.e., complaints mechanism in instances of discrimination and denial of reasonable accommodation), does not apply to contexts of consultations, including consultations with disabled people through their representative organisations (DPROs).

Article 5 Questions

1. Reasonable Accommodation Distinct from Accessibility

When will Ireland, in close consultation with DPROs, make it official policy and make all public bodies aware that reasonable accommodation is primarily about individual requirements (Art. 5), while accessibility is more to do with accessible systems (Art. 9)?

2. Complaints Mechanism

	In close consultation with DPROs (including VVI and PII) when will Ireland enforce accessibility and reasonable accommodations requirements regarding equality bodies such as the WRC?

3. Inferiority of Equal Status Acts

When will Ireland allow for the application of the principle of discrimination to be applied to and actionable against Irish legislation, regulations, standards, and strategies, and to ensure that discrimination during consultations with disabled people through their representative organisations is also actionable where it occurs?

Article 8 Awareness.

Background

Given that the shortfall in DPRO rights in Ireland are such a central gap in Ireland’s approach to the UNCRPD, our issues regarding Article 8 focus on those DPRO rights. There has been no awareness-raising by Ireland as to DPRO rights at any time, among disabled people, among disability service-providers, or among public bodies.

Article 8 Questions

1. For Disabled People to Know About Rights of Collective Representation.

In close consultation and active involvement of DPROs, when will Ireland initiate regular awareness-raising campaigns informing disabled people of their right to join their DPROs and the associated benefits; and if there is no pre-existing DPRO for their chosen constituency, then awareness-raising of the incentives for setting up new DPROs?

2. Disability Service-Providers

When will Ireland initiate regular campaigns to disability service-providers letting them know that they cannot be DPROs, and that they themselves should closely consult and actively involve relevant DPROs in their own advocacy work relating to the UNCRPD and disability-proofing of their own service-provision?

3. Public Bodies.
When will Ireland, in close consultation and active involvement of DPROs, initiate regular reminders to all public bodies of the role of DPROs as only consultees in close consultations on disability-proofing, and for all broad/public/wide consultations to be accessible to all?

Article 9 Accessibility

Background

General Accessibility to Public Services

General accessibility of public services is supposed to be addressed through the Disability Act (2005),[footnoteRef:18] but this Act is not fit for purpose, because it has no teeth. The enforcement mechanism is the Ombudsman, which means no enforcement. Our membership has found that going to the Ombudsman under the Disability Act is a drawn-out process that is certain to be a waste of time, since in disability-related matters, the Ombudsman is deferential to other public bodies.[footnoteRef:19] [18:  IR, paras. 24, 38, 83-587, 89-90, 165169, 261-2, 284350356, 371, 380, 423, 455. ]  [19:  Under the Disability Act, all public bodies must have an Access Officer to assist and direct disabled service-users (IR, para. 87), but it is common for there not to be an Access Officer in a public body or corresponding to a function of a public body. Even when one of our representatives made a complaint on these grounds to the Ombudsman, the Ombudsman did not uphold the complaint. Of other complaints we know of, it often happens that the public body will falsely inform the Ombudsman that the matter has been resolved, and the Ombudsman moves to close the case – even after nine months or more of waiting for a response from the public body, and only having received this false resolution statement.] 


Accessible Public Spaces

Regarding accessible buildings and public spaces, VVI has produced a free resource (VVIMAPS), but this has been ignored by public bodies.[footnoteRef:20] Regarding what Ireland says about this theme (IR, paras. 87-99), we have described the non-compliance of the NDA above (3.4B), and when we contacted the Office of Public Works (OPW) in 2021, there was some tokenistic engagement which quickly evaporated. The OPW does not even have an Access Officer, as required under the Disability Act (2005). [20:  https://vvi.ie/vvimaps/ ] 


Accessible Environment and Travel

Regarding the rights of our members to safe access to our built environment and to public transport, VVI has provided a free resource for all public bodies (VVIMAPP).[footnoteRef:21] Everything Ireland states (IR, paras. 100-128), is either misleading or worthless, since we can say, first hand, that the National Transport Authority continues to effectively ignore and marginalize VVI,[footnoteRef:22] while it prioritises Vision Ireland and other service-providers. For example, where the NTA claims to engage with “disability representatives” (IR, para. 101), it is working on the continued misunderstanding that the large disability service-providers are the only real representatives.[footnoteRef:23]  We have sent the legal opinion we commissioned, showing this not to be the case, but the only response from the NTA was that it needed guidance from the Dept. of Disability or Dept. of Transport regarding DPROs before it would change its policy on consultation. [21:  https://www.vvi.ie/mapp ]  [22:  https://www.thejournal.ie/lift-out-pt-2-5509811-Aug2021/ ]  [23:  For example, the three “disability representatives” on the Transport Users’ Advisory Group (TUAG), (IR, para. 126), inaugurated in January 2022, consist of an NCBI representative, an Irish Wheelchair Association representative, and an disabled individual. The NTA rejected VVI’s application to join TUAG, ostensibly because the application was eight minutes late, bit has made it clear to VVI that it considers the NCBI to be the representative organization for visually impaired people in Ireland.] 


Meanwhile, while all of the public transport service providers have “Disability User Groups,” there is no prioritisation of DPROs, and since DPROs are small minorities on such groups, there is a general deference to the views and opinions of disability service providers by the public transport service providers, with DPRO voices more often being aggregated with that of solo-advocates.

Ireland has given a dominant disability service-provider at least €3.5m to set up a Wayfinding Centre,[footnoteRef:24] which subsidises that organisation’s subversion of Ireland’s Article 4 (3) obligations, since the Wayfinding Centre sees itself as being a primary player in consultation on accessible streetscapes and public transport. [24:  https://www.thejournal.ie/lift-out-pt-2-5509811-Aug2021/ ] 


We requested input into the Planning and Development Act (2024), in which we were calling for UNCRPD-compliant Accessibility Assessment Reports as a prerequisite for all planning in the public realm, but this was ignored, with no reference to disability in the 800 plus page Act when it was eventually passed.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  https://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2024/act/34/enacted/en/html ] 


We are facing an avalanche of cycling first and shared space projects being rolled out by Ireland, which goes against Irish and international research, in terms of disability-proofing, and threatens to endanger and isolate our members.[footnoteRef:26] This cycling infrastructure is supposed to increase active travel, but for many of our members, it has prevented them from walking independently to access their communities or public transport, because it involves design such as shared space which endangers visually impaired people.  [26:  The Holmes Report (2015) https://www.provokemedia.com/docs/default-source/default-document-library/the-holmes-report-2015_media-kit.pdf?sfvrsn=2
Trinity Haus Report (Ireland, 2012) https://www.tcd.ie/trinityhaus/research-areas/healthy-and-inclusive-places/shared-spaces/ ] 


Our members find that there is a great shortage of “disability parking bays” and if those parking spaces are occupied, a blue-badge vehicle (e.g., a disabled driver) is not able to park in ordinary car-parking spaces.

The growth of pedestrianisation and exclusion of private vehicles (except micro mobility modes) from large parts of our cities and towns means that access for people with reduced mobility to their communities is getting more difficult by the day, as experienced by our members. This has impacts on our physical and mental health and massively reduces our independence as individuals.

Ireland, for example, refuses to pass legislation allowing for exemptions for blue-badge vehicles regarding traffic-free-zones, even to give disabled drivers the same access as public transport or taxis.

Article 9 Questions

1.  Safe and Accessible Built Environment

What timeline does Ireland commit to properly disability-proof its travel and planning strategies through DPROs (including VVI and PII), showing clear prioritisation of the views and opinions of DPROs in this urgently required process; and will Ireland commit to undoing the disabling damage that has already been perpetrated so far in these strategies and policies, which have not been disability-proofed in compliance with the UNCRPD?

2. Accessibility Assessment Reports
When will Ireland introduce obligatory Accessibility Assessment Reports, including close consultation and active involvement of DPROs, as a precondition to all public realm works; as well as a process of close consultation exclusive to DPROs on disability-proofing standards on all other built environments including dwellings public buildings?

Primary Medical Certificate

When will Ireland exercise its Article 4 (3) obligations in disability-proofing its transport policies, including; for example, when will Ireland inform public transport service-providers of their Article 4 (3) obligations to prioritise the views and opinions of DPROs through close consultation and active involvement, as distinct from wide/public consultations accessible to all.


Article 10 Emergencies

Background

Ireland has had zero close consultations with us on disability-proofing its national and local emergency policies.

Currently there is a wide consultation on Ireland’s reaction to Covid 19,[footnoteRef:27] but this aggregates the views of all civil society organisations, despite the concerns of disabled people, through our representative organisations, needing to be given due weight.[footnoteRef:28] [27:  https://www.covid19evaluation.ie/ ]  [28:  For example, cf. VVI’s concerns about accessibility in covid access plan, 2020.
https://vvi.ie/vvi-concerned-about-covid-vaccine-plan/ ] 


Question

When will Ireland fulfil its Article 4 (3) obligations, as clarified by General Comment No. 7, to disability-proof its national and local emergency policies?


Article 13 Justice

Ireland’s police, prosecution service, courts, and prison service remain oblivious to their Article 4 (3) obligations. In May, 2024, we asked the Department of Justice to inform those bodies of their Article 4 (3) obligations, but after a six month delay, we were finally informed that our request had merely been passed on to the relevant bodies (i.e., with no vindication or supporting recommendations etc.), as if it were just an enquiry to those bodies. Unsurprisingly, we received no response from those organisations.

We have supported one member in an appeal where she was denied access to the book of evidence against her in a criminal trial because the documentation was inaccessible to her as a screen reader-user. Her legal representatives had abandoned her before the trial because of her insistence that she receive all evidence in an accessible format. This shows lack of awareness among legal professionals of their own obligations regarding reasonable accommodation, discrimination, and accessibility, and Ireland should encourage professional organisations to engage with DPROs in these respects.

Professionals involved in the justice system, including police and courts staff, still expect visually impaired people to “sign” documents that are inaccessible.

Article 13 

Questions

Why has Ireland not informed all parts of our judicial  system of their Article 4 (3) obligations as clarified by GC7, and when will it do so, and when will Ireland work out a plan of action on this with DPROs (including PII and VVI)?

Article 15 Freedom From Cruel And Unusual Punishment

Background

Neither PII or VVI currently imprisoned, but we need assistance in awareness-raising of our DPROs in prisons so that we can advocate for their Human Rights in terms of disability-proofing. The prison service needs to be aware of its Article 4 (3) obligations to closely consult with and actively involve DPROs (including PII and VVI).

Article 15 

Questions

1. When will Ireland support DPROs including VVI and PII in terms of awareness-raising in prisons and other institutions to facilitate membership of our DPROs by prisoners and other inmates?

2. When will Ireland make prisons and other institutions aware of their Article 4 (3) obligations to closely consult and actively involved DPROs in their disability-proofing (as clarified by GC7), and work out a plan of action of engagement with DPROs?

Article 18 Liberty Of Movement & Nationality

Background

From the experience of our members, there is a need for Department of Foreign Affairs to closely consult with DPROs regarding accessible passport applications. For example, the online application process is inadequately accessible for screen reader-users).

Our vision impaired members think that passports could be far more accessible in terms of tactile information and a possible accessible digital version.

Article 18 

Question

When will Ireland closely consult with and actively involve DPROs (including VVI and PII) in disability-proofing application processes and accessible passport designs?

Article 19 Independent Living.

Background

As of May, 2025, annual inflation of rented accommodation in Ireland was 7.3%, with a 20.4% rate in Limerick City.[footnoteRef:29] House prices have an inflation rate of 13%.[footnoteRef:30] Given that Ireland has the highest unemployment rates for disabled people in the European Union, with only 22% of those with a severe impairment being employed.[footnoteRef:31] When we add to this the extra cost of being disabled in Ireland,[footnoteRef:32] there is disproportionately high pressure for disabled people to remain at home with their parents rather than living independently. [29:  https://www.facebook.com/daft.ie/photos/nationally-listed-rents-rose-by-73-in-the-year-to-march-2025-in-line-with-the-av/1091478923008095/?__mmr=1&_rdr ]  [30:  https://www.breakingnews.ie/ireland/house-price-inflation-hits-10-year-high-according-to-daft-ie-report-1776052.html]  [31:  https://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/ep/p-cpp4/census2022profile4-disabilityhealthandcarers/disabilityandeverydayliving/ ]  [32:  https://www.gov.ie/en/department-of-social-protection/publications/the-cost-of-disability-in-ireland-research-report/] 


Ireland has been working on a standard for universal design for homes, but DPROs are not being prioritised in the process.[footnoteRef:33] Neither are DPROs being consulted with on updates to current buildings standards, where disability-service-providers are prioritised.[footnoteRef:34] [33:  https://www.nsai.ie/about/news/call-for-experts-in-the-development-of-a-standard-on-universal-design-dwellings-requirements-and-recommendations/ ]  [34:  https://www.oireachtas.ie/en/debates/question/2021-07-06/220/ ] 


Our members also reported difficulties in accessing Housing Adaptation grant application forms to make their homes more accessible, and in accessing housing application forms to go on Local Authority waiting lists.

As homelessness in Ireland continues to spiral, we have had no meaningful responses to our reaching out to homeless services (public and private) to disability-proof their systems.

Article 18 

Questions

When will Ireland fulfil its Article 4 (3) obligations, as clarified by General Comment No. 7, in closely consulting and prioritising DPROs views and opinions in the following:
 a). disability-proofing housing standards.
B). disability-proofing application processes in relation to housing.
c). in prioritising housing needs for disabled people more generally.
d). in disability-proofing homelessness services?

Article 20 Personal Mobility

Background

Our members find that mobility aid grants such as those for wheelchairs can be inaccessible and waiting times for approvals can be six to eight weeks.[footnoteRef:35] No made-to-measure wheelchairs are available in Ireland and have to be sourced from mainland Europe and the delays in receiving these wheelchairs can be at least four to six months. [35:  The process is published on https://www.hse.ie/eng/services/list/2/primarycare/community-funded-schemes/aids-and-appliances/ ] 


To get tax exemptions on vehicles, a disabled person must first obtain certification.[footnoteRef:36] However, the criteria are far too stringent, and so do not cover the vast majority of those who require it, including most physically impaired people and all visually impaired people. The appeals process is also inaccessible to many of our members.  [36:  https://www.citizensinformation.ie/en/travel-and-recreation/transport-and-disability/tax-relief-for-disabled-drivers-and-disabled-passengers/ ] 


Disability Service Providers

All other certification services regarding vehicles, such as provision of disability parking permits, are done through disability service-providers who do not consult with our DPROs.[footnoteRef:37] VVI members find that the quality of the one brand of long cane provided by the dominant service-provider (Vision Ireland) is demonstrably inferior and unsafe, but our concerns have been ignored. The provision of those canes is heavily subsidised by Ireland. [37:  Apart from Irish Wheelchair Association list earlier, see also Disabled Drivers and Disabled Passengers Association of Ireland https://www.ddai.ie/ ] 


Article 20 

Questions

When will Ireland stop discriminating against most disabled people through its very restrictive criteria for acquisition of a Primary Medical Certificate, which currently is confined to those who can prove need for adaptation of their vehicles.

What timeframe will Ireland commit to for disability-proofing application forms for mobility aids and certificates, and making sure that waiting-times are reduced as per Article 4 (3)?

When will Ireland instruct disability service-providers who distribute mobility aids (e.g., long canes) that they must have close consultation with the relevant DPRO on such matters is a precondition for the subsidies they receive in this service-delivery; and what timeframe is there for Ireland to make such provision through public bodies, instead.

Article 21 Freedom of Expression and Opinion and Access to Information

The transposition of the European Websites Accessibility Directive (S.I. No. 358/2020), and the European Accessibility Act (si 636/2023 involved no consultations with DPROs and are missing any reference to DPROs. This means that the definition of accessibility is more influenced by a public body (the National Disability Authority), and DPROs are marginalised in such definitions, despite our members’ lived experiences of specific inaccessibility and our collective expertise. This means that such laws are not likely to be much more than tokenistic. For example, since the 2020 transposition, VVI members have not noticed much of an improvement in accessibility of public body websites.

Disability service-providers are making money from consultancy on accessible communications without any close consultation with DPROs such as VVI.[footnoteRef:38] For example, they tell clients that .pdf can be adequately accessible, which is at odds with our position, based on experience. [38:  e.g., Vision Ireland’s Vially
https://vi.ie/vision-irelands-sister-company-ia-labs-becomes-vially/
https://vially.io/ ] 


DPROs have not been prioritised in consultations of standards, we are afraid that some excellent accessibility features, such as physical pin pads on card point of sale machines will disappear with the complicity of authorities regulating the European Accessibility Directive in Ireland, which would be quite ironic in a tragic way.

Since 2014, an organisation controlled by disability service-providers[footnoteRef:39] has imposed Unified English Braille as Ireland’s norm. VVI’s position is that there should always be an individual’s preference-based choice between different braille types, such as non-capitalised Standard English Braille (which is like the European Union’s “pharma braille” on medicine packaging). [39:  https://inbaf.ie/ ] 



Article 21 

Questions

1. When will Ireland include Article 4 (3) obligations into legislation pertaining to accessible communications, such as recent transcriptions of EU Directives, or alternatively, when will it inform the regulator authorities that DPROs must have our views and opinions prioritised in deciding what is or is not accessible.

2. When will Ireland create conditions whereby disability service-providers cannot sell consultancy services on communications without first closely consulting and actively involving DPROs, as per Article 4 (3) in their positions on what is accessible.

3. When will Ireland prioritise the views and opinions of DPROs with regard to braille, instead of its current position of deference to disability service-providers and alliances controlled by them – including straightforward issues such as letting the braille-reader decide which type of braille they prefer, and re-introducing non-capitalised Standard Braille (English and Irish) as the foundation level braille by braille teachers?

Article 22 Privacy

Our VVI members find that they are expected to be able to rely on print/paper correspondence or get someone to read such correspondence to us. This even includes such private correspondence as health matters from hospitals, and security PIN numbers for debit cards from banks. This is clearly an interference with our right to privacy.

Article 22 

Question

What will Ireland do, and what timeframe in compliance with Article 4 (33) to ensure that all service-providers will ensure durable formats in accessible formats (e.g., other than printed paper)?


Article 23 Right to a Family Life

Background

Without access to accessible correspondence (see Article 22 above), the right of visually impaired people to have a proper (independent) family life is very much compromised. 

Article 23 

Question

See Articles 21 and 22, above.

Article 24. Education

Background

While we do not currently represent children, and we strongly support the development of independent children’s DPROs in any way we can, education is a life-long Human Right, especially for disabled people who may not have received equal treatment going through the education system the first time around.

Our members have experienced discrimination in educational courses due to lack of wheelchair accessibility and inadequate provision of accessible reading materials and training in use of IT hardware. Educational institutions are receiving no guidance on their need to closely consult with DPROs.

Article 24 

Questions

When will Ireland inform educational institutions and public bodies that DPROs’ views and opinions should be prioritised in DPRO-only consultations on the accessibility and disability-proofing of their services?

Article 25 Right To The Enjoyment Of Highest Standand Of Health Without Discrimination

Background

Apart from accessible communications and right to privacy, already mentioned, which are exacerbated because of lack of awareness of DPROs by health service providers, potentially fatal discriminations occur. For example, there is no way for blind people to independently assess themselves for bowel cancer or the HPV virus in relation to cervical cancer, something which most of the rest of the population can do through the National Screening Service. We have been ignored in our enquiries about this since 2022.

Article 25 

Questions

When will Ireland explain the leading role of DPROs to all public bodies and service-providers regarding health?

Article 26 Habilitation & Rehabilitation

Background

Ireland has given no guidance or incentive to the providers of habilitation and rehabilitation services, they are not consulting with DPROs. As such, training programmes and even qualifications may not be of sufficient standard and as experienced by our members can even be drawn-out and over-complicated for the sake of a course structure that suits the institution rather than for what suits disabled people, themselves.

Article 26

Questions

What timeframe will Ireland give to incentivise providers of habilitation and rehabilitation services to closely consult and actively involve DPROs in their services?

Article 27 Employment

Our members have found that application processes for jobs are inaccessible, and that psychometric tests, for example, which can be compulsory, are discriminatory. This applies to public jobs as well as jobs in the private sector.

If this barrier is somehow overcome, we find tremendous barriers experienced by our members within the workplace, without easy access to processes to remedy the relevant complaints. Trades Union have no understanding of the role of DPROs, and “Employment Access Reports” to determine the needs of our employed members are done through established disability-service-providers with zero consultation with us.

Inaccessible workplaces means that our members do not get the same chance as their colleagues to get promotions, and this, obviously, negatively affects their income.

Article 27 

Questions

1. What period will Ireland commit to, compliant with Article 4 (3), to have job application processes accessible, by law, and have meaningful reasonable accommodation, in the public and private sectors?

2. What dates will Ireland commit to (compliant with Article 4 (3)) awareness-raising among trades union as to the role of DPROs?

Article 28 Economic Welfare

Background

Ireland commissioned a report into the extra cost of being disabled in Ireland, in 2021.[footnoteRef:40]  This reported approximately €9,000-12,000 extra costs for disabled people due to their being disabled, which, adjusting for inflation, this would be significantly higher. While unemployment of disabled people is much higher than the average, i.e., 78% among those with severe impairments,[footnoteRef:41] as discussed in Article 27 (above), disabled people are less likely to get promoted in work due to inaccessible workplaces. Furthermore, those who are working are not disaggregated from those who are not working in the cost of disability report, and without social supports available to people on social welfare payments, those working can face even higher costs for being disabled. This is why we call for a ‘Cost of Disability Allowance’ to be non-taxable and non-means-testable, to cover the extra costs that are not being covered by the Free Travel Scheme (which is excellent for disabled people who are unemployed),[footnoteRef:42] and  [40:  https://www.gov.ie/en/department-of-social-protection/publications/the-cost-of-disability-in-ireland-research-report/]  [41:  https://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/ep/p-cpp4/census2022profile4-disabilityhealthandcarers/disabilityandeverydayliving/ ]  [42:  A caveat to this is that disabled people are expected to apply every five years for a renewal of their free travel passes, which is an unnecessary barrier for those of us with permanent impairments (i.e., our respective constituencies), since our eyesight will not grow back and nor will ability in our limbs.] 


The Department of Social Protection (Welfare) has omitted  our respective organisations from pre-budget and disability-related meetings of disability organisations. Indeed, a department official, in 2024, told a VVI representative that “you’re just not invited to the wedding.” We were excluded from a disability-related conference by the Department in May 2025, and we were again not invited to the pre-budget forum meeting on July 11th, 2025. We have no explanation as to why the only two DPROs for our respective constituencies are being treated like this by this Department.

Article 28 

Questions

1. When will Ireland commit to a ‘cost of disability allowance’ that reflects the extra cost of disability and that tis non-taxable and non-means-testable, and which is outside of wages and current welfare entitlements.

2. When will Ireland inform the Department of Social Protection of its Article 4 (3) obligations, including in relation to VVI and PII?

Article 29 Political Rights

Background

Voting, in Ireland’s last General Election, at least forty-three polling stations were not accessible to wheelchair-users. The tactile ballot template used by visually impaired voters continues to be inadequate for Ireland’s unusual PR-STV voting system, which can lead to more than twenty candidates on a list, with votes possible for each one. For other electoral difficulties, see VVI’s report on the March 2024 Referendums.[footnoteRef:43] [43:  https://vvi.ie/voice-of-vision-impairment-accessibility-report-on-referendums-of-march-8th-2024/ ] 


The Working Group on Disability Voting, operated by the Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage  currently has only one DPRO on it (VVI), and two service-providers (Vision Ireland and Irish Wheelchair Association). There is no prioritisation of the views and opinions of DPROs.

The independent electoral commission conducts its own surveys into voting at elections etc., but apparently without the slightest awareness of its obligations under Article 4 (3) of the UNCRPD, and indeed, defers to disability service-providers such as the Irish Wheelchair Association in its research.[footnoteRef:44] [44:  https://cdn.electoralcommission.ie/app/uploads/2025/06/19180713/PEER_Seanad2025_English-tagged.pdf] 


Elected Representatives

While one could count the number of elected disabled politicians on one hand, which can not be compared with the 22% of the disabled population, Ireland’s upper house of parliament (the Senate), has a system where sectoral representatives can be elected by Local Authorities or appointed by our Prime Minister. While there are no DPRO representatives in the Senate, there is a long-standing representative of Vision Ireland (a dominant disability service-provider). 

There is no subsidy to help disabled candidates run for election, either with or without a party nomination.

Empowerment of DPROs

DPROs are actively being forbidden by Ireland’s deference and financial support of disability service-providers as key consultants, as contrasted to its continued marginalisation and non-support of DPROs.

Article 29 

Questions

1. When will Ireland (in compliance with Article 4 (3)) inform the Dept. of Housing and the Electoral Commission of their Article 4 (3) obligations?

2. When will Ireland subsidise disabled candidates to stand for election, and provide for DPRO representation (rather than that of disability service providers) in the Senate?

3. What time limit does Ireland have for the immediate obligation to empower DPROs such as DPRO-only consultative spaces in all branches and levels of government and to incentivise disabled people joining their DPROs by disincentivising disability service-providers from setting up pseudo-DPRO spaces for their service-users?
Article 30 Arts, Sports, Culture 

Background

A Media Commission has recently been established in Ireland to oversee regulation of Irish media including broadcast media and video-on-demand services. To gauge the needs of visually impaired audiences, the Commission has set up a User Consultative Panel that is dominated by the dominant service provider for visually impaired people, and at most, aggregates rather than prioritises the collective representation of the VVI representative on it.

Media service-providers themselves, in our experience, are still of the opinion that the same disability service-provider is the only representative organisation for blind and partially sighted people in Ireland and as such, we are effectively ignored.

Article 30 

Questions

When will Ireland inform all public bodies involved with the media of their Article 4 (3) obligations to prioritise the views and opinions of DPROs?


Specific obligations (Articles 31-33)

Article 31 Statistics & Data

Background
While the two public bodies, the National Disability Authority (NDA( and National Standards Authority of Ireland (NSAI) appear to meet some of the research and standardisation obligations in Article 4 (1) of the UNCRPD, because the NDA and NSAI do not comply with Article 4 (3) obligations – e.g., prioritization of the opinions and views of DPROs – the efficacy of their research cannot be fit for purpose.

The lack of disaggregation in research on disability is very frustrating. Even among our respective constituencies, their needs to be disaggregation between those with least capacities, resources and supports, as opposed to those with most, including those with most severe impairments etc.

Regarding co-design of research with DPROs (GC7, paras. 17, 90-1, etc.), we have contacted the Department of Research (i.e., Dept. of Higher Education etc.), the Irish Research Council, and organisers of disability-related research at third level institutes, including the Centre for Disability and Law Policy at Galway University. We either got no response or were informed that the responsibility was not with the receiver of our correspondence.

There is a lack of awareness of the difference between the usual qualitative/quantitative approach to research and the Human Rights approach which prioritises the views and opinions of those with least supports, resources and capacities, without fear of leadership bias (as in focus groups, etc.).

We are regularly approached by researchers wanting us to be their mail carrier for participants, with no awareness that our responsibility is for the collective representation of our respective constituencies of disabled people. Imagine if a Trade Union were approached and instead of asking for a co-design of research or for its own perspective, it was asked if it could deliver its’ members for someone else to interpret the views of. 

Article 31 

Question

When will Ireland let all state-funded researchers know that funding is dependent on a). disaggregation according to impairment types, degrees, and intersectionality; and b). the co-design of research with DPROs?

Article 32 International Co-operation

Background

Ireland’s representative at the European Disability Forum is the disability Federation of Ireland (DFI), which is overseen by disability service-providers. 

Ireland’s representative at the European Blind Union is Vision Ireland, a disability service-provider.

DPROs need Ireland’s support to replace disability service-providers at these for highly influential international organisations. While there is currently a rift between DPROs in Ireland caused by Ireland’s lack of guidance on what it is to be a DPRO (i.e., ignoring of GC7), this could be easily solved by working with current DPRO claimants on the scope of DPROs along the lines of GC7 criteria, and the establishment of a DPRO register along those lines. This would facilitate the foundation of an inclusive and stable DPRO umbrella group that could be represented at European Disability Forum level instead of the Disability Federation of Ireland.

Today, Ireland’s representative organisation at the European Blind Union should be the respective DPRO (VVI), and not the main disability service-provider (which is actively undermining VVI in its setting up of “Local Advocacy Networks.”

Article 32 

Question

What is the period in which Ireland will work with DPROs to transfer Ireland’s representation on the EDF and EBU from disability service-providers to DPROs?



Article 33 – Implementation and Monitoring

Background

Barriers in our accessing the Department of Disability are detailed in VVISR, paras. 23-9).

There has never been a framework specific to the UNCRPD in Ireland, but we understand that one is planned to begin later this year. We were barred from DPRO-specific discussions on this plan, so we have no idea what it involves. 

Rather than dealing with all Articles of the UNCRPD, the plan is based on five themes, which without the inclusion of accessible communications, would appear to be meaningless to visually impaired people, at least. This also means that specific areas, such as political participation, are not covered in any way by the strategy.

Ireland’s Independent Monitoring Mechanism for the UNCRPD is the Irish Human Rights and Equality Commission (IHREC), but there is no DPRO participation in this (as per GC7, paras. 36-8). IHREC’s Disability Advisory Committee (DAC) was included into Irish law (si 46/2022, Section 103),[footnoteRef:45] but the opportunity to ensure DPRO participation in DAC (as per GC7, para. 38) was not used, and the situation remains where there is no direct DPRO representation on the DAC. There was no consultation with DPROs on this 2022 legislation,[footnoteRef:46] and nor does IHREC have DPRO representation on its Board of Directors.[footnoteRef:47]  [45:  https://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2022/act/46/section/103/enacted/en/html#sec103 ]  [46:  There never has been direct representation of DPROs on DAC since its inception, in 2018, and this remains the case.  Nine of the fifteen members have current or past associations with DPROs, but they attend DAC in a personal capacity, and DPROs are not invited to send representatives to the DAC.  Five of the nine with previous or current associations with would-be DPROs, are associated with just two DPROs (ILMI and AsIAm), who are, by far, the best resourced of organisations in Ireland with a serious claim to being DPROs.]  [47:  https://www.ihrec.ie/about/chief-commissioner-members-of-ihrec/ ] 


There was neither consultation with or mention of DPROs in IHREC’s joint report with the Economic and Social Research Institute (ESRI), published in January, 2025 on the cost of disability.[footnoteRef:48] Had VVI been consulted, we would have asked for disaggregated data in line with Article 31 of the UNCRPD, which is absent from the report.  [48:  IHREC and ESRI Report, January 2025: "Adjusting Estimates of Poverty for the Cost of Disability":
https://www.ihrec.ie/documents/adjusting-estimates-of-poverty-for-the-cost-of-disability/] 


“DPOs” were cited and apparently some members of the DPO Network consulted in IHREC’s report on Article 13 of the UNCRPD, published in December 2024, but neither VVI nor PII were consulted, included, or involved.[footnoteRef:49] [49:  https://www.ihrec.ie/documents/access-to-justice-implementation-of-article-13-of-the-un-convention-on-the-rights-of-persons-with-disabilities/ ] 


VVI and PII have persistently asked IHREC why they continue to be in breach of Articles 4 (3) and 33 (3) of the UNCRPD, but we are either totally ignored or effectively ignored – as we are with all enquiries to IHREC regarding the UNCRPD. It has clearly decided that its non-CRPD-compliant DAC is the one-stop-shop for all disability matters. As a result, VVI and PII, as DPROs, are currently not being accepted according to our DPRO status.

Article 33 

Questions

1. When will the Dept. of Disability fully recognise the DPRO rights of all organisations who meet the General Comment No. 7 criteria (paras. 10-4) and facilitate easy access by nominated represented organisations of those national DPROs to the disability policy specialists in the Department, including modes of communication which the representatives themselves find preferable and accessible?

2. How can any implementation or monitoring framework for the UNCRPD be fit for purpose unless it includes all the specific rights and obligations, and is based on the principles and general obligations as defined by the General Comments?

4. Why is there no mention of Article 4 (3) obligations in the remit of the Independent Monitoring Mechanism (the Human Rights Commission), including in the relevant legislation?


Conclusion

Since 2019, and before, we have been trying to fulfil our civic duty by providing a DPRO space so that anyone in Ireland in our respective constituencies can be signified through our collective and Human-Rights based organisations. This also should be facilitating Ireland in its fulfilment of the UNCRPD, since we are providing it with essential interlocutors core to consultation.

However, instead of being welcomed, supported, and empowered, we have experienced a mixture of indifference and hostility from Ireland, as well as from disability service-providers and solo-advocates. This is not sustainable, and our existence is threatened by such an environment, given our lack of capacity, supports and financial resources.

This problem necessarily effects the implementation of every Article of the UNCRPD, from cross-cutting obligations through Article 4 (3) to political rights of immediate effect (Article 29 (b (ii)) and participation in monitoring (Article 33 (3)).

We can further break our essential barriers down into barriers through lack of accessible communications, of accessible built environment (including buildings, streets, and transportation), and accessible design of products etc.

Our solutions primarily involve awareness, and do not use resources if we are engaged with at the initial stages of plans etc. However, general lack of awareness of Article 4 (3) obligations or even a basic understanding of them means we expend tremendous effort with only fragmentary and very occasional results. It is very frustrating that we have the solutions, but Ireland is instead acting as if it wants us to disappear.

The first half or more of any consultation should not have us having to explain what a DDPRO is and hoping that we are believed. Ireland’s obligation to use its authority to do this heavy lifting for us and provide us with easily accessible multi-annual core institutional funding and other practical supports that we can envisage.

Unfortunately, Ireland claims a dualist approach to international Human Rights law (as per Section 29 of our Constitution), which effectively means it does not feel obliged to comply with any of it until it becomes Irish law. This leads to a perception of “soft law” which it can ignore, and “hard law” which must be taken seriously.

Everything in our list of issues is dealing with the very basics, not the ambitious, such as a need to have an investigations mechanism regarding Article 4 (3) obligations which has strong effective powers.

We hope that the United Nation’s monitoring process can help raise awareness among politicians, as well as civil servants, as to the need to put our rights on a statutory footing, and that they have nothing to fear in making our lives much easier to live. What is good for disabled people is good for everyone!
