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1. Introduction: what is Voice of Vision Impairment (VVI)? 
 Voice of Vision Impairment (VVI) was founded in July 2019, to 
be what the Convention on the Rights of People with Disabilities 
(CRPD) refers to as an “organization of people with disabilities”, and 
a “representative” organization” etc., and we are based on the 
criteria set out in General Comment 7 of the CRPD, which details the 
requirements of such organisations (now mainly known as Disabled 
Persons Organisations (DPOs), as well as the State’s obligations to 
them. To our knowledge, we are the only organisation in the country 
which fits the definition of a DPO in terms of the representation of 
visually impaired people. 
 
 Since our foundation, we have appointed thirteen 
representatives throughout the country – in Kerry, Cork, Tipperary, 
Limerick, Wexford, Meath, Galway, Dublin City, Fingal, and South 
Dublin. Our reps are the core decision-making body of VVI, and all 
reps have read and agreed with our Constitution, and formulate and 
approve our positions.  
 

All of our reps, and all of our members, are either blind or 
partially sighted.  VVI has no income, so none of our officials are paid 
– all of our work is completely voluntary. Our reps represent VVI at 
Public Participation Networks (PPNs), including on Strategic Policy 
Committees (SPCs), on Local Authority disability housing steering 
groups, on public transport “Disability User Groups”, on various 
consultative committees established by statutory bodies (such as the 
ESRI, specialist HSE advisory committees, etc., as well as participation 
in the steering committee of the Disability Consultation and 
Participation Network (DPCN), and representation on the Disability 



Stakeholder Group (DSG 6). We also liaise with statutory bodies on 
specific accessibility issues, e.g., the accessibility of websites and 
documents to screenreading technology, access to the legal system, 
etc. We also regularly make submissions on public consultations. 

 
More information about VVI can be found at 

https://www.vvi.ie  
 
So, we are very necessary, very busy, and very under-

resourced. 
 

2. DPOs and the CRPD 
Article 4 (3) of the CRPD states: “In the development and 

implementation of legislation and policies to implement the present 

Convention, and in other decision-making processes concerning 

issues relating to persons with disabilities, States Parties shall closely 

consult with and actively involve persons with disabilities, including 

children with disabilities, through their representative 

organizations” [emphasis added]. 

 
Under the CRPD, the only “representative  

organizations” when it comes to disability, are DPOs 
(see detailed legal opinion procured by VVI) 
https://vvi.ie/legal-opinion-for-vvi-as-a-dpo-for-all-dpos/ 

 
Article 4, itself, contains “General Obligations” and 

is “cross-cutting”, meaning that it is the basis for every 
other Article in the Convention (General Comment 7, 
para. 3). There is no CRPD implementation without it. 
In other words, DPOs are at the heart of the CRPD 
(ibid., para. 1). 

 

https://www.vvi.ie/
https://vvi.ie/legal-opinion-for-vvi-as-a-dpo-for-all-dpos/


The idea is that instead of re-inventing the wheel 
every time a statutory body wants to know about 
disability, it simply goes to the repository of expertise, 
from lived experience, which is manifest in DPOs. In 
some ways, DPOs are like trade unions in that the are 
the collective agency of their constituency, and cannot 
be replaced or replicated by individuals, and certainly 
not by service providers or allied advocacy 
organisations. 
 
 NB: DPOs must be prioritised in consultations 
affecting disabled people (i.e., just about everything), 
and must be distinguished from other civil society 
organisations in such processes (ibid., paras. 13, 14). 
This means that their views must not be aggregated 
with non-DPOs in consultations, and that DPOs should 
be closely involved in co-design of policies, systems, 
structure designs and plans, so that they are disability-
proofed. 
 

The obligatory prioritisation and distinguishing of DPOs in all 
decision-making processes or consultations took immediate effect on 
the ratification of the CRPD in 2018(ibid., para. 28). 
 
3. Definition of a DPO (i.e., a legitimate 
representative organisation under the CRPD) 
 
What is a DPO? 
* clear majority of members must be disabled people 



* it must be controlled, led and directed (only) by disabled 
people 
* it must be open to everyone in its particular constituency 
(General Comment 7, para. 11). 
* it can represent one “ constituency” (i.e., category of disabled 
people), or can be cross-category (ibid., para. 12). 
* it is recommended that there be only one, or at most two, 
national DPOs per constituency. Given Ireland’s size, this indicates 
that there need be no more than one, so for example, one national 
DPO for visual impairment, one for cross-category, one for physical 
impairment, etc. However, intellectual disability is a special case 
which there is neither space or time to elaborate on here. 

 
4. Ireland’s Obligations to DPOs: 

What the State needs to do, immediately: 
* Set up a register of DPOs (General Comment 7, para. 61). 
* provide core institutional funding for DPOs 
* massively capacity-build and offer all possible supports so that 
DPOs can build themselves up. 
* legislate to protect the interests of DPOs. This means different 
enactments, including the establishment of a DPO status that 
distinguishes DPO status from those of charities or Companies of 
Limited Guarantee etc. (ibid., para. 61 etc.). It also means legislating 
to make sure there are sanctions against others, especially service 
providers, if they directly or indirectly interfere with DPO rights, e.g., 
to prioritisation and distinction in all consultations affecting disabled 
people (ibid., para 51). It also means that structures or frameworks 
building DPOs into co-design of policies, designs, etc., should be legal 
requirements, with sanctions on any project that ignores them (ibid., 
para. 53 etc.). 
* In the meantime, DPOs need to be prioritised, distinguished, 
and involved in co-design, regarding all policies and plans to make 
sure they are disability-proofed (ibid., para. 13). This means 
proactively approaching DPOs, and making sure they have enough 
time to consult with their members where needed. 



 
5. Ireland’s Performance to Date 

Traditionally in Ireland, service-providers and ally 
advocacy groups have taken on themselves the mantle 
of “representative organizations” regarding disability. 
It will take a massive cultural shift for this mindset to 
change and for the traditional brandnames in the 
disability “sector” to make way for DPOs in terms of 
primacy in consultations. 

 
Indeed, the mindset has led to DPOs being 

differentiated from “representative organizations” 
instead of synonymous with them in key documents: 
for example, the National Disability Inclusion Strategy 
Review (2020, 37; DPCN introduction document, 
November, 2020; and the Joint Committee’s own pre-
budget statement of July, 2021). 
 
 In general, there has been a misreading of Article 4 (3) which 
leaves out the final clause, “through their representative 
organizations”, and so consequently, DPOs have been even more 
marginalised by the deference to disjointed, individual, voices of 
disabled people in national policy areas, at the expense of the 
collective wisdom and coherent positions of DPOs (representative 
organisations).  
 
So it is no wonder then that: 
* the DPCN has a tiny minority who are DPOs. Since only DPOs 
can be “representative”, the DPCN appears to have been 
misconceived and based on a misreading of the CRPD in terms of 
consultation and representation. The DCEDIY spends €100,000 on 



the DPCN, which can be contrasted with the zero it spends on the 
core institutional funding specific to DPOs. It Judging by the NDA 
paper on DPOs in 2020, it appears that the DPCN is occupying a sace 
that should be that of DPOs (as per its equivalent in New Zealand). 
 
* DSG6 has a tiny minority of members who represent DPOs. 
Once again, this marginalises DPO rights and subverts the State’s 
obligations to DPOs under the CRPD. DPOs need to be prioritised 
either on Departmental Disability Consultative Committees, or above 
such committees. 
 
* in public consultations, and even consultations specific to 
disability concerns, DPOs are often ignored, and at best their 
expertise is aggregated. 
 
 As an aside, the National Disability Authority (NDA) is not a DPO 
and cannot replicate DPO positions according to the CRPD. However, 
it currently cannot help but subvert the roles of DPOs, since it is set 
up as the primary advisor to the State on disability issues. In the 
long-term, NDA needs to be either controlled by a Board of DPOs, or 
else it should be reconstituted, with DPOs being responsible for its 
research roles. This is all going by the CRPD, not by personal 
opinions. 
 
6. Specific Examples 
 Many visually impaired people were unable to independently 
fill in their census forms last Sunday because the formats were 
inaccessible. In England, our counterparts have been able to do this 
online for nearly ten years. This CSO has effectively ignored our 
contacts on this issue. Also, the braille versions were unreadable by 
many braille-readers because the service-providers in the Republic of 
Ireland refuse to convert any document to Standard English Braille 
(SEB), which has been learnt by most blind people, and will only 
instead provide them in Universal English Braille (UEB), since 2013 – 



even though a click of a button on a drop-down menu is the only 
difference between them in terms of production. 
 Similarly, the Dept. of Rural and Community Affairs has told VVI 
that it defers to the service providers in such matters, and flat out 
refused to have documents provided in SEB to VVI in November, 
2020. 
 
 Last Monday, VVI sent a submission on the traffic-free 
proposals on Capel Street, Dublin 1. All of our submissions relating to 
pedestrianisation and cyclification have been ignored, either 
effectively or totally, throughout the country. Many disabled people, 
including visually impaired people, rely on blue badge vehicles and 
public service vehicles (including taxis) to bring them as close as 
possible to their destination, be it home, service, or work. Blanket 
exclusion of cars is disablist, since it necessarily excludes many 
disabled people from those areas.  The desires, wishes, or wants  of 
even 90% cannot overturn the Human Rights of the 10%. Special 
permits for some vehicles would be egalitarian and also allow for the 
massive reduction in carbon emissions by traffic which is needed. 
 
 Note also that DPOs must be closely consulted regarding the 
implementation of the 2030 Sustainable Development Goals (ibid., 
paras. 9, 92, etc.), but this absolutely has not happened.  It is as if we 
didn’t and don’t and will not exist. 
 
 Escooter legislation. VVI has been ignored in terms of this 
legislation, despite making our concerns known to the Dept. of 
Transport back in November, 2020.  
 

The most outstanding example of this is the UNCRPD 
Implementation Plan, which the DCEDIY first presented to this 
Committee in June, 2021. The Department sought the views of the 
DSG and the NDA, but not the actual key stakeholders under the 
CRPD, i.e., DPOs. VVI has written to the Department on this matter, 
but those communications have been ignored. 



 
Similarly, the State must implement the EU Directive from 

2019, known as the European Disability Act, and this must be done 
by June this year. Yet again, the Department has not only not come 
to VVI to closely involve us in this, but it has totally ignored our 
correspondence on the issue. 
 
7. Conclusion 
 As long as the State continues to ignore its obligations to DPOs 
as enshrined in the CRPD, it will not be able to implement the CRPD, 
or any part of it, anywhere close to properly, because the CRPD 
bases its consultations on DPOs. 
 
 As long as this situation continues, Ireland will remain a hostile 
environment to DPOs and the very existence of DPOs will continue to 
be threatened. We need external support to make up for our 
disadvantaged starting position and relatively low capacity. The CRPD 
obliges the State to provide such supports. Instead, the State acts as 
if we’re something the cat has dragged in off the street. 
 
 In the meantime, what incentives are there for disabled people 
to join DPOs if DPOs are being ignored? Service providers have the 
resources to set up “advocacy networks” etc. which also have the 
brand-name advantage. They also use the referrals they get to their 
services to channel disabled people into such advocacy groups, 
effectively diverting them from DPOs, who the service providers 
appear to perceive as a threat to their dominant position in 
consultation and advocacy. As per paragraph 51 of General 
Comment 7, this sucking up of DPO oxygen needs to be challenged in 
a meaningful way. 
 
 The State’s due and meaningful respect for DPO rights needs to 
happen now, immediately, as stated by the CRPD. We have no time 
to lose. 
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