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Foreword

Canal Communities Partnership, along with all the other Partnerships throughout the
country, operates under what is called the Local Development Social Inclusion
Programme. Our remit, therefore, is to respond to the needs of those who are most
excluded from active and full participation in our society.

Within this context, our work on the disability issue is both necessary and important.
While we recognise that even the word ‘disability’ is an inappropriate ‘catchall’ term, it
is clear that there are large numbers of people, with a physical, intellectual or
psychological disability, who experience severe and basic exclusion from social
participation. Despite the work and efforts of a number of state, voluntary and
community organisations there are still far too many people with different types of
disability living constrained, unfulfilled and lonely lives.

The subject of this report is the very basic and important one of access to premises,
services and facilities. It makes sobering reading and challenges us all within the canal
communities to look both at our own premises and at our communal spaces – the
footpaths, pedestrian crossings and so on. This report requires careful consideration
and practical responses. If we are serious about tackling social exclusion we need to
address the very basic situations where people are excluded from important
community and commercial facilities. 

While there is an individual responsibility on all with premises to improve public
access, a collective response to the issues which this audit has highlighted is also
required. This will involve a shared approach and the participation of state,
community and commercial interests. This is an approach which the Partnership will
promote and which we will encourage other organisations within the canals area to
join with us in promoting.

Canal Communities Partnership
December 2003
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1 Introduction

Canal Communities Partnership is a local development company serving the
communities of Bluebell, Inchicore, Rialto, Islandbridge and Kilmainham. It was
established in 1996 and is one of 38 area-based partnerships nationwide. The aim of
the Partnership is to address disadvantage, social exclusion and long-term
unemployment. To address these issues, the Partnership operates under the following
headings:

● Unemployment
● Enterprise
● Community Development
● Adult Education
● Childcare
● Education and Young People 

The Partnership promotes an active equality agenda, which aims to ensure that the
Partnership and other community interests, work in ways that are inclusive and
recognise the needs of particularly excluded members of the canal communities. In its
original plan (1996) the Partnership’s work on community development had focused
on long-term unemployment, lone parenthood, early school leaving and young
people at risk. Among the new issues identified for the 2001–2006 plan are disability,
older people and members of new communities.

In 2001, the Partnership conducted research on the needs of people with disabilities
living in the canal communities area and a disability advisory group was set up. The
research report:Needs Analysis: People with Disabilities by Dr Alan Bruce was published
by Canal Communities Partnership in April 2002. The research highlighted a number
of difficulties experienced by those with disabilities. Many of these concerns focused
on the difficulty and often the sheer impossibility of entering buildings, using
footpaths and accessing public transport.

One of the key recommendations of the research was that the Partnership should
facilitate a survey and audit of the accessibility of buildings, businesses and facilities in
the canal communities area. The results of this audit are designed to help the
Partnership in its task of raising awareness about the needs of people with disabilities
in the area. The audit will be used as a tool to encourage people to be more aware of
the barriers experienced by people with disabilities regarding access to buildings in
their local community. It is also designed to begin a process of improving accessibility
in the buildings and environment of the communities concerned. If people with
disabilities cannot physically access buildings they are denied a fundamental right to
participate in the life of the community. This also extends to the need for the
community as a whole to be aware of the issues and concerns facing people with
disabilities. Finally, it should be remembered that people with disabilities are also
customers and have the expectation that they can and should be served and
accommodated just like everyone else. 
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2 Methodology

The aim of this research is to assess the accessibility of a selection of public buildings in
the Bluebell, Inchicore, and Rialto areas. Premises were selected randomly. They
included business, community, religious and statutory premises as well as sports
facilities. While this sample is by no means exhaustive or fully representative, it is
hoped that the research gives a clear indication of the current state of issues relating to
accessibility within the Canal Communities Partnership area. Moreover, while it is
recognised that private dwellings and modes of transport are equally important to any
research assessing the accessibility of an area, these aspects could not to be assessed
because of the limited financial resources available to this research. 

The accessibility of premises was determined by a standard questionnaire (see
appendix 5, page 29). This questionnaire was designed with previous access audits in
mind and was divided into three sections: 

● External Access
● Internal Access
● General Observations

External Access

External access considers the state of the external environment including roads and
footpaths, parking, traffic lights, approaches and entrances to buildings, steps, ramps
etc, and how accessible they are to people as they go about their daily business. 

Internal Access 

Internal access assesses the inside of the building, including reception areas, doors,
corridors, toilet facilities, lifts, stairs etc. 

General Observations

Issues that are often excluded from consideration when dealing with access, such as
attitudes, information provision, staff training and holistic approaches to accessibility
were also included. However, the lack of standardised templates for access audits made
this process more difficult. Such a gap is a national issue in Ireland and makes local
access audits particularly difficult.

The Partnership was aided in the design of the questionnaire by advice obtained from a
number of sources. These included:

● The Disability Advisory Group of Canal Communities Partnership, which is made
up of people with disabilities and service providers in the Partnership area 

● The Irish Wheelchair Association
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● Comhairle
● The Disability Focus Group of Dublin City Development Board
● The Barcelona Declaration Project

(Details of the above, and other, organisations and projects are provided in
Appendix 2, page 22) 

A meeting was held in November 2002 with disabled people who lived locally to
enable them to input their observations and advice on the format of the research,
especially the design of the questionnaire. This advice was incorporated into the audit. 

The fieldwork for the research was undertaken by 20 students from the Sport and
Disability diploma course at Inchicore College of Further Education. Before doing the
fieldwork, the students undertook specific training in the area of accessibility and a
trial run of the audit was undertaken in the Partnership’s Bluebell office. Fieldwork
took place on Thursday 12 December 2002. All premises selected for the audit were
written to in advance of the fieldwork. They were also contacted by phone prior to the
audit to assign a member of staff to assist students with the audit. 

The students worked in pairs in the three areas and were provided with wheelchairs
by the Irish Wheelchair Association to aid the fieldwork. They were supervised by
Partnership staff to ensure that the day to day running of the audit went according to
plan. The 30 completed audit questionnaires from the specific areas were as follows: 

Rialto 8
Bluebell 8
Inchicore 14

It should be borne in mind that a wide range of buildings and premises was audited
with often very dissimilar characteristics. This is reflected in the observations and
responses. Certain questions/categories did not always apply in all sites surveyed.
Audit teams did not consistently fill in a number of categories, due to a range of
individual factors. The financially restrictive nature of the budget meant that an
ambitious survey had to be conducted with limited resources. Some of these points are
captured in the observations and individual responses.

The data indicate a number of common issues across all communities, however audit
teams encountered a wide range of circumstances and conditions under all headings. 
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3 Access: Key Themes and Issues

One of the key issues faced by people with disabilities in ensuring equal participation
in the community is the persistence of barriers. The impact of barriers on all aspects of
the lived experience of people with disabilities has been one of the most consistent
themes in research internationally around the conditions for social participation for
people with disabilities. These barriers may be physical or attitudinal. Many public,
community and private services are not accessible to people because of barriers that
prevent them from fully participating in the life of their communities. The issue of
accessibility is central to the lives of people with disabilities. Accessibility covers many
areas, including the ability to get in and out of buildings, accessibility to affordable
transport, accessibility to information and other broader issues as identified by the
Equality Authority and ADM:

Accessibility does not only refer to the physical environment but to the attitudes and
treatment of people with disabilities and to workplace practices and procedures.
(Disability Resource Pack, The Equality Authority, Dublin 2002)

Access is a critical issue and disabled people can only participate effectively when
appropriate access exists. Access, should not be viewed from the narrow
perspective of physical access to buildings and facilities. Access is a broader issue,
which also involves access to a whole range of services and opportunities, which are
standard, or commonplace to / for non-disabled people. Groups must take care to
ensure that their services, facilities and buildings are accessible to disabled people.
One of the key questions which Partnerships, Community Groups and Employment
Pacts should ask when considering the appropriateness of proposed actions, relates
to access: will the actions or activity be accessible to the main target groups,
including disabled people? It is also important that information produced and
consultation processes are accessible to disabled people. All public consultation
meetings, should be accessible to disabled people both in relation to the venue that
is chosen and the way in which the meeting is organised
(Able to Work, ADM, Dublin 2003, page 12)

In 2002 the National Disability Authority published a detailed set of guidelines and
principles for ensuring the external environment, building design and use of buildings
conformed to best practice in meeting the needs and expectations of people with
disabilities (Building for Everyone: Inclusion, Access and Use, Dublin: NDA, 2002). It
highlighted how to implement the following set of principles:

Access
Everyone should be able to get into buildings and environments. They should be
able to approach and enter unaided, with ease and without embarrassment.

Use
Everyone should be able to use buildings and external spaces with equal facility. The
design and management of buildings and external spaces must not make them
more difficult to use for one person than another.
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Enjoyment
Everyone deserves the right to enjoy their surroundings. 

Safety
Everyone has the right to live, work and relax in safe surroundings. The design and
management of buildings and external environments must make them safe for
every person. 

Consideration
Everyone deserves equal consideration from those who commission, design,
construct and manage buildings and environments. Consideration costs nothing. 

3.1 Barriers to Accessibility

The development and growth of the independent living and disability rights
movements in recent years has cast light on what has been termed the last great civil
rights struggle. The securing of equal rights for people with disabilities has been
attempted in environments powerfully coloured by attitudes of stigma and
discrimination on the one hand or those of charity and ‘special needs’ on the other.

In addition to significant social attitudes that define and reinforce exclusion at a
number of levels, the physical environment itself is often a major barrier to the
exercise of even the most basic rights. The evident lack of planning and foresight in
transport, and in the construction and design of buildings can produce significant
levels of frustration for those with disabilities – in addition to denial of the basic rights
of access and participation.

This linkage of access to the question of rights is a profound one with significant
implications for national policy as well as community strategies to enhance inclusion
for traditionally excluded groups. All too often the denial of rights is masked under the
expressed concerns of ‘cost implications’ or the impossibility of catering for specific
needs due to economic questions of scale. The fact that enhanced access for those with
disabilities can and should be tied in with innovative design that actually reduces costs
is a seldom-mentioned fact. Good design and accessibility is not about catering for the
whims of an eccentric minority. It is about maximizing opportunities and ease for all in
the community who do not fit traditional stereotypes of human ‘normality’. 

Recent years have seen the rapid growth of awareness of the potential of a design for
all approach. This approach is a cutting edge one of best practice that takes into
account the needs of all people as they themselves change and develop through a
lifetime. Thus disability is not singled out for ‘special‘ treatment but rather seen as part
of a continuum that includes aspects of aging, physical health, transporting children,
adapting to language difference and cultural variations. Disability is part and parcel of
the diversity of all humanity and the environment should encompass all human needs
to respond to this fact. 
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3.2 Equality

The equality perspective promotes an understanding of disability in relation to the
rights and entitlements of all citizens. The Employment Equality Act 1998 prohibits
discrimination in the workplace and the Equal Status Act 2000 prohibits
discrimination in the provision of goods and services, accommodation and education.
The legislation prohibits discrimination on the nine grounds including disability. The
Equal Status Act 2000 requires providers of goods and services to accommodate the
needs of people with disabilities through making reasonable changes in what they do
and how they do it, where without these changes it would be very difficult or
impossible for people with disabilities to access or obtain those goods and services. 

A design or engineering based approach to the issues and challenges of disability has
not traditionally been to the forefront (at least in Europe). But this perspective offers
some exciting insights into how needs can be met by enhanced design for all, universal
access and the creation of improved adaptive technologies to enhance full
participation and equality.

The impact of legislation and associated regulations at both national and European
Union levels has had a significant impact on the understanding of the importance of
accessible environments for all. The substantial and ever-changing body of statute law
impacts on the commissioning, design, construction and management of buildings. It
includes stipulations around planning, development, construction standards, health
and safety, transport, sustainability, conservation and environmental protection.

Simple compliance with legal obligations is not enough to either guarantee quality of
access on the one hand or cost-effective long-term design solutions on the other.
Creating a barrier free environment often calls for imaginative solutions. It certainly
calls for a maximum of communication and dialogue between all stakeholders
involved. 

The enforcement of access guidelines at community level is often fraught with
difficulties. Many resist making accommodations for what they see to be an
insignificant minority. Others bemoan the cost implications of adapting the
environment. Others mean well but then install inadequate or inappropriate
solutions, which usually satisfy no one. Good design benefits all. Basically, there is a
need for joined up thinking where all aspects of entry to, exit from and enjoyment of
the built environment can be achieved.

Architects, contractors, engineers, landscape architects, planners, managers,
surveyors and sub-contractors, indeed all involved in the making and management
of buildings and the environment, are guided by professional codes of conduct and
practice. These codes generally seek to enhance the common good, and place a
duty on the professions and trades to make environments for the benefit of all.
Integrating the concepts and content detailed in universal design into their practice
will ensure that they do so in the most equitable and inclusive way and that they are
indeed building for everyone. 
(NDA, 2002, page 10)
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4 Summary of Main Findings

Although a wide variety of issues were highlighted from individual questionnaires,
many common themes from the three areas emerged. The information presented in
this section is based on the key findings of the survey. A particular point to note was
the poor levels of disability awareness amongst those surveyed, especially surrounding
the disability regulations that exist. Despite very poor levels of accessibility in certain
sites surveyed, the excellent levels of accessibility and design of several commercial
premises in the Bluebell area should be noted. These were generally local branches of
multi-national retail units located in the industrial estate. An intrinsic part of this audit
is the feedback the Partnership is providing to the participants surveyed. As part of this
process, the Partnership felt that it would be important to meet individually with
participants to provide them with feedback as to how they rated in terms of the
accessibility of their building, and to provide them with information as to how they
can improve their own individual situation. 

4.1 External Environment

In terms of external access to buildings, the audits in all three areas identified a set of
common concerns. It should be borne in mind that a significant amount of road
reconstruction is occurring due to the Luas project and there has been a large amount
of traffic disruption. Nonetheless, certain underlying characteristics exist in all sites. 

Surfaces
Surfaces were often found to be rough or unsuitable for effective wheelchair use and
ease of operation. For example, in both Rialto and Bluebell, an average of 50% of
surfaces audited were classed to be rough. In Inchicore, 30% of surfaces were deemed
rough. 

Dishing of Footpaths
Dishing of footpaths (for explanation, see appendix 1, page 21) and provision of
smooth areas was generally found to be inconsistent and inadequate. Pedestrian
crossings were generally found to be insufficiently constructed to allow safe crossing.
In Rialto and Bluebell over 60% of crossings audited were not dished, while in
Inchicore the figure stood at 24%

Pedestrian Crossings
In all areas, road crossings, paths and signals were inadequate. In Rialto and Bluebell,
especially, there was a significant lack of pedestrian crossings, while in Inchicore no
zebra crossings existed. Such services or amenities as existed were frequently one off
and not linked to a coherent accessible environment. For example dished footpaths
did not exist with auditory crossing signals (appendix 1, page 21) or vice versa.
Audible crossing signals are essential for people with visual impairments. A significant
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number of the sites audited had no tactile markers (appendix 1, page 21) or auditory
warning systems. For example, in Rialto and Bluebell over 60% of pedestrian
crossings had no bubblepath, while almost 80% of pedestrian crossings in Inchicore
had no audible crossing signals. 

Crossing times were generally found to be short and varied from site to site. This was
mentioned specifically in Inchicore where over 90% of pedestrian crossings were
deemed to have insufficient time to cross safely.

Paths/Footpaths
A consistent and persistent finding was the existence of obstructions on footpaths.
These ranged from parked cars to bollards to hazardously placed bins. For example, in
Rialto 89% of footpaths audited had cars parked obstructively. One point that should
be noted, however, is that in Bluebell no cars were deemed an obstruction on the
footpaths audited. 

Disabled Parking Spaces
There is an identified significant lack of dedicated disabled parking spaces. In the areas
audited in both Rialto and Inchicore, no dedicated disabled parking spaces existed. The
parking spaces that were identified in Bluebell were found to have inadequate
amounts of space, not be connected to accessible kerbs, and in one case was not even
marked on the ground. 

4.2 Entrances 

Although there were inconsistencies between the different areas audited, entrances
were generally found to range from adequate to poor in terms of accessibility. In many
instances, wheelchair users had no option but to use fire escapes to enter a building
and negotiate cramped spaces and heavy doors, while very often the perceived
‘smaller’ issues were ignored, e.g. bells and intercom were located too high, and visible
signs weren’t very evident in many cases. 

A notable exception to this would seem to be several commercial premises in the
Bluebell area, usually local branches of multi-national retail units located in the
industrial estate. These displayed excellent levels of accessibility and design. Apart
from these, however, Bluebell had similar difficulties to Inchicore and Rialto regarding
access. 

In many cases emergency exits were very poor in terms of accessibility and were not
linked up to visual alerts. For example, of the sites surveyed in Rialto, 50% of
emergency exits were not linked up to visual alerts. 

Ramps
Ramps do exist in a number of premises. However these are of widely differing
gradients. Generally the audit teams found the ramps to be very steep. There were a
number of identified inconsistencies in ramp design and provision. Lack of turning
spaces for wheelchair users was identified consistently. There were obvious difficulties
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of access found in one of the local authority flat complexes, with the only existing
ramp being too steep for safe usage.

Steps
Steps frequently existed that blocked access. Surfaces were generally poor and steps
were neither marked adequately nor consistently. In Bluebell, 100% of steps audited
had no obvious markings, while in Rialto the figure was 75%, and in Inchicore the
figure was 67% 

Signage
Entrances were generally found to have poor or inadequate signage. This was
especially the case in Rialto where almost 90% of premises had no clear, raised, or
coloured signage to identify entrances. 62% of premises audited in Inchicore had no
clear signage. Bluebell fared better, with 87% of premises audited possessing clear,
raised and coloured signage for entrances, exits, and toilets. 

4.3 Internal Access 

A number of common issues were identified regarding internal access in this audit. As
already stated, entrance signage in general was quite poor, and this theme was
continued throughout many premises in relation to toilets and exits. Lack of space was
another issue, and very often it was found to be inadequate for wheelchair users, in
relation to corridors, toilets, and door openings. The Bluebell industrial estate did,
however, display excellent levels of accessibility and design.

Loop Systems
A noted feature of the audit is the almost total absence of loop systems in the sites
surveyed. The only exception was Bluebell, where these systems existed in the
c o m m e rcial premises on the Industrial estate. Loop systems are aids to hearing that consist
of implanted electronic systems that amplify sound in buildings for those using hearing
aids (appendix 1, page 21). This raises significant issues for those with partial hearing. 

Reception Areas
Reception areas were often inadequate and premises were generally found not to be
particularly wheelchair friendly. Although over 80% of premises audited in Rialto and
Bluebell had good access to the reception from the entrance, all sites audited had poor
access to the reception from the lift. Many reception desks/counters were not
accessible to wheelchair users. The height of the reception desk/ counter was of
significant concern, and in many reception areas in the three areas surveyed, both the
desk and equipment were set too high for wheelchair users. None of the reception
areas audited had a loop system. 

Doors
With the exception of the surveyed sites in Bluebell, many doors in the audited sites
did not reach the required minimum width of 90cm. For example, in Rialto the figure
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was 64%, while in Inchicore the figure was 74%. Bluebell Liver Commercial Park was,
however, significantly better than the other areas surveyed. Of particular concern to
people with only partial or no sight, a high percentage of doormats were not flush with
the floor, e.g. approximately 75% in Rialto and Inchicore, and 34% in Bluebell. In
many instances, door glass was not adequately visually marked. In Rialto and
Inchicore the figure was over 50%, while in Bluebell the situation was slightly better
as the figure was down to 14%. In many instances, door handles were inaccessible, for
example, in Bluebell 50% of the doors in sites surveyed were too high. 

Corridors
Significant variations were found in the width of corridors, accessible passages and
conditions ioffacilities provided. Where corridors were deemed unsuitable in terms of
accessibility i.e. obstructions, steps etc, very few had alternative routes for people. 

Disabled Toilets
The majority of sites surveyed did not have disability-specific toilets. In some cases the
toilet area was accessible, but the cubicle itself was not, and in other cases female
disabled toilets existed but accessible male toilets did not. In Inchicore and Bluebell
over 60% of sites surveyed had no accessible toilets, while in Rialto the figure was over
80%. Those that had them did not have an acceptable and consistent standard of
resources and facilities such as alarm systems, grab rails, non-slip surfaces etc. In
Rialto, 83% of toilets surveyed had no toilet alarm, in Inchicore, 80% of toilet doors
did not open outward, while in Bluebell 67% of toilet floors did not have non-slip
surfaces. In some cases toilets were accessible but not the corridors leading to them. In
many cases, it was noted that obstacles such as chairs were blocking the entrance to
toilets. 

Lifts
In the majority of sites, the absence of lifts was an identified issue. This restricted access
to other floors and facilities in some cases. Where lifts did exist, their size and facilities
were very often inadequate. In terms of adequate size (minimum dimensions
2mx2m), 100% of the lifts surveyed in Bluebell were inadequate, while in Rialto 75%
of lifts surveyed were below the minimum 2mx2m, and the figure was 90% in
Inchicore. In all sites surveyed, no voice instructions existed, which caused problems
for people who were blind or had impaired sight. 

4.4 Information and Attitudes

Lack of awareness of the needs of those with disabilities, and non-supportive attitudes,
impede access, and so for this reason the survey looked particularly at information and
attitudes among those in the sites audited. From this audit it was noted that physical
modifications can be less effective where attitudes remained uninformed or if access
was impaired by a general level of unawareness of the needs of those with disabilities –
be they staff or customers.
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Staff and Training
In the sites surveyed a majority did not employ staff with a disability. In Rialto and
Inchicore this figure stood at over 70%, while in Bluebell the figure was 43%.
While most staff had received first aid training, the majority had not received or
participated in disability awareness training. In Rialto, 72% of staff had received first
aid training, but only 28 % of staff had received disability awareness training. In
Inchicore over 90% of staff surveyed had received first aid training, but only 33% had
received disability awareness training, and in Bluebell 86% of staff had received first
aid training but only 43% of staff had received disability awareness training. 

Information
Information resources varied widely in their suitability and availability, and where
they did exist, were not consistently available to those with disabilities. While 86% of
sites surveyed in Bluebell supplied information in large print and had information at
an accessible height for wheelchair users, in general, few sites offered braille or large
print e.g. only 27% of sites in Inchicore had information in large print. Even fewer
sites i.e. premises in the Bluebell industrial estate, provided information via loop
systems for the hard of hearing. 

Policy
The majority of sites had policies on equality – over 70% of all sites surveyed. Few,
however, had suggestion boxes. Many of the practices identified by the survey (e.g.
emergency alarms not linked to visual alerts, communication issues, information
problems, access concerns) underlines the fact that policy statements alone do not
guarantee consistency of access or best practice in designing for an inclusive
environment. Basic goodwill was identified, however, and although some staff were
very defensive when it was clear that certain needs were not met, most of the
participants had a very positive attitude towards the project and were keen to be
involved. When asked, some participants explained that plans were in place to make
their site more accessible in the near future. Also, in one of the local schools a disability
support service had been established and was available to students with a disability.
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5 Recommendations

The access audit tool is not an end in itself. The results should be used as a basis for
identifying and prioritising access improvements over a rolling programme, many of
which can be included within routine maintenance and refurbishment works as part
of the overall development plan for all premises in the canal communities area.

This chapter is split into specific recommendations and good practice for premises from
the findings in the questionnaire, and issues for the Partnership to pursue in dealing
with the wider accessibility picture in the canal communities Area.

5.1 Recommendations specific to the sites surveyed 
in the audit

From the key findings, it is clear that, with the exception of a few isolated cases, a low
level of disability awareness exists amongst those surveyed, especially surrounding the
disability regulations that exist. This section, used in tandem with the key points from
the questionnaire, describes how best to ensure that everyone can make full use of the
buildings and environments they live in, work in, and visit. Participants can extract
the recommendations relevant to their premises to help guide them in making their
buildings inclusive and equitable for everyone. 

Those who commission, design, construct or manage any part of the built or made
environment have a duty of care to obey the law and to do their best to ensure that
what they do does not bring about inequality or result in discrimination against any
person. In terms of the ever changing body of Irish statute law and regulations, a
common sense approach to accessibility as stated by the National Disability Authority
would be recommended: 

‘if when approaching their tasks, those who commission, design, construct or
manage any part of the built environment truly consider all the people, they are
unlikely to fall outside the law’

A list of the relevant legal obligations can be obtained from the National Disability
Authority, www.nda.ie

5.1.1 External Environment

Surfaces
Surfaces should be smooth, firm, even, and slip resistant even when wet. Smooth
paving surfaces facilitate wheelchair mobility. Loose surfaces, such as gravel or
surfaces with even small irregularities, such as old paving stones or cobbles, are
difficult to negotiate in a wheelchair, and can be a tripping hazard for even the most
agile person. 
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Dishing of Footpaths
Pedestrian crossings and all main crossing areas should be provided with dished kerbs
to facilitate people using wheelchairs. Dished kerbs are the best indicators for people
with visual impairments to detect the edge of the footpath and dished kerbs must
always have tactile markers.

Pedestrian Crossings
To be accessible and effective for all individuals, pedestrian crossings need to have a
coherent accessible environment, not simply an ad hoc or isolated service i.e. dished
footpaths should exist alongside auditory crossing signals and adequate crossing times. 

Paths/ Footpaths
Paths should be as wide as possible and generally be at least 1800mm wide in order to
be accessible to wheelchair users and people with visual impairments assisted by a
sighted person or guide dog.

To address the issues of obstructions, the minimum distance between a building and a
bollard on any path should be 1200mm. 

Disabled Parking Spaces
The number of parking spaces to be designated for people with disabilities depends on
the building type. The following guidelines are the recommended provisions of
reserved parking for people with disabilities: 

● In shops and buildings to which the public has access there should be one space in
the first 25 standard spaces, a minimum three in 25–50 standard spaces,
minimum five in 50–100 standard spaces and additional three for every 100
standard spaces.

● Parking spaces for people with disabilities should be clearly marked on the
roadway surface and be accompanied by the appropriate sign standing in front of
the bay. These spaces should be provided near and convenient to entrances.
Dropped kerbs will facilitate access to the pavement for people using wheelchairs. 

5.1.2 Entrances
It should be easy to locate and access every building entrance. The route to the
entrance should be free of hazards such as changes in level, poorly located street or
garden furniture, and branches or balconies overhanging less than 2200mm above the
pavement. Clear signs directing people to the entrance should be provided. The
entrance should be clearly identifiable from the rest of the building. The colour of the
door should stand out from the colour of the surrounding building, and it should not
open outwards onto the pavement. 

Ramps
Ideally, both steps and ramps should be provided. Ramps should have a maximum
gradient of 1:20, surfaces should be slip-resistant, and a handrail should be in place. A
gradient of 1:10 or steeper will be dangerous and difficult for most people with
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disabilities. It is very difficult for wheelchair users to push themselves up or control
coming down at a steeper gradient.

Wheelchair users need space to be able to turn outside a door. In order to turn safely,
the top and the bottom of all ramps should provide a turning circle of 1800mm
diameter.

The ramp should be kept clear of obstacles such as bicycles or bins, and regularly swept
clean of debris. 

Steps
The top and bottom landings should have a textured surface, to give advanced tactile
warning of a change in level. These steps should also be in visual contrast with the rest
of the steps for people with poor visibility.

5.1.3 Internal Access
Movement within a building should be as simple as possible for everyone, and the
route from one room or area to another should be easy to follow and negotiate. This
principle should apply to the entrance, reception areas, corridors, stairs, lifts, toilets
and any other areas in a building. It must be assumed that not all users of a particular
building will be familiar with its layout.

Loop Systems (Aids to Hearing)
Many people with impaired hearing use personal hearing aids. In a building an
induction loop can transmit sound within a certain range, allowing people with
hearing aids within that range to receive amplified sound. Induction Loop systems are
not expensive and they do not take up any space.

Reception Areas
The reception area of a building should be obvious from the point of access, and the
route to it should be direct and unobstructed. The desk/counter should be suitable for
use from both sides at a height of 750mm for people using a wheelchair and a height of
1050mm for people standing. Lights should not be sited behind the receptionist as this
can cause shadowing and make lip reading difficult for people.

Doors
A glass door or partition should be visually marked within the 1200-1500mm range
above floor level to facilitate the needs of people with visual impairment. In terms of
space, it is preferable to have a clear unobstructed space of 500mm at the leading edge
of the door. Transparent vision panels should also be provided in all doors where
possible.

Where a glass door exists, it should be permanently marked so as to indicate its
presence visually.
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Corridors
Corridors are for public access and should be at least 1800mm wide to allow two
wheelchair users to pass without difficulty. Handrails assist in support, balance and
direction. These are essential for people with impaired mobility, and should be
provided in all corridors. 

Disabled Toilets
When planning the design of toilets, it is necessary take into account people’s varying
levels of ability to manoeuvre e.g. body weight, poor vision, limited reach, or whether
minding small children. Toilets should be located where they can be reached
conveniently by all users, and should be clearly signposted. 

The cubicle of a disabled toilet should be 900mm wide and 1800mm long with an
inward opening door. Horizontal and vertical grab rails should be installed either side
of the toilet. The WC flush handle should take a minimum amount of pressure to
operate. 

The findings from the checklist may look daunting but much can be achieved through
small access improvements when budgets and resources are too limited to fund major
access alterations. While some opportunities for improving access provision may only
occur through large capital projects such as new build and refurbishment projects,
many small access improvements can be carried out relatively easily, at little or no cost.
These might include simple improvements such as the provision or renewal of
equipment and fittings, or the selection of suitable colour contrasts when redecorating
to help people with visual impairments identify a doorway or make quieter areas
available for hearing impaired people. For more information on small, low cost
improvements, see the Equality Authority’s website on reasonable accommodation –
‘Be reasonable, it pays’ www.equality.ie 

5.2 Issues for the Canal Communities Partnership to Pursue 

The formation of an accessibility advisory group 
A Disability Advisory group was established in 2001 to advise the partnership on
undertaking this audit. Now that the audit has been completed, it is appropriate that
an accessibility advisory group should be established to support groups and premises in
the canal communities area to become more accessible. Members could include local
people with a disability, representatives from disability groups, people involved with
major regeneration projects (Fatima Mansions and Dolphin House, for example), local
community representatives, Barcelona Project, City Development Board Disability
Focus Group, IBEC/Chamber of Commerce, relevant employers groups and Dublin
City Council. This group would have responsibility for: 

● Organising access training for anyone involved in designing or procuring new
community facilities. This access training should be available for general
community, public and private sectors within the Canal Communities
Partnership area

● Providing information and support for local premises in relation to accessibility,
their obligations, and what organisations can help them
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● Promoting the economic benefits of accessibility that mirrors the IS approach i.e.
having an integrated and co-ordinated approach that includes other social sectors
like older people and parents.

● Supporting small to medium size enterprises (SMEs) to make their premises
accessible 

The role of the Partnership
The Partnership should now develop its role in: 

● lobbying for changes in access provision 
● vetting any new development plans for the area 
● lobbying statutory bodies to provide grants to community groups, especially

community development projects to ensure that their premises are accessible. No
grants exist at the moment (FAS only provides financial support if someone is
employed by a project, and Dublin City Council only provides financial support
for residents to improve their own residence) 

● lobbying Dublin City Council to follow through on its commitments under the
Barcelona Declaration particularly when using its property for community
services, e.g. in Dolphin House or Bernard Curtis House. 

● lobbying for greater uniformity and clearer guidelines in relation to access and
accessibility audits, and better co-ordination of findings of access audits city-wide
to link into the Dublin City Development Board plan.
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APPENDIX 1 Glossary

Loop Systems
Loop systems are aids to hearing that consist of implanted electronic systems that
amplify sound in buildings for those using hearing aids. Induction loop systems consist
of a sound pick-up device, an amplifier and a loop. The loop is an insulated wire,
which is located in an area where the signal can be received by a person using a
hearing aid. The amplifier can be connected to a television, a radio or a microphone
and the sound received is amplified and transmitted through the loop. When the
person using a hearing aid is within or close to the loop area, the hearing aid picks up
the transmitted signal and converts this into sound. This enables the hearing aid user
to listen comfortably and ensures that background noise is cut out.

Dishing of Footpaths
The dishing of pavements facilitates people with buggies or using wheelchairs to cross
the road at crossing points as the edge of the pavements slopes down to the same level
as the road. Kerbs are the best indicators for people with visual impairments to detect
the edge of the footpath, so dished kerbs must always have tactile markers. 

Audible Crossing Signals
These warning sounds work in conjunction with pedestrian crossings to notify people
with poor visibility when it is safe to cross. 

Tactile Markers 
Tactile markers help to indicate different types of crossings or hazards for people with
impaired vision. Tactile markings can be uncomfortable for some people to walk on
and can present a hazard for people using walking or crutches. To minimise these
effects, these raised markings should be no more than 5mm high. Bubble Paths are
raised surfaces underfoot to enable visually impaired people to detect approaching
crossings or intersections.
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APPENDIX 2 Disability Related Organisations
and Services available in the area
The following is a list of organisations in Ireland which operate nationally and/or
provide services to people in the Partnership area. 

ACTION FOR MOBILITY
8 Elizabeth Street, Dublin 3
Tel: 01 837 8633 (after 6pm)
Action for Mobility (AFM) is a totally voluntary group actively working for the
integration of people with and without disabilities. 

AREA DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT – ADM
ADM Ltd, Holbrook House, Holles St, Dublin 2, Ireland
Tel: 01 240 0700 
Email: enquiries@adm.ie Web: www.adm.ie 
ADM is a private company that was established in 1992 by the Irish government to
support integrated local economic and social development through managing
programmes targeted at countering disadvantage and exclusion, and promoting
reconciliation and equality.

CENTRAL REMEDIAL CLINIC
Vernon Avenue, Clontarf, Dublin 3
Tel: 01 805 7400 Fax: 01 833 6633 
Email: tdcrc@crc.ie web: www.crc.ie
The CRC is a non-residential national centre for the care, treatment and development
of children and adults with physical and multiple disabilities. 

CHEEVERSTOWN HOUSE LTD
Templeogue Road, Templeogue, Dublin 6
Tel: 01 490 4681 Fax: 01 490 5753 
Email: cheevers@iol.ie
Providing residential, day and support services to over 250 persons with mental
handicap and to their families in Cheeverstown Centre and Cheeverstown
Community Services.

COMHAIRLE
Hume House, Ballsbridge, Dublin 4
Tel: 01 605 9000  
Email: info@comhairle.ie
Comhairle is the national agency responsible for supporting the provision of
information, advice and advocacy on social services. It supports the provision of
information to the public through the nationwide network of Citizen’s Information
Centres, the Citizen’s Information Call Centre, and through the OASIS and Citizens
Information Database. The agency has a statutory commitment to assist and support
people, particularly those with disabilities, in identifying and understanding their
needs and options and in accessing their entitlements to social and civil services.
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CORK ACCESS GROUP
c/o Cork City Partnership, Mallow Road, Cork. 
Tel: 021 430 2310  
Email: donieoleary@eircom.net
Cork City Partnership employs a worker specifically dealing with the issue of disability,
and is linked with Cork Access Group and Cork Disability Interest Group. For more
information contact Donie O’Leary at the above phone number.

DISABILITY FOCUS GROUP OF DUBLIN CITY DEVELOPMENT BOARD
Dublin Corporation, Block 4, Floor 3, Civic Offices, Wood Quay, Dublin 8
Tel: 01 672 2148 
Email: doce@dublincity.ie
The initial goal of the Disability Focus Group was to contribute to Dublin City’s
Strategic Plan to ensure the rights and needs of people with disabilities are included. It
also works to raise awareness about disability issues to improve accessibility in the city
for people with disabilities. 

DISABLED DRIVERS ASSOCIATION 
Ballindine, Co. Mayo
Tel: 094 64054/64266 Fax: 094 64336 
Email: ability@iol.ie Web: www.iol.ie/~ability
Cork Office: 6 South Terrace, Cork Tel: 021 431033
Shopmobility Dublin, DDA, Liffey Valley Shopping Centre, Quarryvale, Dublin 22. 
Tel: 01 620 8731
The Association promotes independence and equal opportunity through mobility for
people with physical disabilities. It operates a National Driving Assessment Centre and
Driving School, issues the EU Parking Card to qualifying persons.

ENABLE IRELAND
Sandymount Avenue, Dublin 4
Tel: 01 269 5355 Fax: 01 260 1478        
Email:  info@enableireland.ie
Enable Ireland works to enable those who use its services to achieve maximum
independence, choice, and inclusion in their communities. Enable Ireland offers a
range of services and supports in line with the needs and wishes of its service users,
and in active partnership with them.

EQUALITY AUTHORITY
Clonmel St, Dublin 2
Tel: 01 427 3333 Low Call: 1890 245545 Text Phone: 01 417 3385 
Email: info@equality.ie 
The Equality Authority was set up as an independent body in 1999 under the
Employment Equality Act 1998. It is committed to promoting and defending the rights
established in the equality legislation. It also works to build a commitment to address
equality in practice, create a wider awareness of equality issues, celebrate the diversity
in Irish society, and mainstream equality considerations across all sectors. 
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INDEPENDENT LIVING COMMUNITY SERVICES 
Roslyn Park, Beach Road, Sandymount, Dublin 4
Contact address: Coes Road, Dundalk, Co. Louth
Tel: 042 933 7418 Fax: 042 933 2807 
Email: ilcs@rehab.ie
ILCS aims to support, facilitate and further the Independent Living Movement. ILCS
provides a range of support services to Centres for Independent Living throughout the
country.

IRISH DEAF SOCIETY
30 Blessington Street, Dublin 7
Tel: 01 860 1878 
Web: www.irishdeafsociety.ie
The Irish Deaf Society  is the national representative organisation of Deaf and hard of
hearing people. It serves the interest and welfare of the Deaf and hard of hearing
community and upholds the status of Irish Sign Language (ISL), which is the first and
preferred language of Deaf people in Ireland. The Society provides a number of specific
personal and social information services for Deaf adults, children and their families,
which are not catered for by other community and voluntary organisations, service
providers, statutory and non-statutory bodies and government departments.

IRISH GUIDE DOGS FOR THE BLIND 
Mobility Training Centre, Model Farm Road, Cork
Tel: 021 487 8200 Fax: 021 487 4152 
Email: info@guidedogs.ie Web: www.guidedogs.ie
Dublin office: 21 Hill Street, Dublin 1.
Tel: 01 878 6732 Fax: 01 878 6732 
Sligo office: Loughill, Lavatt, Ballymote, Sligo. 
Tel: 071 84154 Fax: 071 84154 Email: patmccarrick@eircom.net
The Association provides independent mobility to blind and visually impaired people
through guide dogs and long cane training.

IRISH SOCIETY FOR AUTISM 
Unity Building, 16/17 Lower O’Connell Street, Dublin 1
Tel: 01 874 4684 Fax: 01 874 4224 
Email: autism@isa.iol.ie Web: www.iol.ie/~isa1/
The Irish Society for Autism aims to promote the interests of people with autism, raise
public awareness, lobby for improved services for children and adults with Autism and
provide support and guidance to people with autism and their families. 

IRISH WHEELCHAIR ASSOCIATION 
Aras Chuchulain, Blackheath Drive, Clontarf, Dublin 3
Tel: 01 818 6400 Fax: 01 833 3873 
Email : info@iwa.ie Web: www.iwa.ie
The Association has 13,000 members and provides a range of services including sports,
driving tuition and assessment, job training, information, lobbying/advocacy,
counselling, holidays and social activities. 
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MENNI ENTERPRISES
Bluebell Enterprise Centre, Bluebell, Dublin 12
Tel: 01 456 9320
MENNI provides a range of services to children and adults with disabilities that
includes a network of residential and day programmes.

MULTIPLE SCLEROSIS SOCIETY OF IRELAND 
2 Sandymount Green, Sandymount, Dublin 4
Tel: 01 269 4599 Fax: 01 269 3746 
Email: mssoi@iol.ie
The Society provides professional services to people with multiple sclerosis. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR DEAF PEOPLE 
35 North Frederick Street, Dublin 1
Tel: 01 872 3800 Fax: 01 872 3816 
Email: nad@iol.ie Web: www.nadp.ie 
NAD promotes the right of deaf people to enjoy an equality of opportunity in all
aspects of life and to develop full independence and citizenship. NAD promotes the
following services: Family Resource Centre, DeafTech, deaf awareness training, Job
Club, Citizens Information Centre, classes in sign language, English and literacy.

NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR THE BLIND OF IRELAND 
Whitworth Road, Drumcondra, Dublin 9
Tel: 01 830 7033 Fax: 01 830 7787 
Email: info@ncbi.ie Web: www.ncbi.ie
Services include mobility and daily living skills training, peer counselling and family
therapy, advice, information and support, centre based rehabilitation, low vision
clinic, talking book and Braille libraries, magazine, equipment resource centre,
teaching aids, employment support service and technology assessment.

NATIONAL DISABILITY AUTHORITY
25 Clyde Road, Dublin 4
Tel: 01 608 0400
NDA is an independent agency established within the Department of Justice, Equality
and Law Reform. It acts as a central, national body to assist in the co-ordination and
development of disability policy. It undertakes research and develops statistical
information for the planning, delivery and monitoring of disability programmes and
services. It advises the Minister on Programmes and Practice, and takes a lead in
encouraging the promotion of equality of people with disabilities. 

SOPHIA HOUSING ASSOCIATION LTD 
Irish Social Finance Centre, 10 Grattan Crescent, Inchicore, Dublin 8
Tel: 01 453 1861 Fax: 01 453 1862 
Email: shaltd@indigo.ie Web: www.sophia.ie 
Sophia Housing is a weaving of holistic support for marginalised people to enable them
to become aware of their own inner potential, so that they may participate fully in
society.
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SPINAL INJURIES ACTION ASSOCIATION 
National Rehabilitation Hospital, Rochestown Avenue, Dun Laoghaire, Co. Dublin
Tel: 01 201 3717/201 3656 Fax: 01 235 0955 
Email: Info@siairl.org web: www.siaiol.org
The Association was founded in 1993 to promote the welfare and provide support
services for all people with spinal cord injuries and their families.

VANTASTIC
196 Howth Road, Killester, Dublin 3
Tel: 01 833 0014 Fax: 01 833 0678 
Email: info@vantastic.ie Web: www.vantastic.ie
Vantastic aims to provide accessible and affordable door to door transport service for
people with disabilities through the development of a network of locally based Travel
Clubs.
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APPENDIX 3 Accessibility Resources

Barcelona Project
The Barcelona Declaration Project is a blueprint to assist and facilitate local authorities
to create an accessible environment and a more inclusive society for people with
disabilities in Ireland. Since 1995 350 cities have adopted the declaration. Further
information is available from the Institute for Design and Disability, NCAD, 100
Thomas St., Dublin 8 (email: barcelonaproject@idd.ie)

National Disability Authority
Published National Access Guide: ‘Building for Everyone. Disability Focus Group of
Dublin CDB’.

Area Development Management Ltd: Able to work
ADM also has a link to different research papers on various disability issues 

The Equality Authority
The Equality Authority has published a support pack on the ‘Principles of Quality
Customer Service for Customers and Clients of the Public Sector’. Section 5 deals with
the issues of Accessibility.

The Authority has also published a support pack entitled ‘Be Reasonable, it Pays’. This
pack provides an explanation of what ‘Reasonable Accommodation’ means, and gives
examples of the different improvements Service Providers can undertake to make to
improve access to their goods, services or facilities. 
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APPENDIX 4 Useful websites

www.design-for-all.ie Central Remedial Clinic’s Design for all and 
E-Accessibility Network

www.accesswest.ie A guide to support services for people with disabilities
living in the Western Health Board region

www.inforum.ie Forum for People with Disabilities
www.idd.ie The institute for Design and Disability
www.workway.ie IBEC/ ICTU initiative designed to address the issue of

high unemployment amongst people with disabilities
www.accessibleireland.ie A directory of accessible accommodation, amenities

and services in Ireland
www.equality.ie The Equality Authority
www.comhairle.ie Information, advice and advocacy on social services
www.nda.ie National Disability Authority
www.adm.ie Area Development Management Ltd
www.dublin.ie Disability Advisory Group of Dublin City

Development Board
www.disability-federation.ie Disability Federation of Ireland
www.namhi.ie National voluntary organisation working to promote

the rights of people with intellectual disabilities in
Ireland

www.pwdi.ie People with Disabilities in Ireland
www.enableireland.ie Enable Ireland 
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APPENDIX 5 Questionnaire

Access Audit of _________________________
Nature of Service _________________________
Contact Person _________________________
Students _________________________

EXTERNAL ACCESS

Footpath
Is the footpath at least 1800mm wide Yes ■ No ■
How would you rate the condition of the footpath Good ■ Poor ■
Surface of the footpath Level ■ Cobbled ■
Width of the footpath OK ■ Narrow ■
Is the footpath dished on both sides of the road? Yes ■ No ■

Traffic Lights
Are there traffic lights nearby Yes ■ No ■
If yes, is there a bleeper Yes ■ No ■
Is there a pedestrian crossing in the area Yes ■ No ■
Is there a zebra crossing in the area Yes ■ No ■
If yes, is there any indication to pedestrian crossing nearbyYes ■ No ■
Is there bubble path to indicate traffic lights, crossings Yes ■ No ■
How many sets of traffic lights are there nearby Yes ■ No ■
Do lights remain green long enough to cross safely Yes ■ No ■

Road
Surface of road Level ■ Cobbled ■
Width of road OK ■ Narrow ■

Obstruction on Street
Are there any parked cars on footpath 
causing obstruction Yes ■ No ■
Is there anything else causing obstruction on the street Yes ■ No ■
Please specify _________________________

Parking 
Nearest disabled parking space 
(approx. distance in metres) _________________________
Has the pavement a dropped kerb near this 
parking space Yes ■ No ■
Are there allocated spaces for disabled drivers Yes ■ No ■
Has the pavement a dropped kerb near this parking 
space Yes ■ No ■
Is the route form car park to building entrance 
accessible Yes ■ No ■
Are the route surfaces well maintained, free of 
gravel, grit etc Yes ■ No ■
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Entrance/ Lobby
Is there a level entrance Yes ■ No ■
Is the entrance at least 2000m x 2000 metres Yes ■ No ■
Is all signage at the entrance clear, concise and raised
where appropriate Yes ■ No ■

Is there a loop system installed to accommodate 
people with hearing difficulties Yes ■ No ■

Access to the main entrance of the building
Is there a ramp provided Yes ■ No ■
What is the gradient of the ramp _______________________
If yes there a turning width at either end Yes ■ No ■
If yes is the surface non-slip Yes ■ No ■
If there are steps, how many _______________________
Height from pavement to level to top step _______________________
Opening width of the door (in centimetres) _______________________
Type of door (please tick)
■ Self closing (heavy)
■ Self closing (light)
■ Swipe card
■ Intercom
■ Camera
■ Height of intercom from ground

Access by other entrance
Is there a ramp provided Yes ■ No ■
Is yes is the surface non-slip Yes ■ No ■
If there are steps, how many ________________________
Are steps clearly marked Yes ■ No ■
Height from pavement to level of top step ________________________
Opening width of the door (in centimetres) ________________________
Type of door (please tick) 
■ Self closing (heavy)
■ Self closing (light)
■ Swipe card
■ Intercom
■ Camera
■ Height of intercom from ground

INTERNAL ACCESS

Doors
Have all doors a minimum opening width of 900mm Yes ■ No ■
Are the doormats recessed or fixed flush with floor Yes ■ No ■
If the door is glass is it visually identified Yes ■ No ■
Are all the door handles easily reached and 
operated by people with disabilities Yes ■ No ■
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Corridors
Are all corridors at least 1800mm at the narrowest point Yes ■ No ■
Are corridors free of obstructions that reduce width
(cupboards, fire extinguishers, radiators) Yes ■ No ■
Are corridors free of changes of level/ steps on this floor Yes ■ No ■
If yes, is there an alternative route Yes ■ No ■

Lavatories
Is there a disabled WC on this floor Yes ■ No ■
What size is the toilet Yes ■ No ■
If yes, are there three grabrails Yes ■ No ■
Horizontal Yes ■ No ■
Vertical Yes ■ No ■
Folding horizontal Yes ■ No ■
Is there room to allow transfer onto the WC Yes ■ No ■
Is there adequate room form manoeuvring of wheelchair Yes ■ No ■
Is there an alarm in the toilet Yes ■ No ■
Is there a mirror Yes ■ No ■
Is there a handtowel dispenser Yes ■ No ■
Do doors open outward to accommodate 
powered wheelchairs Yes ■ No ■
Is the route leading to the toilet accessible Yes ■ No ■
Is it accessible using a wheelchair Yes ■ No ■
Are the floors slip resistant Yes ■ No ■
Is there room to transfer from a wheelchair Yes ■ No ■
Are signs provided to indicate nearest facilities Yes ■ No ■

Lifts
Is every room/ floor accessible form a lift without
negotiating steps/stairs Yes ■ No ■
Is the lavatory accessible from a lift Yes ■ No ■
Are the dimensions of the lift 2m x 2m Yes ■ No ■
Do the controls incorporate tactile indicators Yes ■ No ■
Is there level access to a fire exit Yes ■ No ■
Is the lift car floor aligned with floor level Yes ■ No ■
Are there voice instructions in the lift Yes ■ No ■

Reception
Is there level access from the main entrance of 
the building Yes ■ No ■
Is there level access from the lift Yes ■ No ■
Are counter levels split for universal access Yes ■ No ■
If no, is there an alternative place to greet customers Yes ■ No ■
Is the reception area big enough to accommodate a 
wheelchair Yes ■ No ■
Are there screens restricting communication Yes ■ No ■
Is equipment (light, switches, fax, photocopier) at an 
accessible height Yes ■ No ■
Is there an induction loop for hearing aids Yes ■ No ■
Are signs/AVAs sufficiently illuminated for visual 
impairment Yes ■ No ■
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Staff
Does the company employ anyone with a disability Yes ■ No ■
Has the staff received any disability awareness training Yes ■ No ■
Has the staff received first aid training Yes ■ No ■
Do you have a member of staff trained in sign language Yes ■ No ■
Does the company offer financial support for transport
for employees with a disability Yes ■ No ■
Would the company offer financial support for 
transport for employees with a disability Yes ■ No ■

Information
Is your information available in:
Large print Yes ■ No ■
Braille Yes ■ No ■
Computer disk Yes ■ No ■
Audiotape Yes ■ No ■
Are the information boards at an accessible height for 
wheelchair users Yes ■ No ■

Policy
Does the organisation have a policy statement 
on equality Yes ■ No ■
Does the organisations have a suggestion box Yes ■ No ■
Are guide dogs permitted on the premises Yes ■ No ■

Emergency Procedures
Are all the escape routes usable by people with 
disabilities Yes ■ No ■
Are all emergency alarm systems linked with general
lighting for visual alert Yes ■ No ■

General Comments
________________________________________________________________________

On behalf of the Canal Communities Partnership we would like to thank you for your time
and co-operation in carrying out this audit

Name: _________________________________________ Date: ___________________
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APPENDIX 6 Results of Questionnaires

RIALTO

EXTERNAL ACCESS

Footpaths
At least 1.80m wide Yes 78% No 22%
Rated condition Good 22% Poor 78%
Surface Level 55% Rough 45%
Width OK 100% Narrow 0
Dished both sides of road Yes 33% No 67%

Traffic lights
Nearby to premises Yes 88% No 12%
With bleeper Yes 66% No 34%
Pedestrian crossing Yes 12% No 88%
Zebra crossing Yes 0 No 100%
Indication to crossing Yes 0 No 100%
Bubblepath present at crossing Yes 34% No 66%
Number of traffic light sets 14
Adequate length on green Yes 55% No 45%

Road
Surface Level 78% Rough 22%
Width OK 100% Narrow 0

Street Obstructions
Parked cars on footpath Yes 89% No 11%
Other obstruction Yes 55% No 45%
Details: Parked cars; roadworks; washing machines/store display; bicycles; pillars.

Parking
Distance to nearest disabled parking space: N/A 89% 20 m 11%
Dropped curb exists? Yes 12% No 88%
Allocated disabled spaces Yes 0 No 100%
Route from car park accessible Yes 45% No 55%
Route surfaces well-maintained Yes 34% No 66%

Entrance/Lobby
Level entrance exists Yes 55% No 45%
Entrance at least 2m x 2m Yes 45% No 55%
Signage clear or raised Yes 11% No 89%
Signage different colour Yes 11% No 89%
Loop system installed Yes 0 No 100%
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Access to Main Building Entrance
Ramp provided Yes 34% No 66%
If so, turning width exists Yes 13% No 87%
Surface non-slip Yes 39% No 61%
If steps, how many range 1 to 3
Height to top step level: range 2cm to 13cm
Door opening width: range 82cm to 1.35 m
Door type: Self-close (heavy) 55%

Self-close (light) 11%
Intercom 34%

Access by Other Entrance
Ramp provided Yes 20% No 80%
If so, turning width exists Yes 20% No 80%
Surface non-slip Yes 0 No 100%
If steps, how many: range 1 to 2
Steps clearly marked Yes 25% No 75%
Height to top step level: n/a
Door opening width: range 1.35m to 1.42m
Door type: Self-close (heavy) 66%

Self-close (light) 34%

INTERNAL ACCESS

Doors
Minimum opening width (90cm) Yes 36% No 64%
Doormats flush with floor Yes 25% No 75%
Door glass visually marked Yes 36% No 64%
Door handles easily reached Yes 75% No 25%

Corridors
Minimum width (1.80m) Yes 64% No 36%
Corridors obstruction free Yes 86% No 14%
Corridors level/step free Yes 60% No 40%
If so, are there alternative routes Yes 20% No 80%

Lavatories
Disabled WC on floor Yes 14% No 86%
If so, what size: range1.20x1.30 to 1.67x2.11
If so, are there grabrails Yes 17% No 83%
Horizontal Yes 17% No 83%
Vertical Yes 0 No 100%
Folding horizontal Yes 0 No 100%
Room to allow transfer to WC Yes 34% No 66%
Room for wheelchair manoeuvre Yes 34% No 66%
Toilet Alarm Yes 0 No 100%
Eye level mirror Yes 17% No 83%
Accessible hand towel dispenser Yes 34% No 66%
Doors open outwards Yes 0 No 100%
Route to toilet accessible Yes 58% No 42%
Accessible with wheelchair Yes 34% No 66%
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Floors non-slip Yes 34% No 66%
Signage to indicate facilities Yes 17% No 83%

Lifts
All floors accessible from lift Yes 25% No 75%
Lavatory accessible from lift Yes 25% No 75%
Lift minimum dimensions 2m x 2m Yes 25% No 75%
Lift controls tactile Yes 25% No 75%
Level access to fire exit Yes 25% No 75%
Lift aligned to floor level Yes 25% No 75%
Voice information in lift Yes 0 No 100%

Reception
Level access from entrance Yes 86% No 14%
Level access from lift Yes 0 No 100%
Counter levels accessible Yes 50% No 50%
Alternative reception areas Yes 60% No 40%
Area able to accommodate wheelchair Yes 63% No 37%
Screens restricting communication Yes 12% No 88%
Equipment at accessible height Yes 43% No 57%
Induction loop exists Yes 0 No 100%
Voice instructions in lift Yes 25% No 75% 

Staff
Site employs person with disability Yes 28% No 72%
Staff has received disability awareness training Yes 28% No 72%
Staff has received first aid training Yes 72% No 28%
Staff member trained in sign language Yes 14% No 86%
Disabled employee transport: finance offered Yes 14% No 86%
Finance would be offered Yes 56% No 44%

Information
Printed information is available in:
Large print Yes 33% No 67%
Braille Yes 16% No 84%
Computer disc Yes 16% No 84%
Audiotape Yes 33% No 67%
Accessible height for wheelchair users Yes 67% No 33%

Policy
Site has policy statement on equality Yes 72% No 28%
Site has suggestion box Yes 0 No 100%
Guide dogs permitted on site Yes 100% No 0

Emergency procedures
Escape routes usable by people with disabilities Yes 75% No 25%
Emergency alarms linked to visual alerts Yes 50% No 50%
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BLUEBELL

EXTERNAL ACCESS

Footpaths
At least 1.80m wide Yes 100% No 0
Rated condition Good 77% Poor 13%
Surface Level 50% Rough 50%
Width OK 100% Narrow 0
Dished both sides of road Yes 38% No 62%

Traffic lights
Nearby to premises Yes 38% No 62%
With bleeper Yes 20% No 80%
Pedestrian crossing Yes 20% No 80%
Zebra crossing Yes 50% No 50%
Indication to crossing Yes 40% No 60%
Bubblepath present at crossing Yes 25% No 75%
Number of traffic light sets 3
Adequate length on green Yes 66% No 34%

Road
Surface Level 100% Rough 0
Width OK 88% Narrow 12%

Street Obstructions 
Parked cars on footpath Yes 0 No 100%
Other obstruction Yes 26% No 74%
Details: roadworks; bins

Parking
Distance to nearest disabled parking space: N/A 50% 4 to 5 m (50%)
Dropped curb exists? Yes 38% No 62%
Allocated disabled spaces Yes 61% No 39%
If so, dropped curb? Yes 60% No 40%
Route from car park accessible Yes 74% No 26%
Route surfaces well-maintained Yes 92% No 8%

Entrance/Lobby
Level entrance exists Yes 62% No 38%
Entrance at least 2m x 2m Yes 62% No 38%
Signage clear or raised Yes 87% No 13%
Signage different colour Yes 87% No 13%
Loop system installed Yes 13% No 87%

Access to Main Building Entrance
Ramp provided Yes 74% No 26%
If so, ramp gradient: steep/medium
If so, turning width exists Yes 100% No 0
Surface non-slip Yes 60% No 40%
If steps, how many: range 5 to 7
Height to top step level range 64cm to 85cm
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Door opening width: range 90cm to 1,20 m
Door type: Self-close(heavy) 63%

Self-close (light) 37%

Access by Other Entrance
Ramp provided Yes 66% No 34%
If so, turning width exists Yes 100% No 0
Surface non-slip Yes 50% No 50%
If steps, how many: range 1 to 2
Steps clearly marked Yes 0 No 100%
Height to top step level:range 12cm
Door opening width: range 1.30 to 1.77
Door type: Self-close (heavy) 100%

INTERNAL ACCESS

Doors
Minimum opening width (90cm) Yes 100% No 0
Doormats flush with floor Yes 66% No 34%
Door glass visually marked Yes 86% No 14%
Door handles easily reached Yes 50% No 50%

Corridors
Minimum width (1.80m) Yes 100% No 0
Corridors obstruction free Yes 72% No 28%
Corridors level/step free Yes 100% No 0
If so, are there alternative routes Yes 50% No 50%

Lavatories
Disabled WC on floor Yes 40% No 60%
If so, what size: N/A
If so, are there grabrails Yes 100% No 0
Horizontal Yes 100% No 0
Vertical Yes 100% No 0
Folding horizontal Yes 67% No 33%
Room to allow transfer to WC Yes 67% No 33%
Room for wheelchair manoeuvre Yes 67% No 33%
Toilet Alarm Yes 0 No 100%
Eye level mirror Yes 67% No 33%
Accessible hand towel dispenser Yes 100% No 0
Doors open outwards Yes 100% No 0
Route to toilet accessible Yes 100% No 0
Accessible with wheelchair Yes 100% No 0
Floors non-slip Yes 33% No 67%
Room to transfer from wheelchair Yes 67% No 33%
Signage to indicate facilities Yes 67% No 33%

Lifts
All floors accessible from lift Yes 0 No 100%
Lavatory accessible from lift Yes 0 No 100%
Lift minimum dimensions 2m x 2m Yes 0 No 100%
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Lift controls tactile Yes 0 No 100%
Level access to fire exit Yes 0 No 100%
Lift aligned to floor level Yes 0 No 100%
Voice information in lift Yes 0 No 100%

Reception
Level access from entrance Yes 83% No 17%
Level access from lift Yes 0 No 100%
Counter levels accessible Yes 28% No 72%
Alternative reception areas Yes 60% No 40%
Area able to accommodate wheelchair Yes 28% No 72%
Equipment at accessible height Yes 50% No 50%
Induction loop exists Yes 0 No 100%
Voice instructions in lift Yes 57% No 43% 

Staff
Site employs person with disability Yes 57% No 43%
Staff has received disability awareness training Yes 43% No 57%
Staff has received first aid training Yes 86% No 14%
Staff member trained in sign language Yes 0 No 100%
Disabled employee transport: finance offered Yes 0 No 100%
Finance would be offered Yes 80% No 20%

Information
Printed information is available in:
Large print Yes 86% No 14%
Braille Yes 0 No 100%
Computer disc Yes 43% No 57%
Audiotape Yes 28% No 72%
Accessible height for wheelchair users Yes 86% No 14%

Policy
Site has policy statement on equality Yes 72% No 28%
Site has suggestion box Yes 43% No 57%
Guide dogs permitted on site Yes 100% No 0

Emergency procedures
Escape routes usable by people with disabilities Yes 72% No 28%
Emergency alarms linked to visual alerts Yes 72% No 28%
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INCHICORE 

EXTERNAL ACCESS

Footpaths
At least 1.80m wide Yes 93% No 7%
Rated condition Good 66% Poor 34%
Surface Level 70% Rough 30%
Width OK 92% Narrow 8%
Dished both sides of road Yes 76% No 24%

Traffic lights
Nearby to premises Yes 54% No 46%
With bleeper Yes 13% No 87%
Pedestrian crossing Yes 46% No 54%
Zebra crossing Yes 0 No 100%
Indication to crossing Yes 21% No 79%
Bubblepath present at crossing Yes 45% No 55%
Number of traffic light sets 26
Adequate length on green Yes 7% No 93%

Road
Surface Level 86% Rough 14%
Width OK 100% Narrow 0

Street Obstructions
Parked cars on footpath Yes 58% No 42%
Other obstruction Yes 55% No 45%
Details: parked cars; bin in bus shelter; major obstacles

Parking
Distance to nearest disabled parking space: N/A 93% 7% 4.58m
Dropped curb exists? Yes 0 No 100%
Allocated disabled spaces Yes 0 No 100%
If so, dropped curb? Yes 10% No 90%
Route from car park accessible Yes 31% No 69%
Route surfaces well-maintained Yes 77% No 23%

Entrance/Lobby
Level entrance exists Yes 62% No 38%
Entrance at least 2m x 2m Yes 54% No 46%
Signage clear or raised Yes 38% No 62%
Signage different colour Yes 38% No 62%
Loop system installed Yes 0 No 100%

Access to Main Building Entrance
Ramp provided Yes 36% No 64%
If so, ramp gradient: steep; good
If so, turning width exists Yes 50% No 50%
Surface non-slip Yes 54% No 46%
If steps, how many: range 1 to 2
Height to top step level: range 5cm to 26cm
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Door opening width: range 1.00 to 2.30 m
Door type: Self-close (heavy) 56%

Self-close (light) 32%
Intercom 12%

Access by Other Entrance
Ramp provided Yes 34% No 66%
If so, turning width exists Yes 40% No 60%
Surface non-slip Yes 40% No 60%
If steps, how many: Range 12 to 27
Steps clearly marked Yes 33% No 67%
Height to top step level: Range 5cm
Door opening width: Range 60cm to 3,80m
Door type: Self-close (heavy) 100%

INTERNAL ACCESS

Doors
Minimum opening width (90cm) Yes 74% No 26%
Doormats flush with floor Yes 36% No 74%
Door glass visually marked Yes 45% No 55%
Door handles easily reached Yes 80% No 20%

Corridors
Minimum width (1.80m) Yes 57% No 43%
Corridors obstruction free Yes 54% No 46%
Corridors level/step free Yes 73% No 27%
If so, are there alternative routes Yes 42% No 58%

Lavatories
Disabled WC on floor Yes 38% No 62%
If so, what size: N/A
If so, are there grabrails Yes 80% No 20%
Horizontal Yes 80% No 20%
Vertical Yes 80% No 20%
Folding horizontal Yes 60% No 40%
Room to allow transfer to WC Yes 80% No 20%
Room for wheelchair manoeuvre Yes 80% No 20%
Toilet Alarm Yes 20% No 80%
Eye level mirror Yes 0 No 100%
Accessible hand towel dispenser Yes 20% No 80%
Doors open outwards Yes 20% No 80%
Route to toilet accessible Yes 100% No 0
Accessible with wheelchair Yes 80% No 20%
Floors non-slip Yes 80% No 20%
Room to transfer from wheelchair Yes 60% No 40%
Signage to indicate facilities Yes 20% No 80%

Lifts
All floors accessible from lift Yes 19% No 81%
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Lavatory accessible from lift Yes 10% No 90%
Lift minimum dimensions 2m x 2m Yes 10% No 90%
Lift controls tactile Yes 10% No 90%
Level access to fire exit Yes 10% No 90%
Lift aligned to floor level Yes 10% No 90%
Voice information in lift Yes 0 No 100%

Reception
Level access from entrance Yes 50% No 50%
Level access from lift Yes 22% No 78%
Counter levels accessible Yes 58% No 42%
Alternative reception areas Yes 72% No 28%
Area able to accommodate wheelchair Yes 92% No 8%
Screens restricting communication Yes 42% No 58%
Equipment at accessible height Yes 10% No 90%
Induction loop exists Yes 0 No 100%
Voice instructions in lift Yes 8% No 92%

Staff
Site employs person with disability Yes 25% No 75%
Staff has received disability awareness training Yes 33% No 67%
Staff has received first aid training Yes 92% No 8%
Staff member trained in sign language Yes 17% No 83%
Disabled employee transport: finance offered Yes 9% No 91%
Finance would be offered Yes 57% No 43%

Information
Printed information is available in:
Large print Yes 27% No 73%
Braille Yes 0 No 100%
Computer disc Yes 20% No 80%
Audiotape Yes 0 No 100%
Accessible height for wheelchair users Yes 36% No 64%

Policy
Site has policy statement on equality Yes 70% No 30%
Site has suggestion box Yes 16% No 84%
Guide dogs permitted on site Yes 92% No 8%

Emergency procedures
Escape routes usable by people with disabilities Yes 50% No 50%
Emergency alarms linked to visual alerts Yes 74% No 26%
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APPENDIX 7 List of Buildings Audited 

Bluebell Post Office
The Cottage Pub
Our Lady of the Wayside School
Our Lady of the Wayside Church
Atlantic Homecare
Homebase
Reid’s Furniture
Centra Shop, Inchicore
Inchicore Post Office
Community Partnership Offices, Inchicore
Oblates Basketball Hall
Oblates Primary School
Inchicore College of Further Education
Londis Supermarket
Inchicore Library
Regional Youth Service
The Black Lion Pub
Permanent TSB Bank
St Patrick’s Athletic FC
Londis, Tyrconnell Road
Goldenbridge Complex
St. Michael’s Youth Project
Rialto Parish Centre
Cassidy’s Chemist
Rialto Credit Union
Canal Local Employment Service
Dolphin House Development Association
Rialto Drugs Scheme
Rialto Youth Project
Bird Flanagan Pub
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APPENDIX 8 Acts, Statutory Instruments, and
Official Publications
Building Control Act, 1990
Building Control Regulations, 1997 – S.I. 496 of 1997
Building Regulations (Amendment) Regulations, 2000 – S.I. 496 of 1997
Code of Practice for the Management of Fire Safety in Places of Assembly, 1989
Employment Equality Act, 1998
Equal Status Act, 2000
Fire Services Act, 1981
National Development Plan, 1999
Safety, Health and Welfare at work (signs) Regulations, 1995 – S.I. 132 of 1995
Technical Guidance Documents to the Building Regulations, 2000 – Part K, Stairways,
Ramps and Guards, and Part M, Access and Facilities for Disabled Persons 
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APPENDIX 9 Standards and Codes of Practice

BS 4467: 1991: Anthropometric and ergonomic recommendations for dimensions in
designing for the elderly

BS 5378: part 1: 1980: Safety Signs and Colours: Part 1: Specification for Colour and
Design

BS 5499: 1990: fire Safety Signs, Notices, and Graphic Symbols
BS 5588: Part 8: 1999: Fire Precautions in the design and construction of buildings:

means for escape for disabled people
BS 5655: 1986: Lifts and Service Lifts
BS 5776: 1996: Specification for Powered Stair Lifts
BS 5810: 1979: Code of Practice for Access for the Disabled to Buildings
BS 5839: Part 1: 1988: Code of Practice for System Design, Installation and Servicing 
BS 5887: 1980: Specification for Mobile, Manually Operated Patient Lifting Devices
BS 5900: 1991: Specification for Powered Domestic Home Lifts
BS 6034: 1990: Specification for Public Information Symbols
BS 6083: Part 4: 1981: Specification for Magnetic Field Strength in Audio-Frequency

Induction Loops for Hearing Aid Purposes 
BS 6130: 1993: Code of Practice for Powered Lifting Platforms for use by People with

Disabilities
BS 6206: 1981: Specification for Impact Performance Requirements for flat Safety

Glass and Safety Plastics for use in Buildings
BS 6259: 1982: Code of Practice for Planning and Installation of Sound Systems 
BS 6262: 1982: Code of Practice for Glazing of Buildings
BS 6418: 1989: Specification for Cordless Audio Transmission Devices using Infra-Red

Radiation
BS 6440: 1983: Code of Practice for Powered Lifting Platforms for Use by Disabled

Persons
BS 7036: Code of Practice for Safety at Powered Doors for Pedestrian Use
BS 7443:1991: Specification for Sound Systems for Emergency Purposes
BS 7594: 1993: Code of Practice for Audible Frequency Induction Loop Systems
BS 8300: 2001: Design of Buildings to Meet the Needs of Disabled People
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