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Executive Summary
Introduction
The Disability Rights Fund (DRF) is a partnership between funders and the disability community that provides grants and other support for work at country-level towards the realisation of rights affirmed in the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. DRF believes that enhancing the participation of persons with disabilities in the realisation of their rights will have an impact on poverty among persons with disabilities. 
The Fund began its operations in 2008 and aims to empower disabled persons’ organisations (DPOs) to advance the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities at the country level. The Fund’s organisational structure integrates persons with disabilities at all levels of governance and staff. It uses a rights-based approach and a movement-building approach. From 2008 to the end of 2014, DRF distributed close to USD 13.4 million through 613 pooled fund grants to DPOs in 28 countries[footnoteRef:1] for advocacy related to the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. [1:  If non-pooled fund grants are considered, the total for the period 2008-2014 is 686 grants totalling USD 14,604,125.77 in 31 countries.] 

In 2012, DRF conducted its first external evaluation. The evaluation, which was conducted by Universalia, concluded with an overall positive assessment of the Fund’s performance, highlighting the Fund’s relevance and progress towards its stated results. In 2013, DRF concluded another partnership agreement with DFID of the duration of 3 years. Both as part of the conditions set in this partnership agreement and as DRF being a learning-oriented organization, DRF launched a call for proposals to conduct a learning evaluation, consisting of two interrelated components: the development or adjustment of DRF’s tools for data collection, recording, and management; and the mid-term evaluation of DRF grantmaking operations.
The Learning Evaluation had the following objectives: i) provide an update on progress made towards the achievement of the output-, outcome- and impact-level results in DRF’s logical framework; ii) identify DRF’s contributions to results achieved and factors affecting performance; iii) make an overall assessment of DRF’s value for money; and iv) provide DRF staff with a clear set of lessons learned to improve current interventions and guide future ones.
Methodology
The evaluation was conducted by an external and independent evaluation team composed of Mrs. Elisabetta Micaro (Team Leader), Ms. Sandra Nduwimfura (Consultant), Dr. Charles Lusthaus (M&E Advisor), and Dr. Futsum Abbay (Disability Rights Advisor). In consultation with DRF, and informed by a Reference Team set up by DRF, the Evaluation Team developed the evaluation methodology that was used to inform data collection, analysis, and report-writing. The Evaluation Team used the Fund’s logframe to assess the Fund’s effectiveness and progress towards impact.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  The version used to assess progress towards results is dated September 20, 2012] 

The evaluation team applied utilization-focused, participatory, and human rights-based approaches to conduct the Learning Evaluation. While building on the previous evaluation’s findings and considering the achievements from 2008, the evaluation focused on the period from April 2012 to September 2014. It focused on five countries (Bangladesh, Ghana, Indonesia, Peru, and Uganda). A total of 149 individuals were consulted for the evaluation, including Fund staff, members of the Board and the Global Advisory Panel, donors, disability activists, grantees, and government representatives. The evaluation included field missions to Bangladesh, Indonesia, and Uganda, and desk review (accompanied by telephone interviews) of DRF’s grantmaking in Ghana and Peru. 
Evaluation Findings
Relevance of the Disability Rights Fund
The evaluation found the ongoing relevance of DRF’s objectives to global-level priorities and to country-level stakeholders’ needs and priorities. At global level, DRF’s objectives of advancing the rights of PWDs, of including PWDs in decision-making, and of improving data collection systems on disability are particularly relevant to the new development framework that is being shaped, which emphasizes ‘leaving no one behind’, of promoting disability-inclusive aid development, and of strengthening national data collection systems on disability. At country level, the evaluation confirms the findings from the previous evaluation and the reasons for DRF’s ongoing relevance, namely: exclusion of PWDs from decision-making and social development, and their overrepresentation among the poor and the exploited; shortcomings in funding for the promotion of PWDs’ rights; DPOs as the only actors, or one of very few actors, pushing for the promotion of the rights of PWDs; limited accountability of decentralized governments; and civil society capacity gaps when it comes to disability. DRF also continues to be relevant for DFAT and DFID as it supports them in the implementation of their mandate, particularly of their aid development programmes and their obligations under Article 32 of the CRPD - ensuring that international cooperation, including international development programmes, is inclusive of and accessible to persons with disabilities. 
Effectiveness of the Disability Rights Fund
DRF is on track in achieving the majority of its stated results. Collected data in the five countries has shown that progress has been made in passing national and country-level legislation and policy with varying degrees of grantee participation, in strengthening the DPO movement by increasing the visibility of marginalized groups within the larger DPO movement, and in improving grantee knowledge of the CRPD and capacity to advocate for the rights of PWDs. These results have been possible thanks to DRF’s contributions in enabling grantees to become (or remain) credible interlocutors and counterparts in relation to government authorities. In addition, DRF’s grantmaking has acted as a sort of ‘collateral’ for other donors, and its longstanding partnership with grantees has represented a motivating factor for grantees to continue their advocacy work. 
While the evaluation team found that DRF grantees have been involved in – and at times have driven – reporting on the CRPD and other human rights conventions, through DRF support, their participation is not yet systematic. A number of factors contribute to this result, such as the newness of the CRPD and the lack of best or good practices to draw upon for its implementation, the lack of reliable data on disability, and DPOs’ limited connection/partnership with human rights actors and lawyers. Also, while one of DRF’s greatest strengths has been identified as its contribution to making DPO movements more inclusive, nevertheless, important challenges remain in all countries in this regard including the limited visibility of smaller DPOs, weak capacity of chapters of umbrella DPOs, no or limited support from umbrella DPOs to their chapters, discrimination within the DPO movement, communication barriers, and the perceived lack of neutrality, visibility, and influence of national umbrella DPOs in some countries.
Finally, further progress at country level towards DRF’s objectives is hindered by the lack of adequate regulatory frameworks and budgets, as well as the limited resources and capacities of duty-bearers, which imply that the implementation of laws remains the greatest hurdle for PWDs to fully enjoy their rights. The evaluation team noted that DRF has started addressing the issue of implementation and, among the sampled countries, progress is mostly being made in Bangladesh, Peru, and Uganda.
The assessment of DRF’s effectiveness could have been more complete if DRF tracked and reported in a more comprehensive way on its activities and support and by using contribution instead of attribution language. With regard to the latter, during data collection in select countries, the contribution of other actors was found to be important as well for the achievement of reported results. With regard to the first consideration, DRF’s current monitoring and reporting practices do not allow for the tracking of its global-level advocacy activities. For instance, according to interviews conducted, DRF also contributed to the inclusion of the mention of disability in the Outcome Document of the World Conference on Indigenous Peoples that was approved in September 2014. However, because these activities are not adequately tracked and there is no explicit conceptualization of how they contribute to the pathway of change at the country level, they risk remaining invisible and DRF’s effectiveness and long-term potential contribution to impact too partial.
Impact
The evaluation did not find evidence of DRF’s contribution to its two proxy indicators for impact, i.e. strengthening of national data collection systems on disability and inclusion of PWDs in country development processes. In select countries, progress in both areas was found to be limited and when existing, it was not possible to identify any contribution of DRF to it and, in general, very limited grantee or PWD participation in these processes was identified. With regard to the first area, the limited participation may be due to the fact that the preparation of censuses requires very technical skills in sampling and questionnaire design, and DPOs are not perceived as having sufficient specialized knowledge to play a major role in these processes. With regard to the second area, limited access to high-level officials, limited disability mainstreaming among NGOs (who could act as strategic allies), limited DPO visibility within the human rights movement and limited collaboration with NGOs are all factors that affect a more systematic and significant inclusion of DPOs in country development processes.
Sustainability
The evaluation raises some concerns with regard to sustainability in terms of pace of implementation of revised legislation, as well as ability of leading DPOs to mobilize different members of the DPO movement (and other human rights movements) behind priority disability causes requiring collective advocacy. While the evaluation team found that achieved results are not only dependent on DRF grantmaking, there is general absence among grantees of sustainability plans, medium- and long-term advocacy strategies, and resource mobilization strategies for grantees to follow up on the results achieved. This is compounded by the fact that, with a few exceptions, institutionalized (or at least frequent) collaborative relationships among DPOs are still rare, relationships with other civil society organizations are even less common, and the few donors funding disability work are not coordinated among themselves and have, in general, limited interaction and working relationships with DRF.
Another area that the evaluation team looked at in terms of sustainability was the quality of DRF’s exit strategy. In November 2012, DRF developed a comprehensive exit strategy to guide its departure from countries. Data collected in Peru suggests that there is still room for improvement in DRF exit strategy, particularly in terms of adapting it to different funding environments.
Efficiency and Economy of the Disability Rights Fund
DRF is perceived to procure good quality inputs to deliver its grants and other support and to make good use of these inputs, such as its staff, namely its Program Officers - who are considered by grantees to be generally accessible and responsive to their needs-, grantee convenings – which are considered as crucial because they provide grantees with the opportunity to meet and get to know each other, learn about each other’s projects, and exchange views, and grants – which are seen to be relevant, aligned with DRF’s mandate, and of good quality. From a cost perspective, the evaluation team analyzed the ratio between programme and administrative costs and staff time allocation and found that these indicators are in general kept stable and aligned with commonly accepted ratios. In addition, the evaluation notes that while keeping stable its programme costs, DRF has expanded its operations from 7 countries in 2008 to 28 countries in 2014.  
Certain areas for improvement were noted by interviewed stakeholders regarding the quality of some inputs (e.g. the support provided by Program Officers to grantees and the range of activities that are funded through DRF grants).
Value for Money
In collaboration with DRF, DFID, DFAT, and the Reference Group members, the evaluation team defined the concept of VfM and its operationalization in view of DRF’s work. When applied to DRF, VfM becomes a tri-dimensional concept that is dependent on DRF’s capacity to contribute to stated results by: i) following processes that foster PWDs’ active participation in its work and in society (effectiveness); ii) ensuring that the most vulnerable groups benefit from these results (equity); and iii) using sound management practices that include procuring quality resources, making the best use of these resources, and choosing approaches that are expected to yield the most benefits at the lowest cost (sound management practices).
The data collected suggests that, overall, DRF is delivering good value for money. The evaluation found strong relevance of DRF work at global and country levels. It also found that progress is being made at country levels in terms of strengthening the legal framework protecting the rights of PWDs as well as of increased inclusiveness in the DPO movement. Management practices appear sound and have supported good quality grantmaking. Over the years, DRF has adopted a series of cost-saving measures to keep control of its costs and ensure that its participatory approach, which is highly valued by its stakeholders and is aligned with DFID’s basic principles of inclusion, does not result in high programme costs. DRF’s ability to maintain this level of value for money will depend on its capacity to further promote the sustainability of achieved results.
Recommendations
The following recommendations are presented to inform DRF’s future grantmaking in the area of disability rights.
Recommendation 1: In countries where important progress has been made in harmonizing national and local legislation with the CRPD, DRF grantmaking should continue to support the implementation of this legislation.
Implementation remains a key concern, given the lack of adequate regulatory frameworks and budgets, as well as limited resources and capacities of duty-bearers. DRF should therefore aim to sustain the momentum it has built in countries and focus its efforts on initiatives that support the implementation of legislation and key policies. To this end, DRF staff, with guidance from the GAP and GMC, may consider: i) maintaining the implementation of harmonized legislation as a key priority in its RfPs; ii) increasing the number of grants awarded under the MLC funding stream; iii) helping grantees to develop a long-term vision and plan for their advocacy activities, so that these activities become more comprehensive (i.e. from passing a law, to its actual implementation, to monitoring and evaluation); iv) connecting grantees with key actors (in-country or other) that can help with the implementation of laws and policies (e.g. budget experts, litigation experts, successful advocates from other human rights movements); v) sharing with grantees the lessons learned and good practices identified by other organizations, in addition to fostering the dissemination of these lessons and good practices among grantees, through means other than GCMs; and vi) extending the duration of grants from the current two years up to five years as the implementation of legislation requires time.
Recommendation 2: Staff should review DRF’s exit strategy with a view to increase the support provided for networking and resource mobilization among grantees.
DRF’s exit strategy could be strengthened further by supporting grantees in developing and expanding their networks, as well as strengthening their capacity to mobilize resources. Given that these capacity development processes take time, the exit strategy should consider providing this support from the time DRF enters a country, until it exits. In addition, given the different levels of capacity among grantees, support (and expected results) should be adapted to each grantee’s capacity. Also, the DRF Executive Director could revise POs’ roles and responsibilities to allow time for POs to support grantees in their resource mobilization activities and also play a greater role in facilitating strategic partnerships at the country level.
Recommendation 3: DRF and its donors could look for opportunities to enhance their synergies and working relationships at country level. DRF donors could also explore opportunities and mechanisms to support increased engagement on disability and strengthened coordination.
Given the importance that DRF's bilateral donors at headquarters assign to disability in their global development strategies, and given the general low level of responsiveness of their representatives at country level, where appropriate and possible, DRF and its donors could look for opportunities to enhance their synergies and working relationships at country level. DRF donors could also explore opportunities and mechanisms to support increased engagement on disability and strengthened coordination. This could be done, for instance, by facilitating linkages between DRF Program Officers and the donor’s in-country representatives. Once these linkages have been established, DRF Program Officers and in-country donors should work to ensure that efforts and investments on disability are coordinated.
Recommendation 4: In order to support the strengthening of the disability movement and its inclusiveness, DRF should continue organizing grantee convenings and should support follow-up meetings among grantees.
Grantee convenings are highly valued by grantees and other participants as they represent one of the few opportunities to share views, experiences, and challenges encountered in their advocacy work, and develop a common advocacy agenda. DRF should consider supporting follow-up meetings to the grantee convenings so as to support more regular exchanges among grantees and other stakeholders. DRF will need to adapt its approach to the different contexts and needs and then evaluate its effectiveness in terms of a strengthened and more inclusive DPO movement.
Recommendation 5: As an organization that puts time and effort into ensuring the inclusiveness of its grantmaking, DRF should consider further increasing the accessibility of its grantmaking in countries, particularly by reducing language barriers and supporting the strengthening of DPO organizational capacities. DRF donors could consider supporting these efforts by making their existing NGO and Civil Society strengthening programs accessible to DPOs.
In the spirit of inclusiveness, DRF should consider increasing the accessibility of its grantmaking to DPOs that may have the capacity to conduct advocacy activities, but that face barriers because of their specific disability or because they do not master the languages in which DRF documentation (i.e. RfP, application and reporting forms) is currently available (i.e. Arabic, English, French, Spanish, Russian/Ukrainian, and only recently, Bahasa, Burmese and Creole).
To address capacity gaps highlighted at the country level, DRF should partner with organizations that can build and strengthen the capacities of its grantee organizations in advocacy, gaining credibility and attracting external donors, sustaining activities beyond DRF funding, or results reporting, as required. These may include organizations DRF has collaborated with in the past and that have the knowledge, resources, skills, and expertise required to support organizational capacity strengthening processes. Similarly, whenever possible, DRF should enter into specific partnership agreements with IDA, to provide training on the CRPD to DPOs in all countries that DRF plans to enter. Program Officers should also be better equipped to support grantees in results reporting, particularly with regard to reporting on DRF’s specific contributions and on impact results (as applicable). Finally, DRF donors might consider making their existing NGO and Civil Society strengthening programs accessible to DPOs.
Recommendation 6: In view of its next strategic plan, DRF’s Executive Director, in collaboration with staff and in consultation with donors, should revise DRF’s logframe to include the full range of activities conducted (i.e. global advocacy, strategic partnership grants, and Uganda Capacity Fund) in order to speak about DRF’s organizational performance in a comprehensive way and better demonstrate its contributions to change processes at the global and country levels.
DRF’s effectiveness could be better assessed if there were better reporting on DRF’s contribution rather than attribution to results and on its global-level advocacy activities. In order to better understand and demonstrate DRF’s performance and contributions to change processes at the global and country levels in the fulfillment of PWDs’ rights, DRF’s Executive Director, in collaboration with staff and in consultation with donors, should revise DRF’s logframe and theory of change to include the full range of expected results and pathways to change. Given that DRF’s current strategic plan is coming to a close, these revisions could take place for the next strategic plan.  
Lessons Learned
The evaluation team identified five main lessons learned, which emerged from data collection and the evaluation team’s experience in conducting similar assignments:
Supporting DPOs in advocacy and lobbying activities increases the likelihood that duty-bearers will change their attitudes towards PWDs. Having been given the opportunity to discover PWDs’ knowledge and skills around disability-related issues, duty-bearers are more likely to engage with them as partners, advisors, or collaborators.
Dealing with PWDs as a homogeneous target group is likely to exacerbate the exclusion of some PWDs. Underrepresentation of certain disabilities, language, geographic distance, and limited revenue can become significant barriers to increased inclusiveness in the DPO movement.
Because of the social, cultural, political, and financial challenges related to disability advocacy around the world, interventions promoting PWDs’ rights are likely to require long-term support in order to have the desired impact.
Because of the volatile economy and unpredictable donor environment, overreliance on donor funding is likely to negatively affect the sustainability of achieved results, if sustainability strategies are not adopted immediately upon entering a country.
“If you want to go fast, go alone, but if you want to go far, go together.” The key to success in promoting the rights of PWDs is having allies from different backgrounds (e.g. other human rights activists, actors in non-disability areas).
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