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The European Disability Forum
The European Disability Forum (EDF) is an independent Non-Governmental Organisation that represents the interests of 100 million Europeans with disabilities. EDF is a unique platform which brings together representative organisations of persons with disabilities from across Europe. EDF is run by persons with disabilities and their families. We are a strong, united voice of persons with disabilities in Europe.
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How disability-inclusive is Official Development Assistance (ODA) from major European Union (EU) institutions? The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development-Development Assistance Committee’s (OECD-DAC’s) disability policy marker offers some important clues on this question. 
This is EDF’s third annual report on the marker. As in previous years, the report looks at the quantity of ODA projects reported as disability-inclusive by key EU institutions [footnoteRef:2]. In addition, this year we also started to investigate the quality of the European Commission’s (EC’s) reporting.  [2:  The report uses data up to 2022. This was the most recent data available when we did our analysis in late 2024.] 

Our main findings are:
· The share of EC ODA projects reported as disability-inclusive has steadily increased since 2018. However, even in 2022, the majority (62%) of EC ODA projects still did not aim to be disability-inclusive[footnoteRef:3]. This goes against the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD) requirement that international cooperation must consistently be inclusive of, and accessible to, persons with disabilities. [3:  The analysis throughout this summary is based on so-called “allocable” ODA – please see the methodology section for more information.] 


· Disability inclusion is very rarely the main objective of EC ODA projects. Only four EC ODA projects had disability inclusion as their principal objective in 2022. This amounts to just 0.3% of the EC’s total 1343 ODA projects.  

· In 2022, the European Investment Bank (EIB) adopted the disability policy marker for the first time. But the EIB did not report a single project as disability-inclusive.

· The true level of disability inclusion in EC ODA is likely to be lower than the results above suggest. Looking at a sample of EC ODA projects, we compared marker scores with more detailed project documents, to see if the projects really met the OECD-DAC’s disability policy marker criteria. We found repeated examples of projects whose marker scores were too high: in fact, more projects in our sample had been scored too highly than had been scored correctly. Only one out of the four projects with a principal objective on disability inclusion was correctly reported.

· The disability policy marker does not yet cover some key elements of CRPD-compliant programming. Looking again at our sample projects, we compared how the projects scored on the disability marker with how they scored when a more detailed checklist was used. Out of eight projects that qualified as disability-inclusive on the OECD-DAC disability policy marker criteria, only one clearly qualified as disability-inclusive when using the more detailed checklist. This suggests there is an opportunity to make the disability policy marker more ambitious. The EC’s own marker guidance already includes some more ambitious standards, so the EU would be well placed to advocate for this at OECD-DAC level.
We recommend three key actions for the EU:
1. Make ODA disability-inclusive.
· The EC should step up both the number of ODA projects and the value of ODA spending that is disability-inclusive.
· The EC should substantially increase the number of ODA projects, and the value of ODA spending, with disability inclusion as the principal objective.
· The EIB should make disability inclusion a priority in its future ODA spending.

2. Report better disability policy marker data. All EU institutions that report ODA data to the OECD-DAC should ensure that their staff are thoroughly trained in use of the marker, and that data is checked before reporting, to ensure marker scores correspond to the OECD-DAC’s criteria. 

3. Strengthen the disability policy marker. Through its membership of the OECD-DAC, the EU should advocate for the disability policy marker criteria to be better aligned with the CRPD, and with the criteria that already exist for the OECD-DAC’s policy marker on gender. 
Finally, and crucially, the EC and EIB should ensure that representative organisations of persons with disabilities are meaningfully consulted and actively involved at all stages of putting these recommendations into practice.
[bookmark: _Toc188492399]Background
[bookmark: _Toc188492400]The OECD-DAC disability policy marker
The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development-Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC) is an international forum of 32 members that provide Official Development Assistance (ODA – sometimes referred to as “aid”). Its European members include:
• the European Union (EU); 
• and 21 EU Member States (Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, The Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden).
The OECD-DAC monitors and reports data on ODA spending. In 2018, the OECD-DAC introduced a “disability policy marker” to its data system. The disability policy marker is a tool to monitor how far ODA aims to be inclusive of persons with disabilities. 
The marker allows governments in the OECD-DAC to allocate each of their ODA projects a score:
· Score 2 means that inclusion and empowerment of persons with disabilities is the principal objective of the project;
· Score 1 means that inclusion and empowerment of persons with disabilities is a significant objective of the project (but not the main reason why the project is being undertaken);
· Score 0 means that the project does not aim to be disability-inclusive.
More detailed information can be found in the OECD-DAC’s handbook on the marker. 
[bookmark: _Toc188492401]Purpose of this report
This is EDF’s third annual report on the disability policy marker[footnoteRef:4]. Like previous years’ reports, the report begins by analysing the quantity of ODA projects reported as disability-inclusive by key EU institutions. The report uses data going up to 2022: this was the most recent data when we did our analysis in late 2024. In addition, this year we also started to investigate the quality of the EC’s reporting, and the OECD-DAC’s criteria for deciding which projects count as disability-inclusive. [4:  The first and second reports are available at the following links: European Disability Foum, 2022, Annual report – EC spending on disability inclusion in global actions, 2018-2020; European Disability Forum, 2023, Towards equality: assessing EC funding for disability inclusion worldwide.] 

[bookmark: _Toc188492402]Methodology and limitations
The findings in this report are based on a mix of quantitative and qualitative analysis. 
Quantitative analysis
The quantitative analysis uses ODA spending data from the OECD-DAC Creditor Reporting System database focusing on 2022. The data was downloaded in May 2024.
The analysis uses data on a commitments basis, in constant 2022 prices. Data were downloaded in USD, and were converted to EUR using the European Central Bank’s average exchange rate for 2022[footnoteRef:5]. [5:  European Central Bank, US dollar (USD)] 

Throughout the report, the analysis focuses on so-called “allocable” ODA. Allocable ODA is a way of describing certain types of spending which the OECD-DAC considers the most relevant when doing analysis on policy marker data. We chose to use allocable ODA to ensure consistency with the OECD-DAC’s own methodology. However, there is some debate about whether it is best to focus on allocable ODA or whether it is better to analyse all ODA[footnoteRef:6]. Other research suggests that if we had used all ODA, not just allocable ODA, to calculate the share of ODA that is disability-inclusive, the result would probably have been even lower[footnoteRef:7]. [6:  Atlas Alliance, 2023, Making the most of the OECD-DAC disability inclusion policy marker to promote equality and inclusion in international development and humanitarian assistance, pp.6-7]  [7:  Atlas Alliance, as above, p.7] 

Throughout the analysis in the report, projects are treated as being disability-inclusive if they were given either a score of 2 (principal objective) or a score of 1 (significant objective) on the disability policy marker.
The main limitation of the quantitative analysis is that marker data is self-reported, and the quality of reporting may vary. This issue is explored in depth in the qualitative analysis later in the report.
Qualitative analysis
Our qualitative analysis focused on a sample of 15 EC ODA projects (see the main text for more details). For each project, we reviewed at least one key project document - in most cases, this was the so-called “action document”. Where action documents could not be located, alternative documents were identified either through the Team Europe Explorer database[footnoteRef:8] or through Google searches. [8:  Team Europe Explorer, ‘Explore ODA’] 

To form judgements on the sampled projects, we adapted a checklist that was first developed with Dr Lilia Angelova-Mladenova (then at the European Network on Independent Living) as part of a project led by CBM Global. Full details of the checklist are in Annex 1. 
The main limitation of the qualitative analysis was that the documents reviewed were limited, and do not give a complete picture of projects’ activities or implementation processes. However, this approach is broadly consistent with the OECD-DAC’s own guidance, which implies that projects’ objectives on disability inclusion should be made clear in mainstream project documents[footnoteRef:9]. [9:  OECD-DAC Working Party on Development Finance Statistics, 2020, The OECD-DAC policy marker on the inclusion and empowerment of persons with disabilities: handbook for data reporters and users, DCD/DAC/STAT(2020)48, pp.14-15] 

Forming our judgements was inevitably complex at times, so the full details of our reasoning are set out in a longer online annex.
Wherever the analysis expresses a judgement on an individual project, it is purely assessing whether the project meets our checklist criteria, based on the documents reviewed. We were not seeking to make a bigger judgement on the overall quality of disability inclusion projects.
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[bookmark: _Toc188492404]Despite improvement since 2018, the majority of EC ODA projects still do not aim to be disability-inclusive
The share of EC ODA projects reported as disability-inclusive has steadily increased since 2018
If we look at the number of EC ODA projects reported as disability-inclusive, we find that the share of disability-inclusive projects has increased steadily since 2018 (Figure 1). 
Figure 1: Percentage of EC ODA projects reported as disability-inclusive, 2018-2022

Note: the analysis is based on data from the Creditor Reporting System database, downloaded in May 2024. The analysis uses data on the number of allocable ODA commitments. Projects are treated as disability-inclusive if they were given a score of 1 or 2 on the disability policy marker.
In 2022, 62% of EC ODA projects did not aim to be disability-inclusive
Although the share of EC ODA projects reported as disability-inclusive has been increasing, in 2022 still 62% of projects did not aim to be disability-inclusive in any significant way (Figure 2). 
Figure 3: percentage of EC ODA projects reported as disability-inclusive in 2022

Note: the analysis is based on data from the Creditor Reporting System database, downloaded in May 2024. The analysis uses data on the number of allocable ODA commitments. 
This is a worrying result. The disability policy marker is intended as a tool to “track how disability is mainstreamed in development cooperation and emergency assistance” [footnoteRef:10]. The marker results mean that 62% of the EC’s ODA projects in 2022 were not aiming to mainstream disability – contrary to the CRPD requirement that international cooperation must consistently be inclusive of, and accessible to, persons with disabilities[footnoteRef:11]. [10:  OECD-DAC Working Party on Development Finance Statistics, 2020, The OECD-DAC policy marker on the inclusion and empowerment of persons with disabilities: handbook for data reporters and users, DCD/DAC/STAT(2020)48, p.10. What is more, as we discuss below, the OECD-DAC’s detailed guidance on the disability policy marker is so lenient that it is possible for some projects to qualify as “disability-inclusive” even if they stop short of full mainstreaming.]  [11:  UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, e.g. Article 32] 

The following examples illustrate projects which, according to the EC’s disability marker data, did not aim to be disability-inclusive in any significant way. Each of these projects – and the many others like them – is a huge missed opportunity to promote disability inclusion across essential services and activities.
· A EUR 24 million primary education programme in Lebanon
· A EUR 5 million programme to support access to safe water supplies in the Occupied Palestinian Territory
· A EUR 7 million programme to support women entrepreneurs in Guinea
· A ERU 121 million emergency food assistance programme in the Horn of Africa
Overall, while it is positive that the share of EC ODA projects reported as disability-inclusive has been increasing, there is still a very long way to go. The EC needs to redouble its efforts to make disability inclusion a consistent objective across all its ODA.
It is important to look at the value of spending reported as disability-inclusive, as well as the number of projects
If we look at the value of EC ODA spending reported as disability-inclusive, the pattern is more complex than when we look at the number of projects. The share of spending reported as disability-inclusive increased from 2018 to 2021. It then decreased in 2022, although it is still at a higher level than it was in 2020 (Figure 3). In the future it will be important to keep monitoring the value of spending devoted to disability inclusion, as well as the number of projects, to ensure that the share of spending devoted to disability inclusion continues to increase over the long-term.

Figure 3: Percentage of EC ODA reported as disability-inclusive – comparing the analysis by value of spending with the analysis by number of projects

Note: the analysis is based on data from the Creditor Reporting System database, downloaded in May 2024. The analysis uses data on allocable ODA commitments. Projects are treated as disability-inclusive if they were given a score of 1 or 2 on the disability policy marker.
[bookmark: _Toc188492405]Hardly any EC ODA projects make disability inclusion their main objective 
In 2022, the EC reported that the vast majority of its disability-inclusive ODA projects had disability inclusion as a significant objective. In other words, disability inclusion was not the main reason for undertaking the project, but the project took disability inclusion into account[footnoteRef:12].  [12:  OECD-DAC Working Party on Development Finance Statistics, 2020, The OECD-DAC policy marker on the inclusion and empowerment of persons with disabilities: handbook for data reporters and users, DCD/DAC/STAT(2020)48, pp.13-14] 

In contrast, the EC reported that only four ODA projects had disability inclusion as their principal objective. This amounts to just 0.3% of the EC’s total 1343 ODA projects. The share of principal objective projects in 2022 is even lower than it was in 2021 and 2020, when we were already concerned that the share was low[footnoteRef:13].   [13:  European Disability Foum, 2022, Annual report – EC spending on disability inclusion in global actions, 2018-2020, pp.9-10; European Disability Forum, 2023, Towards equality: assessing EC funding for disability inclusion worldwide, pp.9,20,21.] 

Significant objective and principal objective projects are both essential. At their best, significant objective projects ensure that persons with disabilities participate fully in, and benefit equally from, projects that target a wider population. This is crucial for promoting inclusion and equality. 
But principal objective projects are also vital. Without them, there is a risk that the specific priorities of persons with disabilities will be overlooked, and the specific barriers that prevent persons with disabilities fully enjoying their rights will not be adequately tackled. Box 1 shows examples from other ODA providers that illustrate some of the important roles that principal objective projects can play.
Box 1: Examples of projects with the principal objective of disability inclusion, as reported by other ODA providers in 2022
	· Providing core funding to the Pacific Disability Forum – a region-wide organisation of persons with disabilities/OPD (reported by Aotearoa New Zealand)
· A programme to strengthen global data on disability (reported by Australia)
· Strengthening the capacity of OPDs in Mongolia (reported by Finland)
· Support for research and advocacy on CRPD-compliant mental health policy in Nepal (reported by Norway)
· A project supporting implementation of United Nations Security Council Resolution 2475, on the protection of persons with disabilities in conflict (reported by Switzerland)
· A programme to increase access to assistive technology across Africa (reported by the United Kingdom)


Source: analysis of project descriptions in the Creditor Reporting System database[footnoteRef:14]. [14:  The review was limited to the brief information in the database; there was not scope to review detailed project documents, which would be needed to get a complete understanding of the design and early results of these projects.] 

It is possible that some activities of the kind listed in Box 1 may be concealed within larger EC projects with other overarching objectives. But overall, the very low number of EC projects that make disability inclusion their principal objective raises serious questions about whether EC ODA is doing enough to address disability-specific priorities.
[bookmark: _Toc188492406]Spotlight on EC ODA to Ukraine
The war in Ukraine has had devastating impacts on persons with disabilities[footnoteRef:15]. Since the start of the war in 2022, EDF has been at the forefront of efforts to promote disability-inclusive humanitarian response and reconstruction efforts[footnoteRef:16], in partnership with our members, in particular the Ukrainian National Assembly of Persons with Disabilities (NAPD) and the League of the Strong.  Now that detailed disability policy marker data covering 2022 is available, we zoomed in to look at the results for Ukraine.  [15:  See for example Hrabovska, Uvarova, Zinenko and Dayneko/League of the Strong and Public Alternative, 2023, The rights of people with disabilities in Ukraine since the beginning of the full-scale invasion]  [16:  See for example EDF, 2022, DOC-BOARD 22-03-AOB, Resolution on protection and safety of persons with disabilities in the war in Ukraine; and EDF, 2024, Towards a disability-inclusive recovery and reconstruction of Ukraine ] 

Looking at the number of EC ODA projects that were reported as disability-inclusive, we found that around 43% of projects in Ukraine were disability-inclusive[footnoteRef:17]. This is slightly higher than the share of projects reported as disability-inclusive across EC ODA as a whole.  [17:  Like in the rest of the document, the analysis throughout this section is based on allocable ODA.] 

When we look at the value of EC ODA spending in Ukraine that was reported as disability-inclusive (rather than the number of projects), we get a higher result: around 79% of EC ODA spending was reported as disability-inclusive. This is encouraging. However, because the overall number of EC ODA projects in Ukraine was relatively low (14 projects altogether), the result is very dependent on a few high-value projects. It is too early to say whether this relatively high result will prove to be a one-off peak, or a more consistent pattern.
In any case, we know for sure that over half the EC’s ODA projects in Ukraine – amounting to around EUR 98 million – were not reported as disability-inclusive. This means that the EC missed the opportunity to promote the inclusion of persons with disabilities in, among others:
· Projects of EUR 16 million and EUR 10 million, to support access to education
· A EUR 20 million project to help with early recovery of public services and economic activities in newly liberated areas
· A EUR 20 million emergency assistance project
What is more, the EC’s ODA in Ukraine in 2022 did not include a single project with disability inclusion as a principal objective.
Overall, although it is positive that the EC is reporting steps to include persons with disabilities in a substantial share of its ODA in Ukraine, our findings suggest that major gaps remain.
[bookmark: _Toc188492407]The EIB has begun using the disability policy marker – but in 2022 it reported no disability-inclusive projects
In our report last year, we expressed concern that the EIB was not using the disability policy marker. Positively, this has now changed: in 2022, the EIB applied the disability policy marker to 100% of its ODA projects.
However, the EIB did not report a single one of its ODA projects as disability-inclusive (Figure 4). This suggests there is an urgent need for the EIB to build its capacity in disability-inclusive programming.  
Figure 4: Percentage of EIB ODA projects reported as disability-inclusive in 2022

Note: the analysis is based on data from the Creditor Reporting System database, downloaded in May 2024. The analysis uses data on the number of allocable ODA commitments. Projects are treated as disability-inclusive if they were given a score of 1 or 2 on the disability policy marker.
[bookmark: _Toc188492408]The true level of disability inclusion is likely to be lower than reported
OECD-DAC members self-report their disability policy marker scores. There is a risk that reporters may misinterpret the disability policy marker criteria and may report projects as disability-inclusive when that is not really the case[footnoteRef:18]. [18:  There is also a risk that reporters may miss projects that should be reported as disability-inclusive. However in the case of the EC, this risk seems to be lower. The project documents that we reviewed generally contained a dedicated sub-section on disability. In this sub-section, the project designers have to explain briefly which disability policy marker score should apply. Since the project document prompts project designers to stop and think about disability policy marker scoring in this way, it seems less likely that disability-inclusive projects will be overlooked.] 

To investigate this risk, we took a more detailed look at a sample of the projects that the EC reported as disability-inclusive in 2022. For each project, we reviewed one or more key project documents to see if there was evidence that that the project met the OECD-DAC’s criteria for a disability-inclusive project. Our review covered:
· All four of the projects where disability inclusion was reported to be the principal objective
· The largest 11 projects[footnoteRef:19] where disability inclusion was reported to be a significant objective. The review covered over 40% of the total value of ODA that the EC reported as having a significant objective on disability inclusion in 2022. [19:  Our review of significant-objective projects covered 18 project entries in the Creditor Reporting System database. Some of these entries related to different parts of one single larger programme, and were covered by a single project document or set of project documents. Our review covered 11 separate project documents. ] 

Our review confirmed that some projects seem to have been given the correct scores. But for others, based on the documents we reviewed, the scores seem too high. Overall, more of the sampled projects seem to have been scored too highly than scored correctly (Figure 5). 
Figure 5: Results of our review of the disability policy marker scores in a sample of 15 EC ODA projects
If we focus just on projects with a principal objective on disability inclusion, the results are even more striking. Based on our review, it seems that three out of the four projects have been scored too highly[footnoteRef:20]. As discussed above, the number of principal objective disability inclusion projects reported by the EC was already alarmingly low. If we adjust this number to remove those projects that, in our judgement, do not actually meet the criteria for “principal objective”, the EC would be left with just one principal objective disability inclusion project in 2022 – just 0.07% of the total number of projects reported. [20:  In theory, there is a small possibility that some other projects should have been reported as principal objective projects, but were missed. However, in the case of the EC this does not seem to be a strong possibility. As noted above, the design of the EC’s project documents reduces the risk that disability-inclusive projects would be missed altogether. Moreover, because principal objective projects naturally have a strong focus on disability, they should be relatively easy to identify. The EC’s own guidance on the disability policy marker says that, “disability policy marker score 2, principal objective, is easier to score as interventions are disability specific by definition”. (Source: EC Directorate-General for International Partnerships (DG-INTPA), 2023, Guidance note – Leaving no one behind: disability inclusion in EU external action, p.39).] 

Figure 6 summarises how the scores across all the projects in our review would look if they were adjusted for our findings. 
Figure 6: disability policy marker scores for the 15 projects, before and after our review
	
	



Full details of each project that we reviewed, and the reasons for our judgements, can be found in a separate online annex.
Through our review, we also found two more detailed concerns:
· Looking at the three principal objective projects that, in our view, were misreported, all three projects were run by the Directorate-General for Neighbourhood Policy and Enlargement Negotiations (DG-NEAR). This suggests that DG-NEAR may be in particular need of further capacity building on the disability policy marker.
· We did not find clear evidence of disability inclusion in funding related to the European Fund for Sustainable Development-Plus (EFSD+) guarantees[footnoteRef:21]. This is particularly worrying for two reasons. First, this was the largest of all the disability-inclusive ODA projects that the EC reported[footnoteRef:22]. Second, the EFSD+ guarantee has continued to be an important part of the EC’s ODA policy in later years, including as part of the Global Gateway initiative[footnoteRef:23]. The lack of clear evidence of disability inclusion in the EFSD+ guarantee projects that we reviewed in 2022 does not bode well for future disability inclusion in this high-profile scheme.  [21:  The EFSD+ guarantee scheme is intended to encourage investments in projects that might otherwise be considered too high risk, by offering reimbursement from EU funds if certain risks occur. ]  [22:  The EC’s single largest disabilty-inclusive entry in the Creditor Reporting System database was a contribution of EUR 454 to the EFSD+ guarantee fund (technically known as the Common Provisioning Fund EFSD+ compartment). Besides this entry, our sample also included several other large contributions to the EFSD+ guarantee fund. Taking all these entries together, the total value of contributions to the EFSD+ guarantee fund included in our sample was over EUR 1.2 billion. ]  [23:  See for example Sial and Sol/Eurodad and Counterbalance, 2022, The emperor’s new clothes: what’s new about the EU’s Global Gateway, p.10] 

While our review only covered a sample of projects, overall our findings suggest that the EC’s reported ODA data in 2022 is likely to give a more positive impression of disability inclusion than is actually the case. 
During 2023, the EC’s Directorate-General for International Partnerships (DG-INTPA) produced additional guidance on how to apply the disability policy marker[footnoteRef:24]. This guidance may not yet have been fully put into practice when the EC reported its 2022 ODA data, and the quality of future data may be better. Still, our findings suggest the EC needs to step up its efforts to ensure that all reported disability-inclusive projects, from all Directorates-General, do in future meet the criteria set by the OECD-DAC. [24:  EC Directorate-General for International Partnerships (DG-INTPA), 2023, Guidance note – Leaving no one behind: disability inclusion in EU external action, Annex 3] 

[bookmark: _Toc188492409]The marker does not yet cover some key elements of CRPD-compliant programming
The disability policy marker’s criteria for identifying disability-inclusive projects are important, but basic
The OECD-DAC has developed detailed guidance on the criteria that projects must meet to count as disability-inclusive[footnoteRef:25]. In simple terms, the key questions are: whether promoting inclusion and empowerment of persons with disabilities is an objective of the project; and whether a project has put in place specific measures to help achieve this objective.  [25:  OECD-DAC Working Party on Development Finance Statistics, 2020, The OECD-DAC policy marker on the inclusion and empowerment of persons with disabilities: handbook for data reporters and users, DCD/DAC/STAT(2020)48, in particular pp.11 and 14.] 

These are important basic questions to ask. However, on their own, they are not enough to determine whether a project is fully mainstreaming disability. There are two main reasons for this.
The disability policy marker is generous to multi-part projects 
First, for projects where disability inclusion is a significant objective (but not the main objective), the OECD-DAC does not require that the objective on disability inclusion has to apply across the whole of the project. If a project has several separate elements, it is enough for just one of these elements to have an objective on disability inclusion. The other elements do not have to do so. 
This was the case for some of the EC projects in our sample. For example, we reviewed a project in Serbia that involved a combination of social care, employment promotion and education[footnoteRef:26]. Only the social care component identifies persons with disabilities as a target group; the employment and education components do not have any explicit objectives on disability inclusion. It is positive that the social care component of the project takes disability inclusion into account. But in cases like this it would be misleading to say that disability has been mainstreamed across the project as a whole. [26:  The project is called “EU for inclusive growth”. Information on the project was found in Annex VI of the Commission implementing decision on the financing of the annual action plan in favour of the Republic of Serbia for 2022.] 

Some key elements of CRPD-compliant programming are not covered by the disability policy marker criteria
The second reason why the OECD-DAC’s marker criteria are not enough to measure mainstreaming is that they do not cover some of the key elements of CRPD-compliant programming. For instance, the OECD-DAC marker does not check that projects are taking a “do no harm” approach; that project teams will monitor results for persons with disabilities; or – crucially – that teams will consult and actively involve representative organisations of persons with disabilities in project implementation[footnoteRef:27].  [27:  See CBM Global, 2024, Tracking aid for persons with disabilities: Why the OECD-DAC Disability marker can be a powerful advocacy tool for organisations of persons with disabilities – and recommendations on how to make it even more effective; and The Atlas Alliance, 2023, Making the most of the OECD-DAC disability inclusion policy marker to promote equality and inclusion in international development and humanitarian assistance (pp.19-25).] 

To illustrate how much difference this makes, we went back to our sample of projects that the EC reported as disability-inclusive. We zoomed in on the eight projects which, based on our review of project documents, meet the OECD-DAC criteria for disability-inclusive projects. We looked again at these projects’ documents, this time comparing them against a longer checklist that covers more aspects of what we would expect to see in projects that are really disability-inclusive. 
The full checklist is in Annex 1. The checklist is based on a tool developed with Dr Lilia Angelova-Mladenova from the European Network on Independent Living, as part of a project led by CBM Global[footnoteRef:28]. Detailed notes on the review of the sampled EC ODA projects are in the separate online annex. [28:  The idea is also inspired by Oxfam’s research on the OECD-DAC gender policy marker: Grabowski and Essick, 2020, Are they really gender equality projects? An examination of donors’ gender-mainstreamed and gender-equality focused projects to assess the quality of gender-marked projects] 

Overall, looking at the eight projects that meet the OECD-DAC criteria for disability-inclusive projects, we found that only one of the eight projects met all the criteria on our longer checklist (Box 2). 
These findings may mean that the EC should do more to ensure its “disability-inclusive” projects are going far enough to put their disability inclusion objectives into practice. However, more detailed project level research would be needed to confirm this for sure, since the EC may be taking some additional steps that do not show up in the overarching project documents covered by our analysis here.
Our findings definitely mean there is a big gap between the OECD-DAC’s criteria for a disability-inclusive project, and the aspects that we would expect a disability-inclusive project to include. There is a real opportunity to strengthen the disability marker so that it incentivises projects to take a more ambitious approach to disability inclusion. The project in Box 2 illustrates what is possible: although this is a principal objective project, it would be feasible to introduce many of the same practices in a significant objective project too.
Box 2: EC support to the Global Disability Fund programmes (previously known as the United Nations Partnership on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities - PRPD)
	Through this EUR 3 million project, the EC is supporting the PRPD’s (now Global Disability Fund programme) work to promote CRPD implementation in Global South countries. The project scored well on our checklist because it:

· Includes a thorough assessment of barriers that have got in the way of full CRPD implementation, and its activities are designed to address these barriers
· Includes clear indicators to track progress against its objective on disability inclusion
· Places a strong emphasis on consultation and involvement of persons with disabilities and their representative organisations – from the highest levels of project governance to detailed activities in individual countries
· Recognises the importance of including under-represented groups of persons with disabilities
· Does not involve activities that do harm (e.g. institutionalisation)


Source: review of Annex 13 of the Commission Implementing Decision on the financing of the multiannual action plan for the thematic programme on Global Challenges (People) for 2022-2024 - action document for UN Partnership on Rights of Persons with Disabilities[footnoteRef:29] [29:  Our findings are based solely on reviewing this one overarching document. To form a full view of whether the project is successfully promoting the rights of persons with disabilities would need more detailed research.] 

Encouragingly, some of the questions on our checklist are also included in DG-INTPA’s recent guidance on the disability policy marker[footnoteRef:30]. This means the EU would be well placed to play a leading role in advocating at the OECD-DAC for the disability policy marker to be strengthened. [30:  EC Directorate-General for International Partnerships (DG-INTPA), 2023, Guidance note – Leaving no one behind: disability inclusion in EU external action, Annex 3] 

[bookmark: _Toc188492410]Recommendations
Our annual reports in 2022 and 2023 put forward a series of recommendations for using the disability policy marker to help make ODA more disability-inclusive[footnoteRef:31]. These recommendations remain relevant and are more urgent than ever. [31:  European Disability Foum, 2022, Annual report – EC spending on disability inclusion in global actions, 2018-2020, pp.12-13; European Disability Forum, 2023, Towards equality: assessing EC funding for disability inclusion worldwide, pp.18-19] 

This year’s recommendations focus on three key issues highlighted in our analysis above. The recommendations are addressed to the EC and, where relevant, other EU institutions including the EIB.
1. Make ODA disability-inclusive, in line with the CRPD standard that international cooperation should consistently be inclusive of, and accessible to, persons with disabilities.

· The EC should step up both the number of ODA projects and the value of ODA spending that is disability-inclusive.
· The EC should substantially increase the number of ODA projects, and the value of ODA spending, with disability inclusion as the principal objective.
· The EIB should make disability inclusion a priority in its future ODA spending.

2. Report better disability policy marker data. All EU institutions that report ODA data through the Creditor Reporting System should ensure that all projects’ disability marker scores correspond to the criteria set by the OECD-DAC. Key steps include: 

· Ensuring that staff are trained in the use of the marker. Disseminating DG-INTPA’s guidance can help with this, but more hands-on training should be offered too, to ensure staff understand how the marker applies in their different contexts.
· Introducing stronger quality assurance checks, such as checking marker scores back to project documents as we did for our review.

3. Strengthen the disability policy marker. Through its membership of the OECD-DAC, the EU should advocate for the disability policy marker criteria to be better aligned with the CRPD, and with the criteria that already exist for the OECD-DAC’s policy marker on gender. Key priorities include:

· Introducing a minimum requirement that projects should do no harm to persons with disabilities. This should apply to all projects, even those that are not reported as disability-inclusive.
· Ensuring that “disability-inclusive” projects have considered the diversity of disability, including under-represented groups.
· Ensuring that “disability-inclusive” projects use a disability analysis as part of their design process.
· Ensuring that “disability-inclusive” projects have monitoring and evaluation processes to track progress against their objectives on disability inclusion.
· Requiring that “disability-inclusive” projects actively involve representative organisations of persons with disabilities in all phases of project design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation.
Some of these ideas are already included in the DG-INTPA’s own guidance on the disability policy marker, so the EU is well-placed to be a leader in advocacy at the OECD-DAC.
Finally, and crucially, the EC and EIB should ensure that representative organisations of persons with disabilities are meaningfully consulted and actively involved at all stages of putting these recommendations into practice.
[bookmark: _Toc188492411]Annex 1: checklist for assessing whether projects are really disability inclusive
[bookmark: _Toc188492412]Introduction
To form judgements on whether sampled projects were really disability inclusive, we adapted a checklist that was first developed with Dr Lilia Angelova-Mladenova (then at the European Network on Independent Living) as part of a wider research project led by CBM Global. This research was published as CBM Global, 2024, Tracking aid for persons with disabilities: why the OECD-DAC disability marker can be a powerful advocacy tool for organisations of persons with disabilities – and recommendations on how to make it even more effective[footnoteRef:32].  [32:  The checklist was developed by Lilia Angelova and Polly Meeks. Insights from Nadia Hadad (European Network on Independent Living), Anne Sofie Hagen Herskind (Disabled Peoples’ Organisations Denmark), Hannah Loryman (Sightsavers) and Katariina Sario (independent consultant, formerly at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland) are gratefully acknowledged.] 

The key questions from the checklist are copied below[footnoteRef:33]. The checklist has two sections:  [33:  The original version of the checklist also includes definitions of some key terms; and background information on why these questions have been chosen. For more information, please refer to CBM Global’s research report, p.71 onwards.] 

(1) Basic criteria as specified for the OECD-DAC disability policy marker. This is the checklist that we used to judge whether projects had been scored correctly based on the OECD-DAC’s own criteria. This is the analysis summarised in Figures 5 and 6 above. 
(2) Additional criteria to fill gaps in the OECD-DAC disability policy marker criteria. This is the longer, enhanced, checklist that we used to judge whether projects really showed some of the key features that we would expect to find in a disability-inclusive project. This is the analysis summarised in the section above titled “The marker does not yet cover some key elements of CRPD-compliant programming”.
Finally, one extra question was added to CBM Global’s checklist, to find out more about how far EC ODA projects are sensitive to the additional barriers facing under-represented groups of persons with disabilities.
[bookmark: _Toc188492413]Part 1: Basic criteria as specified for the disability DAC marker
Evaluation question 1A: 
If the project has been scored 2: Do project documents explicitly mention that disability inclusion is the principal objective of the project? (I.e. the project would not have been undertaken without the disability objective).
Evaluation question 1B 
If the project has been scored 1: Do project documents explicitly mention that disability inclusion is an important and deliberate objective of the project (albeit not the principal one)? (I.e. the project would not have been undertaken in the same way without the disability objective).
Evaluation question 2 
For both score 1 and score 2: Does project documention mention specific measures that will be taken to promote the disability inclusion objective?
[bookmark: _Toc188492414]Part 2: Additional criteria to fill gaps in the OECD-DAC disability marker criteria
The following questions apply both to projects scored 2, and to projects scored 1.
Evaluation question 3
Does project documentation discuss how OPDs will effectively participate in decision making and be meaningfully involved throughout all stages of the project, from design, through implementation, to monitoring and evaluation?
Evaluation question 4 
Is there evidence that an assessment of barriers facing persons with disabilities has been undertaken? (E.g. assessment is part of a publicly available document, or is referred to in a publicly available document).
Evaluation question 4A 
Does project documentation discuss how the assessment of barriers facing persons with disabilities has informed the design of the project?
Evaluation question 5
Does project documentation say how the project will take a “do no harm” approach to persons with disabilities?
Evaluation question 5A 
Specifically, do the project documents give assurance that planned activities do not go against the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (e.g. support for residential institutions or for forced medical treatment)?
Some parts of the following question are different depending on whether a project has been scored 2 or scored 1.
Evaluation question 6A 
If the project has been scored 2: Is there a clear logical link between the indicators in the project results framework and the project’s overall objective on disability inclusion? (For example, the results framework would generally refer to the specific measures that are being taken to promote the disability inclusion objective, per Q2 above).Evaluation question 6B 
If the project has been scored 1: Does the project results framework include specific indicator(s) to track progress against the project’s objective on disability inclusion? (Such indicator(s) would generally refer to the specific measures that are being taken to promote the disability inclusion objective, per Q2 above).
Evaluation question 6C
For projects scored 1 or 2: Do the indicator(s) on disability inclusion involve collection of qualitative as well as quantitative data, including data on people who may be left out of the Washington Group questions?
Evaluation question 6D 
For projects scored 1 or 2: If any data on the indicator(s) on disability inclusion have already been reported, what were the results?
The following questions apply both to projects scored 2, and to projects scored 1.
Evaluation question 7 
Are all people-based project indicators disaggregated by disability?
Evaluation question 7A 
If any disaggregated indicators have already been reported, what are the results?
Evaluation question 8
Does project documentation include plans to evaluate the project’s outcomes and impact for persons with disabilities?
Evaluation question 8A 
If any evaluations have already been undertaken, what were the key findings in relation to persons with disabilities?
[bookmark: _Toc188492415]Extra question added for EDF’s report
The following question has been added specifically for the purposes of this report for EDF. It applies to projects scored 2 and to projects scored 1.
Evaluation question 9
Does project documentation refer to the additional barriers facing under-represented groups[footnoteRef:34] of persons with disabilities? [34:  The definition of under-represented groups of persons with disabilities depends on the context. Under-represented groups would generally include people with under-represented types of disabilities, and groups experiencing intersecting discrimination. (For some examples, see UN Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, General Comment number 7, paragraph 50. However, this is not exhaustive).] 

Evaluation question 9A
Does project documentation refer to measures that will be taken to address the barriers facing under-represented groups of persons with disabilities?
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