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Data has shown that people with disabilities in 
low- and middle-income countries are ‘poorer 
than their peers without disability associated 
with exclusion from work, education and 
healthcare, as well as high healthcare and 
other expenses, which can cause or 
exacerbate poverty (Banks LM, Kuper H, 
Polack S, 2017, Poverty and disability in low-
and middle-income countries: A systematic 
review).



Disability at a Glance: Strengthening 
Employment prospects for Persons with 

Disabilities in Asia and the Pacific, pp.158.
Increased income for 

vulnerable groups

• Targeted outreach

• Inclusive value chain 
selection (Local Value 
Chain Development) -
groundnuts, 
mushrooms, and 
manioc

• Inclusive savings groups 
(Savings for 
Transformation)

• Focus on value addition 
& private sector 
partnerships

Increased agency for 
vulnerable women

• Journeys of 
transformation (JOT): 
Decision-making & 
recognition within the 
household

• Community Change (C-
Change) challenges 
negative social/gender 
norms

• Leadership training

• Engagement of WHH in 
leadership positions

Increased agency for 
people with 
disabilities

• Leadership training

• OPD capacity building

• People with 
disabilities in 
leadership positions

Inclusive economic empowerment

Learning on 
inclusive livelihoods

• Engagement of 
vulnerable groups in 
design, data 
collection, 
implementation, 
reflection

• Promotion of learning 
across outcomes

iLIVE Simplified ToC: A Twin-track Approach to Gender and Disability Inclusion 

(women’s economic empowerment)



Multi-sector Partnerships

Working collaboratively 
across sectors has 
strengthened the local 
status, influence and value 
of everyone involved. 

Market actors (private 
sector and government): 
training, market analysis 
and agricultural 
extension support, 
including 27 value 
addition centers
(VACs)

3 INGOs:
CBM (formerly 
Christian Blind 
Mission), Value 
4 Women, and

Equimundo (formerly 
Promundo)

Local CSO 
partners, 
especially 10 
OPDs



iLIVE Project Context

Sri 
Lanka

India

Duration: 

• July 2016 to September 2021 (5 years)

People supported:

• 8,101 direct project participants 

(households):

• 5,894/73% female, 

• 1,526/19% people with disabilities

• 12,473 indirect participants - community 

members & 

• 486 stakeholders

• The The project was implemented in four districts Kilinochchi, 
Mullaitivu, Trincomalee & Batticaloa districts, Northern and 
Eastern Provinces of Sri Lanka



Key Issues in North 

and East Sri Lanka

People with disabilities, especially 

women, were either unemployed, 

or engaged in unskilled, informal 

sector poorly paid livelihood 

activities 

The rate of people with disabilities

in the Northern and Eastern

provinces is higher than national 

average of 8.7% because of the 30-

year civil war

Opportunities for technical skills, 

soft skills, business leadership and 

credit disadvantage women and 

men with disability due to 

negative societal attitudes, poor 

accessibility, and non-equitable 

systems

Market systems did not inclusive 

of women and people with 

disabilities as producers, 

employees and consumers

Organizations for People 

with Disabilities have 

limited capacity to reach 

out to and support their 

members

Women, especially those with 

a disability, faced barriers linked to 

their agency (decision making) and 

harmful social norms.



‘Before, the community rejected us
but the project changed this. People 
now accept and respect us after they
realised they hadn’t given us 
opportunities to grow.’

Man with disability, Seruvila

Transformative changes for people with disabilities: Case Stories



“I was not aware that I could be a part of 
a social group or hold a leadership 
position in those groups before I 

attended the training done by iLIVE but 
now I have understood my strength. I 

realise that my community now values 
me for who I am and what I am 

capable of!”
– Kosala 27 years old

Mushroom Producer Group, S4T 
Member, and Organization of Persons 

with Disabilities (OPD) Treasurer



Study Purpose, Scope and Limitations

Purpose and Scope
• Understand what it costs to be disability inclusive and the benefits for the people with disabilities in

the short and long-term.

• Fill gaps in the evidence on the overall program costs of achieving disability inclusion.

• Inform programming decisions on disability inclusive designing and budgeting of Value Chain

Development projects and advocacy efforts to effectively integrate disability inclusion with

adequate budget allocation.

• Respond to emerging questions from key donors and partners, on the costs and benefits of doing

disability inclusion well.

Limitations

• The cost estimation tool used was intentionally ‘generic’ to allow for generation of WV global cost

estimations associated with disability inclusion in livelihood and economic empowerment

programming models and did not include private sector engagement and income leveraged.



Key Research Questions
• What is the total project cost of disability inclusion and the cost per beneficiary in this

economic development project to date, and the benefits? How does this compare with

international practice?

• What is the value for money of disability inclusion in the iLIVE project, in terms of:

• efficiency (how well were inputs converted to outputs);

• effectiveness (did the outputs achieve desired outcome);

• economy (how appropriate were quality and price of inputs); and

• equity (were project achievements equitable with regards to

engaging and delivering of benefits for vulnerable people with disability –

e.g. women, female heads of household, Multidimensional Poverty

Index poor with disability)?



Method and Process

• Mixed research methods were used to gather both quantitative and

qualitative data, complemented by the end of project evaluation in April-

November 2021.

• TheVfM assessment was conducted by a core working group fromWorld

VisionAustralia and the Sri Lankan iLIVE project team.

• The estimated total project costs were calculated based on direct

expenditure – derived from annual project financial data/reports 

available at the time of the study – over the first four years of project 

implementation.



iLIVE Project: End Evaluation 
•The project largely met its goal by achieving an average increase in 

total annual household income of 29%. The project 

WOMEN’S ECONOMIC EMPOWERMENT (WEE) DOMAINS:

ECONOMIC ADVANCEMENT
• A median average 107% increase in annual household income for 3,120 

Producer Group members.

ACCESS
• 66% of producers were women, 15% people with disabilities and 12% women 

head of households. 

AGENCY
• 71% of women operating IGAs report equitable household decision-making

as husbands consult on major expenditure for the first time.
• The proportion of households in which men are involved in daily childcare 

rose from 23 % to 36 %. This was higher amongst JOT couples. 

EQUITABLE SYSTEMS
• Changing community attitudes to both gender and disability.
• % respondents reporting they feel comfortable working with someone who has 

a physical or sensorial disability increased from 26 to 91%. iLIVE Impact Brief | World Vision International (wvi.org)

https://www.wvi.org/publications/ilive-impact-brief


Key Learnings: Evaluation 

• Twin–track approach was successful in realising holistic 
gender equality, disability and social inclusion/women’s 
economic empowerment (GEDSI/WEE) outcomes and 
should be scaled.

• Combined approach of sub-sector selection AND 
interventions (e.g. value addition) where women and 
persons with disability could benefit AND integrated 
activities that promote GEDSI was key (e.g. gender 
transformative approaches, social norm change etc).

• The project could deepen its engagement with broader 
community members in the communities in North and 
Eastern Sri Lanka to promote systems change in groundnut 
and mushroom..

“At the start I did not even know what 

mushroom was… I was hiding because I'm a 

disabled person and [I thought] I won't be able 

to do it, but iLIVE asked me to come…Today I 

am training others on cultivating mushrooms, 

even Dilmah Foundation. My dream is to get the 

people like me to come out. They shouldn't hide. 

If they come out and start working their 

problems would get solved”  - Jesumalar, 

Mushroom farmer/trainer



Project Disability Inclusion Cost

Project disability inclusion cost By Year

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total

AUD 53,450 306,148 273,250 261,950 894,798 

USD 40,967 228,519 189,942 180,245 639,674

• Cost of disability inclusion was 22% of 
total project spend of AU$4,011,771 
(US$2,880,062).

• Internal and external organisations
provided technical support to meet key
global best practices for twin-track
approach to disability inclusion.
• Capacity assessments of partner OPDs and planning 

enabled the project to identify and support technical
and practical inputs on capacity building, sensitisation
and OPD engagement.  

• Reasonable accommodation tailored to enhance
accessibility.

• One staff member fully engaged on disability 
inclusion.

• All other project staff received training on disability 
inclusion.

• Disability inclusive & disaggregated monitoring and 
evaluation system was put in place and the 
information served as input to quarterly reviews, to 
draw lessons for future programming on disability
inclusion in economic development.

% of Total 5.97% 34.21% 30.54% 29.27% 100% 

Cost by disability inclusion cost categories
Disability Inclusion Cost 

Categories
AUD USD

Assessment and Planning 27,979 20,543

Reasonable Accommodation 8,577 6,094

Capacity building, sensitisation 
and OPD engagement

262,753 184,339

Project Staff and Benefits 
(includes internal and external 
organizations TA support)

558,498 402,152

Monitoring and Evaluation 36,991 26,546

Totals 894,798 639,674

% of Total

3.13%

0.96%

29.36%

62.42%

4.13%

100%



Project has no disability 

inclusion strategy

Project has disability 

inclusion strategy

Percent 

increase

AUD USD AUD USD

Total Project 

Cost

3,116,973 2,240,388 4,011,771 2,880,062 28.7%

No. of 

Beneficiaries

6,436 7,346 14.1%

Marginal 

increase in 

cost per 

Beneficiary

484 348 546 392 12.6%

Marginal increase in cost per beneficiary



Value for Money Assessment of Disability Inclusion

• Efficiency: The twin-track 

disability inclusion approach, with

22% of total project spend, 

resulted in a 500% increase in the 

people with disabilities

benefitting from the project, 

compared to estimated rate from 

meta-analysis of projects at the time 

of the evaluation.

• By the end of project 19% of project 

participants were people with a 

disability.



The twin-track 
approach to disability 
inclusion led to an 
extra 910people
with disabilities 

included in the project

These 910 people 
earned
approximately 
AU$150 extra 
income peryear

Over a 25-year 

working life, 910 

people earning 

AU$150 extra per 

year = AU$3.4 

million in extra 

income

• Funding for disability 

inclusion =AU$894,000

• Extra funds generated by 910 

people with disabilities over 

25 years =AU$3.4 million

• Return on Investment 

ratio = 1:3.8

✓ 95% of people with disabilities reported feeling
confident to speak out on key community/ 
economic issues in front of other people and
groups (up from 39% during the baseline
survey).

✓ 90% of people with disabilities reported being
able to make their own decisions about what is
important to them (up from 47% during the
baseline survey).

✓ 91% of (up from 26% at baseline). community
members reported feeling comfortable to
engage with people with disabilities

✓ 92% of people with disabilities reported 
successfully obtained a livelihood as a result of 
skills training or capacity building.

✓ Time available for income- generating activities 
rose by 223% for women with disabilities.

Effectiveness:  The project achieved a 1:3.8 return on investment 
for people with disabilities, with a marginal increase of 12.6% in 
cost per participant.



• Equity:  The project was an exemplar with 

high disability inclusion in project staff, 

mobilisers, facilitators and volunteers (23% 

people with disabilities [64% of which were 

female]), enabling the project team to 

influence, advise and support other 

stakeholders to be more inclusive from a 

position of credibility, legitimacy and 

experience. 

• Economy:  The iLIVE project demonstrated 

good management of value for money, having 

made considered and appropriate investments 

to ensure that all inputs were either of the 

required quality or able to achieve this at an 

early stage.



Conclusion and Recommendations

• Having a twin-track approach, with a baseline and 

endline of people’s income disaggregated by disability 

and gender, and adequate budget allocation (22% of 

total project spend) can dramatically increase the 

engagement of people with disabilities and the 

benefits.

• Given that people with disabilities are generally the most 

vulnerable in the community, this is money well spent.

• The approach is recommended for replication and 

expansion drawing from existing promising 

practices and lessons.



• There were significant improvements across key 

measures of economic engagement and agency of 

people with disabilities, but only 31% saw positive 

change in the way the community treats people 

with disabilities.

• More efforts are needed to improve 

entrenched community practices and poor 

treatment of people with disabilities.

• Comparative assessment of the short-term 

costs of inclusion against the longer-term 

costs of exclusion with strengthened 

intersectionality (gender and poverty) could be 

useful for advocacy in support of sustained and 

expanded efforts to promote societal level changes 

and integration of GEDSI/WEE across economic 

development programs.



Value for Money Assessment of Disability Inclusion iLIVE

(worldvision.com.au)

Thank You

https://www.worldvision.com.au/docs/default-source/impact-briefs/ilive-vfm-assessment-of-di.pdf?sfvrsn=c0a28d3c_2

