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In April 2026, Humanity & Inclusion (HI) launched a global survey targeting Organisations of
Persons with Disabilities (OPDs) in aid-receiving countries, in order to assess the effects of aid
reductions on their organizations and on persons with disabilities in their communities.

The survey was developed by HI in consultation with the International Disability Alliance and
pilot-tested by three OPDs in Africa.

The survey was opened to OPD representatives only and disseminated through various channels.
It was available online, in English, French, Spanish, and Arabic.
It employed an intersectional approach to gather disaggregated insights.

The questionnaire primarily featured closed-ended questions focusing on the impacts of aid cuts,
supplemented by four open-ended questions to collect concrete examples and direct messages
for donors and policymakers.

The responses were analysed with the support of a data analyst.

The results of this survey are integrated into an advocacy factsheet available on



http://www.hi.org/en/publications

1. Profile of participating

“ ' organisations of persons
with disabilities



Scope and region(s) of operation

177

Participating
organisations

83%

Have a national
or local scope

98%

Operatein a
single region

Scope of your organisation:

International
(12)

Regional
(18)

__ National
(77)

In which region(s) does your organisation operate?

Africa Middle East Asia [ Pacific Latin
America/Caribbean

Note : multiple answers possible. Valid responses (n = 177)

Eastern Europe




Type of organisation and constituencies represented

Type of organisation of persons with disabilities (OPD): Constituencies represented by your organisation:

N
Cross-disability organization All persons with any type of disabilities 119
Persons with visual impairment 22
Umbrella organization (coalition) Women and giris with disabilities 19
Persons with physical disabilities 16
Organization of children and Young persons with disabilities 15
young persons with disabilities Persons with intellectual disabilties 13
Organization of women and girls Persons with hearing impairment 1"
with disabilities Persons with psychosocial disabilities 8

Organization including family Refugees or internally displaced persons with disabilities 6

members and/or relatives of TOTAL 177
persons with disabilities

Note : multiple answers possible.
Self-advocacy organization 28

Note : multiple answers possible. Valid responses (n = 172)

s 79% selected a single type of organisation.

¢ About 2 in 3 organisations represent all persons with any type of disabilities while 1 in 3 (n=58) focus on
one or more specific groups.




Scope, region and type of organisation e

@

Regional

++ Africa, national scope and
umbrella organisations ganization including family members and/or relatives of persons with disabilities
tend to be reported
tOgether‘ Latin America/Caribbean

Organization of w&nen and girls with disabilities

++» Middle East, local scope
and organisations of
children and young o
persons with disabilities Asia [ Pacific
tend to be reported
together.

Cross-disabilily_ organigation

Axe 1(63%)
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National

Self-advocacy organization

Africa

@)
International o . . R
Organization of children and young persons with disabilities

Middle East

<& In which region(s) does your organisation operate? <= Type of organisation of persons with disabilities (OPD): 4 Scope of your organisation:

Correspondence analysis of organisation scope, region of operation and type. Axes F1 and F2 capture 89% of total variance (F1: 63%, F2: 26%). 7
The closer modalities are, the more often organisations report them together. Bubble size reflects how frequently each modality is reported.




Context of intervention and main areas of activity

Context of your organisation’s intervention: does your organisation carry out
activities in humanitarian/emergency contexts?

What have been your organisation’s main areas of activity over the last 18 months?:

A
®

Inclusive education 117

Economic inclusion / livelihoods / employment 109

Rights of women and girls with disabilities

Health equity and access to health services

Social assistance and/or psychosocial support
Humanitarian action

Accessibility and adaptation

Assistive technology and rehabilitation

Protection and/or addressing gender-based viclence
Care and support for independent living

Access to justice

Political participation of persons with disabilities
Leisure and recreational activities (e.g. sports, music)
Climate action

Feace and Security

TOTAL

H ° Note : multiple answers possible.
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Yes, mostly
(98) )

Note : valid responses (n=176)

7

Main areas of
activity on
average

Yes, sometimes
_ (78)

99%

Carry out activities in
humanitarian / emergency
contexts




Main areas of activity — correspondence analysis

What have been your organisation’s main areas of activity over the last 18 months?:

Axe 2 (13%) % Climate action is rarely
reported together with
Leisure and recreational activities (e.g. sports, mugic) the other aCtiVity areas.
The rights of women and
girls with disabilities and
protection against
gender-based violence
Accessibility and adaptation are frequently reported by
the same organisations.

Peace and Security

Social assista for psychosocial support

Care and support for independent living Humanitanan action
Climate action .
Most areas lie near the

Axe 1 (22%) centre of the map :
reflecting wide and
overlapping activity
profiles.

AT ca
Heatihreqtity-afn

Assistive technology and rehabilitatipn

Polj ipatign of persons with disabilities

it inclusion / livelihoods / gmppt ent

Inclusive education Accegs fo justice

Protection and.forac!éng ender-based violence . L
Correspondence analysis of the 15 activity areas (Q9). Axes F1 and F2 capture 35% of total

Rights of women #ind girls with disabilities variance (F1: 22%, F2: 13%). The closer two areas are, the more often organisations report them 9
together. Bubble size reflects how frequently each area is reported.




Main modalit

What have been your organisati

Advocacy and defence of the i

Co

Capacity building for persons

les of intervention

ion’s main modalities of intervention over the last 18
months?:

Axe 2 (20%)

with disabilities

ublic awareness
ith disabilities

Axe 1 (69%)

Capacity building for other stakeholders (d

Correspondence analysis of the 5
capture 89% of total variance (F1
the more often organisations repo

Service delivery

overnment departments, service providers, NGOs, etc.)

intervention modalities (Q10). Axes F1 and F2
:69%, F2: 20%). The closer two modalities are,
rt them together.

What have been your organisation’s main modalities of intervention over the last 18
months?:

%
Capacity building for persons with disabilities
Advocacy and defence of the rights of persons with disabilities

Community / public awareness

Capacity building for other stakeholders (government departments,
service providers, NGOs, etc.)

Service delivery

TOTAL

Note : multiple answers possible.

< 3,5/ 5 main modalities of intervention on average

< Advocacy, community / public awareness and capacity
building for persons with disabilities are frequently
reported together.




2. Impact on the funding
and operations of the
organisations of persons
with disabilities




Impact on the organisation’s budget

What have been the implications of the international aid cuts on your organisation's budget
over the last 18 months?

Very severe reduction of funding
Severe reduction of funding
Moderate reduction of funding
Minor reduction of funding

No reduction of funding 3%

Note : “Not applicable” excluded from the calculation. Valid responses (n = 150)

@ij

8in 10

Organisations report a
severe or very severe
funding reduction




Impact on the organisation’s budget — Detall

Score

Scope of your organisation:

Local 3,3 51
National 3,2 72
Regional 28 16

International 3,2 9

In which region(s) does your organisation operate?

Africa 34
Middle East 33
Asia / Pacific 29
Latin America/Caribbean 31
Eastern Europe 24
Type of organisation of persons with disabilities (OPD):

Umbrella organization (coalition) 3,2
Cross-disability organization 3,3
Self-advocacy organization 29
Organization including family members and/or relatives of persons with disabilities 3.1
Organization of women and girls with disabilities 31
Organization of children and young persons with disabilities 3,2

Note : “Not applicable” excluded from the calculation. Scale from “No reduction” = O to “Very severe reduction” = 4

** The budget impact is severe across all profiles : no scope, region or type of organisation is
spared. Only organisations operating in Eastern Europe report a lower impact (2,4) but their small
sample size (n=7) does not allow generalisation.




Cancellation or suspension of ongoing programme or project

Programme cancellation or suspension by level of budget reduction
International aid cuts have led to the cancellation or suspension
of at least one ongoing programme or project ran by your
organisation, over the last 18 months.

Very severe reduction of funding

Severe reduction of funding

Moderate reduction of funding

Minor reduction of funding

No reduction of funding
Note : valid responses (n=173)

® Yes No

Note : “Not applicable” excluded from the calculation. Valid responses perrow (n=74/44/19/8/4).

. s The deeper the funding cut, the more likely a programme was cancelled or suspended : 92% of
|'I| organisations with a severe funding reduction had to cancel or suspend a programme, against 13%
of those with a minor funding reduction.




Main sources affected

If the proportion of your organisation’s budget sourced from international aid has decreased over the last
18 months, which are the main sources affected?

International NGOs
Bilateral institutional donor
International private foundations

Multilateral donor / UN agencies

@ Significant decrease Moderate decrease Minor decrease No decrease

Note : “Not applicable” excluded from the chart.

@ij




Main sources affected — Detall

BILATERAL INSTITUTIONAL | MULTILATERAL DONOR/ UN | INTERNATIONAL PRIVATE
DONOR AGENCIES T oy S TS INTERNATIONAL NGOS

Score Score Score Score
Scope of your organisation:
Local 24 25 26 25
National 23 2,1 22 24
Regional 24 24 23 25
International 24 2,7 23 26
In which region(s) does your organisation operate?
Africa 25 24 24 26
Middle East 25 25 2,7 2,6
Asia / Pacific 21 2,1 21 23
Latin America/Caribbean 24 22 15 24
Eastern Europe 53¢ 18 1,6 18
Type of organisation of persons with disabilities (OPD):
Umbrella organization (coalition) 24 2,2 24 25
Cross-disability organization 24 24 23 25
Self-advocacy organization 2,0 1,9 2,1 2,1
Organization including family members and/or relatives of persons with disabilities 2,3 24 24 24
Organization of women and girls with disabilities 24 2,3 25 26
Organization of children and young persons with disabilities 2,2 25 25 25

Note : “Not applicable” excluded from the calculation. Scale from “No decrease” = 0 to “Significant decrease” = 3

. +* The budget decrease is significant across all sources and all profiles : Eastern Europe and Latin
|'|| America / Caribbean scores are lower but their small sample size (n=5-8) does not allow
generalisation.




Impact on the areas of activities

What have been the impacts of international aid cuts on the areas of activities that your organisation has been involved in?

Economic inclusion / livelinoods / employment 65%
Accessibility and Adaptation 61%
Care and suppeort for independent living 58%
Inclusive education 56%
Humanitarian action 55%
Assistive technology and rehabilitation 54%

Social assistance and/or psychosocial support 54%

Peace and Security 53%

]
&
£

Leisure and recreational activities (e.g. sports, music) 53%
Rights of women and girls with disabilities 52%
Health equity and access to health services 51%
Climate action 50%
Protection and/or addressing Gender-Based Violence 49%
Political participation of persons with disabilities 46%

H i Access to justice 46%

@ Significant decrease @ Moderate decrease Minor decrease @ No decrease

Note : “Not applicable” excluded from the calculation. Valid responses vary per row (n = 87 to 132)

=
®

«» Every activity area has
been hit : a significant or
moderate decrease is
reported by 72% to 85%
of organisations.

* Very few organisations
(1% to 6%) report no
decrease.




Impact on the type of activities

What have been the impacts of international aid cuts on the type of activities that your organisation has been
running?

Delivery of services

Capacity building for persons with
disabilities

Capacity building for other stakeholders
(government departments, service
providers, NGOs, etc.)

Advocacy and defence of the rights of
peersons with disabilities

Community / public awareness

@ Significant decrease @ Moderate decrease Minor decrease No decrease

Note : “Not applicable” excluded from the calculation. Valid responses per row (n=151/128/142/132/141).

«» Every type of activitles
has been hit : a significant
or moderate decrease is
reported by 80% to 85%
of organisations.

% Very few organisations
(2% to 4%) report no
decrease




Impact on the type of activities - Detall

ADVOCACY AND DEFENCE CAPACITY BUILDING FOR
CAPACITY BUILDING FOR | OTHER STAKEHOLDERS

DELIVERY OF SERVICES OF THE RIGHTS OF PERSONS WITH GOVERNMENT COMMUNITY / PUBLIC
( AW ARENESS

PEERSONS WITH DISABILITIES DEPARTMENTS, SERVICE
DISABILITIES <
PROVIDERS, NGOS, ETC.)

Score N N N Score N Score N

Scope of your organisation:

Local 2,6 49 24 48 25 54 24 45 23 52
National 24 58 23 68 24 70 24 65 23 64
Regional 1,9 12 24 15 23 15 23 14 21 14
International 24 1,9 2,2 10 2,6 7 21
In which region(s) does your organisation operate?
Africa 24 24 25 25 2,2
Middle East 2,7 2,6 2,6 2,6 25
Asia / Pacific 23 2,2 23 2,2 2,2
Latin America/Caribbean 2,2 1,9 2,0 21 23
Eastern Europe 1,5 4 2,0 2,0 2,0 2,0
Type of organisation of persons with disabilities (OPD):
Umbrella organization (coalition) 24 41 24 24
Cross-disability organization 24 48 2,3 53 24
Self-advocacy organization 2,0 23 21 27 2,3
Organization including family members and/or relatives of per 24 23 2,2 25 2,3
Organization of women and girls with disabilities 25 28 25 32 2,6
Organization of children and young persons with disabilities 25 34 25 32 24

Note : “Not applicable” excluded from the calculation. Scale from “No decrease” = 0 to “Significant decrease” = 3

** The decrease is significant across all activity types and all profiles.

+* OPDs from the Middle East report the highest impact.




Strategies to adapt to cuts in international aid

Which of the following strategies has your organisation been using to adapt to cuts in international Which of the following strategies has your organisation been using to adapt to cuts in international aid?
aid?

Reduction of operational costs o O

Diversification of funding sources (e.g. local donors, crowdfunding)

Axe 2 (27%)

Reduction of areas of activilies b eduction of staff

duction of areas of activiti

Increased partnerships with other . Reduction of operational costs )
stakeholders Axe 1(40%)

Diversification of funding sources (e.g
local donors, crowdfunding)

Increased partnerships with other stakeholders
Reduction of staff

Internal re-organisation / restructuring

None of the above

Note : multiple answers possible. Valid responses (n = 174)

‘:’ Reduction of operational costs, areas of Internal re-orgarjisation / restructuring
activities and reduction of staff tend to be combined.

% ; § i i ; Correspondence analysis of the 6 strategies modalities (Q16). Axes F1 and F2
* Organlsatlons that diversify fundmg sources capture 67% of total variance (F1: 40%, F2: 27%). The closer two modalities, the

also tend to strengthen partnerships more often organisations report them together. Bubble size reflects how
frequently each strategy is reported.




Ability to maintain their social mission over the coming years

Considering the current environment, how would you evaluate your organisation’s ability to maintain the continuity and integrity of its
social mission over the coming years?

Moderate ability : The organisation
can maintain parts of its social

mission but may need to reduce,
Weak ability : The organisation faces adapt, or prioritise activities.

significant challenges and may 41%%)
struggle to sustain key components

of its social mission.

(29%)

Strong ability: The organisation is
generally well positionad to sustain
- its social mission, with manageable
Very weak ability : The organisation risks.
is unlikely to maintain its social (9%)
mission with current financial Very strong ability: The organisation
resources. is highly capable of maintaining the
(14%) —— continuity and integrity of its social
mission with current resources.
(7%)

Note : Valid responses (n = 175)

% Only 1 in 6 organisations (16%) feel well positioned to sustain their mission over the coming years

% 43% report a weak or very weak ability to sustain their mission over the coming years




Ability to maintain their social mission by level of budget reduction

Ability to maintain the continuity and integrity of its social mission over the coming years by level of budget reduction

cut, the weaker the ability
to sustain their mission.

Very severe reduction of funding
+» The deeper the budget

Severe reduction of funding 7%

% 61% of organisations with
very severe funding

Moderate reduction of funding reduction report a weak or

very weak ability to

sustain their mission.

Minor reduction of funding 3%

o redueton eriunding _

@ Very weak ability : The organisation is unlikely to maintain its social mission with current financial resources.
Weak ability : The organisation faces significant challenges and may struggle to sustain key components of its social mission.
Moderate ability : The organisation can maintain parts of its social mission but may need to reduce, adapt, or prioritise activities.
@ Strong ability: The organisation is generally well positioned to sustain its social mission, with manageable risks.
Very strong ability: The erganisation is highly capable of maintaining the continuity and integrity of its social mission with current resources.

Note : “Not applicable” excluded from the calculation. Valid responses perrow (n=75/44/19/8/4).




3. Impact on persons with

“ ' disabilities in the
community




Impact on the well-being of persons with disabilities

How would you rate the impact of cuts in international funding on the well-being of persons with
disabilities in your community?

8in 10

Organisations report a
high or very high impact
on the well-being of
persons with disabilities

3%

@ Very high impact High impact Moderate impact Low impact Mo impact

Note : Valid responses (n = 175)

@ij




Impact on the well-being of persons with disabilities - Details

How would you rate the impact of cuts in international funding on the well-being of persons with
disabilities in your community?

Score N

Scope of yourorganisation: _- 0:0 The |mpact on the

Local 3,4 68

well-being is high across

National 31 76 all profiles.

Regional 3,3 17 .
** Middle East

International 3,3 12 . .
organisations report the
In which region(s) does your organisation operate? _- highest impact (3 6)
,0).
Africa E 8 Latin America/Caribbean
Middle East 3,6 45
. - and Eastern Europe
Asia / Pacific 41
, : : scores are lower but
Latin America/Caribbean 12
based on small samples
(n=9-12).

Eastern Europe 9

Type of organisation of persons with disabilities (OPD):

Umbrella organization (coalition) 52
Cross-disability organization 64
Self-advocacy organization 28
Organization including family members and/or relatives of persons with di: 28
Organization of women and girls with disabilities 37
Organization of children and young persons with disabilities 40

Note : Scale from “No impact” = 0 to “Very high impact” = 4




Impact on well-being by level of budget reduction

Well-being impact by level of budget reduction

Very severe reduction of funding
7

% 92% of organisations very
severely affected by
budget reduction report a

Severe reduction of funding high or very high impact

on the well-being of

persons with disabilities.

The deeper the budget

IModerate reduction of funding Cut, the hlgher the impact

on well-being of persons

with disabilities.

Minor reduction of funding

No reduction of funding

@ Very high impact @ High impact Moderate impact ® Lowimpact @ No impact

°
l H | ' Note : “Not applicable” excluded from the calculation. Valid responses perrow (n=74/44/18/8/4).




Access to services and support

Have the following services and support that are in place in your area become less accessible to persons with disabilities due to funding cuts in
the last 18 months?

Support to economic inclusion and employment 65%

Assistive technology and rehabilitation services 62%

Healthcare services 62%

< Every type of service and
Support to accessibility and adaptation 61% SUppOf't has become less
accessible: a  significant
reduction is reported by 49%
to 65%.

Humanitarian action 60%

]
&

Dedicated services for women and girls 59%

Food assistance 59%

% Very few organisations (2%
Education 56% to 9%) report no reduction.

Care services and support for independent living 57%

=
o
ES

Support to climate action 53%

Protection services and/or for addressing gender-based

52%
violence

53
=)
ES

Leisure and recreational services 51%

Social assistance and/or psychosocial support 51%

Justice services 50%

=
a
ES

=
o
B

Support to political participation 49%

@ Significant reduction @ Moderate reduction Minor reduction Mo reduction

Note : “Not applicable” excluded from the calculation. Valid responses vary per row (n = 108 to 147)




Services or activities reduced and marginalisation in decision-making process

@ Strongly agree @ Somewhat agree Neither agree nor disagree @ Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree

« 76% of organisations agree
that services or activities
have been reduced or
discontinued

% 82% agree that aid cuts have
further marginalised persons
with disabilities in decision-
making

5% 4%

° Services or activities for persons with disabilities have been reduced or  Budget cuts have further marginalised persons with disabilities in decision-
lH' discontinued due to budget cuts in the last 18 months. making processes in the last 18 months.

Note : valid responses vary perrow (n=175). Note : valid responses vary perrow (n=172).




Impact on specific groups

To what extent do you agree with the following statements ?

Women and giris with disabilities have ** Specific groups have been

been particularly affected by the : . 0
reduction in services in your area in the particularly hit: over 80% of

last 18 months. organisations agree that children
(85%), women and girls (84%), and
older persons (83%) with disabilities
have been particularly affected by

Children with disabilities have been . .
service reductions.

particularly affected by the reduction in
services in your area in the last 18
months.

Qlder persons with disabilities have been
particularly affected by the reduction in
services in your area in the last 18
months.

8% B¥l9%

@ Strongly agree @ Somewhat agree Neither agree nor disagree @ Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree

Note : valid responses vary per row (n=174/175/173).




Synthesis of the key indicators

Budget cuts

79% of organisations
report a severe or very
severe funding reduction
due to international aid
cuts

Programme cancellation
/ suspension

72% of organisations
cancelled or suspended
at least one ongoing
programme or project
over the last 18 months

Weak ability to
maintain social mission

43% of organisations
report a weak or very
weak ability to maintain
their social mission over
the coming years

Impact on the well-being
of persons with
disabilities

82% of organisations
rate as high or very high
the impact of cuts in
international aid on the
well-being of persons
with disabilities in their
community




|l|' 4. Insights from open-
ended questions



Have you observed any specific inequalities exacerbated by these cuts ?
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Quotes:

« In a country like Namibia, which already has one of the highest levels of inequality globally, these cuts do not affect
everyone equally but instead reinforce and intensify overlapping disadvantages, especially for those at the
intersection of multiple vulnerabilities.” A national OPD of persons with visual impairments in Namibia

“Programs addressing gender-based violence, reproductive health, and empowerment have been reduced. For
example, women with disabilities in rural communities no longer have access to safe spaces or counseling services to
report abuse or receive guidance on reproductive health.” A national OPD in Kenya

“In Bhutan, persons with disabilities are particularly affected because support systems in Bhutan remain limited and
often depend on public or NGO funding. Budget reductions for accessibility upgrades, rehabilitation services, sign-
language interpretation, or community support programmes can leave persons with disabilities without practical
access to healthcare or education. Rural persons with disabilities face “double disadvantage”: disability plus
geographic isolation.” A national organisation of women and girls with disabilities in Bhutan

LH}




Concrete examples of the impact of aid cuts on individual
persons with disabilities

service
support

cut
heglchai fimed
WihesiChar

- person

force BudgeEt phutan beneficiary i
condition mo bility assistive persons

care

transportation - 1:- food humanitarian access

education social reduce
N :
e, ¢ sreduce gledion. ons
ions | rainCHildrisk

rehabiltationcase person inclusive crsase

u Fub|=' https rehabilitation
lose impact

= center program i
loss |EC|{|I»ECUt ng rEDEH'EEtup Z:Tg;llnza ion

session ! )
inequality case
I t limit nge family
i community
project lack

reduction

perience

assistance
activity

donor

report <waffect school o
reregy mear SU pPOI’t PErsons v .

lead

.;:ira:t fam”y job work 3ihy przgra:m
aml‘phwﬁmﬂn life fund ald Eﬁggﬁgtm;p ;u(l;z{ion
h |nﬂrEﬂEE|mpactﬂm 3 refugee =

individual humanitarian
i organization & numb
Srecisiesadvocagy NClusion  Einabiity imit
R livelihcod |zave 8 outresch inclusive
international ) - risk
continue poverty i
hear

lHi Note : N = 122 before cleaning. N =117 after removing unusable responses Wol'k :
Inclusion

maobility
provide
essential




Quotes:

“Our work has been significantly impacted and is now at risk of closure, which would deprive 60 children of essential
services they have been receiving consistently over the past five years.” A local OPD working with children with down
syndrome in Syria.

“One of our project beneficiary is 9 years old and lives in a refugee camp. She has a hearing impairment and used to
attend a small learning center supported by an aid organization. There, she had a teacher trained in sign language and
received a hearing device. Then the funding stopped. The teacher left. The center closed. Now Amina sits at home while
other children go to school. Her mother tries to teach her, but without training or tools, lessons turn into silence. Amina
begins to forget the signs she once knew. Her world shrinks; not because of her disability, but because the support
disappeared.” A regional umbrella organisation in Ethiopia

“One example is a child with a physical disability living in a refugee camp who was receiving regular physiotherapy
sessions. Due to funding reductions, the number of sessions had to be reduced significantly. As a result, the child’s
condition began to deteriorate, and the family, already facing economic hardship, could not afford private therapy
services” A local OPD in Palestine

“In Imvepi , Rhino Camp, Kyaka Il, Kyangwali and Nakivale Refugee Settlement in Uganda, reduced food rations
disproportionately impacted children with disabilities, leading to increased cases of malnutrition. This directly affected
their rehabilitation progress, as adequate nutrition is essential for physical recovery and functional improvement.” A
local organization including family members and/or relatives of persons with disabilities in Uganda




Messages to international donors and policymakers
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Quotes:

“Most importantly, we urge you to recognize that cutting support to persons with disabilities is not a neutral decision. It has
disproportionate and often irreversible impacts. Inclusive humanitarian action is not only a matter of equity. It is a matter of
dignity, protection, and human rights.” A local association of parents with children with disabilities in Malawi

“The inclusion of persons with disabilities should never be a budgetary adjustment variable. Don't let these children become
the invisible victims of your accounting decisions.” A local association of parents of children with intellectual disabilities in
Tunisia

“Across Sub-Saharan African countries, (...) sustained and targeted investment is critical to ensure inclusion, protection, and
meaningful participation of persons with disabilities in all aspects of society.” A local self-advocacy organisation in Ethiopia

“The inclusion of disability should not be seen as a secondary axis, but as a transversal principle and essential to any
equitable and effective development strategy.” A national OPD in Benin

“Funding for OPDs and disability intervention in general was already a very serious challenge. This cut is killing our
organisations. We call on international community to save our organisations and save our community.” A national OPD in
Sierra Leone

“We ask that funding for disability inclusion is protected and not reduced. Persons with disabilities must be included in all
decisions, and services should continue, especially for those in rural areas and vulnerable groups.” A national OPD in
Samoa

“All assistance should be delivered in line with the principles of inclusion, accessibility, and respect for human dignity. This
means that humanitarian and social support programmes must be physically, informationally, and communicatively
accessible for persons with different types of disabilities. In the long term, such support should aim not only to address the
humanitarian consequences of war, but also to promote social inclusion, independence, resilience, and active participation of
persons with disabilities in community life across Ukraine.” A national OPD in Ukraine







Professional role within organisations

As you respond to the survey, which professional role do
you have within your organisation?

73
I | |
President / Member of the Member of the

Executive Board of management
Director Directors team




Impacts on the areas of activities - Detall

W hat have been the impacts of international aid cuts on the areas of activities that your organisation has been involved in?

o | sssome | FouTn, oo | o | oo [Summe Ol
EQUITY AND | TECHNOLOG ASSISTANCE SUPPORT ACCESSIBILIT
INCLUSIVE ACCESS TO YAND ON OF ACCESSTO |LIVELIHOODS AND/OR FOR AL YAND CLIMATE HUMANITARI | PEACE AND
EDUCATION HEALTH REHABILITATI PERSONS JSTICE ! PSYCHOSOC! | INDEPENDEN ACTIVITIES GIRLS WITH ADAPTATION ACTION AN ACTION SECURITY
SERVICES ON WITH EMPLOYMEN AL SUPPORT TLVING (E.G. SPORTS, DISABILITIES
DISABILITIES T MUSIC)

Score N Score N Score N Score N Score N Score N Score N Score N Score N Score N Score N Score N Score N Score N Score N

Scope of your organisation:

Local 24| 41 22| 40 | 23| 36 | 22 33| 24 36 | 25| 44 | 24| 44 [ 25| 37 | 23 32 | 22 34| 22 39|24 4 22 30 | 24 41 22 29

National 23 59 23 59 2,2 55 21 49 2,2 58 25 66 23 57 24 53 2,2 50 23 55 24 62 24 59 23 44 23 48 2,2 43

Regional 2,6 12 23 11 23 11 24 11 21 12 25 13 25 10 24 11 21 © 24 11 23 10 25 12 1,9 10 26 12 25 11

International 24 9 22 6 [ 28 5 23 4 [ 20 7 [ 24 7 17 6 22 5 18 4 18 5 [ 25 6 | 23 6 |23 3 20 7 20 3
In which region(s) does your organisation operate?

Africa 23 24 22 23 25 24 24 48 | 21 2,2 24 24 2.2 24 2,2

Middle East 25 2,6 23 24 2,6 24 33 25 25 24 25 25 2,6

Asia / Pacific 21 2,0 2,0 1,8 25 2,2 2,0 19 2,2 21 2,2 2,0

Latin America/Caribbean 6 2,0 24 23 25 2,2 6 1,8 5 26 23 1,8 6 2,2 6 2,0

Eastern Europe 3 1,5 4 1,8 6 24 5 23 1,8 4 2,0 3 1,3 3 2,0 2 1,3 4 5 27 2,2 6 2,0
Type of organisation of persons with disabilities (OPD):

Umbrella organization (coalition) 23 41 22 39 23 38 2,2 41 23 25 44 23 41 24

Cross-disability organization 23| 52 [ 22 47 [ 22 @46 [ 21 39 | 21 46 [ 24 52 | 21 48 [ 23

Self-advocacy organization 20 21 21 22 [ 18 18 | 24 16 | 21 21 20 23 20 21 19

Organization including family members and/or relativesof p. 2,6 21 24 20 22 21 1,8 14 1,9 19 25 22 22 18 23

Organization of women and girls with disabilities 27 26 23 29 21 23 2,0 22 21 26 27 32 24 27 24

Organization of children and young persons with disabilities 2,5 33 24 31 23 26 1,9 20 21 23 26 34 23 31 23

Note : “Not applicable” excluded from the calculation. Scale from “No decrease” = 0 to “Significant decrease” = 3




trategies and level of budget cuts

Croisement : What have been the implications of the international aid cuts on your organisation's budget over the last 18 months? / Which of the following
strategies has your organisation been using to adapt to cuts in international aid?

Very severe reduction of funding

Severe reduction of funding

Moderate reduction of funding I 14 l 8
Minor reduction of funding 4I53

Mo reduction of funding

@ Diversification of funding sources (e.g. local donors, crowdfunding) Reduction of operational costs @ Reduction of areas of activities Reduction of staff
@ Internal re-organisation / restructuring Increased partnerships with other stakeholders @ None of the above




Q25. Have you observed any specific inequalities exacerbated by these cuts ?
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Q26 — Please provide examples and stories that can illustrate the impact of aid
cuts on individual persons with disabilities
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Q27 —Is there a message you would like to convey to international donors and
policymakers based on your responses to this survey ?
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Q28 — Is there anything else you wish to add as part of the objectives of this
survey 7
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|s there anything else you wish to add as part of the objectives of this survey ?
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