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Context
The LGBTI+ National Youth Strategy 2018-2020 is a cross-Government strategy
driven and coordinated by DCEDIY. Capacity building training for professional service
providers working with Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Intersex+ (LGBTI+)
young people is a key Objective (Objective 7) under Goal 1 of the Strategy, which
aims to "Create a safe, supportive and inclusive environment for LGBTI+ young
people". All objectives and actions associated with this goal are designed to work
towards the continued improvement of safe, supportive and inclusive spaces for
LGBTI+ young people.
In order assist with the implementation of Objective 7 - which aims to “Provide
capacity building measures among service providers to improve their understanding
of, and ability to engage with, LGBTI+ young people” - the Department has offered
capacity building grants to organisations with a proven expertise and specialist
knowledge in the provision of services to LGBTI+ young people, such as Family
Support Services and Youth Services. The aim of the grants is to build capacity among
these service providers to ensure that professionals working with children and young
people have the capacity to deal with any LGBTI+ issues or LGBTI+ young people
they come into contact with. The grants cover capacity building measures such as
evidence-based LGBTI+ training, mentoring and coaching; Continuing Professional
Development; and guidelines targeted at professional service providers and youth
services.
These capacity building grants have been made available since 2018, with a total of
€100,000 provided in 2018, and €400,000 awarded in a two-phased grant scheme
over 2019 and 2020. In total, 49 different organisations received funding during at
least one of the funding rounds.

Evaluation Aims
The aims of this evaluation were to:
1. Evaluate the implementation of the LGBTI+ capacity grant scheme
2. Identify gaps in the current funding for LGBTI+ young people
3. Determine a focus for future funding.
1
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Methodology
The evaluation presented in this report was conducted between February and April
2021, by the Research and Evaluation Unit (REU) of the Department of Children,
Equality, Disability, Integration and Youth (DCEDIY), on behalf of the LGBTI+ Youth
Strategy Team.
The evaluation was conducted using a mixed methods questionnaire, which was
delivered via the EU Commission ‘EU Survey’ tool.
The survey was designed for:
1) grant recipient organisations; and
2) individuals and organisations that participated in the grant-funded initiatives.
Separate survey questions were designed for each cohort, with participants in the
grant-funded initiatives receiving a shorter survey.
The survey questions were designed by the REU in February 2021, in collaboration
with the LGBTI+ Youth Strategy Team. The questions were based on:
•

a desk-based analysis of key documentation pertaining to the LGBTI+ Youth
Strategy and, more specifically, the implementation of the capacity building
grant;

•

discussions with the LGBTI+ Youth Strategy Team relating to grant
implementation;

•

a programme logic model for the initiative that was designed by the REU, and
agreed with the LGBTI+ Youth Team.

The REU developed a programme logic model for the LGBTI+ Youth Capacity
Building Grant, which provided an evaluation framework (See Figure 1). The survey
questions were developed according to the key dimensions presented in this
programme logic model: Inputs (e.g. funding); Activities (e.g. initiative design), Outputs
(e.g. number of initiatives); Outcomes (e.g. level of understanding of LGBTI+ issues).

2
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Inputs
DCEDIY grant funding
Staff from DCEDIY and grant recipient organisations
Administrative resources

Activities
Grant application and approval process
Funding allocation
Development of capacity-building initiative
Delivery of initiatives
Reporting process
Evaluation of grant funding process

Outputs

External
Factors
2020:
Restrictions
relating to the
COVID-19
Pandemic

Number of organisations funded
Number of capacity-building initiatives developed and
delivered
Number of participants in grant-funded initiatives
Delivery reports
Evaluation report

Outcomes
Improved understanding of LGBTI+ youth-related
issues among service providers
Improved ability of service providers to engage with
issues specific to LGBTI+ youth
Greater ability among service providers and grantfunded organisations to identify key topics that
require additional training and capacity-building
Note: Longer-term impacts could not be assessed as part of this evaluation

Figure 1. LGBTI+ Youth Capacity Building Grant Programme Logic Model
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The REU built the survey questions into the ‘EU Survey’ tool and piloted it internally
within the DCEDIY in February, 2021. Grant recipients were then contacted by email
by the REU to notify them that they would soon be receiving the questionnaire for
the purpose of evaluating the capacity building grant. The grant recipient
organisations were encouraged to send the survey link to all organisations that had
participated in their capacity grant-funded initiatives between 2018 and 2020, in
order to help the Department better understand the impact of the funded initiatives
on service providers that work with LGBTI+ youth.
Grant recipients received the link to the survey on Wednesday 24 February, along
with some introductory text that they could adapt and use to explain the purpose of
the survey when forwarding the survey link to participants. Both grant recipients and
participants were given approximately two weeks to complete the survey, with the
survey closing on March 15.
In total, 65 individuals responded to the survey, representing 56 organisations. A total
of 38 of these organisations were grant recipients, and 18 were participant
organisations. Some of the 38 grant recipient organisations delivered the initiative
themselves; some partnered with another organisation to jointly deliver the initiative,
and others contracted an organisation to deliver the initiative for them. See Appendix
1 to view the names of the 38 grant recipient organisations that are represented in
this analysis.
Open-ended questions were analysed qualitatively using the method of thematic
analysis. The approach taken was inductive in nature, which allowed the data to
determine the themes. The thematic analysis was conducted according to the six-step
process outlined by Maguire and Delahunt (2017)

1

1. Familiarisation (reading the survey responses in full)
2. Coding (re-reading the survey responses and assigning codes according to
emergent themes)
3. Generating themes (developing a list of themes)

Maguire, M., and Delahunt, B. Doing a Thematic Analysis: A Practical, Step-by-Step Guide for Learning and Teaching
Scholars. Aishe-J, Vol 9, no. 3 (2017). Available at: https://ojs.aishe.org/index.php/aishe-j/article/view/335/553

1
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4. Reviewing themes (re-reading the responses and removing overlapping
themes, redefining themes and identifying items not captured)
5. Defining the themes
6. Write-up.
All closed-ended questions were quantitatively analysed using Microsoft Excel
software. Figures were then generated in Excel using the results of this analysis.
In terms of sample size, 38 grant recipient organisations were represented in the
evaluation, out of a total of 49 organisations, representing a 78% response rate.
Responses were received from 18 participant organisations. Data is not available on
the total number of organisations that participated in grant-funded initiatives.

Limitations
The anticipation of future funding from the DCEDIY, which was positioned as both
evaluator and funder of the LGBTI+ capacity grants, may have led to positive
reporting biases. However, the 2021 capacity building grant was being designed at
the time this evaluation was conducted, with key organisations aware that their
responses would help inform the design and delivery of same.
Similarly, participants were sent the survey link by the organisation that had delivered
the initiative to them, and therefore may have answered favourably in the event that
grant recipients had access to their responses. To address this, the REU evaluation
team furnished grant recipients with a paragraph of text to provide to participants,
which explained the aim of the evaluation, and emphasised how DCEDIY staff only
would access their responses.
Future evaluations of the LGBTI+ Youth capacity building grant programme could
explore methods of collecting more in-depth data, via focus groups and one-to-one
interviews with members of each cohort, as well as LGBTI+ youth themselves. This
could help to tease out some of the key issues highlighted by survey respondents as
part of this evaluation process, and to explore potential longer-term outcomes arising
from initiatives delivered under this grant programme.

5
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Key Findings
A total of 65 individuals responded to the survey (45 from grant recipient
organisations and 20 from participating organisations), representing 56 organisations
(38 grant recipients organisations and 18 participating organisations).
Some key findings from their responses to the survey questionnaire include:
Inputs
•

The majority of grant recipients responded that the grant covered 100% of
their initiative(s) in 2018 and 2019, and 51-99% in 2020.

Activities
•

As a result of the capacity grant, the majority of grant recipients delivered
initiatives that dealt with LGBTI+ inclusivity; gender and sexuality awareness;
and transgender awareness.

•

When asked what worked in terms of the Department’s delivery of the
grant(s), the majority of grant recipients discussed the clarity,
straightforwardness and efficiency of the application process. When asked
what did not work, the majority of grant recipients commented on the short
time frame in which they were required to spend the funding, and the
associated pressure this put on staff.

•

When participants were asked what worked in term of the delivery of the
initiative, the majority commented on the quality of delivery and engaging
nature of the presenters and content. When asked what had not worked in
term of the delivery of the initiative, the majority responded that they could
not recall any negatives.

Outputs
•

Of the grant recipients that reported running more than one DCEDIY-funded
LGBTI+ capacity building initiative, the majority reported running “2 initiatives”
between 2018 and 2020. Of the participants that reported participating in
more than one initiative, the majority reported participating in “2” or “3”
initiatives.

6
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Outcomes
•

When participants were asked for their key takeaway(s) from the initiative(s),
the most common response was that they had a better understanding of
LGBTI+ youth and the issues they face on a regular basis.

•

87% of grant recipients agreed or strongly agreed that their initiative improved
their trainees’ understanding of and ability to engage with LGBTI+ young
people. 100% of participants agreed or strongly agreed with this statement.

•

80% of grant recipients agreed or strongly agreed that the capacity building
initiative had changed practices among trainees. 85% of participants agreed or
strongly agreed with this statement.

•

73% of grant recipients agreed or strongly agreed that in order to be more
effective, their capacity building initiative will require further dialogue and
training with service providers. 75% of participants agreed or strongly agreed
with this statement.

External factors
•

In 2020, the majority of grant recipients felt that the pandemic had had a
moderate impact on their ability to deliver the initiative. When asked what
challenges they had faced in running the initiative during the pandemic, most
respondents discussed the burden caused by the additional time needed to
adapt their initiative to an online environment.

Suggestions for future grant programmes
•

When asked what gaps they identified in the current funding available for
capacity building initiatives, the majority of grant recipients mentioned the
need for ongoing, multiannual, long-term or mainstreamed funding to enhance
the impact of the initiative. When asked the same question, the majority of
participants commented on the need for more support for LGBTI+ youth with
disabilities and/or mental health issues, and the need for more LGBTI+
awareness and education in schools.

•

100% of participants stated that they would participate in additional LGBTI+
youth-focused initiatives in future, with the majority requesting training on
issues faced by transgender youth.

7
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•

When asked what supports should be in place to improve the ongoing
evaluation of LGBTI+ capacity building initiatives, the majority of grant
recipients recommended standardising the evaluation process, for example, by
including an evaluation support tool or template in the guidance materials for
grant recipients, which they could then use to carry out their own evaluations.

Results: Overview
Location of respondent organisations
A total of 20 respondents (out of the 65 total number of respondents) reported
working in an organisation based in Dublin. The second most common respondent
location was Cork, with 8 responses. Overall, respondents reported operating in each
of the 26 counties in the State (see Figure 2).
25

Number of responses

20

15

10

5

Dublin

Cork

Monaghan

Meath

Louth

Galway

Cavan

Wexford

Laois

Clare

Wicklow

Waterford

Tipperary

Sligo

Mayo

Limerick

Longford

Leitrim

Kilkenny

Donegal

Carlow

Westmeath

Roscommon

Offaly

Kildare

Kerry

0

County
Figure 2. Location of organisation
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Categories of respondents
45 of the 65 respondents (69%) reported delivering an LGBTI+ capacity building
initiative, while 20 respondents (31%) reported participating in a capacity building
initiative (see Figure 3).
Five respondents who work with a grant-recipient organisation categorised
themselves as participating in rather than delivering the initiative, meaning that they
work for a grant-recipient organisation that delivered training to its own staff. For the
purpose of this report, these respondents have been classified as grant
recipients/deliverers of the initiative, and therefore are included in the 45 grant
recipient total.

31%

My organisation has
delivered a LGBTI+
capacity building initiative

69%

My organisation has
participated in a LGBTI+
capacity building initiative

Figure 3. Percentage of respondents from grant recipient and participant organisations

Types of participant organisations
When asked what kinds of organisations were represented among participants, the
most common answer from grant recipients was, “Youth services and youth helpline
personnel” (24 out of 40 respondents). This was followed by “School principals,
teachers, guidance counsellors, boards of management, school inspectors, NEPS
Educational Psychologists" (20 respondents), and “Health and social care
professionals” (16 respondents) (see Figure 4).

9
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Respondents who selected “other” were asked to elaborate on their responses.
Responses from grant recipients included students; young people; youth leaders;
parents; Gaisce staff and mentors, Irish Red Cross staff and volunteers; Community
Development Projects; and therapists.
25

Number of responses

20

15

10

5

0

Type of service provider
* Judiciary and legal services
† Homeless service providers
‡ Disability service providers
§ Addiction counsellors and facilities
¶ School Completion Programme and Education Welfare Service
#Traveller service providers
** Health and social care professionals
†† School principals, teachers, guidance counsellors, boards of management, school inspectors, NEPS Educational Psychologists
‡‡ Youth services and youth helpline personnel

Figure 4. Types of service providers that were represented among participants (grant recipient
responses)

Participant organisations gave similar responses when asked what kind of service
provider they identified as, with the most common response (6 out of 20 responses)
identifying the category of “Youth services and youth helpline personnel”, followed
by “Health and social care professionals” (4 responses); “School principals, teachers,
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guidance counsellors, boards of management, school inspectors, NEPS Educational
Psychologists" (3 responses); and “Sports bodies” (3 responses), (see Figure 5).
Two respondents from the participant cohort selected “other”, and were asked to
elaborate. One described their service as a ‘private counselling and psychotherapy
practice’, while the other described their service as an organisation that “aims to
achieve better outcomes for children and young people through collaborative and
interagency working and effective integration of existing services”.

7

Number of responses

6
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1
0

Education
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Family
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support †

Other

Education
Sector ‡

Sports bodies Health care §
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services ¶

Type of service provider
* School Completion Programme and Education Welfare Service
† Disability service providers
‡ School principals, teachers, guidance counsellors, boards of management, school inspectors, NEPS Educational Psychologists
§ Health and social care professionals
¶ Youth services and youth helpline personnel

Figure 5. Type of service providers (participant responses)
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Inputs
Funding coverage
Grant recipients were asked what proportion of the overall costs of their initiatives
were funded using the grant. The most common response for both 2018 and 2019
was 100%, while the most common response for 2020 was 51-99% (see Figure 6).
16

Number of responses

14
12
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8
6
4
2
0

100%

51-99%

11-50%

Less than 10%

Proportion of the costs
2018

2019

2020

Figure 6. Proportion of the costs of the initiative that were funded by the grant
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Activities
Types of capacity building initiative(s)
While there were overlaps in the topics covered by grant recipients in their initiatives,
respondents were asked to identify a specific project focus. Between 2018 and 2020,
grant recipients reported that the most common grant-funded initiatives were those
that dealt specifically with “LGBTI+ inclusivity”; followed by initiatives that dealt
specifically with “Gender and sexuality awareness”; and “Transgender awareness”
(see Figure 7).
70
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24
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9
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19
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3

6

4
2

3
2

14

18

14
2
2

3

12

5
5

11
14

8

8

4
5
4

Type of initiative
2018
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2020

Figure 7. Types of capacity building initiatives, 2018-2020 (grant recipient responses)

These results were also reflected in participant responses, with the most commonly
reported initiatives relating to, “LGBTI+ inclusivity”; followed by initiatives that dealt
with “Gender and sexuality awareness”; “Mental Health”; and “Attitudes and
behaviours” (see Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Types of capacity building initiatives, 2018-2020 (participant responses)

The initiative type “other” was selected by 13 grant recipients, but was not selected
by any participants. When asked for more information, these grant recipient
respondents described a range of different initiatives, including hosting a “Gay Prom”
to decrease isolation and promote connectivity among LGBTI+ youth; providing “bus
pickups” to allow LGBTI+ youth living in rural areas to attend events; launching a
“video campaign” to support LGBTI+ young people during lockdown; providing “oneto-one support” for LGBTI+ young people and their parents; designing an
organisational “LGBTI+ Youth Strategy” in collaboration with LGBTI+ young people;
conducting a “Policy and Practice Review” to assess the organisation’s inclusivity;
“networking” with other LGBTI+ organisations; developing and publishing a countyspecific “Needs Analysis of Young People Identifying as LGBTI+”; creating “pocket
sized booklets” with information on all LGBTI+ groups operating within the county;
creating a guidance document on “opening a LGBTI+ Youth Club”; conducting a
“review of best practice in relation to professional training for sexual health”; and
developing an “online e-learning platform for professionals”.
14
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Trans- and gender-related focus
A total of 38 out of 45 grant recipients (84%) reported that their organisation’s
initiative(s) had a particular focus on Trans- and gender- related issues. Seven (16%)
reported that their organisations’ initiative(s) did not have such a focus. When grant
recipients were asked why their initiative did not have such a focus, all seven
responded that although Trans- and gender- related issues were covered in their
initiative, these issues were not the specific or core project focus.
A similar breakdown was observed when participants were asked if the initiative(s)
they had participated in had a particular focus on Trans- and gender-related issues:
16 of the 20 participants (80%) said yes, and 4 (20%) said no.

Duration of initiatives
All 45 grant recipients were asked to report on the approximate duration of their
initiative(s). The most common response was “1 day” for initiatives run in 2018 and
2019, and “more than 10 days” for initiatives run in 2020. “6-10 days” was the least
common initiative duration across each year (see Figure 9).
18
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Figure 9. Approximate duration of each initiative, 2018-2019 (grant recipient responses)
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When the 20 participants were asked about the approximate duration of each
initiative they participated in, the most common response was “1 day” for initiatives
they participated in during 2018, and a “half a day or less” for initiatives they
participated in during 2019 and 2020. “6-10 days” and “more than 10 days” were the
least common initiative durations across each year (see Figure 10). Further analysis
could help ascertain why grant recipients delivered initiatives of longer duration
during 2020, and why this was not reflected in participant responses.
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Figure 10. Approximate duration of each initiative, 2018-2019 (participant responses)

Status of the most recent initiative
When asked about the status of their most recent initiative, 24 of the 40 grant
recipients that answered this question (60%) reported that it was ongoing; 15 said it
was finished (37%), and one grant recipient (3%) reported that it had not yet started
(see Figure 11).
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3%

37%

Ongoing

60%

Finished
Not yet started

Figure 11. Status of most recent initiative

Grant delivery: what worked and what didn’t (grant
recipients)
When asked what worked in terms of the Department’s delivery of the grant(s), 20
out of the 40 grant recipients that answered this question discussed the clarity,
straightforwardness and efficiency of the application process, primarily the
application form itself (see Appendix 2 to view the 2019-2020 application form) and
guiding documents. This was exemplified in the following response:
“Application form was clear which ensured completion was not an onerous task”

A number of respondents (eight) highlighted the speed with which their application
was processed and funding was received. Four respondents commended the funding
application’s broad eligibility criteria, which allowed the grant to be used for a “wide
variety” of activities.
When asked what did not work regarding grant delivery, three respondents criticised
the time needed to complete the application; and one respondent discussed the need
for more information about the application process. Another respondent discussed
the absence of clear guidelines on how much of the project should be implemented
when the full amount of requested funding is not received; and one suggested that
the Department provide broader eligibility criteria.
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Some respondents (eight) mentioned the ease of communication with and helpfulness
of Departmental staff, and some (seven) made positive comments on the flexibility
and independence afforded to them in designing and developing their funded project,
particularly during the pandemic. However, two respondents mentioned difficulties
contacting or receiving a response from Departmental staff; and one respondent
criticised the lack of flexibility regarding the time needed to spend the funding during
the pandemic.
Eight respondents commented favourably on the provision by the DCEDIY of
dedicated funding for LGBTI+ youth projects, which was “absent from the funding
landscape beforehand”, while three made positive comments about the amount of
funding received. However, four other respondents stated that the amount of
funding was not sufficient, with three respondents commenting on the lack of
funding for overhead costs (e.g. additional staff hours) to support the delivery of the
project.
Other less common positive comments regarding the grant delivery included the
clarity of the reporting process; the opportunity to collaborate with other
organisations and “share the work load”; and the duration of the funding period.
However, when asked what did not work in relation to the delivery of the grant, the
majority of respondents (30) commented on the short time frame in which they were
required to spend the funding and the associated pressures this put on staff. Many
requested an allowance for organisations to carry over unspent funding into the next
year. This sentiment was captured by the following:
“The funding timescales are always super restrictive. Getting funding in September
to be spent by December gives barely any time to fulfil the brief of our projects and
so as a voluntary board we felt under incredible pressure every time we applied and
does influence whether we apply to these schemes because of how much pressure
this causes.”

Six respondents requested funding on a more ongoing or multiannual basis, and
discussed problems associated with short term funding opportunities, such as
planning and implementing a project within a few months, the inability to follow up
on the project after the funding has been spent, and the impact of short-term on
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LGBTI+ young people, e.g. “we consider it dangerous to put short term separate
support in place for young people who may be vulnerable”.
Other less common criticisms of the grant delivery included a perceived lack of
opportunities to collaborate with other organisations to “share information, research,
and contacts”; the lack of coordination with other funding bodies e.g. “the number of
pots of funding across two funding lines (ETB & DCYA) was confusing”; the need for
“greater focus on strategic outputs”; the need for clearer expectations regarding
“required outcomes”; and the time delay between the completion of the project and
the evaluation process outlined in this report.

Initiative delivery: what worked and what didn’t
(participants)
Participants were asked what worked in terms of the delivery of the initiative, such as
the information provided, application process, venue/platform, and quality of
delivery. The most common answer (eight responses) was the high quality of delivery
and engaging nature of the presenters or content, followed by the level of
knowledge, skill and experience of the presenters or trainers (six responses). This was
captured by the following:
”Excellent delivery from introduction exercises to exploring a heteronormative
world terminology to support services”

Some respondents (four) mentioned the benefit of hearing about LGBTI+ experiences
directly or “first-hand” from LGBTI+ young people themselves, and some (four)
discussed the useful and practical nature of the information provided, e.g. “they gave
useful examples and exercises”.
When asked what they felt did not work in terms of delivery of the initiative, the
most common response (seven responses) was that they could not recall any
negatives, followed by “N/A” (five responses). However, one participant discussed
how the information was “too basic”; while another suggested that the volume of
new terminology was ‘a lot to take in’. One participant commented on the need for
more information regarding “what we can do now” and “what has worked well with
other organisations that we can learn from”.
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Three respondents highlighted how the initiative provided “space for reflection” and
discussion, and three commented favourably on the interactive nature of the
initiative. However, one participant criticised the ‘flow between speakers’.
Other positive responses included how the initiative helped to educate participants;
the high quality information provided about resources and support services; good
group discussions and participation; the varied backgrounds of participants; and the
clarity of the application process. However, one participant noted that the high
number of attendees made it “hard to ask questions”, another criticised the level of
engagement among participants; and one other participant mentioned that the
“application process was messy and not well organised”.
Several other participants noted that there are too few LGBTI+ training initiatives
available to people “not working in an organisation”; and how there is not enough
training available in general.

Evidence-based design
Among grant recipient respondents, 36 out of 40 (90%) reported that their
initiative(s) was/were designed in line with an evidence base, while 4 respondents
(10%) reported that their initiative(s) was/were not (see Figure 12).

10%

Yes
No

90%
Figure 12. Were the initiatives designed in line with an evidence base?
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When asked to elaborate on their response, 18 of the 40 respondents reported that
their initiative was based on external research, data, reports, evaluations, or best
practice models. Four respondents reported that their initiative was based on national
policies and/or strategies, such as the LGBTI+ National Youth Strategy 2018-2020. In
some cases references were made to research evidence, however this was often not
named or cited:
“Research shows that peer support, safe spaces and LGBT+ awareness in service
providers improves the success of LGBT+ people lives, improves their mental health
and combats minority stress. People who are informed about LGBT+ issues are
best placed to support them”

Seven respondents reported that their initiative was evidence-based as it was
delivered by a partner or contracted organisation that is an expert in this particular
field, and six respondents stated that the initiative was evidence-based as it was
designed by or used input from LGBTI+ young people.
Four respondents said that their initiative was based on a “needs analysis” (either of
service providers or their own staff), and three respondents stated that their initiative
was designed using their own research and/or evaluations, such as findings from
focus groups; interviews, consultations; and surveys or feedback forms. Other
answers regarding evidence-based design included that the initiative was based on
“case studies”; was based on organisational experience; and that the initiative
stemmed from “an informal discussion process”.

Evaluation process
When asked if they ran an evaluation of the initiative (e.g. collect feedback forms), 22
of the 40 grant recipients that answered this question (55%) said yes and 18 (45%)
said no (see Figure 13).
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45%

Yes

55%

No

Figure 13. Did the grant recipients run an evaluation of the initiative?

Eight of the 22 grant recipients who responded “yes” uploaded a separate document
outlining the results of their evaluation(s). Most of these eight evaluations used a
mixed methods approach, including both quantitative and qualitative questions. One
organisation ran both a pre- and post-initiative evaluation, while the remainder
conducted their evaluations after the initiative had completed. In the case of this
organisation, it was found that before the training, between 26.5-52% of participants
rated themselves highly (7 or above) on statements such as “I feel prepared to work
with LGBTI+ young people”, and “I have new ideas of how I can make my service
more LGBTI+ friendly”. Comments included:
“I am so worried that if one of our youth members ask me a question that I don’t
know how to answer. I’m also worried I’ll say the wrong thing and upset them.”

After the training, the evaluation found that between 88-100% of participants rated
themselves highly on such statements. Feedback from the training included
statements such as:
“Really found the training to be very informative and educational. I feel better
equipped to work with LGBT young people as a result of this training.”
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According to the evaluation reports submitted, most tended to ask participants what
they liked about the initiative; how it could be improved; the impact of the initiative;
and if they would need further training.
What did participants like about the initiative?
When asked what they liked about the initiative, participants tended to comment on
the content, such as the explanation of terminology; how to make language more
inclusive; gender expression; issues faced by LGBTI+ migrants; issues faced by older
LGBTI+ individuals. They also commented favourably on the session design, noting
the interactivity; conversational style; scenario-based approach; personal
stories/experiences; the use of debate; the use of videos; and opportunities to
network. There were favourable comments on the quality of the facilitators, who
were reported to be “knowledgeable”; “approachable”; “open”; “passionate”;
“confident”; “non-judgemental”; and “diverse”, as well as the atmosphere created,
which was reported to be “friendly”; “relaxed”; and “inclusive”.
How could the initiative be improved?
When asked how the initiative could be improved, participants tended to comment
on the venue, such as the need for a bigger room, but also the content, which some
reported to be too basic and too heavy/negative. Some participants suggested that
more information is needed on the intersection between LGBTI+ and issues
associated with mental health, disability and migration; how to support young people
in school; and how to have discussions with parents. Others suggested that more
information is needed on “gender transitioning”; “sexual health”; and “therapy-specific
training".
In terms of session design, some respondents suggested that grant recipients provide
an overview of the content at the start of the training; that they spread ‘heavy
material’ across the training; and that they give more time for questions and answers.
Some participants requested more ‘ice-breakers’; more interactive activities such as
debating; more time for group discussion; more practical activities (and less theory);
more examples of best practice approaches; more handouts; and more videos. There
was conflicting feedback often given on the duration of the initiative, with some

23

LGBTI+ Youth Capacity Building Grant Programme | Evaluation Results

participants mentioning that the training was too long, while others mentioning that it
was too short.
What was the impact of the initiative?
When asked about the impact of the initiative, answers included changes to
participants’ attitudes and behaviour, such as feeling “less nervous” about using
LGBTI+ terminology; being more open-minded; being more aware of issues faced by
LGBTI+ youth; and more mindful of own behaviours. Answers also included planned
changes to organisational practice, with some reporting plans to introduce new or
updated policies and properly implement existing inclusive policies; to make
organisational support for LGBTI+ more visible e.g. “display flags”; to pass knowledge
and resources from the training to colleagues; to provide further training to all staff
and volunteers; and to “install gender neutral toilets”.
What additional training do they need?
When asked what additional training they would need, the majority of participants
commented on the need for more awareness of Trans, Intersex and Non-Binary
experiences; issues facing LGBTI+ migrants (particularly those seeking asylum); and
LGBTI+ inclusive sexual health. Participants also suggested a need for more
awareness around the issues facing LGBTI+ individuals with disabilities; issues
(particularly legal issues) facing LGBTI+ who want to be parents; counselling and
mental health training relating to LGBTI+ youth; more training on the use of LGBTI+
terminology or labels (particularly those related to gender identity); and more
information about resources and groups to support the LGBTI+ community.
Participants also reported a need for ongoing refresher courses and training, in order
to keep participants up-to-date.
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Outputs
Number of DCEDIY-funded LGBTi+ initiatives
A total of 22 out of 40 grant recipients (55%) responded that their organisations had
run multiple DCEDIY-funded LGBTI+ capacity building initiatives between 2018 and
2020, and 18 (45%) responded that they had not.
Of the 22 respondents that reported running more than one DCEDIY-funded LGBTI+
capacity building initiative, the majority (eight grant recipients) reported running “ 2
initiatives” between 2018 and 2020. This was followed by “3 initiatives” with four
responses, and “5 initiatives” with three responses (see Figure 14).
These results indicate that approximately 140 DCEDIY-funded initiatives were
carried out between 2018 and 2019. While the exact number of funded initiatives
carried out during this period cannot be determined, given the 78% grant recipient
response rate to this evaluation, it is likely that the total number of DCEDIY-funded
initiatives that were implemented between 2018 and 2020 is over 150.
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Figure 14. How many DCEDIY-funded LGBTI+ initiatives did grant recipients run between 2018 and
2020?

25

LGBTI+ Youth Capacity Building Grant Programme | Evaluation Results

When participants were asked if they participated in multiple initiatives run by the
organisation that sent them the survey link, 14 of the 20 respondents said no (70%),
while six said yes (30%). Those who were involved in multiple initiatives were asked
how many they participated in between 2018 and 2020. The most common
responses were jointly “2” and “3” initiatives (see Figure 15).
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Figure 15. How many DCEDIY-funded LGBTI+ initiatives were participants involved in between 2018 and 2020?

Number of participating organisations
Grant recipients were asked to estimate the approximate number of service provider
organisations that participated in their top three initiatives. The most common
answer was jointly “1” service provider, and “21-30” service providers (see Figure 16).
Four grant recipients reported that “401-500 service providers” participated in their
initiatives. However, is not possible to extrapolate these results to determine the
total number of service provider organisations that participated in a DCEDIY-funded
initiative, due to the structure of this question (many answers were given as ranges
rather than individual numbers), the fact that grant recipients were told to only
answer with regard to their top three initiatives; the incomplete (78%) grant recipient
response rate; the fact that many service providers would have participated in more
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than one initiative, and the fact that only 18 service provider organisations
(participants) responded to this survey.
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Figure 16. Number of service provider organisations that participated in each initative (grant recipient
responses)

Grant recipients were also asked to estimate the number of service providers that
participated in their initiatives by year. The most common answer for 2018 was “610” service providers; the most common answer for 2019 was jointly “6-20” and
“over 20” service providers; and the most common answer for 2020 was “over 20
service” providers (see Figure 17). This indicates that the number of service providers
that participated in DCEDIY-funded initiatives may have increased during 2020,
possibly due to the increased accessibility of online events. However, as mentioned
previously, is not possible to extrapolate these results to determine the total number
of service provider organisations that participated in a DCEDIY-funded initiative each
year, for the same reasons outlined above.
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Figure 17. Number of service providers that participated in the initiatives, by year (grant recipient
responses)

Number of participating individuals
When grant recipients were asked to estimate the number of individuals that
participated in their initiatives by year, the most common answer for 2018, 2019 and
2020 was “over 50” individuals (see Figure 18).
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Figure 18. Number of individuals that participated in the initiatives, by year (grant recipient responses)
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Outcomes
Grant-funded initiatives: key takeaways
When participants were asked for their key takeaway(s) from the initiative(s), the
most common response (eight responses) was that they were more educated and had
a better understanding of LGBTI+ youth and the issues they face on a regular basis particularly issues relating to ‘coming out’, being accepted by their families, and
homophobia or transphobia. This was captured by the following response:
“Just the depth of anxiety and fear within the LGBT community of young people,
when faced with the world. I hadn't quite realized this, and it made me stop and
think of my own practice in Youth Work, and how we could be unconsciously
exclusive and unaware of the pain and needs within the community. That I had to
change the way that I operate to ensure inclusion.”

Three respondents discussed how they felt more aware of LGBTI+ terminology and
“how best to apply it”, and better understood the importance of making their own
language more gender neutral and inclusive.
Other less common responses included: the need to listen to and support LGBTI+
young people; the importance of not being “afraid to engage in certain conversations
with young people that you might assume are more vulnerable than they are”; and
how they have greater understanding of difficulties experiences by families of
LGBTI+ youth and how best to support them. Respondents also reported that they
have increased awareness of the importance of inclusive “building design”; how they
now recognise the need for more support services; and how they are more aware of
opportunities “to collaborate with other organisations”.

The most effective initiatives
Of the six participants that were involved in multiple initiatives, four named an
initiative that helped them gain deeper insights and improve their understanding of
issues faced by LGBTI+ youth. These initiatives were "LGBT and inclusivity” and the
launch of the “Listen Up Booklet”, both of which were named twice. One participant
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named a social and emotional learning-based initiative that they felt was “relevant”,
i.e. “MindOut”.
Grant recipients (three) also named initiatives that increased understanding of
LGBTI+ issues, and helped to reduce confusion around gender identity and sexual
orientation, e.g. “Gender and Sexuality Awareness”. Four grant recipients mentioned
the benefits of initiatives where participants interacted with LGBTI+ youth and heard
their experiences from a first person perspective, e.g. “Cultural Competency
Training”:
“That human touch was really effective in breaking down barriers or walls folks had
built up about the LGBT+ community. The power of presenting people with folks
they have only every seen on paper or in a stereotypical TV show, we were able to
translate the importance of support from a young age, understanding that you do
not need to be an expert and that it's ok to ask respectful questions.”

Six other grant recipients discussed initiatives that had received positive feedback
from participants, e.g. “The Safe and Supportive Schools training”. Four named
initiatives that they were able to deliver at scale, or that had a higher than average
number of participants, e.g. “The Stand Up Campaign”. Three grant recipients
discussed initiatives that allowed for increased organisational resources, such as the
employment of additional staff.
One participant and three grant recipients named an initiative, but didn’t provide a
reason for why they felt it was the most effective, e.g. the “2 day Real U programme”.
Two grant recipients referred to “all initiatives” as most effective.
Other responses from grant recipients included: an initiative that enabled young
people to feel comfortable coming out to service providers, when they had been
“unsure about doing so beforehand”; and an initiative than enabled the development
of connections with other organisations working with LGBTI+ youth in the
community. Another grant recipient named an initiative that was perceived as ground
breaking and original (“Transformative Practice training”), and one named and an
initiative that addressed identified learning needs of participants (“Annual Volunteer
Conferences”).
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Improved understanding of and ability to engage with
LGBTI+ youth
A total of 26 out of 45 grant recipients (58%) strongly agreed that their initiative had
improved their trainees’ understanding of and ability to engage with LGBTI+ young
people, and 14 participants (70%) also strongly agreed with this statement. 13 grant
recipients (29%) and six participants (30%) agreed with this statement. Three grant
recipients (6%) reported that they did not know, and another three (7%) strongly
disagreed with this statement, while no participants reported that they did not know
or strongly disagreed. No grant recipients or participants disagreed with this
statement (see Figures 19 and 20).
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58%
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Disagree
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Figure 19. Has the initiative(s) improved participants' understanding of and ability to engage with
LGBTI+ young people (grant recipient responses)?
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Figure 20. Has the initiative(s) improved their understanding of and ability to engage with LGBTI+
young people (participant responses)?

When grant recipients were asked to elaborate on their response, the most common
answer (25 out of 45 responses) related to how the initiative had helped to improve
participants’ understanding of and empathy with LGBTI+ young people, and
highlighted how this would help service providers to be more inclusive and better
able to support these young people. This sentiment was captured in the following
answer:
“From the evaluations completed by participants at the end of the training we were
able to record the immediate impact of the training on the participants’ knowledge
base and attitudes. Many respondents cited an increased sense of awareness and
openness after the training that could be applied to their work, noting that they
would be passing on the knowledge gained at the training to colleagues.”

This theme was also common among participants. Seven participants responded that
they had a deeper insight into the kinds of issues that LGBTI+ youth deal, e.g. “how a
person can be affected by homophobia/transphobia over time”, four stated that they
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had a better understanding of the need for inclusivity and respect; and three
mentioned that they had more empathy for LGBTI+ youth. For example,
“I had such little awareness around LGBTI prior to the training and perhaps as a
result of that would have wondered and perhaps sneered. I feel so much better
informed now and as a result have more empathy and understanding.”

Six grant recipients’ noted that the initiative had helped participants to become more
confident in their knowledge and use of LGBTI+ terminology and how to make their
own language more inclusive, e.g. “they feel they have the language to speak to them
[LGBTI+ youth] without feeling inadequate and disrespectful for having to ask
questions”. Three participants also expressed this opinion, highlighting how they were
better able to understand and use LGBTI+ inclusive language and terms.
Other less common responses from grant recipients included that participants now
have an increased knowledge of “sexual health” issues that may be faced by LGBTI+
youth, and how participants have an increased awareness of other LGBTI+
“resources” and “supports” that can help them in their work. One participant echoed
this latter point, highlighting how they were now more informed about the kinds of
supports and services that are available.
Other less common responses from participants included how being more capable in
responding to someone who is “coming out”; knowing “when to ask questions and
what questions to ask”; and how the training helped to dispel myths or “inaccurate”
information about the subject.

Changed practices (in dealing with LGBTI+ issues)
When asked if the initiative(s) had changed their own practices, in terms of dealing
with LGBTI+ issues, 22 out of the 45 grant recipients (49%) and 11 out of the 20
participants (55%) agreed. 14 grant recipients (31%) and six participants (30%)
strongly agreed. Six grant recipients (13%) and three participants (15%) stated that
they did not know. Three grant recipients (7%), and no participants, strongly
disagreed with this statement (see Figures 21 and 22).
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Figure 21. Has the initiative(s) changed practices among participants, in terms of dealing with LGBTI+
issues (grant recipient responses)?
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Figure 22. Has the initiative(s) changed their own practices, in terms of dealing with LGBTI+ issues
(participant responses)?

When asked to elaborate on this statement, five grant recipients stated that they did
not know if the initiative had changed practices among participants, with some
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suggesting that they would need to follow up with participants, or run an evaluation,
to be able to understand whether the initiative had changed participant practices,
with one respondent stating:
“We will seek funding in the future to evaluate and then copper-fasten the learning
of this initiative”

Four grant recipients stated that that changes in practice were evidenced in
participants’ feedback, e.g. “post survey results show increased confidence to act to
tackle hate”, while two grant recipients suggested that institutional design has
changed to be more inclusive, e.g. “some schools now have gender neutral toilet
facility”. Other responses from grant recipients included how the initiative has helped
foster more connections between participating organisations; how it has helped to
encourage more “buy in from local council and other orgs willing to support LGBTI+
young people”; and how participants now have a “point of contact when they need
advice, support or have questions”.
Other points mentioned by grant recipients include how the initiative has improved
service inclusion measures within the participant organisation; how it has led to the
creation of new LGBTI+ youth support groups and initiatives, e.g. “there is now a peer
led support group in one of the schools”; and how inclusive language is now
embedded into everyday practice. Although only two participants chose to elaborate
on their responses to this question, some of these points were captured in their
answers. One participant commented that they had created a “module for 6th year
students” as a result of the initiative, with the other mentioning how they had
“altered small aspects” of their own practice “to be more gender neutral and
inclusive”.

Requirement for follow-up or additional training
In total, 17 of the 45 grant recipients (38%) and nine of the 20 participants (45%)
agreed that they/their participants would require follow-up or additional training in
order for the initiative to be more effective. 16 grant recipients (35%) and six
participants (30%) strongly agreed, while eight grant recipients (18%) and three
participants (15%) reported that they did not know.
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One grant recipient (2%) and two participants (10%) disagreed, and three grant
recipients (7%) strongly disagreed with this statement (see Figures 23 and 24).
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Figure 23. In order to be more effective, would additional training be required (grant recipient
responses)?

10%

30%

15%

Strongly agree
Agree
Don't know
Disagree

45%

Strongly disagree

Figure 24. In order to be more effective, would additional training be required (participant responses)?
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When asked to elaborate on their response, eight respondents stated that further
training would be need to maintain the progress that has been achieved. This was
depicted in the following response:
“I think continuous training and dialogue with LGBT organisations…is vital for
mainstream services to ensure that they remain inclusive and confident in their
abilities to support LGBT+ young people”.

This was echoed by participants, five of whom felt that additional training would be
worthwhile to “to ensure that it matches most up to date and current trends”.
Six grant recipients mentioned that they would need to engage in further training in
order to help trainees gain a better understanding of LGBTI+ issues, e.g. “I would like
more in depth training as we really only scratched the surface”, with one grant
recipient mentioning how one training is not sufficient to change “the culture within
the organisation”. Three said they would require further training with service
providers due to ongoing staff and volunteer turnover, e.g. “it would be ideal to
provide this capacity building training annually due to new volunteers”. Four grant
recipients suggested that a need for additional training was evidenced by high
participant demand, and that some participants have continued to engage with grant
recipients after the training has been completed. One recommended the
“establishment of service provider panels”, in order to provide a space to promote an
exchange of ideas and best practices.
Other less common responses from participants included a perceived need for more
training in schools and workplaces; more training on “transgender-related issues” and
on the intersection between mental health/disability and LGBTI+ issues, e.g. “where
autism is a factor”; and the need for additional training to be “rolled out to everyone”
in their organisation.
Two grant recipients and one participant stated that further training would be
“worthwhile” but not necessary.
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External factors
The COVID-19 pandemic represented a key external factor that impacted on the
delivery of grant-funded capacity building initiatives during 2020. The survey
questionnaire therefore included questions relating to the impacts of COVID-related
government restrictions on the implementation of funded initiatives.

Impact of the covid-19 pandemic on the initiative
Of the 24 grant recipients that ran an initiative in 2020 and responded to this
question, eight (34%) felt that the pandemic had a moderate impact on their ability to
deliver the initiative. Seven (29%) stated that the pandemic had a major impact, while
six (25%) said that the pandemic had had a severe impact. Two (8%) felt that the
pandemic had a minor impact, while one (4%) stated that the pandemic had had no
impact (see Figure 25).
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Figure 25. Impact of the pandemic on grant recipients' ability to deliver the initiative

When asked what challenges they faced in running the initiative during the pandemic,
12 grant recipients discussed the burden caused by the additional time needed to run
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their initiative and adapt it to an online environment. This was reflected in the
following:
“A considerable amount of time was spent moving this training to an online format
that met the outcomes set in the face-to-face training and to ensure that the
training was as engaging and interactive as possible.”

Some grant recipients (four) mentioned the unsuitability of presenting and discussing
“sensitive” subject matter in an online environment. Five respondents experienced
lower attendance rates and less engagement from participants, possibly due to
“online burnout” and the increased workload of service providers during the
pandemic response, e.g. “teachers and youth workers under huge pressure personally
and professionally because of pandemic - harder to engage them”.
Other less common responses included: an inability to access resources and
equipment in the office; an inability to carry out certain tasks online/carry out the
initiative online; issues relating to volunteer and staff recruitment; reduced
opportunities to advertise and promote the initiative, and; the negative impact of
online events on networking and informal learning, e.g. “we were unable to have the
coffee break conversation where in some cases links are developed and actions are
created”.
Grant recipients also reported inequality in terms of the quality of broadband and
access to devices among staff/participants, e.g. “many of our participants do not have
devices or able to afford data and some, in rural areas, had no connectivity”. One
grant participant discussed the negative impact of the pandemic on the mental health
of LGBTI+ youth, especially those who could not avail of social interaction-based
initiatives such as youth clubs, e.g. “this lead to our young people feeling even more
isolated as many of them came to us to be themselves, as they are not accepted at
home”.
In some instances, respondents mentioned that the pandemic had a positive impact,
as the enhanced accessibility of their online event “increased engagement and
attendance at meetings and workshops”.
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Helpfulness of the covid-19 amendments to the project
proposal
Of the 24 grant recipients that ran an initiative in 2020 and answered this question,
eight (34%) stated that the amendments to the project proposal were helpful in
dealing with the challenges they faced in running the initiative during the pandemic.
Seven (29%) felt that the amendments were very helpful, while six (25%) felt they
were extremely helpful. Two grant recipients (8%) stated that the amendments were
not helpful, and one (4%) felt that the amendments were slightly helpful (see Figure
26).

8%

4%

25%

Not helpful
Slightly helpful

34%
29%

Helpful
Very helpful
Extremely helpful

Figure 26. How helpful were the COVID-19 amendments to the project proposal?

When asked how the amendments to the project proposal could have better helped
them in dealing with pandemic-related challenges, only one respondent directly
responded to this question, suggesting that they, “might have benefitted from an
opportunity to review, update, and potentially extend the project proposal later in
2020”, as they would have had a “better understanding of the landscape” at that time.
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Suggestions for future grant programmes
Perceived funding gaps
When asked what gaps they identified in the current funding available for capacity
building initiatives targeted at services that work with LGBTI+ young people, 15 grant
recipients and one participant mentioned the need for “ongoing”, “multiannual” or
“mainstreamed” funding to create a more “sustained” and “systemic” impact. This was
captured in the following:
“There is no shortcut to building capacity. It is not a once-off intervention. It needs
follow-up, mentoring, coaching, further training, Training of Trainers (to take
account of staff turnover in trainee organisations).”

Seven grant recipients pointed to gaps in funding for overhead costs needed to
deliver the project, particularly funding for increased staff hours and “dedicated and
expert staff to carry out this work”. Five grant recipients and one participant
mentioned a need for funding to support ongoing staff training, as part of continuous
professional development or “CPD”.
Four participants and two grant recipients discussed the need for more LGBTI+
awareness and education in schools, including primary schools, and discussed the
need to embed LGBTI+ inclusivity into “the curriculum, teacher education and
professional development”. One grant recipient recommended directing funding
towards the establishment of “Gender Identity & Gender Expression Policy
Procedures” for schools, and another requested funding for “gender neutral toilets” or
at least for the installation of “correct signage”.
Five grant recipients and one participant mentioned the need to integrate LGBTI+
capacity building funding into youth work, and one grant recipient and one
participant requested more “safe spaces” for LGBTI+ youth to “give them the
freedom to grow in a space that recognises them as human beings”. Two grant
recipients and one participant recommended funding more collaborations and
consultations with LGBTI+ youth to support youth-led work, and another participant
highlighted a gap in funding for LGBTI+ youth-focused “advocacy groups”. Three
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grant recipient recommended additional funding to encourage more collaboration and
shared learning between service providers, e.g. through “partnerships and joint
applications for projects”.
Three grant recipients and one participant suggested additional funding to support
LGBTI+ youth in “living in rural or isolated communities”, while another participant
suggested funding more “small-scale local initiatives”.
Three grant recipients pointed to a need for more funding to support transgender
youth, and three mentioned the need for funding to establish and maintain formal
family “support groups” or “parent information sessions”, particularly for those with
transgender children. This sentiment was echoed by three participants.
Four grant recipients and four participants suggested additional supports for LGBTI+
youth with disabilities and/or mental health issues, and a need for greater
collaboration with organisations that work on these issues. One grant recipient and
one participant requested funding for more LGBTI+ inclusive “medical services and
spaces” and sexual health programmes, and “standardised” LGBTI+ sexual health
training.
Other grant recipient suggestions included funding for research; more consistent
needs analyses; more targeted funding based on evidence and previous evaluations;
funding for strategic plan development; better “signposting” of all LGBTI+ support
available e.g. “legal and medical supports”; better interdepartmental coordination to
ensure that LGBTI+ inclusion is mainstreamed across government services. The latter
referred specifically to more collaboration with the Department of Education, to
make sure no child “falls through the cracks”. Additional suggestions were made
regarding the integration of the grant with existing youth-focused funding
programmes such as the DCEDIY’s UBU programme; more funding for the promotion
and evaluation of the initiatives; and more frequent and accessible training targeted
at “cohorts that would not normally attend”.
Additional participant suggestions included funding for “general public” education
campaign; more focus on understanding LGBTI+ Youth in “work places”; and more
services to deal with the impact of discrimination and bullying.
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Seven grant recipients and five participants replied with “N/A” or stated that they
could not identify any gaps.

Improving the evaluation process
When asked what supports should be in place to improve the evaluation of LGBTI+
capacity building initiatives, eight of the 40 grant recipients that responded to this
question recommended standardising the evaluation process - for example, by
creating and providing an evaluation support “tool” or “template” that grant recipients
could use to carry out their own evaluations - and “ring-fencing” funding for the
evaluation process. This was exemplified in the following answer:
“If we require evaluations which are meaningful, which I think would be very
helpful, we need to include this within the funding application and structure. Not
every organisation would have that capacity but I still believe that meaningful
evaluation is worth investing in.”

Two grant recipients recommended making the reporting/evaluation requirements
for grant recipients “clear at the application stage”.
Five grant recipients mentioned the need for evaluations to not only capture the
outcomes on who engage and participate in the initiatives, but also to capture the
experiences of the LGBTI+ youth themselves, particularly those living in rural areas
e.g. “it is vital that the voices of young LGBTI+ people are heard and listened to so
that the Department may provide a relevant service to the identified needs of the
LGBTI+ young people”.
Five grant recipient respondents recommended the provision of funding for
“independent” or “external” evaluators to work with grant recipients to conduct a
coordinated and in-depth analysis of the impact of their initiatives. Four others
recommended conducting more regular evaluations, e.g. “on an annual basis”, in order
to build up an evidence base. Four recommended funding more research –
particularly using qualitative methods and “face-to-face evaluations” such as focus
groups - to better understand the experiences of LGBTI+ young people.
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Other less common responses included the alignment of projects with an action in
the Strategy; making sure that evaluations take place “closer to the completion of the
initiative”; and creating a cross-sectoral or government “steering group” to oversee
the evaluation process. Grant recipients also suggested creating a “national portal of
inclusion resources and capacity building initiatives”; creating a “shared database” of
service provider contact information to maximise reach and collaboration; and
organising more LGBTI+ service provider gatherings “like the LGBTI Strategy
Implementation forum” to share best practice. One grant recipient also recommended
creative communication of evaluation results, for example, through “for video or
creative outputs which provide direct comment from people involved”.

Need for additional initiatives
All 20 participants (100%) stated that their organisation would participate in
additional LGBTI+ youth-focused initiatives in future. When asked what kind of
additional initiatives they would participate in, four participants mentioned the need
for more training on issues faced by Transgender youth. Three expressed a need for
training on the impacts of discrimination and bullying and how it can be tackled, one
requested training on “how we can be allies”, and one recommended initiatives on
“how to change perspectives within the general public”.
Three participants called for more training that involve the participation of LGBTI+
young people themselves, and more opportunities for “personal informative
interactions”, as “people find it much more difficult to discriminate and be mean when
they're in one-to-one situations”. Other less common initiatives mentioned included
training in schools; how to work with families of LGBTI+ youth; and the
intersectionality of LGBTI+ issues with other issues, such as “mental health issues”,
and prejudice based on “disabilities” and membership of “the travelling community”.
Participants also requested more opportunities to “share good practice”; and more
community or “grassroots” level initiatives.
Three participants requested more training in general but did not specify what kind.
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Summary and conclusion
In summary, feedback from both grant recipients and participants on the capacity
building initiatives developed under this grant programme was broadly positive. Both
cohorts felt that participants had a greater understanding of the experiences and
issues faced by LGBTI+ youth as a result of the initiative, and were better able to use
LGBTI+ terminology and inclusive language.
The results of the evaluation indicate that both grant recipients and participants
would like additional training, primarily to maintain progress achieved to date, and to
ensure that practitioners are made aware of up-to-date developments. This is
particularly salient given the high volunteer turnover experienced by these
organisations. Participants also expressed a need for more training on issues faced by
transgender and non-binary youth, as well as for more funding for initiatives targeted
at LGBTI+ youth with disabilities and/or mental health issues. Participants also
expressed a need for more LGBTI+ youth awareness in schools.
The majority of grant participants called for ongoing, multiannual funding, in order to
enhance the impacts of the initiatives over time. Respondents recommended on
several occasions that grant funding is ‘mainstreamed’ or ‘embedded’ into existing
funding structures. It was also recommended that grant recipients are provided with
more time to spend the funding, and are allowed to carry leftover funding over to the
subsequent year, in order to enable them to design and deliver higher quality
initiatives.
While both grant recipients and participants noted a change in their understanding of
the issues facing LGBTI+ youth as a result of the initiative, there was a general lack of
information regarding how this may translate into changes in organisational practice.
It was recommended that future grant programme evaluations are carried out in a
more standardised manner, and include both pre- and post-initiative evaluations, in
order to establish a stronger causal link between the grant programme and the impact
of the initiatives on organisational practice. It was also recommended that evaluations
are designed to track the long term impacts of the initiatives on LGBTI+ youth
themselves.

Fiona Corcoran
Ciarán Madden
Research & Evaluation Unit | May 2021
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Appendices
Appendix 1: list of grant recipient organisations
represented in this analysis
AMACH! LGBT+

BeLonG To Youth Services

Carlow Regional Youth Service

Clare Youth Service

Donegal Youth Service

EPIC Empowering People In Care

FDYS, Wexford

Fishbowl Youth

Focus Ireland

Foróige

Gaisce - The President's Award

GOSHH Ireland CLG

Greystones Family Resource
Centre

Involve youth project Meath

Irish Girl Guides

Irish Red Cross

LGBT Ireland

LINC

Macra na Feirme

National Youth Council of Ireland

North Connaught Youth
Services - Smily LGBTI+ Youth
Project

Northside Family resource Centre

Our Lady of Lourdes Local
Education Committee

Outcomers

School of Education, UCD

ShoutOut

Skibbereen Community and
Family Resource Centre

Southill Hub

The Sexual Health Centre Ltd

The Union of Students in Ireland

Transgender Equality Network
Ireland

Waterford & South Tipperary
Community Youth Service

Youth New Ross

Youth Theatre Ireland

Youth Work Ireland

Youth Work Ireland Cavan Monaghan

Youth Work Ireland Laois

Youth Work Ireland Tipperary
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Appendix 2: 2018-2019 grant application form

GRANT SCHEME TO SUPPORT THE
CONTINUOUS PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT OF SERVICE
PROVIDERS WORKING WITH LGBTI+
YOUNG PEOPLE
Guidance Note:
1. Introduction
The LGBTI+ National Youth Strategy 2018-2020 is a cross Government strategy driven
and coordinated by the Department of Children and Youth Affairs. Capacity building/training
for professional service providers working with LGBTI+ young people is a key action within
the Strategy.
This fund is specifically for Organisations with a proven expertise and specialist knowledge
in the provision (of services) to LGBTI+ Young People.

1. Eligible Initiatives
Funding will be made available for the development and delivery of evidence-informed
Continuous Professional Development (CDP) initiatives specifically related to working with
and supporting LGBTI+ young people. This can include training, mentoring, coaching, and
the development of guidelines/policies/procedures to support professional service providers
inclusive of youth services. In making an application for funding the organisation must show
how the initiative is additional to the current provision delivered by the service.
Organisations with LGBTI+ specific expertise and specialist knowledge can develop
initiatives that provide for the dissemination of specialist information, skills and knowledge to
be disseminated into the wider service provision communities.
Initiatives should demonstrate a high value impact on service provision for young LGBTI+
people across a range of sectors such as education, youth services, social services, health,
family and community based services.
Initiatives with ambition and innovation will be prioritised, for example, evidence informed
digital resources, websites, guidelines for widespread distribution, toolkits, online courses
etc.
The application process is open to applications for initiatives to be delivered in all of the
three periods as set out below as three separate categories:
(1) 2019 only
(2) 2020 only
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(3) on a two phase basis with one phase in each of the years 2019 and 2020.
All funding awarded under this scheme must be fully expended in the year for which the
funding has been allocated

2. Grants
It is envisaged that grants in the region of €3000 - €6000 will be awarded for initiatives to be
delivered in 2019; grants up to €20,000 may be allocated for initiatives to be delivered during
2020. Higher awards may be granted for larger scale national initiatives.
The amount of the grant awarded will be dependent on the nature of the proposal, the
frequency/intensity of the engagement and the reach, impact and duration of the project.
Eligible costs will include direct costs (e.g. trainers to deliver the programme, design, web
development, etc.), programme costs and indirect overhead costs (e.g. rent, rates, light and
heat, ICT, telephone, insurance). Indirect costs should not exceed 10% of the direct cost
of the projects.

3. Guidelines for Applications
PLEASE NOTE – INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE PROCESSED.
6.1 Complete the application form attached
Please ensure you complete every section of the form; please DO NOT leave any section
blank. Please state NOT APPLICABLE in sections not relevant to your application.
A copy of the organisation’s Tax Clearance Certificate and Charity Registration Number
must be submitted with the application.
If you require any assistance in completing this application, please contact
• lgbtiyouthstrategy@dcya.gov.ie
Applications that are submitted with incomplete information will NOT BE PROCESSED.

4. Submitting your Application/deadlines
Applications should be submitted directly to the Department of Children and Youth Affairs by
12 noon on August 26th to; lgbtiyouthstrategy@dcya.gov.ie.

5. Appraisal Process and Marking System
The proposals will be scored in accordance with the marking scheme set out below.
Award Criteria

Maximum
score

Evidence/corroboration of need:
Applicants must clearly identify and demonstrate the need
for their Training proposal. This should include providing a
clear case for the need for the training/initiative

40

Minimum
Score
required
20

Capacity to deliver:

40

20
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The providers identified to deliver the training/initiative
should have proven experience. Quotes must be provided.
Additionality:
Applicants must clearly demonstrate that the
training/initiative is additional to the existing work of the
service/organisation.
They must also set out the main outcomes and vision of the
training/initiative

40

20

6. Decisions
A Selection Committee within the Department of Children and Youth Affairs will review all
submitted applications and grade each application in accordance with the criteria. Final
recommendations on the award of the grants will be made by this Selection Committee and
submitted to the Minister for Children and Youth Affairs for approval.
Decisions on grant awards will be notified to the organisations by the Department of Children
and Youth Affairs.
The payment of the grant, related financial administration and any other regulatory and/or
financial governance requirements and reporting will be dealt with according to Circular

13/2014.

No cost or part thereof, of any element of the proposed application can be previously
expended before approval date i.e. before the date on which final funding approval is
confirmed.

7. Evaluation of the Initiative
The Department of Children and Youth Affairs will arrange evaluation of the Initiative to
measure its impact. All successful services will be requested to participate in the evaluation
process.
IMPORTANT NOTES
 Phase 1 of grant awarded must be fully spent in 2019.
 Phase 2 of grant approval is subject to government budgetary process approval and
is not guaranteed.
 Applications should only be submitted for Phase 1 of projects which can be fully
completed, vouched for and accounted for in 2019 and Phase 2 of projects which can
be fully completed, vouched for and accounted for in 2020.
 Any money unspent by a grantee for Phase 1 of the project by December 31st 2019
must be surrendered to the Department of Children and Youth Affairs; the Department
will recover money from any grantee found in breach of this requirement.
 Any money unspent by a grantee for Phase 2 of the project by December 31st 2020
must be surrendered to the Department of Children and Youth Affairs; the Department
will recover money from any grantee found in breach of this requirement.
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APPLICATION FORM
Section 1 – Project/Organisation Details
1.1 Name of Service / Project

1.2 Full Address of premises including Eircode

1.3 Person to be contacted in respect of this application.
Name

Position

1.4 Contact details.
Landline

Mobile

E-mail:
Website
Social media

1.5 Address for correspondence

Charity
Registration No.

CRO Number
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SECTION 2 - GRANT DETAILS
2.1.1 Please describe your organisation:

2.1.2 Please provide a brief summary of your organisation's aims, objectives, methodologies and
services to young people (Max. 300 words)

2.1.3 Please provide a summary of the proposed expenditure, including breakdown for phase 1
and phase 2, if relevant (Max. 600 words)

2.1.4 What is the identified need for the proposed Training/Initiative (including any corroborating
evidence)? (Max. 600 words)

2.1.5 How do you intend to deliver the training/initiative (including details of the provider and
their proven experience, three quotes if relevant and breakdowns for phase 1 and phase 2, if
relevant)? (Max. 600 words)
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2.1.6 How is your proposed training/initiative additional to the existing work of your
service/organisation (including the duration, contact hours and estimated number of people who
will be involved)? (Max. 600 words)

Further information related to your project or organization as relevant may be attached
separately.

2.2 Financial Details
2.2.1 What is the Total Cost of the proposal?
Phase 1 €
Phase 2 €
2.2.2 What is the Grant Amount for which you are applying?
Phase 1 €
Phase 2 €
2.2.3 If the total cost is more than the amount of the grant for which you are applying, is the
balance of funding secured?
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DECLARATION OF ACCEPTANCE
On behalf of our Organisation/Service/Project, we apply for a once-off grant for the purpose stated
above and declare that the information given in this application is true and complete to the best of
our knowledge and belief. We consent to the Department of Children and Youth Affairs making
enquiries to a third party if necessary regarding details of the funding application.
We understand that information supplied in or accompanying this application may be made
available on request under the Freedom of Information Acts 1997 and 2003. We also understand
that making application is no guarantee of funding.
We also accept, as a condition for the award of a grant, that it involves no commitment to any other
grants from the Department of Children and Youth Affairs (DCYA) or from any Government
Department. The project sponsors are agreeable to have the project monitored by DCYA and to
allow access to its premises and records, as necessary, for that purpose.
If funding is approved, we agree and confirm that we will manage the grant in accordance with the
conditions. We agree to seek value for money and to abide by the Public Procurement guidelines.
The funds will be applied for the purposes set out in our application and we undertake that funding
from any other source will not be used for the same purpose. In the event that we are unable to
spend the grant for the purposes set out in our application, we agree to return the grant. We
understand that the DCYA may seek the refund of the grant if we fail to comply with these
conditions.
We acknowledge that any funds awarded are subject to such funds being available to the
Department and that they must be used in the year(s) the grant is awarded and for the purpose
stated and not to replace existing funding and we will acknowledge the support we have received
from the Department of Children and Youth Affairs in all publicity in relation to our project.
We hereby apply for grant funding and accept the above Terms and Conditions:
Signed: __________________________________________
Position: _________________________________________
Date: ___________
Department of Children and Youth Affairs - Data Privacy Statement
The Department of Children and Youth Affairs is committed to protecting the rights and privacy of
individuals in accordance with both European Union and Irish data protection legislation. We place
high importance on the correct, lawful and fair handling of all personal data, respecting the legal
rights, privacy and trust of all individuals with whom we deal. This document contains the
Department's complete Privacy Statement:
https://www.dcya.gov.ie/documents/aboutus/20180716DataProtectionPrivacyNotice.pdf
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