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Appendix A. Evaluation methodology

Data collection

This appendix describes the data collection methods that were used in this evaluation. The
data was collected using following processes:

2% Interviews with Framework Drafting Group

Interviews with ETEAG members including observation of ETEAG meetings and
consultation workshops

\
)
/1

¥ Interviews with Intellectual Disability Focus Group

= Online survey with universities and accreditation authorities

Review of project documentation, guidelines and promotional material, minutes
of Drafting Group meetings

Copies of the interview guides and surveys are available on request from the Department of
Health, Disability and Ageing.

Interviews with IDHCF Drafting Group

The Drafting Group was consulted on the process they used to develop the IDHCF and the
supporting resources, and their perspectives on the outcome and lessons learnt.
Consultations occurred twice during the evaluation:

1. relatively soon after the establishment and commencement of the group to understand
the process they have adopted and

2. towards the end of the development process.

Interviews with ETEAG members

ETEAG members were interviewed to explore their perspectives of the Framework and
resource development process, the quality of the products and their suitability. The
interviews were 1:1 to explore the development process from each individual’s key area of
interest and expertise and as representatives of their organisation. Further consultation was
held with the ETEAG during scheduled ETEAG meetings, to address queries or issues
pertinent to the group as a whole.
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Interviews with Intellectual Disability Focus Group

The Department of Health, Disability and Ageing established the Intellectual Disability Focus
Group to oversight and contribute to the CDP and other initiatives under the Roadmap
agenda. Intellectual Disability Focus Group members selected their preferred consultation
type, either in a group situation or in 1:1 interviews. The interview questions were translated
into Easy Read English and were provided to participants prior to the interview.

The focus of these consultations was related to the overall process being used through the
project, the extent to which they perceived the views of people with intellectual disability have
been included, and the quality of the products developed through the project.

Online surveys

Online surveys were administered to two groups: 1) education providers providing pre-
registration health qualifications were invited to participate in an online survey and 2)
accreditation authorities for regulated health professions. The surveys were used to assess
awareness of the Framework, willingness to implement the Framework, the extent of
implementation, any identifiable benefits, and for those not implementing, the rationale and
barriers.

Document review
The following types of CDP project documentation was collated and reviewed:

e minutes of Drafting Group and ETEAG, and

e documents and materials produced to implement and promote the Framework.

The review of documentation was framed around the evaluation matrix and the key
evaluation questions.

Data analysis

The information collected through the various quantitative and qualitative processes was
triangulated (cross-verified) to validate the overall evaluation findings for the purposes of
enriching, confirming, refuting or explaining the outputs and outcomes observed.

Key analytical methodologies used in this evaluation included:

o Descriptive analysis to generate summaries of project data (e.g. variability, frequency,
proportions, distribution). Quantitative data was analysed using Excel.

e Thematic analysis to assess qualitative evaluation findings against the three evaluation
questions; providing a framework for evaluating key project activities including key
findings on barriers and enablers for implementation.
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Appendix B. Evaluation matrix

Key evaluation question 1. Has there been a quality, inclusive and collaborative co-design process in the development of the
Intellectual Disability Health Capability Framework?

Evaluation sub-questions

Measure/indicator

Data source and method

Frequency of data collection

1. Have all relevant
stakeholders been consulted
in the development of the
Framework?

# / type of stakeholders
attending ETEAG

# / type of stakeholders
attending Framework

Interviews with Framework
Drafting Group member
Interviews with ETEAG
members — individual, group

Interview with other identified

2-3 times

Twice 1:1 and ETEAG mtgs
Once

Drafting Group stakeholders e Once
Identified barriers and (Fj{ewew of project del
enablers to participation in ocumentat_lon, guidelines
) and promotional material,
ETEAG and Drafting Group minutes of Drafting Group
# / type of stakeholders
identified as not included
2. To what extent has the Framework developed Review of minutes of e Once
Framework been co- Drafting Group e 1-2 Meetings
designed by relevant gt{[etm(ienofé_traéggolders Observation of Drafting e Once
stakeholders (people with 9 Group meetings e Once
lived experience, # / type of stakeholders Observation of consultation

universities, intellectual
disability health experts,
accreditation authorities)

attending Drafting Group

# / type of engagement for
each stakeholder

Evidence of collaborative

approach to establishment of

Framework

workshop

Interviews with Framework
Drafting Group members
Interviews with ETEAG
members

Interviews with Intellectual
Disability Focus Group

Twice 1:1 and mtgs
Once

Once
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Interview with other identified
stakeholders

3. Does the Framework
effectively capture the health
needs of people with
intellectual disability?

Evidence that the Framework
is informed by people with

lived experience

Evidence that the Framework
is informed by evidence-

based literature and
practices

Curriculum requirements
addressed

Interviews with Framework
Drafting Group members
Interviews with ETEAG
members

Interviews with Intellectual
Disability Focus Group
Interviews with other
identified stakeholders
Review of project
documentation, guidelines
and promotional material,
minutes of Drafting Group

2-3 times

Twice 1:1 and ETEAG mtgs
Once

Once

Once

Key evaluation question 2. Is the Intellectual Disability Health Capability Framework suitable for use by universities and accreditation

authorities?

Evaluation sub-questions

Measure/indicator

Data source and method

Frequency of data collection

4. What are the main strengths
and weaknesses (if any) of
the Framework?

Identified strengths
Identified weaknesses

Interviews with accreditation
authorities

Online survey of universities
Case study interviews (n=9):
with 6 universities that have
determined to take up the
framework and with 3 that
haven’t

1-2 times
Surveys 2 times

Case-study interviews once

5. Would the Framework
effectively support
universities to integrate
intellectual disability health

Requirements met for
integrating ID health
principles into curricula

Online survey of university
staff involved in developing
curriculum

Interviews with relevant
university staff

Surveys 2 times

Interviews once with case-
study universities
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principles into their existing
curricula?

Identified support to
integration provided by the
Framework

Identified enablers and
barriers to integration

Would the related resources
effectively support
universities to integrate
intellectual disability health
content into their existing
curricula?

# / type of related resources
available to universities

Identified support to
integration provided by
related resources

Online survey of university
staff involved in developing
curriculum

Interviews with relevant
university staff

Surveys 2 times

Interviews once with case-
study universities

Are universities willing to
implement the Framework?

Evidence of willingness to
implement

Identified barriers and
enablers to implementation

Online survey of university
staff involved in developing
curriculum

Interviews with relevant
university staff

Surveys 2 times

Interviews once with case-
study universities

Would the Framework
effectively support
accreditation authorities to
consider the health needs of
people with intellectual
disability within accreditation
standards?

Identified benefits of
Framework in revising
accreditation standards

Interviews with accreditation
authorities

1-2 times

Are accreditation authorities
willing to reference the
Framework in accreditation
standards?

Evidence of willingness to
implement

Identified barriers and
enablers to implementation

Interviews with accreditation
authorities

1-2 times

Final Evaluation Report Supplementary File | Curriculum Development Project



10.

What changes (if any) should
be made to the Framework
to increase willingness of
universities and accreditation
authorities to implement the
Framework?

Identified barriers and
enablers to implementation

Identified changes required
before implementation can
be considered

Interviews with accreditation
authorities

Interviews with relevant
university staff

Online survey of university
staff involved in developing
curriculum

1-2 times

Once with case-study
universities

Survey 2 times

Key evaluation question 3. What impact has the Intellectual Disability Health Capability Framework had on influencing consideration

of the health needs of people with intellectual disability in university curricula and accreditation standards?

Evaluation sub-questions

11.

What is the overall level of
awareness of the Framework
among university course
providers? Has promotion
reached all relevant
stakeholders?

Measure/indicator

% universities aware of the
Framework

% and type of course
providers aware of the
Framework

Data source and method

Online survey of university
staff involved in developing
curriculum

Case study interviews (n=9):

with 6 universities that have
determined to take up the
framework and with 3 that
haven’t

Frequency of data collection

Surveys 2 times
Interviews once with case-
study universities

12.

How many university course
providers have implemented,
or intend to implement, the
Framework in their pre-
registration curricula?

% universities that have
implemented or intend to
implement the Framework
Evidence of consideration of
implementation of
Framework into pre-
registration curricula

Online survey of university
staff involved in developing
curriculum

Interviews with relevant

university staff

Surveys 2 times

Interviews once with case-
study universities

13.

How many university course
providers have integrated, or
intend to integrate, the
related resources into their
pre-registration curricula?

% universities that have
integrated or intend to
integrate related resources
into curricula

Online survey of universities
Interviews with relevant
university staff

Surveys 2 times

Interviews once with case-
study universities
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Evidence of consideration of
integration of resources into
pre-registration curricula

14. How many accreditation % accreditation authorities ¢ Interviews with accreditation e 1-2 times
authorities have considered that have incorporated or authorities
ways to mcorpor.ate the intend to incorporate the
Framework within i
accreditation standards in Framework into standards
their next review? Evidence of consideration of
incorporation of the
Framework into standards
(e.g. Agenda item for next
review)
Types / ways of incorporation
considered
15. To what extent have - e Interviews with accreditation e 1-2times
accreditation standards been #/ type accreditation authorities
amended to reference the standards that reference the
Framework? Framework
16. What key lessons can be ¢ Interviews with accreditation e 1-2 times

learned from the project to
inform continued
implementation of the
Framework?

Identified lessons for
implementation

Identified enablers and
barriers to implementation

authorities
Interviews with relevant

university staff

Case-study interviews once

17.

Could the Framework be
utilised across other levels of
education (for example VET,
continuing professional
development)?

Identified applicability to
other levels of education

Identified enablers and
barriers to implementation
and integration

Interviews with accreditation
authorities
Interviews with relevant

university staff

1-2 times
Case-study interviews once
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