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Easy to read summary
The people who wrote this report work at The University of Sydney.

We worked with the National Disability Insurance Agency (NDIA) to find out whether what the NDIA said about Independent Assessments was right. 

The NDIA talked to people who use the National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS) about how they felt about Independent Assessments. The NDIA wrote down what people said in their own report.

We looked at what the NDIA said in their report. We also looked at what people who use the NDIS said about Independent Assessments. 

We found that the NDIA’s report told the truth about how people felt about Independent Assessments.
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Overall assessment of the NDIA report

The evaluation design and process meets the objectives set out as within scope by the NDIA. 

The independent qualitative analysis conducted by the University of Sydney team confirms the qualitative findings from the NDIA as presented in the report. This confirmation should be read in the context of the project aims and limitations, as discussed in our full validation report.

From the quantitative perspective, overall a sound survey design was used, with some minor points of improvement noted. Further measures to ensure accessibility for people with intellectual disability is advised.

The NDIA project team were open and responsive to all questions and queries. They freely shared all data with the University of Sydney (USyd) team. The final report represents an iterative process of engagement with the data, feedback and queries, responses and clarifications, between both parties and refinement of final assessment of process and findings. 


		3
Introduction 

The University of Sydney Disability Centres (Centre for Disability Studies and Centre for Disability Research and Policy) were contracted by the National Disability Insurance Agency (NDIA) to provide an independent validation of the findings from their evaluation of the Independent assessments pilot process. The project team includes qualitative and quantitative methods experts and lived experience of disability.

This report provides a summary of the validation process and findings, separated into qualitative and quantitative data validation exercises. It should be read as an accompaniment to the NDIA evaluation report. 


General statement on project limitations
All research and evaluation is limited by the circumstances in which data is collected and analysed. It is never an objective replication of what has occurred. It is an important and standard part of validation of results that any possible limitations of a study are recognised and reported alongside outcomes data. This is a normal part of reporting research results – results must be read in the context in which they were collected and analysed. The limitations that we have recognised in relation to the data presented here are therefore offered as part of our data validation. 


Evaluation aims
Data are collected for specific purposes which shapes the questions asked, the responses provided, and the analysis applied. This means that data should not be put to answer questions it was not meant to answer. 

This evaluation was developed for the purposes of understanding the “experience of NDIS participants, the assessor workforce, perspectives on the assessment packages, and the consistency of IAs with previous assessment of functional capacity”. 

It does not provide commentary about broader questions relating to Independent Assessments or NDIS Scheme Reform, e.g. those related to equity and scheme affordability.


Qualitative data validation 

This section outlines the data validation strategy undertaken by the University of Sydney (USyd) team along with our comments with respect to the data and its analysis. 

Data validation strategy: Qualitative data
In order to validate the qualitative analysis the following process was undertaken: 
1. The USyd coders used the coding frame developed by the NDIA, but where it was felt that there was a relevant additional theme (relevant in that it was understandable and on the overall topic of the NDIA Independent Assessment process) that could not be captured in the existing NDIA codes a new code was developed.
2. Coding was checked to ensure consistency by two USyd coders. This was to illuminate any significant inconsistencies in the coding of responses and new codes developed.
3. To ensure internal validity of the USyd coding process, two independent coders from the USyd team randomly selected and coded the same sub-set of the qualitative data: at least 10% of interview responses and 5% of survey responses.
4. Each of the members of the USyd coding team then coded a proportion of the remaining data to check for validity of the NDIA coding. Because of time restrictions around the validation process, it was not possible to code the full data sets. Instead, a random selection of data was coded as follows:
· Interviews: 70/119 (59%)
· Participant Survey 1: 263/948 (28%)
· Participant Survey 2: 81/265 (31%)
Note: not all survey respondents included text-based responses with their surveys. 
5. All coding was matched for consistency between the USyd and NDIA coders. 
6. This sampling proved effective for allowing data saturation to be reached in that continued analysis was not revealing new data that would change the percentage of agreement with the NDIA coding (see below). 

Coding agreement: qualitative data
· Where the NDIA had used codes these generally (97% agreement or mainly agreement overall) matched the ones used by the USyd team. 
· Agreement levels across the different qualitative data sets is contained in the graph and table below.
· Mainly agreement refers to instances where the coding was nearly 100% but two slightly different codes may have been used or where the USyd team noted a second code for a relatively small point.
· Disagreement referred to where the USyd team noted either different or additional codes that the NDIA team did not code, and was rarely a full disagreement in coding (e.g. they may have agreed on one code, but not a second, or the NDIA team may have only listed one code, where the USyd team listed two).
· See general comments and limitations below for further comments on the coding process and differences between the USyd and NDIA coding teams.

Figure 1: Percentage agreement with NDIA coders across data source


[bookmark: _Hlk75522508]
Table 1: Percentage agreement with NDIA coders across data source

	Dataset
	100% agreement
	Mainly agree
	Disagreement
	Total

	Participant survey 1
	207 (79%)
	50 (19%)
	6 (2%)
	263 (100%)

	Participant survey 2
	63 (78%)
	16 (20%)
	2 (2%)
	81 (100%)

	Interviews
	38 (54%)
	29 (41%)
	3 (4%)
	70 (100%)

	Total
	308 (74%)
	95 (23%)
	11 (3%)
	414 (100%)




General comments on coding differences between the NDIA and USyd qualitative coding team:
· A lower rate of 100% agreement for the interview responses is because the interviews are longer so there was more chance of slight variation in coding between the NDIA and USyd coders. 
· The coding frame was developed by the NDIA so when applied by the USyd team there was a different interpretation of some of the codes. This was due to the different perspectives from which both teams were approaching the data and these variations in the interpretation of codes should be seen as part of the normal variation in coding between coders.
· A common step in coding validation is that the coders meet and discuss disagreements in coding to understand areas of different interpretation of the results. While this was done (as discussed above) within the USyd team, due to time pressures this was not undertaken for the NDIA-USyd coding. This means that areas of disagreement between the USyd and NDIA coders could not be explained and addressed. This would mean that the areas of disagreement described in the table and graph above may be overstated. 
· The USyd team tended to use a broader range of codes from the coding frame, so more codes were used.
· The USyd team added a small number of extra codes where the coding frame did not capture what respondents said. This should be understood in relation to the ambiguity around the coding of the survey data, discussed below and above.

Specific limitations
· Qualitative data collected by the NDIA from assessors was not systematically analysed and we have therefore been unable to conduct a validation of this data. 
· Notes were collected from interviews so the coding and analysis relies on the notes taken by the interviewer. 
· Interviews and survey data collection was administered by the NDIA therefore does not have the same level of independence if the research was conducted by an external provider. Participants were assured that their participation in the survey would not impact on their relationship with the NDIA or services offered through the NDIS. Further information on recruitment: 1) Survey and interview data was stored securely such that no one outside of the Evaluation Team could access raw data to ensure the privacy of participants; 2) Data was securely stored on the NDIA’s server with only the Evaluation Team able to access raw data; This ensured participants remained anonymous to anyone else in the NDIA, their LAC or ECEI Partner.  
· As part of the data collection participants were asked to volunteer their NDIS participant details. There may have been important reasons for doing that (e.g. so the scheme could link experiences to participant characteristics) but this might have limited participant ability to speak freely about their experiences of independent assessments. However, participants had the choice whether or not to provide these details. The participant survey was also administered anonymously, and in-built programming logic meant respondents were not asked to offer their personal details if they selected that they did not want to be identified. Approximately one-third of respondents selected this option.  
· Coding was limited by the availability of codes in the code frame guidance document. 
· Survey responses are sometimes ambiguous, which is a known limitation of surveys and why interviews are often preferred so that responses can be clarified. 
· In terms of logic issues, some codes were entwined (and thus accurate qualitative coding should not identify one without the other). The differences between the USyd and NDIA team usage of these and other codes could be addressed if a coding validation process took place between the two data analysis teams as described above, but this was not possible due to time constraints.




Quantitative data validation

The USyd team approached the validation of the quantitative data in a number of steps:
1. Review of survey design
2. Review of report output, presentation and interpretation of data
3. Review of analytical approach in context of research questions posed by the NDIA and subsequent run of analysis of data provided by the NDIA. The core focus of the analysis was the participant experience survey.

Review of survey design
The review of the survey design was the first step in understanding the nature of the data collected, variable structure and response categories and any standardised measures used. The survey content and structure was found to be appropriate to answer the overall research and evaluation questions. 

Some opportunities for richer data were missed. This occurred when categorical rather than continuous variables were used (for example, Q9 in the participant survey and Q10 in the assessor survey). In addition, some response categories were vague and difficult to interpret and would’ve been strengthened and provided greater insights if open text open was provided as an additional option to those already explicitly detailed (for example, Q1 and Q29 participant survey).  Specific question by question feedback is provided in Box 1.

Box 1: Specific feedback on survey question design

Participant experience survey
Q1: ‘I am someone else’ is response category – but who are they?
Q7: ‘somewhere else’ as response category, would benefit from please specify option 
Q9: how many times did you meet assessor… categories provided but allowing numerical value to be included would’ve been more useful and has more options for analysis. 
Q10: what is meant by the statement c. ‘explain that one of the assessments might need to be done by someone who knows you well’ is unclear initially. Refers specifically to the Vineland which is designed to be completed by proxy. This question was pilot tested by NDIA and found to be understood by participants. 
Q29: ‘other’ – please specify option would add value here 

Assessor survey:
Q3: allowing specific number to be recorded less restrictive than the 3 category options and provides more options for analysis 
Q4: perhaps ranking may have worked better
Q5: more disaggregation of the 18-64 year old category could be useful
Q6: only 3 providers here but on participant form there was 7 organisations listed
Q10: making this a number and as such continuous variable provides more information and allows options for analysis 
Q11: clarity on why ask questions of assessors who have used the pack over 10 times only? 
Q14: what about appropriate communication style used?
Q17c. asking about multiple transitions would be important too 
Q22. States “INSERT TOOL NAME’ – will the tool referred to be clearly recorded in the survey responses? 
Q22: what about capturing support needs? 

In addition to the survey design issues noted above, some methodological issues in terms of who was involved in the interview and the process of consent were unclear. More information on this could be provided. For example, under question 2 of the participant survey it states that “you may wish to talk to the NDIS participant before the interview”. However, best practice would recommend that the person with disability should be part of the consent process and also present at interview, even if the interview is by proxy with a supporter.

Overall, the survey design, supported the NDIA to meet the objectives set out in this evaluation. 


Review of report output, presentation and interpretation of data
The USyd team were engaged in ongoing review of multiple iterations of the report with particular focus and feedback on the presentation and interpretation of data made. Key points which have been provided to the NDIA throughout the validation process include:
· NDIA use of language of ‘most positive’ or ‘least positive’ but USyd team recommended presentation of the data as ‘higher proportion of participants’…’or the element of the booking process that was most frequently reported as excellent….’ This is a more neutral option. 
· Changing sample size across variables not reported consistently throughout the report. Thus, % can be read as % of total sample, whereas due to missing values the actual sample for that question is lower. As mentioned in methods section, missing data was excluded from analysis and there was no imputation. 
· Statistics presented are point prevalence, with overall percentages by subgroups of age, type of disability, region, etc are presented with regard to the different elements of the independent assessment process. There is no measure of whether differences between groups is statistically significant or not. Presentation of significance would provide deeper insights into any differences highlighted. Limitations to doing this due to sample size are acknowledged and is something to consider for future analysis with larger samples.


Analysis completed – process and findings of comparison 
Approach to analysis taken
· Data was received in MS Excel format from the NDIA and was exported from MS Excel to SPSS by USyd. 
· Firstly, data cleaning was undertaken. We used several approaches to ensure adequate data cleaning. This included identifying missing values and incomplete cases 
· First, we performed multiple checks on the variables and cases in MS Excel to identify duplicates. 
· Although no duplicate records were identified, a total of six incomplete cases/rows were identified from the MS Excel spreadsheet. 
· Next, we exported the MS Excel spreadsheet into SPSS for exploratory data analysis of individual variables to ensure data quality.
· We cross-checked the incomplete cases from the MS Excel file in the SPSS file using the data and time created.  
· Given that the exported data were in string, we recoded the exported data in SPSS. 
· All ordinal scale (e.g. Likert scale response) were recoded into dummy variables (0s and 1s). 
· Binary/dichotomous response variables were recoded into 0s and 1s. 
· All continuous variables were recoded into categorical variables, then into dummy variables (0s and 1s).
· The online format of exporting the data generated a total of 6013 cases, including valid and system missing values. 
· We analysed each variable to understand the percentage of missing values, and what is causing such missing values. 
· Given the sensitive nature of the data, we could not perform imputation of missing data, but we used the SPSS command on selecting missing values to remove all missing values e.g. NMISS (RQ7) < 1. This resulted in a total of 939 valid cases. Note: each variable was estimated based on the total valid cases. 
· Descriptive statistics, like frequencies and percentages, were generated for categorical variables. Minimum, maximum, mean, range and standard deviation were generated for continuous variables.
· All continuous variables were re-coded into categorical variables to indicate the percentage of responses. 
· Recoding of variables including type of disability was completed and dummy variables for regression were created.
· Exporting issues meant that values needed to be assigned to enable analysis together with some recoding. Column headings were reviewed and updated as they had exported out of sync with the hard copy survey.
· Most of the variables had missing values of less than 5%.
· 939 valid cases were used to perform the analysis.
· Cross tabulations with chi-square were run to check for any indications of significant difference between overall independent assessment experience/satisfaction and all other variables. This was to inform the building of the regression model. 
· Ran hierarchical regression in SPSS. We followed several assumptions before undertaking the hierarchical logistic regression analysis
· We checked for multivariate normality of the data
· The independent variables were recoded into dummy variables (0s 1s).
· Chi-square tests were performed to identify independent variables which had a significant relationship with the dependent variables and could be included into the logistic regression model. 
· In the hierarchical logistic regression model, individual factors (eg. type of disability) were entered into the first block. Factors on assessment information were entered into the second block. Factors on assessor information were entered into the third block. Finally, factors related to the assessment process itself were entered into the fourth block[footnoteRef:1]. A factor was considered statistically significant when the two-tailed p-value was α≤0.01 or α≤ 0.05[footnoteRef:2]. For the purpose of this report, we reported results in the final model 4. [1:  Ross, A., & Willson, V. L. (2017). Hierarchical multiple regression analysis using at least two sets of variables (in two blocks). In Basic and advanced statistical tests (pp. 59-74): Brill Sense.
Stockburger, D. W. (2013). Multiple regression with many predictor variables. Multivariate statistics: Concepts, models, and applications. ]  [2:  Ross, A., & Willson, V. L. (2017). Hierarchical multiple regression analysis using at least two sets of variables (in two blocks). In Basic and advanced statistical tests (pp. 59-74): Brill Sense.
] 


General comments
The NDIA attempted to include a broader range of disability types compared with earlier pilots and this was achieved, though with varying levels of success, evident in the participant profile in Appendix D. A decent response rate and overall sample size achieved. However, as noted above, some sub-sample sizes will need to be enhanced for future analysis to examine disaggregation of experiences by cohort. The likely response bias encountered through self-selection is acknowledged by the NDIA. Future efforts to capture participant experience of Independent Assessments should endeavour to ensure representation of the population (and sub-populations) of interest. As we do not have complete data on the profile characteristics of survey non-responders, it is not possible to accurately state the extent of representativeness or otherwise. Further detail on the sampling frame and consent processes would be of benefit to the reader. Data linkage and lack of anonymity may create some bias as discussed above. This is acknowledged by NDIA.

In general, the NDIA presented the data in a sound and clear way. Changing ‘N’ due to missing values within variables could be more explicit outside of the data chapters, namely the executive summary and key messaging. There were some differences in language used to describe data discussed and outlined in the report. Further data analysis and comparison would be possible but was limited by time constraints. 

Examples of specific instances where differences in results were found between USyd and NDIA data analysis are outlined in Box 2 below. Inconsistencies are likely explained by different approaches to data cleaning and handling of missing data. Following a thorough data cleaning processes, the valid sample upon which USyd analysed data was n=939. This gives a difference of 9 cases with the NDIA reporting a sample of n=948. Inconsistencies in descriptive statistics/point prevalence data between NDIA and the USyd team therefore occurred. The differences in percentage points are small and the overall impact on messaging within the report is negligible. In addition, the USyd team performed analysis on self-report survey data only while NDIA reported on linked data at times. 




Box 2: Examples of specific instances of differences in point prevalence data 

Appendix D NDIA table reports frequency and % for type of disability which differs to USyd:
Intellectual disability 174, 18.7% (NDIA); 169, 18.3% (USyd)
Autism 141, 15.1% (NDIA); 139, 14.8% (USyd)
Neurological 374, 40.1% (NDIA); 373, 39.7% (USyd)
Psychosocial  32, 3.4% (NDIA); 31, 3.3% (Usyd)
This is explained by NDIA use of linked governance data while USyd used non-linked participant survey data only.

Figure 5, NDIA tally gives n=906, 95.8% yes to questions as culturally appropriate, USyd, reports n=884, 95.6% yes to this question
This is likely explained by differences in the data cleaning process.

Figure 16 covers assessor understanding of disability = yes (total average 53% and n=852) vs USyd table values of n=843, 53.4%).
This is likely explained by differences in the data cleaning process.


· [bookmark: _Hlk75941871]It was not possible to replicate the Shapley Value analysis in SPSS and the validation team did not have access to STATA. Therefore, USyd undertook hierarchical analysis to ascertain if findings with regard to important factors for a positive independent assessment experience were consistent with the NDIA’s interpretation of results. 
· The hierarchical logistic regression analysis run by USyd was performed to identify predictors of participants’ experience with Independent Assessments according to their satisfaction with the Independent Assessment (see Box 3 for output). The analysis revealed that individual factors, information about assessment, assessor information and the assessment process itself were significant predictors of participants’ positive experience with the Independent Assessment (experience is based on satisfaction with the overall Independent Assessment). Specifically, participants with spinal cord injury (OR=0.102; p=.032) were less likely to express their experience with the Independent Assessment as positive compared with different disability groups. 
· Participants who perceived they received all the information they needed when invited for the assessment (OR=3.29; p=0.010) were more likely to have a positive experience compared with those without such information. 
· Participants who expressed that the length of the assessment was about right (OR=0.077; p=0.010) were less likely to have a positive experience than those with contrary views. 
· In addition, participants who perceived they received enough information to know what to expect from the assessment were 2.72 times more likely to have a positive experiences compared with those with contrary views. 
· Participants who perceived the assessor seemed to know a lot about their disability (OR=3.12; p=.005) as well as those who noted the assessor understood how their disability affects the person’s life (OR=2.15; p=.052) were more likely to have a positive experience with the Independent Assessment. 
· Participants who were comfortable with the questions the assessor asked were 3.57 times more likely to have a positive experience compared with those who were uncomfortable. 
· Participants who felt the Independent Assessment gave an accurate picture of their skills and ability were 5.2 times more likely to have a positive experience with the Independent Assessment. 
· One drawback of the current Shapley Value analysis presented in the report is that it presents an average across the data rather than differences between groups. The difference in experience by age, gender, type of disability and other factors should be unpacked and investigated further for future implementation of Independent Assessments. This will be facilitated by greater sample sizes and more available data over time. 

Table 2 Hierarchical logistic regression 

	Blocks
	Independent variables
	Model 4
	Model 4

	
	
	p-value 
	OR

	Individual factors
	Acquired brain Injury
	.273
	.302

	Individual factors
	Autism
	.112
	.220

	Individual factors
	Cerebral palsy
	.016
	.085

	Individual factors
	Developmental delay
	.995
	1.060

	Individual factors
	Down syndrome
	.394
	.373

	Individual factors
	Global developmental delay
	.210
	.106

	Individual factors
	Hearing impairment or deaf
	.143
	.192

	Individual factors
	Intellectual disability
	.255
	.331

	Individual factors
	Multiple sclerosis
	.195
	.256

	Individual factors
	Other
	.097
	.187

	Individual factors
	Other neurological
	.190
	.270

	Individual factors
	Other physical
	.067
	.134

	Individual factors
	Other sensory/speech
	.038
	.060

	Individual factors
	Psychosocial disability
	.152
	.193

	Individual factors
	Spinal cord injury
	.032
	.102

	Individual factors
	Stroke
	.821
	.595

	Information about assessment 
	Q4. When you were invited to have an independent assessment, do you think you got all the information and help you needed
	.010
	3.297

	Information about assessment
	At a face to face meeting
	.993
	.997

	Information about assessment
	By telephone (voice only)
	.999
	.998

	Information about assessment
	Q8. Did you have a choice about where you had the assessment?     Q8. Did you have a choice about where you had the assessment
	.610
	.833

	Information about assessment
	Q16 How long did the assessment take (across all sessions)?
	.006
	.077

	Information about assessment
	It was about right
	.775
	1.192

	Information about assessment
	It was too long
	.632
	.753

	Information about assessment
	Q10a. Make sure the assessment was on a date and time that was good for you     Q10a. Make sure the assessment was on a
	.952
	.946

	Information about assessment
	Q10b. Explain you could have someone with you if you wished     Q10b. Explain you could have someone with you if you wis
	.181
	2.267

	Information about assessment
	Q10c. Explain that one of the assessments might need to be done by someone who knows you well
	.389
	.677

	Information about assessment
	Q10d. Tell you how long the assessment will take
	.550
	.659

	Information about assessment
	Q10e. Give you enough information to know what to expect from the assessment
	.011
	2.728

	Information about assessment
	Q10f. Give you enough time to get ready for the assessment (for example, to get someone to support you, make any child c
	.121
	3.796

	Information about assessment
	Q10g Fully answer any questions you had about the assessment
	.097
	.325

	Assessor information
	Q12a. The assessor seemed prepared for your meeting
	.421
	.522

	Assessor information
	Q12b. The assessor seemed to know a lot about your disability
	.005
	3.123

	Assessor information
	Q12c The assessor understood how your disability affects your life
	.052
	2.156

	Assessor information
	Q12d The assessor was sensitive to your values and beliefs
	.203
	48.204

	Assessor information
	Q13a. Arrive on time for your meeting
	.988
	.990

	Assessor information
	Q13b. Tell you clearly what would happen during the assessment
	.501
	1.566

	Assessor information
	Q13c Treat you with respect
	.999
	10476117.763

	Assessor information
	Q13d Listen to what you had to say
	.242
	7.146

	Assessor information
	Q13e. Ask if you needed a break
	.108
	1.833

	Assessor information
	Q13f. Answer any questions you had
	.239
	4.776

	Assessor information
	Q13g Talk to you (even if someone else was present)
	.964
	1.040

	Assessor information
	Q13h Give you the chance to talk about all the areas where you needed support or help
	.733
	.856

	Assessment 
	Q15a Were you comfortable with the questions the assessor asked?
	.015
	3.571

	Assessment
	Q15b Were the questions easy to answer?
	.419
	1.316

	Assessment
	Q15c. Did the assessment cover all of the areas important to you where you need help or support?
	.481
	1.311

	Assessment
	Q15d Were you ok with the activities the assessor asked you to do?
	.066
	2.856

	Assessment
	Q15e Were the questions culturally appropriate?
	.739
	1.411

	Assessment
	Q15f Do you think your independent assessment gave an accurate picture of your skills and ability?
	.000
	5.207

	Assessment
	Constant
	.998
	.000



Evaluation acceptability
Akkerman et al (2008)[footnoteRef:3] describe a framework for understanding the credibility of an evaluation process based on a set of three criteria:  [3:  Akkerman, S., Admiraal, W., Brekelmans, M., & Oost, H. (2008). Auditing quality of research in social sciences. Quality & quantity, 42(2), 257-274.] 

· Visibility – i.e. the evaluators make linkages between methods, data and findings visible.
· Comprehensibility – i.e. evaluation findings can be substantiated by the data gathered and the analysis of that data.
· Acceptability – the methods used to gather and analyse data are logical and scientifically sound.

Table 3 and 4 below uses this framework to present an overview of findings from the combined qualitative and quantitative validation exercise. It should be read in tandem with the main validation report for completeness.


Table 3 Framework for evaluation acceptability: Data gathering and storage 
[bookmark: _GoBack]
	Audit-trail
components
	Visibility
	Comprehensibility
	Acceptability

	Quantitative planned
	Data collection aims and processes were clear and structured.
	Sound survey design used.   Further detail on sampling frame and consent would be of benefit to the reader.
Attempt to include broader range of disability types and have more diverse sampling composition.
	Sampling limitations and response bias in survey respondents noted and acknowledged. Underrepresentation of some cohorts can be addressed with future data collection which the NDIA are planning. The NDIA interpreted data in the context of sample achieved and not as a representative sample of all NDIS participants.

	Qualitative planned
	Data collection aims and processes were clear and structured.
	The data gathering processes were comprehensible from a standard research design process.




	Acceptable but note: 1) interview participants were identifiable to the NDIA Evaluation Team from their responses, however survey respondents were only visible if they voluntarily offered their NDIS number and/or name; 2) data collection was conducted by NDIA employees.

	Quantitative realised
	Evaluation aims and questions asked were explained to participants.
	Survey design was uncomplicated and in general user friendly. However, not in Easy Read format for people with intellectual disability or other cognitive challenges.
	The design of the quantitative evaluation and process adequately meets the objectives as set out by the NDIA.

	Qualitative realised
	Evaluation aims and questions asked were explained to participants.
	The data gathering was accessible and comprehensible. However, the responses of some participants shows that they may not have fully understood the questions asked (e.g. large number of off-topic responses in Survey 2). The data as presented in the report is a good reflection of participant responses.
	Overall the research data collection was acceptable. Further details are outlined in the full validation report.

	Qualitative realised
	Coding took place according to the coding scheme developed.
	There was a high level of agreement (97%) between NDIA and University of Sydney coders across all qualitative data. Discrepancies related to different interpretations of the coding frame that led to a small variation in the final sets of codes. Further details are provided in the full validation report.
The NDIA’s reporting of qualitative data reflected participant responses.
	The coded data that was presented in the report provided a largely accurate reflection of participant experiences within the scope of the evaluation.


 Table 4: Framework for evaluation acceptability: Data analysis and reporting 



	Audit-trail
components
	Visibility
	Comprehensibility
	Acceptability

	Quantitative realised
	Some quality issues with format and content upon data export. These were addressed in the data cleaning process.
University of Sydney reported results based on self-report data alone while NDIA reported on self-report linked governance data. This was not clear at the outset.
	Analysis ran as planned. Noted limitations in within group comparisons identified and addressed with point prevalence data presented and Shapley presented as average of participants. Provides some insights but limited by no disaggregation by cohort, which was impacted by sample size. 
Additional analysis could be performed using alternative regressions to show the most significant factors predictive of a satisfactory Independent Assessment experience. This was not set out as a goal of the current review, but would provide NDIA additional useful insights in future. 
More disability groupings were included in this sample composition than the previous pilot with varying levels of success (see participant profile Appendix D)
	Overall data presented clearly. Sample size included within the data chapters shows the extent of missing values (low) and allows interpretation of results of the realised sample. This could be extended to other sections of report such as executive summary. Inconsistencies in point prevalence are minimal and likely relate to differences in handling of missing data, and the use of linked governance data set by NDIA and self-report only data by the University of Sydney.

	Qualitative realised
	Coding took place according to the coding scheme developed.
	There was a high level of agreement (97%) between NDIA and University of Sydney coders across all qualitative data. Discrepancies related to different interpretations of the coding frame that led to a small variation in the final sets of codes. Further details are provided in the full validation report.
The NDIA’s reporting of qualitative data reflected participant responses.
	The coded data that was presented in the report provided a largely accurate reflection of participant experiences within the scope of the evaluation.



Percentage agreement with NDIA coders

100% agreement	Participant Survey 1	Participant survey 2	Interviews	79	78	54	Mainly agree	Participant Survey 1	Participant survey 2	Interviews	19	20	41	Disagreement	Participant Survey 1	Participant survey 2	Interviews	2	2	4	
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