Clarifications for Respondents
	No.
	Topic
	Question
	Response

	1
	Alignment with the MEL Framework for Australia’s Disability Strategy (ADS)
	How should the evaluation framework align with the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for Australia’s Disability Strategy (ADS)?
	Alignment with the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for Australia’s Disability Strategy is desirable. The intention is that any evaluation framework developed for this project should be able to map logically to high‑level ADS outcomes where feasible, while remaining proportionate to the scope, timing, and budget of this work. Respondents may propose how alignment could be achieved pragmatically, including where ADS‑level data may be leveraged rather than duplicating data collection.

	2
	Involvement of people with disability
	Will people with disability be involved in the evaluation process?
	People with disability are involved in the broader project through engagement and advisory mechanisms. There is openness to their involvement in shaping evaluation design or sense‑making processes, where this can be done ethically and proportionately. Direct participation of people with disability in primary evaluation data collection is not assumed at this stage, given timing and scope considerations. People with disability are beneficiaries of the work, rather than direct users of program resources.

	3
	Coverage of the co‑design process
	Should the evaluation cover the co‑design process?
	Yes. Including the co‑design process within the evaluation scope is appropriate. This may focus on process quality, inclusivity, learning, and implementation readiness, rather than outcomes for end users at this early stage.

	4
	Timing of primary data collection and outcomes
	Is it too early for primary data collection and outcomes measurement for people with disability?
	It is acknowledged that it would be premature to seek outcomes data from people with disability interacting with professionals who have used program resources. The evaluation is expected to focus primarily on design, implementation, reach, early signals of change (e.g. professional confidence, capability, or intent), and readiness, rather than downstream outcomes.

	5
	Identifying people with disability
	Is identifying and engaging people with disability for evaluation purposes anticipated to be difficult at this stage?
	Yes. Identifying people with disability directly for evaluation purposes is likely to be challenging at this stage and is not a requirement. Proposals should be realistic about what can be achieved within the project scope and timeframe.
Respondents should be mindful that People with Disabilities are the beneficiaries of this program of work, with practitioners being the users.

	6
	Ethics approval and access requirements
	Is ethics approval anticipated, and who would be responsible for obtaining it?
	At this stage, the project does not anticipate conducting research that would require formal Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC) approval. If respondents consider that certain evaluation components may require ethics approval, this should be clearly identified and justified in their proposal, including implications for scope, timing, and budget. Ethics approval is not assumed to be the responsibility of the Advisor unless explicitly proposed and agreed.

	7
	Easy Read and plain English
	Are Easy Read and plain English outputs required within the current scope and budget?
	There is referenced in project materials to accessibility, including Easy Read and plain English, as guiding principles. However, these are not mandated for all evaluation outputs. Respondents should propose proportionate and feasible approaches to accessibility within the available budget and scope.

	8
	Reporting frequency and timing
	How often is reporting required, and when is the first report expected?
	The expectation is for light‑touch, fit‑for‑purpose reporting aligned to project milestones. This may include an initial framework or inception output, periodic progress updates, and a final synthesis. Specific reporting schedules can be proposed by respondents and will be agreed during contract finalisation. 

	9
	Evaluation reports vs dashboards
	Is a full evaluation report required, or are monitoring dashboards preferred?
	The focus is on producing evaluation outputs that support learning, decision making, and continuous improvement. This may be achieved through evaluation reports, simple monitoring dashboards, or a combination of both, provided they are clearly linked to a fit‑for‑purpose logic model or theory of change and enable interpretation of progress toward intended outcomes. Outputs should support reflective sense making and inform ongoing delivery.

	10
	Survey platforms and dashboarding software
	Will survey platforms and dashboarding software be provided?
	Respondents should assume that any survey or dashboarding tools they propose would be implemented using their own systems, unless otherwise agreed. Proposals should clearly identify platform requirements, costs, and implications. Simple approaches are preferred.  However we do encourage simple and transferrable solutions.
ACOLA does have a licence for Survey Monkey that can be leveraged.

	11
	Capacity building
	What is meant by capacity building as a deliverable?
	Capacity building refers primarily to building the ACOLA project team’s capability to understand, use, and sustain the monitoring and evaluation framework over time. While the Advisor is expected to undertake the core evaluation design and setup work, proposals may also include light‑touch capability‑building activities (e.g. workshops, guidance materials, or coaching) where these add value and are proportionate.

	12
	Workshops and sessions
	Are facilitated sessions expected to support framework development and ongoing implementation?
	Yes. Facilitated sessions to support co‑development of the evaluation framework and enable ongoing implementation are considered valuable. Respondents are encouraged to propose how such sessions could be structured and delivered efficiently.



