2.

The approved provider sought a review of
 Quality Area 1, Standard 1.1, element 1.1.3
 Quality Area 5, Standard 5.1, element 5.1.1
 Quality Area 7, Standard 7.2, element 7.2.3

3.

After the initial assessment, the service was rated as:


Quality Area 1 – Working Towards NQS
 Standard 1.1 – Working Towards NQS
 Element 1.1.1 – Met
 Element 1.1.2 – Met
 Element 1.1.3 – Not met
 Standard 1.2 – Meeting NQS
 Element 1.2.1 – Met
 Element 1.2.2 – Met
 Element 1.2.3 – Met
 Standard 1.3 – Meeting NQS
 Element 1.3.1 – Met
 Element 1.3.2 – Met
 Element 1.3.3 – Met



Quality Area 2 – Meeting NQS
 Standard 2.1 – Meeting NQS
 Element 2.1.1 – Met
 Element 2.1.2 – Met
 Element 2.1.3 – Met
 Standard 2.2 – Meeting NQS
 Element 2.2.1 – Met
 Element 2.2.2 – Met
 Element 2.3.3 – Met



Quality Area 3 – Meeting NQS
 Standard 3.1 – Meeting NQS
 Element 3.1.1 – Met
 Element 3.1.2 – Met
 Standard 3.2 – Meeting NQS
 Element 3.2.1 – Met
 Element 3.2.2 – Met
 Element 3.2.3 – Met
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Quality Area 4 – Meeting NQS
 Standard 4.1 – Meeting NQS
 Element 4.1.1 – Met
 Element 4.1.2 – Met
 Standard 4.2 – Meeting NQS
 Element 4.2.1 – Met
 Element 4.2.2 – Met



Quality Area 5 – Working Towards NQS
 Standard 5.1 – Working Towards NQS
 Element 5.1.1 – Not met
 Element 5.1.2 – Met
 Standard 5.2 – Meeting NQS
 Element 5.2.1 – Met
 Element 5.2.2 – Met



Quality Area 6 – Meeting NQS
 Standard 6.1 – Meeting NQS
 Element 6.1.1 – Met
 Element 6.1.2 – Met
 Element 6.1.3 – Met
 Standard 6.2 – Meeting NQS
 Element 6.2.1 – Met
 Element 6.2.2 – Met
 Element 6.2.3 – Met



Quality Area 7 – Working Towards NQS
 Standard 7.1 – Meeting NQS
 Element 7.1.1 – Met
 Element 7.1.2 – Met
 Element 7.1.3 - Met
 Standard 7.2 – Working Towards NQS
 Element 7.2.1 – Met
 Element 7.2.2 – Met
 Element 7.2.3 – Not Met



Overall service rating: Working Towards NQS.
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4.

The provider applied for first tier review on the basis that they believed their
service should have received a rating of Met in Elements 1.1.3, 5.1.1 and
7.2.3, and which would bring the overall service rating to Meeting NQS.

Regulatory authority’s view
5.

At first tier review, the regulatory authority confirmed the ratings given at
assessment and rating for Elements 1.1.3, 5.1.1 and 7.2.3 as Not Met.

Applicant’s view
6.

In their application for second tier review, the provider submitted that their
service should be rated Met as in Elements 1.1.3, 5.1.1 and 7.2.3.

7.

The approved provider made an additional statement in accompaniment of
their application for second tier review. In this statement, the provider quoted a
section of the Victorian Public Sector Code of Conduct, and expressed
concern that the conduct of the assessor undertaking the assessment and
ratings visit did not abide by this code.

Evidence before the panel
8.

The Panel considered all the evidence submitted by the provider and the
regulatory authority. This included:
 the application for second tier review and its attachments
 the Assessment and Rating Instruments and the final Assessment and
Rating Report
 the service’s feedback to the draft report
 the application for first tier review and its attachments
 the regulatory authority’s findings at first tier review
 the regulatory authority’s submission to second tier review
 the provider’s response to the regulatory authority’s submissions.

9.

The Panel was also provided with advice from ACECQA on the Elements
under review.

The law
10. Section 151 of the National Law states that following a review, the
Ratings Review Panel may:
(a) confirm the rating levels determined by the Regulatory Authority; or
(b) amend the rating levels.

4
The best possible start in life

Service context
11.

is a
service based in

long day care

Victoria.

12. The service has
approved places, and provides education and care to
children aged birth to 5 across
.
13. The service was previously assessed and rated in 2015 at which point it
received an overall rating of Exceeding the National Quality Standard.

The facts
14. The assessment and rating visit took place on

2019.

15. The provider received the draft report on
2019 and provided feedback
to the draft report on
2019. The final report was sent to the provider on
2019.
16. The provider applied for first tier review on
authority made a decision on the review on
17. The provider applied for second tier review on

2019. The regulatory
2019.
2019.

Review of rating levels
18. The Panel considered each Quality Area and Element under review.
Element 1.1.3
19. Standard 1.1 – Program – is that:
The educational program enhances each child’s learning and development.
20. Element 1.1.3 – Program learning opportunities – is that:
All aspects of the program, including routines, are organised in ways that
maximise opportunities for each child’s learning.
Assessment and rating
Regulatory authority’s view
21. In the draft report, Element 1.1.3 was rated as ‘Not Met’. The regulatory
authority’s rationale was stated as:
All aspects of the program, including routines, were not organised in ways that
maximise opportunities for each child's learning, in that:
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the routine within the
room did not support all children’s
learning, as children were observed to be sitting and waiting for long
periods of time in high chairs during morning tea when they had
indicated that they were finished eating
the educator in the
room took child
to a highchair and
put a plate of fruit in front of
,
indicated to the educator that
did not want eat and the educator kept saying 'try it, eat a little bit',
played with
bowl and tipped the fruit out and the educator
continued to tell
to try the fruit
during the lunch routine in the
room the children
waited for their lunch to be served for approximately ten minutes,
during which time they became restless and put their bowls on their
heads, to which the educator said ‘show me you are ready’ and
continued to make the children wait
in the
room during the lunch routine, children were
sitting for long periods of time waiting for the educator to serve their
food, with the educator being focused on getting the children to sit
quietly and wait for her instructions.

Applicant’s view
22. The approved provider submitted feedback to the draft report in relation to the
evidence and draft rating for this element.
23. In relation to the statements from the draft report that:




the routine within the
room did not support all children’s
learning, as children were observed to be sitting and waiting for long
periods of time in high chairs during morning tea when they had
indicated that they were finished eating
the educator in the
room took child
to a highchair and
put a plate of fruit in front of
,
indicated to the educator that
did not want eat and the educator kept saying 'try it, eat a little bit',
played with
bowl and tipped the fruit out and the educator
continued to tell
to try the fruit

The approved provider submitted an email from

parent, and stated:

This situation has been taken out of context and does not reflect the
educator’s knowledge of children gained from strong relationships with
families.
In preparation for morning tea, educator
assisted four children to safely sit
in their high chairs. She served each child a bowl of fruit catering to their
individual needs.
and
have both recently
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been introduced to soft but solid pieces of fruit.
parents, for example, stated they would prefer
be offered a variety
of soft solid fruits at the service. Respecting the parents’ wishes (element
6.1.2), and to ensure the children’s safety and wellbeing,
decided to offer
one piece of fruit at a time. She first offered each child a piece of peeled
orange in a bowl so they could hold/taste/explore it and help themselves.
However,
is used to being fed puree with a spoon and was unsure
about trying the solid fruit.
reflected critically through
eyes and
realised the bowl looked a little different to the way
mashed fruit was
presented eg with a spoon and this may have been the reason
threw the
bowl away.
decided to offer
a piece of rockmelon and encourage
to taste and explore the texture of the fruit. She gave
a little more time
to explore the rockmelon, noticing
did not throw the bowl again. She was
supporting
through this new experience, not forcing
to eat.
During this process the rest of the children were enjoying their morning tea
and
continued eating different pieces of fruit. When
observed
was still not keen on trying the rockmelon, and
was no longer interested
in
fruit, she assisted them to the carpet where she could supervise them
engaging in activities while she helped the remaining two children who were
still eating. When these children indicated they were also finished,
assisted them from their high chairs. Holding high expectations, and
integrating learning into routines,
involved them in the cleaning process
eg picking up the fruit left on the floor. The children were not sitting in their
high chairs for long periods of time after they indicated they were finished.
With
encouragement,
transition from puree to solid food was
successful.
mother
sent an email on
/19 confirming
diet
at home was based on solid food and
would no longer require puree for
lunch. Educators always work closely with families to ensure the children’s
routines are supported consistently between home and service (NQS Element
6.2.1).
24. In relation to the statements from the draft report that:




during the lunch routine in the
room the children
waited for their lunch to be served for approximately ten minutes,
during which time they became restless and put their bowls on their
heads, to which the educator said ‘show me you are ready’ and
continued to make the children wait
in the
room during the lunch routine, children were
sitting for long periods of time waiting for the educator to serve their
food, with the educator being focused on getting the children to sit
quietly and wait for her instructions.

The approved provider stated that:
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We do not agree with these statements as they do not reflect all of the
interactions between the educator and the children.
Every day there is a child helper assigned to set the table for lunch. This
promotes children’s agency as well as develops self-esteem and leadership
skills (NQS element 1.2.3). Usually the child helper sets the table prior to the
children gathering for lunch. On this particular day it was casual educator
first day managing the
ors program since the start of
year and her focus was on assisting the child helper
who attends
once a week.
was not as familiar with the lunch routine as children who
come more regularly, and required additional guidance from
who ‘walked
through’ the process of setting the table. Not wanting to compromise the
supervision of children’s active play,
called the group in for lunch. While
this activity took slightly longer than usual,
knew there wouldn’t be too
much of a delay because there were only children in the group.
used the slight delay as an opportunity to promote positive interactions
and empathy for others (learning outcome 1.4), encouraging the children to
support
as
delivered the task. She modelled appropriate
responses when being served or receiving a gift, and every child
demonstrated their understanding by saying ‘thank you
” as
went
around the table.
also engaged the children in conversations about the
menu, their favourite food, healthy eating, good hygiene practice etc during
this time (learning outcome 5.1 and NQS 2.1.3).
During this time
and a couple of other children put bowls on their
heads. However,
continued engaging with the children as described, and
acknowledging their behaviour asked if they were hungry or if they would like
to read a story before lunch.
immediately said “no I’m hungry” as
put down
bowl and the rest of the children followed.
then
immediately served the lunch.
focus was not on getting the children to sit quietly and wait for her
instructions. She was engaging with all of the children, including
.
There are many examples in our QIP of educators in the
room planning the program and using routines to extend learning. For
example:
•
•

18 children have been engaged in routines like
composting, recycling watering and planting which support
environmental sustainability
18 children have engaged in regular cooking routines to
extend their knowledge about nutrition and healthy eating.

Assessment and rating – Final decision
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25. In the final report, Element 1.1.3 was rated as Not Met
First Tier Review
Approved provider’s view
26. At first tier review, the approved provider re-submitted the statement and
evidence provided as feedback to the draft report.
Regulatory Authority’s view
27. The panel’s response to provider evidence on Element 1.1.3 reads:
Element 1.1.3 focuses on all aspects of the program, including routines, being
organised in ways that maximise opportunities for each child’s learning.
The education program, including routines and transitions, did not consistently
support children and provide opportunities for children’s learning and
development. Of particular concerns were the
and
rooms where the authorised officer observed that routines did not ensure that
there were consistent expectations for children in relation to: waiting times,
child-directed learning and educator’s responses to children’s non-verbal
cues.
The authorised officer identified the following specific examples of practice at
the time of the assessment and rating visit:


Some children in the
room were observed to be sitting and
waiting for up to 10 minutes in high chairs during morning tea when
they had indicated that they were finished eating.



In the
room, children were sitting for up to 10 minutes
waiting for the educator to serve their lunch, whilst the educator
focused on getting the children to sit quietly and follow her instructions:
the children became restless and put their bowls on their heads, to
which the educator responded ‘show me you are ready’ and continued
to make the children wait.

I acknowledge that educators at your service work closely with families to
ensure the children’s routines are supported between home and the service,
particularly in relation to
transition from puree to solid fruits.
I am satisfied that Quality Area 1 remain as Working Towards NQS.
First Tier Review – Final Decision
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28. The first tier review panel upheld the regulatory authorities decision, and
element 1.1.3 remained rated as ‘not met’.
Second Tier Review
Approved Providers’ submission
29. In their application for second tier review, the approved provider submitted that
they believe that Element 1.1.3 is met by their service, and that they would like
a review of the evidence and rating decision for this Element.
30. In support of their application, the approved provider re-submitted the
statement and supporting email provided initially as feedback to the draft
assessment and ratings report.
Panel’s consideration
31. The panel commenced discussion of this Element by acknowledging that there
were some material details, such as
transition to solid foods, that the
Authorised Officer could have interrogated more deeply during the visit.
However, the panel agreed that the evidence and explanation provided by the
Approved Provider failed to address the broader issues raised in the report.
32. The panel agreed that the routines did not appear to provide strong learning
opportunities for children. In their discussions, the panel considered:


That
was being given an opportunity to eat and explore solid
foods, but also that the child was left in a high chair for an extended
period of time before being helped out of the chair. Given the age of
the child and the introduction to solid food foods, the panel considered
that the educator could have offered more support to the child to
encourage the safe consumption of the solid food.



That children were observed becoming restless after being made to
wait for extended periods at mealtime and that the educator present
responded to this behaviour by asking the children to sit quietly and
wait for instructions. The panel agreed that this scenario suggests that
this routine has not been organised in a way that maximises learning.

33. The panel considered the
submitted by the provider as
evidence for this standard, but were unable to see a clear relationship
between this submission and the requirements of this Element.
Second Tier Review – the panel’s decision
1.

The panel decided to confirm the regulatory authority’s decision that Element
1.1.3 is rated ‘not met’.

Element 5.1.1
10
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pillow to keep on exploring and the educator continued to pick
up
and move
to the other side of the room, missing the opportunity to
build on
interest and play.
The approved provider submitted that:
This comment does not take into consideration the educator’s commitment to
ensuring
safety.
a new educator, was supervising the babies
outdoors during a staff handover. She saw
climbing on a pillow normally
used to prevent babies from falling when they sit up.
was concerned
about
safety, fearing
might topple and bump
head.
Understanding that children’s safety is the first objective and guiding principle
of the National Law and Regulations (Law section 3, and NQS 2.2.1), she
removed
from the pillow because she could not move closer to her and
adequately supervise. At the time
was also supervising three other
children who were exploring different areas of the environment and she did not
want to compromise their care.
There are many examples in our QIP of educators in the
engaging
in meaningful interactions with children and building trusting relationships. For
example:

18
shared her love of dance and her culture with
the babies as she engaged them in
music and dance

18
participated in 2018 reading challenge where
educators planned activities around children’s interests based on the
book read

18 Educators engaged with children in creative and imaginative
artworks using flowers as paint brushes

19 Children engaged in meaningful interactions with educators
while participating in the highly recommended
music
program.
7.

In relation to the statement that:


during family grouping time children were engaged in a music
experience, listening to a song about fingers and singing along, an
educator got up and retrieved the rope with handles on it and started
singing wheels on the bus, she called out to the other educator to
change the music to wheels on the bus and got the children to hold
onto the rope and follow her around the yard. Some children were not
engaged and educators spent time trying to get children to hold the
rope.

The approved provider submitted that:
We do not agree with this statement. It has been taken out of context and
does not reflect the way educators were attuned to children’s needs or the
12
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intentional teaching that was integrated into the activity. Educators have
noticed that children enjoy engaging with music during the morning family
grouping time. It has particularly helped our new children who struggle with
separation anxiety to feel safe, secure and supported (learning outcome 1.1).
On this occasion, educators
and
played the ‘finger family’ song
which is usually one of the children’s favourites. However,
was
responsive to children’s cues (NQS 1.2.2 Responsive teaching and
Scaffolding) and noticed only
seemed to be interested in this song.
Some children, for example, had started running around aimlessly with the
potential for undesirable incidents. Remembering that ‘wheels on the bus’ was
another popular song with all children including
, educators changed the
song to engage with children’s interests (NQS 1.1.2 Child-centred) and
support children to self-regulate their behaviour (NQS 5.2.2 Self-regulation).
This song also enabled educators to act on recommendations from a recent
fire drill conducted on
2019 that
children practice their rope
skills for evacuation purposes. Reflecting and planning on the spot,
integrated rope skills into the music activity in a fun and enjoyable way by
inviting and encouraging the children to ‘hold the rope and hop on to the bus.’
At the beginning some children were uncertain how to hold the rope.
However, they were happy to join once
demonstrated how to do this.
The children and educators had a lot of fun walking around the yard in the
‘bus’ a few times to practice.
8.

In relation to the statement that:


one child,
was attempting to get an educators attention
during family grouping by saying 'me, me, me' but the educator was
busy filling up a watering can and did not acknowledge
continued to follow her and try to get her attention by repeating 'me,
me, me' but the educator did not respond to

The approved provider submitted that:
This statement is untrue. The educator did not ignore

.

During family grouping,
invited some children to help water the plants.
She helped those children who expressed an interest to fill some watering
cans and guided them in the watering process. She also used this routine to
extend children’s learning about living things and their need for water (NQS
1.1.3 Program learning opportunities). As several children were participating
in the activity, and
was engaged in filling watering cans and assisting
children who were watering, she at times responded to the children’s ‘me, me,
me’ requests without using individual names, reassuring each child they
would get a turn. She repeated this again when she heard
‘me,
me, me,’ and ensured
had a turn watering the plants.
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Assessment and rating – Final decision
9.

In the final report Element 5.1.1 remained as Not Met although the regulatory
authority removed from the evidence the statement that:
in the
room a child,
was engaging in self-directed play climbing
on a pillow, the educator responded by picking the child up and moving the
child away, the child continued to crawl back to the pillow to keep on exploring
and the educator continued to pick
up and move
to the other side of
the room, missing the opportunity to build on
interest and play.

First Tier Review
Approved provider’s view
10. In their application for internal ratings review, the approved provider submitted
a copy of their fire drill record dated
2019, and re-submitted their
statements to the authorised officer’s evidence statements from the final report
that:
 During family grouping time children were engaged in a music
experience, listening to a song about fingers and singing along, an
educator got up and retrieved the rope with handles on it and started
singing wheels on the bus, she called out to the other educator to
change the music to wheels on the bus and got the children to hold
onto the rope and follow her around the yard. Some children were not
engaged and educators spent time trying to get children to hold the
rope.
 One child,
was attempting to get an educator’s attention
during family grouping by saying ‘me, me, me’ but the educator was
busy filling up a watering can and did not acknowledge
,
continued to follow her and try to get her attention by repeating ‘me,
me, me’ but the educator did not respond to
Regulatory Authority’s view
11. The panel’s response to provider evidence reads:
Element 5.1.1 requires responsive and meaningful interactions that build
trusting relationships which engage and support each child to feel secure,
confident and included.
Educators were not always responsive to children’s needs and did not
consistently engage with children through meaningful interactions that
supported them to feel secure, confident and included in that, some educators
were observed to shout across play areas and to respond to children.
The authorised officer identified in the following examples during family
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grouping that each child was not consistently supported to feel secure,
confident and included in the program:


A child attempted to get an educator’s attention by repeatedly saying
‘me, me, me’ but the educator was busy filling up a watering can and
did not acknowledge the child for around ten minutes. The child
continued to follow the educator and try to get her attention by
repeating ‘me, me, me’ but the educator did not respond to
and
moved away to other children.



The children were engaged in a music experience, during which an
educator got up and retrieved a rope with handles on it and started
singing the wheels on the bus. The educator interrupted the children’s
experience and called out to the other educator to change the song to
the wheels on the bus without an explained purpose or intention about
why she decided to change the song. She asked the children to hold
onto the rope and follow her around the yard. Some children were not
engaged and educators spent time trying to get children to hold the
rope.

I have determined that element 5.1.1 remain as not met and that standard 5.1
remain as Working Towards NQS.
I am satisfied that Quality Area 5 remain as Working Towards NQS.
First Tier Review – Final Decision
12. The panel confirmed the decision from assessment and rating that Element
5.1.1 was ‘not met’.
Second Tier Review
Approved Providers’ submission
13. In their application for second tier review, the approved provider submitted that
they believe that Element 5.1.1 is met by their service, and that they would like
a review of the evidence and rating decision for this Element.
14. In support of their application, they re-submitted the statement and evidence
provided at first tier review.
Panel’s consideration
15. The panel began discussions around this element by noting some differences
of interpretation of evidence between the Authorised Officer and the Approved
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Provider. They noted the question of whether a child at the service,
was being ignored falls into this category.

,

16. However, the panel also noted that in several of the examples, the approved
provider’s submissions did not address broader quality issues captured by the
authorised officer’s evidence. The panel also commented that the evidence
provided suggested that the service’s approach to relationships with children
showed limited understanding of contemporary thinking around the importance
of warm and responsive relationships and interactions with children.
For example:


The panel re-considered the example of the child
. The panel
acknowledged that
was being given the opportunity to explore
solid foods, but noted that ultimately
was left in a high chair for
extended periods and that the educator’s attention was provided from
across the room.



The panel noted that in the example with the child
play with the
pillow, supervision, rather than looking to engage meaningfully with and
build upon the child’s interests, drove the educator’s approach to
engagement.

17. The panel commented that the evidence available did not provide a holistic
picture of all rooms in the service, and that the Authorised Officer’s instrument
did not provide sufficient detail to give the panel a holistic picture of the service
in this element. The panel noted that the available evidence demonstrated
inconsistent quality, and that there had been considerable staff turnover since
the service’s previous assessment and ratings visit.
18. Overall, however, the panel agreed that the approved provider’s response did
not sufficiently address the concerns that the Authorised Officer had raised.
Second Tier Review – Final Decision
19. The panel decided to confirm the regulatory authority’s decision that Element
5.1.1 is rated ‘not met’.

Element 7.2.3
20. Standard 7.2 – Leadership – is that:
Effective leadership builds and promotes a positive organisational culture and
professional learning community.
21. Element 7.2.3 – Development of professionals – is that:
Educators, co-ordinators and staff members’ performance is regularly
evaluated and individual plans are in place to support learning and
development.
16
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Assessment and rating
Regulatory authority’s view
22. In the draft report, Element 7.2.3 was rated as Not Met. In its analysis, the
regulatory authority stated in relation to this element that:
Educators, co-ordinators and staff members’ performance was not regularly
evaluated and individual plans were not in place to support learning and
development, in that:
 there was no ongoing performance document for educator
who commenced at the service
2017
 there was no ongoing performance document for educator
who commenced at the service
2017
 the ongoing performance or reviews for casual educators and
educators who had commenced in late 2018 was not available and the
nominated supervisor stated that the review date is not until
2019.
Applicant’s view
23. In relation to the regulatory authority’s statements that:


the ongoing performance or reviews for casual educators and
educators who had commenced in late 2018 was not available and the
nominated supervisor stated that the review date is not until
2019.

The approved provider submitted that:
This statement does not take account of our different appraisal processes for
permanent and casual employees, or our mentoring program.
We have 2 different processes to evaluate educators’ performance.
Permanent educators
We complete an appraisal process for permanent educators at least annually
every
. This involves a process of two way communication and feedback
involving the educators’ and managers’ views about the performance and
appropriate professional development which is documented on our appraisal
templates.
Casual educators
As casual educators are generally employed for shorter periods of time, and
often attend randomly, we use an ongoing appraisal process to evaluate their
performance. To ensure casual educators provide high quality education and
care, all are paired with a mentor (usually the room leader or nominated
supervisor) who guides their work and provides regular feedback (NQS 7.1.2
Management systems, 7.1.3 Roles and responsibilities). Casual educators
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There was no ongoing performance document for educator
who commenced at the service
2017.

30. The approved provider responded to the regulatory authority’s statement that:
 The ongoing performance reviews for casual educators,
and
who had commenced in
2018 and
2018 was not available and the nominated supervisor
stated that the review date is not until
2019.
31. They made the following statement, and submitted additional emails between
themselves and the educator
in support of their application:
We note that this paragraph has been changed by the Authorised Officer
when responding to our initial feedback. Previously this paragraph said “the
ongoing performance or reviews for casual educators and educators who
had commenced in
2018 was not available and the nominated
supervisor stated that the review date is not until
2019.
commenced on
2018. Like other casual staff,
she has been offered constant feedback from
and
Following are
examples of some written correspondence exchanged to assist
improve her work performance. Both director and educational leader always
engage
in meaningful discussions to assist her in her role,
encouraging feedback to identify areas which she requires improvement and
professional development.
has recently commenced a Bachelor in Early Childhood Education.
She has also undertaken 10 hours of professional development courses i.e.
2018) and
2018).
in
2018 and
2019, only
recommencing in
2019.
commenced on
2018. Like other casual staff, she
was offered constant feedback from
and
Following are examples
of some written correspondence to assist
improve in her work
performance. Both director and educational leader always engage
in
meaningful discussions, helping her to upskill and be confident in her work.

was
2019. She
resumed as a casual staff member in
and
2019.
undertook 10 hours of professional development courses i.e.
2018 and
2018.
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Regulatory Authority’s view
32. The panel’s response to provider evidence on Element 7.2.3 reads:
Element 7.2.3 requires educators, co-ordinators and staff members’
performance is regularly evaluated and individual plans are in place to support
learning and development.
Individual development plans to support learning and development were not in
place for all educators and staff members at the service. The information
collected at the assessment and rating visit and provided by you as a part of
the response to the draft report and application for review did not provide
evidence that a documented individual plan was in place to support the
learning and development of staff members
2018),
(
2017,
2018) and
2018).
The additional evidence you provided was general in nature addressing the
overall approach to performance reviews, which included information about
your service’s performance evaluation processes for casual and permanent
staff. This information was not specific to the individual development plans that
should have been in place for
You provided some evidence in the form of emails that documented
discussions about personal development held with educators. It was your
intention to review permanent educators’ performance annually in May and
casual educators underwent an ongoing appraisal process. The performance
review provided as evidence for
is dated
2019, after the
assessment and rating visit.
Individual development plans must be documented for all educators and staff
members. Performance reviews must be conducted regularly and include a
process for reviewing and updating individual development plans based on an
evaluation of professional strengths, interests and goals.
I have determined that element 7.2.3 remain as not met and that standard 7.2
remain as Working towards the NQS.
I am satisfied that Quality Area 7 remain as Working Towards NQS.
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First Tier Review – Final Decision
33. The panel confirmed the decision from assessment and rating that Element
7.2.3 was ‘not met’.
Second Tier Review
Approved Providers’ submission
34. In their application for second tier review, the approved provider submitted that
they believe that Element 7.2.3 is met by their service, and that they would like
a review of the evidence and rating decision for this element.
35. In support of their application, they re-submitted the statement and evidence
provided at first tier review. The approved provider submitted some additional
emails regarding the educator
.
Panel’s consideration
36. The panel commenced discussions by considering the evidence around
Element 7.2.3. Members briefly outlined the focus of this Element as a
requirement for services to engage in a planned and collaborative approach to
professional development.
37. The panel evaluated the evidence related to this Element, and during their
discussion they:


Acknowledged the evidence submitted by the approved provider
explaining that the service uses separate processes for permanent and
casual staff members.



Agreed that three staff had been identified as not having reviews in
place despite having been employed by the service for periods over 12
months.

38. The panel also considered emails between the educational leader and another
educator which the approved provider had submitted as evidence of their
process of ongoing engagement and review with staff. The panel found that
these emails were irregular, and did not demonstrate a collaborative approach
to assessing staff development, as their focus was on identifying and
prescribing areas for improvement. The panel also noted that the template
used by the service to evaluate staff members relied on check boxes, and was
not well contextualised to each educator or the service.
39. In their discussion, the panel questioned the appropriateness of assessing and
developing educators employed on a casual basis under the process for
casual or relief staff when their engagement with the service was regular and
over a longer period of time.
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40. The panel also noted that there was no evidence of planning longer-term
professional development opportunities to build on the strengths and interests
and further build the skills and knowledge of educators.
Second Tier Review – Final Decision
41. The panel decided to confirm the regulatory authority’s decision that Element
7.2.3 is rated ‘not met’.
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