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Decision: The Ratings Review Panel (the panel), by consensus, decided to confirm the ratings
for all standards under review as follows:


Standard 1.1: Meeting NQS



Standard 1.2: Meeting NQS



Standard 1.3: Meeting NQS



Standard 2.1: Meeting NQS



Standard 2.2: Meeting NQS



Standard 3.2: Meeting NQS



Standard 4.1: Meeting NQS



Standard 7.1: Meeting NQS



Standard 7.2: Meeting NQS

The service’s overall rating remains as Meeting NQS.
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Issues
1.

The approved provider (the provider) sought a review of the ratings for the above
standards on the grounds that the regulatory authority did not appropriately apply the
prescribed process for determining rating level.

Overview
2.

After initial assessment, as documented in the final assessment and rating report, the
overall rating for the service was Meeting NQS. Ratings for each standard were:
Quality Area 1: Meeting NQS
Standard 1.1: Meeting NQS
Standard 1.2: Meeting NQS
Standard 1.3: Meeting NQS
(Demonstrating Exceeding theme 2 at final report)

Quality Area 2: Meeting NQS
Standard 2.1: Meeting NQS
(Demonstrating Exceeding theme 2 at final report)

Standard 2.2: Meeting NQS
Quality Area 3: Meeting NQS
Standard 3.1: Exceeding NQS
Standard 3.2: Meeting NQS
Quality Area 4: Meeting NQS
Standard 4.1: Meeting NQS
Standard 4.2: Meeting NQS
(Demonstrating Exceeding themes 2 and 3 at final report)

Quality Area 5: Meeting NQS
Standard 5.1: Meeting NQS
Standard 5.2: Meeting NQS
Quality Area 6: Meeting NQS
Standard 6.1: Exceeding NQS
Standard 6.2: Meeting NQS
Quality Area 7: Meeting NQS
Standard 7.1: Meeting NQS
Standard 7.2: Meeting NQS
(Demonstrating Exceeding theme 2 at final report)
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3.

The provider applied for first tier review in relation to Quality Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 and 7.
Specifically, the provider was seeking a review of the following standards:







4.

At first tier review, the regulatory authority determined that there was evidence that:






5.

Standards 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3
Standards 2.1 and 2.2
Standard 3.2
Standards 4.1 and 4.2
Standard 6.2
Standards 7.1 and 7.2.
Standard 2.2 Exceeding Theme 2 was demonstrated – the overall rating for the
standard remained at Meeting NQS
Standard 4.1 - Exceeding theme 1 was demonstrated – the overall rating for the
standard remained at Meeting NQS
Standard 4.2 - Exceeding theme 1 was demonstrated – the overall rating for the
standard changed from Meeting NQS to Exceeding NQS
Standard 6.2 - Exceeding theme 1, 2 and 3 were demonstrated – the overall rating
for the standard changed from Meeting NQS to Exceeding NQS
Standard 7.1 - Exceeding theme 2 was demonstrated – the overall rating for the
standard remained at Meeting NQS.

The regulatory authority also determined at first tier review that there was insufficient
evidence that the following Exceeding themes were demonstrated:










Standard 1.1 - Exceeding themes 1, 2 and 3
Standard 1.2 - Exceeding themes 1, 2 and 3
Standard 1.3 - Exceeding Themes 1 and 3
Standard 2.1 - Exceeding themes 1 and 3
Standard 2.2 - Exceeding themes 1 and 3
Standard 3.2 - Exceeding themes 1, 2 and 3
Standard 4.1 - Exceeding themes 2 and 3
Standard 7.1 - Exceeding themes 1 and 3
Standard 7.2 - Exceeding themes 1 and 3.

6.

As a result of the first tier review, the overall service rating remained at Meeting NQS.

7.

A summary of the service’s ratings, as documented in the first tier decision notice, is as
follows:







Quality Area 1: Educational program and practice - Meeting NQS
Quality Area 2: Children’s health and safety - Meeting NQS
Quality Area 3: Physical environment - Meeting NQS
Quality Area 4: Staffing arrangements - Meeting NQS
Quality Area 5: Relationships with children - Meeting NQS
Quality Area 6: Collaborative partnerships with families and communities Exceeding NQS
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Quality Area 7: Governance and leadership - Meeting NQS.

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 law
9.

Section 151(1) of the Education and Care Services National Law Act 2020 (the National
Law) states:
‘Following a review, the Ratings Review Panel may:
a) confirm the rating levels determined by the Regulatory Authority; or
b) amend the rating levels’

The facts
10.
service is located in

is a long day care services with
Victoria.

11. The current assessment and rating

is the service’s first.

12. The service’s assessment and rating visit took place on
13. The draft report was sent to the provider on
to the regulatory authority on
2021.
14. The final report was sent to the provider on

approved places. The

2020.
2020, with feedback submitted
2021.

15. The provider applied for first tier review by the regulatory authority on

2021.

16. The regulatory authority made a decision on the provider’s first tier review application on
2021.
17. The regulatory authority sent the first tier decision notice to the provider on
2021.
18. The provider applied for second tier review on

2021.
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Items for review by ratings review panel at second tier review
General submissions by the provider at second tier review
19. The provider submitted a statement with their application for second tier review, as
follows:
We are applying for a second tier review on the following grounds.
1.

The Tier One review report acknowledged a number of exceeding practices as
evidenced in the desktop review, QIP, during the Assessment and Rating visit and in
provider feedback submitted. At the same time, we feel that an open, unassumptive
and supportive attitude was not afforded to the service.

2.

The Tier 1 review describes practices at our service that align with the exceeding
indicators described in the Guide to the National Quality Framework (ACECQA),
however the process has failed to bring together these evidences.

3.

Evidence provided in the QIP, during the desktop review, throughout the service visit
and in provider feedback was not given due time and consideration.

4.

The evidence that was provided in the desktop review, QIP, during the Assessment and
Rating visit and in provider feedback submitted was reviewed through a lens of
preconceived ideas and was therefore not considered adequately in relation to how it
exceeded the requisite National Quality Standards.

5.

The service finds that the process was influenced heavily with an assumption that it
was a "Meeting Service" comments such as "we normally schedule 1.5 hours for a
meeting service and I have allocated more time" suggest that this pre-determination
impacted the lens and attitude with which the Assessment and Rating was conducted.
Such a pre-determination impacted not only the finding of evidence, the narrow
approach of the authorised officer and subsequently further feedback and reviews
demonstrated a lack of openness to what was subsequently being presented.

6.

The service believes therefore that the process did not adequately consider or give
sufficient weight to the background in which the service operated and the period of
time in which special circumstances, and facts existing at the time of the Assessment
and Rating process, namely COVID-19.

7.

Whilst the Tier 1 review gave us a better explanation, there is a serious lack of
procedural fairness and reason applied to the determinations and this is demonstrated
in our detailed report as attached. It also raises lack of consistency in understanding
and acceptance that the exceeding indicators as published in the Guide to the National
Quality Framework (ACECQA, 2020), were not adequately considered or applied in
determining our services rating.

8.

There was insufficient time allocated to allow for the authorised officer to gain a
comprehensive and holistic view of the service’s operations, and to therefore make an
adequately informed assessment. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the assessing officer
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spent only 2 hours on a desktop review and 4 hours to conduct the review at the
service visit.
9.

Our QIP is extensive and comprehensively describes exceeding practices in relation to
the three exceeding themes for each standard, and we believe that two hours to review
our QIP, along with other associated administrative tasks, would not provide sufficient
time to for review, limiting the opportunity for the assessor to understand how the
exceeding themes are evidenced.

Standard 1.1
20. Standard 1.1 is:
The educational program enhances each child’s learning and development.
21. Exceeding theme 1 is that:
Practice is embedded in service operations.
22. Exceeding theme 2 is that:
Practice is informed by critical reflection.
23. Exceeding theme 3 is that:
Practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the community.

Standard 1.1: Assessment and rating
24. In the draft assessment and rating report, the regulatory authority advised that the service
had been rated Meeting NQS. They also provided the following summary:
 Through the leadership discussion it was evident that
has a commitment to establishing a space for building community and educational
programs for children, families and educators. Throughout the visit, it was clear that
educators and staff had varied levels of understanding, as some had been with the
service for long periods of time, whilst others had just been recruited. The service had
demonstrated considerate practices in staying in touch with families through the Covid
period, including the development of a digital learning platform to engage the family as
teachers for their child.
 The service’s vision to create a space for children to feel connected to nature was
evident in the design of the building, including communal spaces used by the whole
community. The
area clearly embodied the principles of
creating a space of wonder, calm and freedom to be oneself. Furthermore, children
were free to move around their space and work within their interests and abilities as
the doors between inside and outside remained open. The values and ideals of the
service philosophy were always clear in the way that the service organised educators
and staff to be consistently responding to children.
 The services organisational structures ensured that all educators felt supported and
were empowered on their own learning journey. Educators were offered opportunities
to extend their knowledge and continually build on their capacity for teaching and
learning within the
community.
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is encouraged to continue to reflect on their
educational programs to include a holistic understanding of the child. This could include
considering how the setup of experiences for children continually provides them with
spaces to question, consider, hypothesis, take time and engage in critical thinking with
or without the intervention of an adult. Furthermore, opportunities for children to work
on experiences and projects for long periods of time, which engages the whole child and
affirms their ability to be intrinsically motivated in their learning.

 Educators and staff may wish to consider how documentation and planning includes
setting broad goals over a month or even a term and identify strategies to progress
towards these for individual and whole groups of children. The management team
could consider how the monthly study of theorists, Indigenous perspectives and virtues
can directly influence and shape how educators are integrating this knowledge into
their educational programs with children and how this continues to be meaningful for
everyone.
25. In the draft assessment and rating report, the regulatory authority highlighted the
following evidence specific to Standard 1.1:
 Curriculum decision making was guided by the Early Years Learning Framework (EYLF)
and the Victoria Early Years Learning and Development Framework (VEYLDF). This was
evident throughout the service as educators and staff were able to provide a learning
environment which was focused on the development of all children. The program
demonstrated clear links to learning outcomes highlighted within the approved learning
frameworks, as well as identified goals of the service philosophy. A variety of learning
experiences were provided for children to engage with, both indoors and outdoors. In
the
rooms children were observed to engage in a water play experience,
however, there was not enough room for the large group of children wanting to
participate, educators did not redirect play or facilitate an alternative for this popular
experience. Resources within the
room were sparse with four table top
activities set out and a home corner available, including approximately seven books
available to children inside and seven books outside.
 Each child’s interests and current knowledge were represented throughout the
program, spaces were organised to allow children to make decisions about their day to
day participation. This included a flexible indoor/outdoor program where children were
able to move around freely. Educators attempted to create a sense of belonging for
children through a visual display of family photos within rooms, these were placed high
up on walls out of sight for children. Further to this, artwork planned and represented
throughout the service was adult led and focused, with minimal representation of the
open-ended process of art for children to be curious and active learners, particularly in
the under three
and
rooms.
 Routines were organised to foster the growing independence of children in the under
three rooms, with educators setting up washing stations for children to clean their own
plates after mealtimes. Children in the
room were encouraged to serve
lunch to the child next to them in a practice named ‘mindful eating’. In the under three
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rooms children were being gathered for a group time outside, the educator spent
approximately 5 minutes attempting to gather children before sitting down with a few
children who were waiting. As the educator started the story more children came over,
which prompted the educator to stop reading and ask the children to sit on their
bottom.

Standard 1.1: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
26. The provider submitted two documents, with supporting evidence, in response to the draft
report as feedback for all quality areas.
27. The first submission contained a preamble and three sections as follows:


Section 1 contains three case studies of operations and programs within
and detail how they connect to the three Exceeding themes outlined in
the Guide to the NQF and how these are evident across all areas of the NQS.



Section 2 highlights indicators to the Exceeding themes incorporated within the
service’s Quality Improvement Plan (QIP). The provider submitted their QIP, with
links to supporting evidence.



Section 3 provides feedback on the draft report. This includes responding to specific
excerpts from the draft report.

Standard 1.1: Final report
28. In the final assessment and rating report, the regulatory authority confirmed the service’s
overall rating as Meeting NQS. They also provided summary comments that are consistent
with those included in the draft report.
29. In the final report, evidence for Standard 1.1 was also consistent with the content of the
draft report.
30. The service’s final rating for Standard 1.1 at assessment and rating was Meeting NQS, with
none of the Exceeding themes found to be demonstrated.

Standard 1.1: First tier review
31. The provider applied for first tier review, seeking a review of the following quality areas:
 Quality Area 1: Educational program and practice
 Quality Area 2: Children’s health and safety
 Quality Area 3: Physical environment
 Quality Area 4: Staffing arrangements
 Quality Area 6: Collaborative partnerships with families and communities
 Quality Area 7: Governance and leadership.
32. The provider submitted a statement in their application for first tier review, as follows:
We are applying for a first tier review on the following grounds:
1. The final report does not take in account the exceeding practices as evidenced in the
desktop review, QIP, during the Assessment and Rating visit and in provider feedback
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submitted. The final report describes practices at our service that align with the
exceeding indicators described in the Guide to the National Quality Framework
(ACECQA), and then makes suggestions as to how these could be further improved.
2. Evidence provided in the QIP, during the desktop review, throughout the service visit
and in provider feedback was not given due consideration.
3. The evidence that was provided in the desktop review, QIP, during the Assessment and
Rating visit and in provider feedback submitted was reviewed through a lens of
preconceived ideas and was therefore not considered adequately in relation to how it
exceeded the requisite National Quality Standards.
4. The authorised officer did not adequately consider or give sufficient weight to special
circumstances, and facts existing at the time of the Assessment and Rating process,
namely COVID-19.
5. The exceeding indicators as published in the Guide to the National Quality Framework
(ACECQA, 2020), were not adequately considered or applied in determining our services
rating.
6. There was insufficient time allocated to allow for the authorised officer to gain a
comprehensive and holistic view of the service’s operations, and to therefore make an
adequately informed assessment. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the assessing officer
spent only 2 hours on a desktop review. Our QIP is extensive and comprehensively
describes exceeding practices in relation to the three exceeding themes for each
standard, and we believe that two hours to review our QIP, along with other associated
administrative tasks, would not provide sufficient time for review, limiting the
opportunity for the assessor to understand how the exceeding themes are evidenced.
7. The approach taken to determine whether an exceeding theme is evident in a standard
in the final report is inconsistent with the draft report. E.g., in the draft report, in
Standard 2.1, the service was found to be demonstrating the exceeding theme of
‘practice is embedded in service operations.’ However, in the final report, the service
was found to be demonstrating the exceeding theme of ‘practice is informed by critical
reflection’ but no longer demonstrating ‘embedded in service operations’. As the
authorised officer has not visited the service post writing the draft report, and evidence
was not submitted during provider feedback that would suggest that practice for
Standard 2.1 is not embedded in service operations, there is no logical rationale for this
theme to no longer be rated at exceeding. This raises concerns in relation to the validity
and rigour of the A&R process.
8. Many improvement notes provided in the final report reflect existing practice currently
implemented at the service, and in place at the time of the Assessment and Rating
process.
9. The final report includes references to high-quality practices such as mindful eating, and
then also includes this in the improvement notes - stating that the service should
consider how to implement this practice across the service. In doing so, it does not
acknowledge that mindful eating is, in itself, an exceeding practice. In addition, this
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statement does not acknowledge or take into consideration that mindful eating is
incorporated across the service, for example, in younger rooms, this is represented by
the
10. The final report makes several references to embedded practices and critical reflection
which are not then considered in the relevant exceeding themes, demonstrating that
identified practices were not attributed to the exceeding themes, to the detriment of
the service rating.
11. We would like to express our concern that the Assessment and Rating process has not
been conducted in a transparent manner. After receiving the draft Assessment and
Rating report, we prepared and submitted comprehensive and extensive provider
feedback. The final report does not refer to this feedback or provide any information
that would indicate that our provider feedback was considered in determining the final
rating. The ACECQA website (Assessment and Rating process) states that the
Regulatory Authority considers feedback before finalising and issuing the final report.
There has been very little evidence to demonstrate that our draft provider feedback has
been fully considered prior to the final rating being issued.
33. Specific to Standard 1.1, the provider sought a ratings review of all three Exceeding
themes.
34. The first tier submission submitted by the provider is consistent with their feedback to the
draft report. There is additional commentary in section three, highlighted in blue font,
including cross referencing to the grounds for review documented in the first tier review
application. The provider also submitted their QIP and supporting evidence.
35. In their first tier review decision notice, the regulatory authority outlined their reasons for
the decision and provided a summary of findings.
36. The regulatory authority also highlighted evidence to support the internal review decision
specific to Standard 1.1.
37. Specific to Standard 1.1 and Exceeding theme 1, the regulatory authority stated:
 All aspects of the educational program, including routines, did not consistently
maximise opportunities for each child’s learning and development. For example, a story
group for children under 3 years of age required some children to wait for a period of 5
minutes before the group time commenced and was later interrupted by additional
children joining the group. In another example children wandered away from a group
time before it had finished and there was no attempt to finish the group time and
reengage the children in the group. In the
room there was not enough
space for the large group of children wanting to participate in the water-play
experience. Educators did not redirect play nor facilitate alternative experiences to
maximise children’s learning.
 Children’s interests and ideas were not always the foundation of the program. Artwork
planned, implemented and displayed at the service was often adult-led with minimal
opportunities for children to make decisions and create their own unique art work. For
example, an experience planned for children under 3 years of age as a Halloween art
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experience was to make a friendly ghost using white paper with cotton wool pasted on
it with some black coloured eyes and mouth.
 The Service had a theorist of the month program to support educator’s understanding
of how theory relates to practice. A range of educational theorists were identified, such
as Maria Montessori, Reggio Emilia, Kathy Walker, and Peter Gray. From
to
2020, there was a focus on attachment theory. When questioned by the
authorised officer, some educators were unable to articulate the key tenets of
attachment theory as it applied to their practice.
38. Specific to Standard 1.1 and Exceeding theme 2, the regulatory authority stated:
 The information collected at the assessment and rating visit and additional information
provided subsequently did not sufficiently demonstrate the way in which critical
reflection informed the practice at the service in relation to standard 1.1.
 The additional information identified the Service’s approach to critical reflection that
included regular reviews, discussions, mentoring, reflective questioning, and reflective
journals, but did not identify the specific matters that were critically reflected on and
how this informed educators practice to enhance children’s learning.
39. Specific to Standard 1.1 and Exceeding theme 3, the regulatory authority stated:
 The information collected at the assessment and rating visit and additional information
provided subsequently did not sufficiently demonstrate the way in which the service
meaningfully engaged with families and/or the community and how this engagement
shaped the practice at the service in relation to standard 1.1.
 Information and feedback was collected in family surveys, through the online platform,
the documented conversations and reflection letters to families. Specific information
about how this information and feedback shaped practice that enhanced each child’s
learning and development was not provided.
40. Following first tier review, the regulatory authority determined that there was insufficient
evidence that the three Exceeding themes were demonstrated and that Standard 1.1
remains as Meeting NQS.

Standard 1.1: Second tier review
41. At second tier review, the provider sought a review of the ratings for Standard 1.1 for all
three Exceeding themes.
42. In their Tier 2 Document, the provider documented their response to specific excerpts
from the tier one decision notice, with supporting evidence provided.
43. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice specific to
Standard 1.1 and Exceeding theme 1:
“For example, a story group for children under 3 years of age required some children to
wait for a period of 5 minutes before the group time commenced and was later
interrupted by additional children joining the group.

Children have the best start in life through high quality early childhood education and care

Page 11

In another example children wandered away from a group time before it had finished
and there was no attempt to finish the group time and reengage the children in the
group.”
44. In response, the provider stated:
 The
Curriculum is flexible and focused on creating relaxed, responsive
environments. To maintain a relaxed environment, we promote children’s independence
and sense of agency. The fact that children were joining the group session in a
staggered manner reflects our commitment to encouraging children to move at their
own pace. The children who moved away from the group time were exercising their
own choice and agency, which is embedded in our pedagogical approach.
 The Guide to the National Quality Framework (NQF) (ACECQA 2020) references that
assessors may observe “children being empowered to make choices and solve problems
to meet their needs” in relation to children displaying behaviours and engaging in
activities consistent with the evidence for the approved learning framework outcomes.
We argue that the practice identified by the assessor and presented in a negative frame
is a positive example of children being afforded the agency to make decisions, and that
this is developmentally appropriate and pedagogically responsive. The Guide to the NQF
references that for children aged birth to three, assessors may observe educators
acknowledging and responding sensitively to cues and signals from children. We argue
that supporting children to both join and leave group times independently evidences
this practice. The Guide to the NQF references that assessors may observe children
being given choices during routines and transition times. Our practice of supporting our
birth to three-year-old children to participate in group times according to their own
levels of interest and capacity to engage maximises opportunities for each child’s
learning. The exceeding themes guidance in the Guide to the NQF refers to embedded
practice for Standard 1.1 being practice that consistently demonstrates a strong
commitment to the principles and practices of the approved learning framework. The
principle responsiveness to children asks educators to respond to all children’s
strengths, abilities and interests. Supporting children to make decisions about their level
of participation in group times, reflective of their interest levels, is an intentional
curriculum decision underpinned by this principle.
 Furthermore, developmental theory asserts that for children under the age of three,
their capacity to attend at group times is limited. Our educators draw on a range of
theories to inform practice, with developmental theory being one of many influences on
their curriculum decision-making. Drawing on developmental theory, we reflect this in
practice in relation to supporting children to participate in group times according to
their developmental stage.


is working closely with children in establishing Self-Regulation, waiting for the
children to exercise their own choice is considered carefully.

 Educators often use co-regulation, waiting with the child to support children during
transitions and depending on the child’s receptive language skills educators will step in
to make decisions at the appropriate time to support the child in making choices.
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 Educators practice the art of encouraging each child to join group experiences. In
addition, a variety of strategies such as singing a song or using visual representations
are used whilst children transition from one activity to the next (including group times).
 These strategies are closely aligned with the practices of the virtues program such as
Patience, developing an expectation of patience. Teachers role model this in order to
establish trust, time, anticipation, and purpose for children.
 We do not agree that children waited for 5 minutes before the group time commenced.
The educator was engaged in singing and conversation with children prior to
commencing reading the story, however this was an engaging and intentional
transition into story reading, to allow children to join the group in a way that did not
interrupt their previous play. We would argue that the limited time spent at the service
during the visit (4 hours); impacted on the assessor’s capacity to consider these
elements in her decision making, or to have further conversations with educators at the
service to build an understanding of these approaches. The Operational Policy Manual
for Regulatory Authorities (ACECQA, 2017), in Section H 4.15, states that an Assessment
and Rating visit for centre-based services will be for at least six hours. We argue that
the assessor did not have adequate time to make informed decisions, or to triangulate
evidence collected, in the four hours she spent on site at the service.
45. The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.
46. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 1.1 and Exceeding theme 1:
“Children’s interests and ideas were not always the foundation of the program. Artwork
planned, implemented and displayed at the service was often adult-led with minimal
opportunities for children to make decisions and create their own unique art work. For
example, an experience planned for children under 3 years of age as a Halloween art
experience was to make a friendly ghost using white paper with cotton wool pasted on it
with some black coloured eyes and mouth.”
47. In response, the provider stated:
 The
curriculum stresses that children’s interest and ideas are central to the
program. This is seen through the Individual Observation Sheets which have a specific
section that requires educators to recognise and program for identified children’s
interests.
 In response to the particular example about the friendly ghost, the program reflection
(see attached evidence) shows that the art project was modified to suit children’s
knowledge and interest - the educator reflected that children had a greater knowledge
of spiders and incorporated this reflection in the actual activity. This reflects guidance in
the
Curriculum that “The curriculum is not a set of activities to do with children
but a fluid program that responds to the day-to-day needs and interests of the
children.” This is also reflected in the Guide to the NQF for Standard 1.1, stating that
assessors may observe educators demonstrating flexibility in program delivery to
incorporate children’s ideas to ensure that experiences are relevant and engaging.
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 In addition, documentation provides evidence of the many times that art experiences
were child initiated and led.
48. The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.
49. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 1.1 and Exceeding theme 1:
“The Service had a theorist of the month program to support educator’s understanding
of how theory relates to practice. A range of educational theorists were identified, such
as
. From
to
2020, there was a focus on attachment theory. When questioned by the
authorised officer, some educators were unable to articulate the key tenets of
attachment theory as it applied to their practice.”
50. In response, the provider stated:
 Educators who may not have been unable to articulate the theory at that point of time
do not necessarily conclude that it is not an embedded practice. Some educators may
have been nervous about being put on the spot, while other educators speak English as
a second language and may not have been able to confidently articulate the ‘answer’ at
the time. Additionally,
does not expect its educators to memorise theories
verbatim, but instead provides several checkpoints at different stages of the educators’
journey to ensure that information about theories is always accessible, readily
available, discussed extensively by the educational leader, mentors and service
management.
 These checkpoints include:
1. Emails to educators about theorists of the month and information about the
theorist presented at the monthly staff training.
2.
meeting minutes that highlight discussions about theorists and influences
on practice.
3. Theorist of the month referred to in documentation examples.
4. Educators link observations and documentation to theorists.
This is illustrated in attached evidence.
 In addition,
argues that as only four hours were allocated to the Assessment and
Rating on site visit, there was not sufficient time to question and understand how the
theorist of the month was embedded across the entire educational team. The
Operational Policy Manual for Regulatory Authorities (ACECQA, 2017), in Section H
4.15, states that an Assessment and Rating visit for centre-based services will be for at
least six hours. We argue that the assessor did not have adequate time to make
informed decisions, or to triangulate evidence collected, in a four-hour time frame.
 Evidence is attached to show how the theorist of the month is an embedded practice.
51. The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback to demonstrate
how the theorist of the month is embedded.
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52. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 1.1 and Exceeding theme 2:
“The additional information identified the Service’s approach to critical reflection that
included regular reviews, discussions, mentoring, reflective questioning, and reflective
journals, but did not identify the specific matters that were critically reflected on and
how this informs educators' practice to enhance children’s learning.”
53. In response, the provider stated:
 There are multiple examples of specific matters that have been critically reflected on,
and how this has led to practice changes and enhancement to children’s learning. These
examples were evident and available at the time of Assessment and Rating.
 The Operational Policy Manual for Regulatory Authorities (ACECQA, 2017), in Section H
4.15, states that an Assessment and Rating visit for centre-based services will be for at
least six hours. We argue that the assessor did not have adequate time to make
informed decisions, or to triangulate evidence collected, in the four hours she spent on
site at the service.
54. The provider supplied two examples specific to this Standard and Exceeding theme,
submitted as “a sample of evidence in relation to the way in which our practice has been
informed by critical reflection for Standard 1.1.” Supporting evidence was also provided.
Example A:
In the first example, an educator’s critical reflection notes that as her room gets busier, the
children in the room are taking their own initiative to discuss their friends' dietary
requirements and help at mealtimes. The educator reflects on this and takes the
opportunity to connect this to child wellbeing, child led learning and responsiveness to
develop care and empathy for peers within the room. She notes that this is connected to
educating children to look after each other.
Subsequently, the individual observation sheet related to the relevant time frame directly
after this observation links back to encouraging children to help educators during
mealtimes. It also includes other experiences which would promote empathy, thereby
linking back to the idea in the critical reflection of educating children to take care of each
other. The fortnightly evaluation shows that there has been an increase in children showing
empathy and care for their peers - demonstrating that learning and development has
therefore been enhanced.
Example B:
The second example begins with minutes from an
meeting. In this meeting,
critical reflection is evidenced in the discussion of the social emotional program of bucket
filling, strategies to support children as they transition back to care and strategies to
support an individual child. Educators reflecting on each of these led to enhanced
awareness and practice within rooms. This is illustrated with evidence of documentation
that was done a month following the meeting where children discussed how they could fill
each other’s buckets using compassion. This shows that ‘bucket filling’ had become
incorporated within the room and was a tool that children could use to discuss concepts,
Children have the best start in life through high quality early childhood education and care

Page 15

thereby highlighting that their learning and development was enhanced, particularly in
relation to the EYLF outcome of children being connected to and contributing to their world.
55. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 1.1 and Exceeding theme 3:
“Information and feedback was collected in family surveys, through the online platform,
the documented conversations and reflection letters to families. Specific information
about how this information and feedback shaped practice that enhanced each child’s
learning and development was not provided.”
56. In response, the provider stated:
All feedback gained from families through all mediums is carefully considered and
shapes our program in an ongoing manner. Feedback may be gained in a variety of
forms – as referenced in the Tier 1 review, feedback is collected through family surveys,
through the online platform, and reflection letters. In addition, feedback is also gathered
through posts on the
through parent educator meetings, through Parent
meetings and through conversations at drop off and pick up. In the
examples below, we provide evidence that was available on the day of the visit,
demonstrating how this information and feedback from families has shaped practice
that enhances each individual child’s learning and development.
57. The provider supplied two examples specific to this Standard and Exceeding theme.
Supporting evidence was also provided.
Example A:
) give parents and educators the opportunity to discuss
the child’s development and future goals at length. Families can convey what they have
observed and routines they are following at home while educators can do the same for
the time the child spends in the centre. Educators use this information to create
programs that guide educator’s practices and experiences.
In the attached example, a parent conveyed concern that, because she was away during
Covid, the child’s literacy development may have been impacted. The educator made
note of this and activities to build on the child’s literacy development were incorporated
within the room. This is evidenced in the corresponding Individual Observation Sheet.
Example B:
The
gave educators another opportunity to collaborate with
families and gain family feedback on inputs into the program. While the
was
running, educators gathered family feedback through a reflection form as well as at the
end of each session. In the example attached, a child’s mother suggested that an
experience could centre around shapes as the child had shown interest in this.
Subsequently, the educator planned and implemented a learning experience about
shapes (as seen in Example C.1). The attached example also illustrates how a child
wanted to learn about butterflies and the educator incorporated this into the next
session.
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The Operational Policy Manual for Regulatory Authorities (ACECQA, 2017), in Section H
4.15, states that an Assessment and Rating visit for centre-based services will be for at
least six hours. We argue that the assessor did not have adequate time to make
informed decisions, or to triangulate evidence collected, in the four hours she spent on
site at the service.

Panel considerations
58. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 1 for Standard 1.1,
the panel commented on the provider’s well-articulated submission with regard to what
quality practice should look like. They noted, however, that they were unable to locate
clear and relevant evidence to demonstrate exceeding practice specific to this standard
and exceeding theme to substantiate their claims.
59. The panel noted that embedded practice is ‘usual’ high quality practice that is
demonstrated consistently and frequently across the service and implemented by all
educators. The panel were unable to see practice embedded in service operations specific
to this standard from the evidence provided. For example, they commented on the
disparity between evidence provided specific to children under three years of age,
compared with older children. They also noted that the evidence provided was
predominately adult-led and directed rather than child directed experiences. For example,
educators painting children’s hands to make hand prints.
60. The panel remarked that they were unable to ascertain, on the evidence provided, how
curriculum decision making specific to individual children was informed by a deep
knowledge and understanding of their strengths, ideas, interests and abilities to enhance
their learning and development. This was particularly so for children under three.
Examples noted included the Halloween craft and the colour mixing experience. They
added that, in their view, some provisions made available to children suggested a limited
understanding of child development, for example, the colour mixing experience provided
for toddlers.
61. The panel also commented that they were unable establish clear links between the
experiences provided for children and how they met their learning objectives. For
example, providing a marble painting experience to develop eye-hand coordination.
62. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 1 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 1.1.
63. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 2 for Standard 1.1,
the panel noted that while some of the evidence provided were examples of sound
practice, they did not demonstrate critical reflection at the level required for this
exceeding theme and standard. The panel remarked, for example, that some examples
were descriptions of events, rather than evidence of robust discussion and debate
including all educators and involving educators continually questioning and analysing
practice, which is what is required for this exceeding theme. They added that they were
unable to locate clear and relevant evidence specific to this standard of how critical
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reflection had informed changes in thinking and practice in relation to the educational
program and practice enhancing children’s learning and development.
64. The panel commented on the service’s submission that they draw on a range of theorists
to guide their practice, for example their focus on theorists of the month, including
. They added, however, that in their view, they were
unable to ascertain how their knowledge of theorists had guided critical reflection specific
to this standard. Further, they were not always able to see clear and relevant connections
to how these theories were reflected in the educational program and practice.
65. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 2 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 1.1.
66. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 3 for Standard 1.1,
the panel noted the service’s
as an opportunity to gain feedback
from families. They also remarked that there was evidence of the service being responsive
to family feedback, for example, families’ suggestions to extend their child’s learning and
development being reflected in planning documents.
67. The panel highlighted the example of one parent providing feedback that they would like
their child to write the letter ‘s’ in the correct way. The panel saw this as a potential missed
opportunity to engage with the parent about the development of children’s writing skills,
including letter formation, noting that reversing letters is normal as children are
developing these skills.
68. The panel added that the evidence provided did not demonstrate consistent, ongoing and
meaningful engagement with families and/or the community. For example, they were
unable to find clear and substantive evidence of the service actively engaging with families
in shared decision making and problem solving to guide program planning and
implementation specific to individual children’s learning and development outcomes.
69. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 3 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 1.1.

Panel decision
70. The panel decided, by consensus, to confirm the rating for Standard 1.1 as Meeting NQS.

Standard 1.2
71. Standard 1.2 is:
Educators facilitate and extend each child’s learning and development.
72. Exceeding theme 1 is that:
Practice is embedded in service operations.
73. Exceeding theme 2 is that:
Practice is informed by critical reflection.
74. Exceeding theme 3 is that:
Practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the community.
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Standard 1.2: Assessment and rating
75. In the draft assessment and rating report, the regulatory authority highlighted the
following evidence specific to Standard 1.2:
 Children were supported to participate in a variety of learning experiences which
included varied experiences to extend their learning. Educators remained responsive to
children and were observed to be interacting in a calm and respectful manner. This was
evident as children were smiling and remained responsive to all educators across the
service
 Individual interests of children were incorporated into the program by educators
engaging with families to discuss their child’s interests, which was evidenced through
an example of a Christmas experience in one of the children’s rooms.
 Educators generally responded to children’s ideas and play. For example, children were
engaged in a painting experience with an educator, the educator prompted the child to
name the colours of the paint used and responded by saying ‘good job’. Further to this,
during a group time in the
the educator instructed the children to
vote on learning about the weather or letters. The children chose letters and the
educators proceeded to ask each child their favourite, the children became distracted
when a child said they were cold and wanted their jacket. One by one each child left the
mat to get their jacket and returned to the mat for a short time before all leaving to get
a drink. The educator did not attempt to redirect the children or continue with the
group experience and after she had written the letters on the whiteboard, she sent the
children to wash their hands for lunch. The group experience was not followed up with
or demonstrated any purpose or objective for individual learning or interests of the
children.

Standard 1.2: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
76. The provider submitted two documents, with supporting evidence, in response to the draft
report as described previously.

Standard 1.2: Final report
77. In the final report, evidence for Standard 1.2 was consistent with the content of the draft
report.
78. The service’s final rating for Standard 1.2 at assessment and rating was Meeting NQS, with
none of the Exceeding themes found to be demonstrated.

Standard 1.2: First tier review
79. At first tier review, the provider sought a ratings review of all three Exceeding themes for
Standard 1.2.
80. The first tier submission submitted by the provider is consistent with their feedback to the
draft report. There is additional commentary in section three, highlighted in blue font,
including cross referencing to the grounds for review documented in the first tier review
application. The provider also submitted their QIP and supporting evidence.
Children have the best start in life through high quality early childhood education and care
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81. In their first tier review decision notice, the regulatory authority outlined their reasons for
the decision and provided a summary of findings.
82. The regulatory authority also highlighted evidence to support the internal review decision
specific to Standard 1.2.
83. Specific to Standard 1.2 and Exceeding theme 1, the regulatory authority stated:
 The Authorised Officer identified that the decisions and actions of some educators did
not always facilitate and extend children’s learning and development. For example, in
the
room an educator did not attempt to re-engage the children in the
group experience when they became distracted and moved away.
 It was not clear how educators’ knowledge of each child informed the specialist
educational sessions such as,
enabling educators to facilitate and
extend each child’s learning.
 Each child’s agency was not promoted consistently. Limited opportunities for each child
to actively participate in decisions at the service were provided.
 The Authorised Officer recommended that the Service revisit the practice principles of
the Victorian Early Years Learning and Development Framework and explore how an
integrated teaching and learning approach includes a balance of child-directed play and
learning, guided play and learning and adult led learning to facilitate children’s learning
and development. She further suggested that some educators required support to
enable them to respond to teachable moments within play and promote child-led
enquiry.
84. Specific to Standard 1.2 and Exceeding theme 2, the regulatory authority stated:
 The information collected at the assessment and rating visit and additional information
provided subsequently did not sufficiently demonstrate the way in which critical
reflection informed the practice at the service in relation to standard 1.2.
 The information provided states that educators regularly engage in critical reflection
using methods such as shared reflective journals, fortnightly individual goal sheets and
critically reflected during meetings about children’s learning and development including
routines and transitions. However, this type of critical reflection is pertinent to standard
1.3 and there was insufficient evidence of how these approaches informed practice that
facilitated and extended each child’s learning and development.
85. Specific to Standard 1.2 and Exceeding theme 3, the regulatory authority stated:
There was limited evidence of how practice was shaped by consistent and meaningful
engagement with families that incorporated families’ knowledge of children’s strengths,
ideas, culture, and interests in the program. I note the Service has regular meetings with
families and undertakes regular parent surveys as a means of receiving feedback and
comments from families however, there was no evidence to demonstrate how the
results of the surveys and outcomes of the meetings shaped practice at the service to be
responsive to each child’s learning and development needs.
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86. Following first tier review, the regulatory authority determined that there was insufficient
evidence that the Exceeding themes were demonstrated and that Standard 1.2 remains as
Meeting NQS.

Standard 1.2: Second tier review
87. At second tier review, the provider sought a review of the ratings for Standard 1.2 for all
three Exceeding themes.
88. In their Tier 2 Document, the provider documented their response to specific excerpts
from the tier one decision notice, with supporting evidence provided.
89. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice specific to
Standard 1.2 and Exceeding theme 1:
“The Authorised Officer identified that the decisions and actions of some educators did
not always facilitate and extend children’s learning and development. For example, in
the
room an educator did not attempt to re-engage the children in the
group experience when they became distracted and moved away.”
90. In response, the provider referred to their response for Standard 1.1 – practice is
embedded in service operations.
91. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 1.2 and Exceeding theme 1:
“It was not clear how educators’ knowledge of each child informed the specialist
educational sessions such as,
enabling educators to facilitate and
extend each child's learning.”

,

92. In response, the provider stated:


specialist sessions have been selected to meet the needs of children attending
our service. It is important to note that
% of children currently speak a language
other than English at home, while
% of them speak another language along with
English at home. It is also significant to note that
% of children speak
or other variations of
at home. Therefore,
implements
as a specialist session to build on our children’s capacity to speak
and communicate with each other. In this way, specialist sessions have been informed
by knowledge about our children.

 In addition, educator’s reflections show that they reflect on children’s engagement with
specialist sessions and use this to extend each child’s learning. This is evidenced below.
93. The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.
94. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 1.2 and Exceeding theme 1:
“Each child’s agency was not promoted consistently. Limited opportunities for each child
to actively participate in decisions at the service were provided.”
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95. In response, the provider stated:


We disagree with this statement.



provides multiple opportunities throughout the day to promote all children’s
agency. For example, children choose where they would like to sleep/rest each day,
and children access different environments of the service in response to their interests.



Our multi-age philosophy is a pillar of how agency is embedded throughout the service
with children being able to move to spaces in the service where they feel most
comfortable and where they can lead their own learning. We have provided multiple
examples of how this occurs within the service each day and this was evident and clear
on the day of Assessment and Rating. Again, we argue that the limited timeframe of
the visit has likely impacted on the opportunity for the assessor to see this in practice
across the service.

96. The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.
97. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 1.2 and Exceeding theme 2:
“The information provided states that educators regularly engage in critical reflection
using methods such as shared reflective journals, fortnightly individual goal sheets and
critically reflected during meetings about children’s learning and development including
routines and transitions. However, this type of critical reflection is pertinent to standard
1.3 and there was insufficient evidence of how these approaches informed practice that
facilitated and extended each child’s learning and development.”
98. In response, the provider stated:
Critical reflection has informed several of our practices in relation to Standard 1.2, for
example: Educators critically reflected on topics and ideas that are coming up in the
room during the
meetings. During the Covid pandemic, one common concern
amongst children was hygiene and educators addressed these anxieties by placing an
emphasis on developing socio emotional skills, hygiene practice and coping skills. For
instance, an image of a wheel that elaborated on different coping skills was placed in
the area where the children conduct their group time.
99. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 1.2 and Exceeding theme 3:
“There was limited evidence of how practice was shaped by consistent and meaningful
engagement with families that incorporated families’ knowledge of children’s strengths,
ideas, culture, and interests in the program. I note the Service has regular meetings with
families and undertakes regular parent surveys as a means of receiving feedback and
comments from families however, there was no evidence to demonstrate how the
results of the surveys and outcomes of the meetings shaped practice at the service to be
responsive to each child’s learning and development needs.”
100.

In response, the provider stated:
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It has been acknowledged that
has regular meetings with families to gather
information about each individual child’s learning and development needs. Information
gathered from families and children is incorporated into the Individual Observation
Sheets for each child and the program for the
It is also incorporated through
immediate practice changes if possible.
Example:
 When staff have conversations about children with families during morning drop offs or
pickups, they leave a note on the staff message board to inform all the staff of the
conversation.
leaders may use this information during programming and
educators will use this information in the daily rhythm and floor.
 In one example, an educator posts that a child’s mother has noticed that the child is
biting her nails at home and suggested that if educators see her doing this, they redirect
her behaviour. In doing so, educators were able to use a conversation with the family to
understand the child’s behaviour and plan for strategies to address it such as redirecting behaviour and providing support to the child if she felt anxiety.
 In another example, a parent suggested that a child’s routine at home included reading
a story before his afternoon nap. This was communicated to all the educators who
incorporated this practice. In doing so, the child’s routine was enhanced and this
supported the child to feel a sense of security and belonging at the service.
101.

The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.

Panel considerations
102. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 1 for Standard
1.2, the panel remarked that there was a lack of clear and relevant evidence of all
educators demonstrating a deep understanding of the requirements of this standard at the
exceeding level.
103. The panel commented, for example on the suite of specialist programs provided at the
service, including
. With the exception of the
sessions, noting the
high percentage of children who speak this language, the panel were unable to determine
a clear connection between children’s interests, strengths, ideas and abilities and the
inclusion of these sessions in the program. Further, it was unclear from the evidence
provided if these programs were freely available to all children and how they were used to
extend each child’s learning and development.
104. The panel noted that on the evidence provided, many of the provisions made available
to children were largely adult-led rather than child directed, limiting opportunities for
children to make choices and decisions within the educational program. For example, in an
observation of one child engaging in a
experience, the child is observed to “wait
patiently for the teacher” and “listen to (and follow) the instructions”. The panel was
unable to determine how the child’s agency was promoted in this experience or how their
learning and development was extended.
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105. The panel remarked on what they perceived to be a disconnect between educators’
observations of individual children and the experiences and provisions made available to
extend their learning and development. For example, they noted an observation of one
child who was described as shy, using a soft voice when speaking in front of the group. The
planned experience for this child was to read a book out loud to a small group of children.
The panel questioned the appropriateness of this experience based on the information
provided. They added that, on the evidence provided, they were unable to determine how
this planned experience connected to this child’s strengths, ideas and interests.
106. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 1 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 1.2.
107. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 2 for Standard
1.2, the panel noted there was a lack of clear and substantive evidence provided to
support the provider’s claims. They noted, for example, that while the service references
theorists in their submission, they were unable to determine how engaging with theorists
had been used in critical reflection and how this had informed their thinking and practice
to extend children’s learning and development.
108. The panel commented on the service’s programming documents, which detailed
observations of children, analysis, planned experiences, evaluation and where to next.
They also noted an individual reflection for one child, based on the learning outcomes of
the approved learning framework. The panel remarked that analysis of individual children’s
learning in both instances did not demonstrate critical reflection at the level required for
this standard and exceeding theme, which requires a deeper level of analysing and
questioning to inform ongoing practice.
109. The panel added that, in their view, some examples highlighted a disconnect between
what was observed and the subsequent goals set for children or how these goals
connected with children’s strengths and interests. They cited an example of one child who
enjoyed building and construction play, with subsequent planning to develop the child’s
communication skills.
110. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 2 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 1.2.
111. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 3 for Standard
1.2, the panel again remarked that there was a lack of clear and substantive evidence to
support the provider’s claims. The panel noted the service’s engagement with families in
different ways, for example engaging in conversations at drop off and pick up times and
responding to feedback from families to inform program planning for individual children.
They added, however, that the examples provided did not constitute consistent, ongoing
and meaningful engagement with families or demonstrate how meaningful engagement
shaped practice specific to educators extending children’s learning and development,
which is what is required for this standard.
112. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 3 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 1.2.
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Panel decision
113. The panel decided, by consensus, to confirm the rating for Standard 1.2 as Meeting
NQS.

Standard 1.3
114. Standard 1.3 is:
Educators and co-ordinators take a planned and reflective approach to implementing the
program for each child.
115. Exceeding theme 1 is that:
Practice is embedded in service operations.
116. Exceeding theme 3 is that:
Practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the community.

Standard 1.3: Assessment and rating
117. In the draft assessment and rating report, the regulatory authority highlighted the
following evidence specific to Standard 1.3:
 The educational program was displayed and available in each room of the service and
made available to families through the
. Planned experiences were based on
observations and informed a clear and concise cycle of planning for each child, which
showed an awareness of children’s development and learning. Discussions with the
leadership team demonstrated a commitment to ensure the processes involved in
documenting children’s learning and sharing this with families to be consistent across
the service. The development of the program and relevant documentation is tracked
throughout the service. Educators worked with the leadership team to ensure that
documentation on children’s learning and interests is assessed as part of an ongoing
cycle of planning. Educators discussed having focus groups for their observations, which
then was communicated to the
leader who developed the program. The
educators in the
room discussed modifications being added to the program
as children’s interests and ideas changed.
 Through the parent educator meetings set bi-annually, families touch base with their
leader to input into the program plan for their individual child. Further to this,
families are given opportunities contribute comments, thoughts and ideas through the
online
which provides open communication between the service and the
home environment.
118. The regulatory authority also highlighted evidence specific to Standard 1.3 and
Exceeding theme 2:
As a result of reflective practice educators, management and staff were able to develop
a program titled
to connect to families and children through
the COVID crisis, as they were no longer attending the service. This platform was used to
share lesson plans and give families opportunities to engage in learning experiences at
home with their child. Educators acted as facilitators through this process and worked
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closely with
and the leadership team to implement experiences included
easy to access resources for families.

Standard 1.3: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
119. The provider submitted two documents, with supporting evidence, in response to the
draft report as described previously.

Standard 1.3: Final report
120. In the final report, evidence for Standard 1.3 was consistent with the content of the
draft report.
121. The service’s final rating for Standard 1.3 at assessment and rating was Meeting NQS,
with Exceeding theme 2 found to be demonstrated but not Exceeding themes 1 and 3.

Standard 1.3: First tier review
122. At first tier review, the provider sought a ratings review of Exceeding themes 1 and 3 for
Standard 1.3.
123. The first tier submission submitted by the provider is consistent with their feedback to
the draft report. There is additional commentary in section three, highlighted in blue font,
including cross referencing to the grounds for review documented in the first tier review
application. The provider also submitted their QIP and supporting evidence.
124. In their first tier review decision notice, the regulatory authority outlined their reasons
for the decision and provided a summary of findings.
125. The regulatory authority also highlighted evidence to support the internal review
decision specific to Standard 1.3 and Exceeding themes 1 and 3.
126.

Specific to Standard 1.3 and Exceeding theme 1, the regulatory authority stated:

 The Authorised Officer identified that there was inconsistent practice in relation to
educators taking a planned and reflective approach to implementing the program for
each child. The varying levels of quality in different rooms and between educators,
resulted in the experiences of some children being significantly different across the
service.
 Furthermore, you state that educators reference theoretical and philosophical
influences from theorists such as Maria Montessori and Reggio Emilia, and include such
practices in their curriculum design, planning, documentation and implementation
however, when questioned by the Authorised Officer some educators did not
understand concepts relating to theories in place in the room and how this was used to
make decisions about the program.
127.

Specific to Standard 1.3 and Exceeding theme 3, the regulatory authority stated:

 I acknowledge that you value families’ views and you consider the information and
feedback they provide. However, the evidence provided did not demonstrate how the
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Service considered information and feedback from families and how this shaped
practice to enhance each child’s learning and development.
 In your evidence you provided information about the parent and educator meetings, the
online platform, families receiving monthly learning stories about their children, the
daily reflection posts, and information about incursions. However, this information in
itself does not demonstrate how the Service reflects the voices, priorities, capabilities,
or expertise of families and/or the community, and how this shaped educator’s practice
in providing a program that was responsive to each individual child.
128. Following first tier review, the regulatory authority determined that there was
insufficient evidence that Exceeding themes 1 and 3 were demonstrated and that Standard
1.3 remains as Meeting NQS.

Standard 1.3: Second tier review
129. At second tier review, the provider sought a review of the ratings for Standard 1.3 for
Exceeding themes 1 and 3.
130. In their Tier 2 Document, the provider documented their response to specific excerpts
from the tier one decision notice, with supporting evidence provided.
131. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice specific to
Standard 1.3 and Exceeding theme 1:
“The Authorised Officer identified that there was inconsistent practice in relation to
educators taking a planned and reflective approach to implementing the program for
each child. The varying levels of quality in different rooms and between educators,
resulted in the experiences of some children being significantly different across the
service.
Furthermore, you state that educator reference theoretical and philosophical influences
from theorists such as Maria Montessori and Reggio Emilia, and include such practices
in their curriculum design, planning, documentation and implementation however, when
questioned by the Authorised Officer some educators did not understand concepts
relating to theories in place in the room and how this was used to make decisions about
the program.”
132.

In response, the provider stated:

 We disagree with the Authorised Officer’s assessment in regard to inconsistent practice
in relation to educators taking a planned and reflective approach to implementing the
program for each child. We disagree that there are varying levels of quality in different
rooms and between educators. This statement is vague and does not describe the
differing levels of quality, as described by the Authorised Officer, giving us no
opportunity to provide an informed response. As noted by Pence & Moss (1994), quality
is a relative concept largely dependent on the eye of the beholder, and without
evidence to support this claim, we are not afforded procedural fairness in formulating a
response.
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 The Authorised Officer’s statement that “some educators did not understand concepts
relating to theories in place in the room and how this was used to make decisions about
the program” was also used as a rationale for Standard 1.1 in relation to practice. We
argue that the reintroduction of this rationale for Standard 1.3 reflects the use of
double jeopardy, where the same evidence has been applied across two standards to
the detriment of our rating. This does not align with the principles of fair and just
Assessment and Rating, and provides another example of procedural unfairness, where
the appropriate prescribed processes for determining a rating have not been applied.
 We also argue again that the limited time that the Authorised Officer spent at the
service did not afford adequate time to make an assessment regarding varying levels of
quality. The Authorised Officer has demonstrated in earlier evidence that she has
applied a lens of quality based on her expectation that children should be required to
participate in group times that does not align with the principles and the practices of
the EYLF, or developmental theory. Without understanding what has informed her view
in relation to quality for this standard, we are unable to provide an informed response,
and rely on procedural unfairness.
133. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 1.3 and Exceeding theme 3:
“I acknowledge that you value families’ views and you consider the information and
feedback they provide. However, the evidence provided did not demonstrate how the
Service considered information and feedback from families and how this shaped practice
to enhance each child’s learning and development. In your evidence you provided
information about the parent and educator meetings, the online platform, families
receiving monthly learning stories about their children, the daily reflection posts, and
information about incursions. However, this information in itself does not demonstrate
how the Service reflects the voices, priorities, capabilities, or expertise of families and/or
the community, and how this shaped educator’s practice in providing a program that
was responsive to each individual child.”
134.

In response, the provider stated:

 There are several ways in which assessment and planning has been shaped by
engagement with families, and in relation to how we exchange information with
parents about their children’s day and home life, that then influenced planning and
assessment.
 For example, families provide educators with insights into their children’s day and home
life on the
. Educators will then incorporate reflections on how these insights
have been observed in the child’s time at the centre and will include ideas and
programs for how this can be extended.
 In one example, a mother sent educators a post that a child had just become a big
sister. The mother notes that “All that doll and baby role playing that
does at
will certainly come in handy now.”
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 The educators then used this to implement a planned experience for the child (
which involved caring for toy babies. The evaluation which then followed was a
summative assessment and educators concluded by stating a purpose to design
activities that would continue to build on the child’s social skills.
135.

The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.

Panel consideration
136. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 1 for Standard
1.3, the panel remarked that they were unable to find clear, relevant and substantive
evidence to demonstrate a consistent approach to assessment and planning by all staff
across the service throughout the day, including meal times, rest times and transition
times.
137. The panel noted evidence of the cycle of planning in programming notes. They also
noted reflections by individual educators and by teams. They added that, in their view, the
evidence provided highlighted a disconnect between what was observed and the
provisions made available for individual children or groups of children. Further, reflections
provided as evidence were predominately a review or evaluation of what happened, rather
than of critical reflection, which requires educators to think deeply and critically about
their professional practice to inform program planning and implementation.
138. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 1 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 1.3.
139. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 3 for Standard
1.3, the panel again noted that they were unable to locate clear and relevant evidence of
practice specific to assessment and planning being shaped by meaningful engagement with
families and/or the community.
140. The panel commented on the evidence provided at second tier review as an example.
They agreed that while this example was evidence of a warm interaction with the family
following the arrival of a new baby, it did not demonstrate consistent, ongoing and
meaningful engagement with the family. They added that it did not demonstrate how the
service was actively collaborating with the family in shared decision making to inform a
planned and reflective approach to program planning and implementing for their chid.
141. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 3 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 1.3.

Panel decision
142. The panel decided, by consensus, to confirm the rating for Standard 1.3 as Meeting
NQS.

Standard 2.1
143. Standard 2.1 is:
Each child’s health and physical activity is supported and promoted.
144.

Exceeding theme 1 is that:
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Practice is embedded in service operations.
145. Exceeding theme 3 is that:
Practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the community.

Standard 2.1: Assessment and rating
146. In the draft assessment and rating report, the regulatory authority highlighted the
following evidence specific to Standard 2.1:
 Each child’s health was consistently promoted throughout the day, with children being
able to move freely between indoor and outdoor play, with areas being provided for
children to seek solace and find places to rest and relax. A strong focus on wellbeing
was promoted within the children’s rooms, with educators practising mindfulness
techniques to support a child to calm down after being upset at drop off.
 Children were supported to find places to rest and relax, with educators placing
themselves at the children’s level to provide support as needed. An educator was
observed to be supporting a baby during tummy time by placing them across their
knees and engaging calmly. Further to this the service promoted wellbeing concepts
with families, including opportunities to pause and be mindful in daily practices. This
was further supported as an educator worked with a child to count their breath in and
out as they had become upset during the morning drop off period. Progressive morning
tea was observed to be occurring across the service, with children given opportunities
to self-serve fruit, with educators giving five-minute warnings to gently remind children
that the mealtime was about to finish. Food consumption was recorded on the
which provided data to the chef to ensure minimal food wastage and a tailored
menu could be developed. Educators were observed to verbally review allergen
information prior to serving lunch for the children, including separate meals for children
with allergies being labelled on the trolley.
 A healthy and diverse menu was prepared by the chef at the service, which covered the
food groups and provided alternative vegetarian options for children as required. The
service menu was shared with families and prepared in consultation with the

Standard 2.1: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
147. The provider submitted two documents, with supporting evidence, in response to the
draft report as described previously.

Standard 2.1: Final report
148. In the final report, evidence for Standard 2.1 was consistent with the content of the
draft report. Additional commentary specific to Exceeding theme 2 was also included, as
follows:
The service regularly reflected on opportunities to enhance each child’s health outcomes
and sought out alternate ways of supporting each child’s health needs. The service took
into consideration family and community influences when reflecting on their practices.
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This was particularly evident with the implementation of various COVID Safe measures
that were implemented across the service, including temperature checks on arrival,
hand washing and sanitising stations for children and educators to access, regular
cleaning of high touch surfaces and changes to arrival and departure procedures to
reduce the risk of transmission within the environment. The leadership team kept up to
date with the changing health advice from the Chief Health Officer and engaged
educators, the Parent
and the Grandparent
in reflective
discussions in regard to any changes that would need to be made. This was also
reflected in the services Covid Management Policy, Incident, Injury and Trauma Policy
and Control of Infectious Diseases policy.
149. The service’s final rating for Standard 2.1 at assessment and rating was Meeting NQS,
with Exceeding theme 2 found to be demonstrated but not Exceeding themes 1 and 3.

Standard 2.1: First tier review
150. At first tier review, the provider sought a ratings review of Exceeding themes 1 and 3 for
Standard 2.1.
151. The first tier submission submitted by the provider is consistent with their feedback to
the draft report. There is additional commentary in section three, highlighted in blue font,
including cross referencing to the grounds for review documented in the first tier review
application. The provider also submitted their QIP and supporting evidence.
152. In their first tier review decision notice, the regulatory authority outlined their reasons
for the decision and provided a summary of findings.
153. The regulatory authority also highlighted evidence to support the internal review
decision specific to Standard 2.1 and Exceeding themes 1 and 3.
154.

Specific to Standard 2.1 and Exceeding theme 1, the regulatory authority stated:
 The Service generally demonstrated a commitment to supporting and promoting
each child’s health and physical activity by referring to resources, providing a healthy
seasonal menu and providing opportunities for physical activity. However, this
evidence including broad statements such as Feedback on these daily reflections
from families allows educators, the educational leader, and coordinators to
understand and support each child’s changing health and activity needs, does not
constitute evidence of embedded practice in relation to supporting and promoting
each child’s health and physical activity.
 Opportunities for children to engage in big body movement games and gross motor
experiences were not consistently provided.
 There was no evidence about how the specialist educational sessions provided by
external providers, such as
promoted physical activity and were appropriate for each child
participating in them.

155.

Specific to Standard 2.1 and Exceeding theme 3, the regulatory authority stated:
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 The Service uses many ways to raise awareness and promote children’s health
through regular blog articles, advisory groups, newsletters, discussions with families
and the orientation process. However, evidence of meaningful engagement with
families and/or the community shaped practice in relation to each child’s health and
physical activity being supported and promoted was not provided. Families were
informed about their child’s health and wellbeing. The Service may wish to consider
how information from families and/or the community can shape the delivery and
design of the program in relation to promoting each child’s health and physical
activity.
 The information you provided about the Service’s menu being reviewed by
, family feedback and sharing healthy recipes with
families were not supported by evidence to demonstrate meaningful engagement
and how it shaped practice in relation to each child’s health and physical activity
being supported and promoted. I note that the
site is located in the City of
and while engaging with the City of
is useful, this is an example
of where the Authorised Officer has identified building links for the
service
in the local community.
 Engagement could take the form of the service reflecting the voices, priorities,
capabilities or expertise of families and/or the community and how these
contributions value and benefit outcomes for children by shaping practice in relation
to promoting each child’s health and physical activity.
156. Following first tier review, the regulatory authority determined that there was
insufficient evidence that Exceeding themes 1 and 3 were demonstrated and that Standard
2.1 remains as Meeting NQS.

Standard 2.1: Second tier review
157. At second tier review, the provider sought a review of the ratings for Standard 2.1 for
Exceeding themes 1 and 3.
158. In their Tier 2 Document, the provider documented their response to specific excerpts
from the tier one decision notice, with supporting evidence provided.
159. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice specific to
Standard 2.1 and Exceeding theme 1:
Part A Extract from internal review decision: “Opportunities for children to engage in big
body movement games and gross motor experiences were not consistently provided.’’
160.

In response, the provider stated:

 The
Curriculum highlights that indoor and outdoor play is an important
component of our program. In addition, one of
Key Focus Areas is Physical
Education. In addition, the curriculum states that educators should use activities when
children are building on their gross motor skills (such as riding bicycles) as intentional
teaching moments such as talking about road rules or asking children where they are
going. As a result of Physical Education being one of our KFAs, educators always
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consider and document opportunities for children to engage in building on gross motor
skills. Some opportunities are planned in the form of games while others are
spontaneous - children engage in gross motor activities thanks to the equipment that is
available to them, or the resources they find. The design of
spaces, such as
gentle slopes and the inclusion of resources like water pumps, sand pits and beams
allow plenty of opportunities for gross motor development.
 This is seen in attached evidence. Evidence includes documentation from different dates
and age groups which shows embedded practice across the centre. Evidence also
includes reflections from our
- one of the topic areas was
physical education which shows a commitment to physical development and motor
skills.
161. The provider submitted an extract from the
specific to this feedback.

curriculum as supporting evidence

162. The provider also submitted documentation “which shows continuous engagement in
building gross motor skills”.
163. The provider highlighted the following texts from the tier one decision notice, specific
to Standard 2.1 and Exceeding theme 1:
“Opportunities for children to engage in big body movement games and gross motor
experiences were not consistently provided.”
”There was no evidence about how the specialist educational sessions provided by
external providers, such as
promoted physical activity and were appropriate for each child
participating in them.”
164.

In response, the provider stated:

 The
Curriculum details information about how specialist sessions promote
physical activity.
 In addition, educators at
reflect on how specialists sessions promoted physical
activity and benefit individual children, as seen in the attached evidence. Educators also
carry forward learnings and activities from extracurriculars into their programming
with documentation on how they promote physical activity.
165. The provider submitted an extract from the
specific to this feedback.
166.

curriculum as supporting evidence

The provider also submitted additional supporting evidence specific to this feedback.

167. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 2.1 and Exceeding theme 3:
“The Service uses many ways to raise awareness and promote children’s health through
regular blog articles, advisory groups, newsletters, discussions with families and the
orientation process. However, evidence of meaningful engagement with families and/or
the community shaped practice in relation to each child’s health and physical activity
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being supported and promoted was not provided. Families were informed about their
child’s health and wellbeing. The Service may wish to consider how information from
families and/or the community can shape the delivery and design of the program in
relation to promoting each child’s health and physical activity.”
168.

In response, the provider referred to their response in Standard 2.2.

169. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 2.1 and Exceeding theme 3:
“The information you provided about the Service’s menu being reviewed by
, family feedback and sharing healthy recipes with
families were not supported by evidence to demonstrate meaningful engagement and
how it shaped practice in relation to each child’s health and physical activity being
supported and promoted. I note that the
site is located in the City of
and while engaging with the City of
is useful, this is an example of
where the Authorised Officer has identified building links for the
service in the
local community.”
170.

In response, the provider stated:

 It has correctly been evidenced that our menu was reviewed by the City of
want to ensure we are meeting the nutritional needs for the children’s daily
requirements and our menu is the same for both
and

We

 Although we have the menu assessed at one place, this does not mean we don’t take
into consideration the needs of the
community. As prompted by family input,
it was asked if we would consider serving Halal meat for our Muslim children. We took
this to our Parent Advisory Meeting and our families expressed no issues with Halal
Meat on the menu. As it was a very expensive option for only a handful of families that
eat red meat, we continue to have Halal Poultry or substantial vegetarian options. From
this conversation, we updated our menu to display all vegetarian options for all meals.
This was to promote further inclusiveness for all families particularly those at
where more families prefer the vegetarian option.
 This evidence was available on the day.
171.

The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.

Panel considerations
172. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 1 for Standard
2.1, the panel noted that physical education was a key focus area of the service. They also
noted the service’s commitment to supporting children’s health and physical activity,
evidenced through the digital learning platform. They added, however, that the evidence
provided to support their claims, while examples of sound practice, did not demonstrate
high quality practice consistent across the service specific to each child’s health and
physical activity being supported and promoted.
173. The panel referenced the specialist programs provided at the service listed previously,
for example,
. They were unable to
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determine from the evidence provided, the extent to which these were made available to
all children across all age groups. They were also unable to establish clear links to how
these programs were adapted, as required, to ensure they were appropriate for each child
with consideration to their abilities, strengths and interests.
174. The panel also highlighted examples where, in their view, educators did not appear to
be consistently attuned to and respond to children’s changing health and physical activity
requirements throughout the day. For example, an image of a baby leaning against a
cushion in a position they would not have been able to get into by themselves, and young
children not having their agency promoted through planned activities, including having
their hand held down by an educator to make a handprint.
175. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 1 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 2.1.
176. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 3 for Standard
2.1, the panel noted that they were unable to locate clear and relevant evidence specific to
children’s health and safety to demonstrate consistent, ongoing and meaningful
engagement with families and/or the community.
177. The panel noted the request from families to serve Halal meat, which was discussed at a
parent
meeting, and the service updating the menu to display vegetarian options.
They added that while it was evident that the service was responsive to family feedback
and endeavoured to keep families informed, they were unable to find evidence of families
being integral to decision making specific this standard.
178. The panel also commented on the digital learning platform, as another mechanism for
keeping families informed. They added that, in their view, communication with families
was predominately one way rather than a back and forth dialogue. They also noted that
this strategy alone did not constitute meaningful engagement to the level required to
warrant a higher rating for this standard and exceeding theme.
179. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 3 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 2.1.

Panel decision
180. The panel decided, by consensus, to confirm the rating for Standard 2.1 as Meeting
NQS.

Standard 2.2
181. Standard 2.2 is:
Each child is protected.
182. Exceeding theme 1 is that:
Practice is embedded in service operations.
183. Exceeding theme 3 is that:
Practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the community.
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Standard 2.2: Assessment and rating
184. In the draft assessment and rating report, the regulatory authority highlighted the
following evidence specific to Standard 2.2:
 All children were always actively and effectively supervised, with educators attuned to
the needs of all children. Educators were observed to be moving around the children’s
spaces, ensuring they were always supervising children. The purposeful positioning of
educators in the under three rooms, ensured that all children were engaged at
experiences, whilst one educator moved around the room and supported children as
families dropped them off at the service.
 Educators completed training in relation to child protection and consistently
demonstrated awareness of Child Safe Standards and the Reportable Conduct Scheme.
The service developed a system to consistently track training undertaken by educators in
relation to health and safety matters.
 The appointment of a staff member being a chief fire warden at the service ensures the
process of regular emergency evacuations are monitored and evaluated, as well as
being in line with current emergency management guidance.

Standard 2.2: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
185. The provider submitted two documents, with supporting evidence, in response to the
draft report as described previously.

Standard 2.2: Final report
186. In the final report, evidence for Standard 2.2 was consistent with the content of the
draft report.
187. The service’s final rating for Standard 2.2 at assessment and rating was Meeting NQS,
with none of the Exceeding themes found to be demonstrated.

Standard 2.2: First tier review
188. At first tier review, the provider sought a review of all three Exceeding themes for
Standard 2.2.
189. The first tier submission submitted by the provider is consistent with their feedback to
the draft report. There is additional commentary in section three, highlighted in blue font,
including cross referencing to the grounds for review documented in the first tier review
application. The provider also submitted their QIP and supporting evidence.
190. In their first tier review decision notice, the regulatory authority outlined their reasons
for the decision and provided a summary of findings.
191. Specific to Standard 2.2, the regulatory authority determined that Exceeding theme 2
was demonstrated, but not Exceeding themes 1 and 3.
192. The regulatory authority also highlighted evidence to support the internal review
decision specific to Standard 2.2 and Exceeding themes 1 and 3.
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193.

Specific to Standard 2.2 and Exceeding theme 1, the regulatory authority stated:

 The evidence demonstrated that educators provided adequate supervision and
conducted regular risk assessments. Your evidence however, contained numerous broad
statements such as “The Service takes supervision and accidents seriously and ensures
all processes are measured and each staff member is accountable.” Such statements are
not in themselves suitable evidence of consistent, high-quality practice as they are not
supported with examples or evidence of each child being protected.
 The Service is acknowledged for requiring all staff to have first aid, child protection, food
handlers and police checks completed reviewed 6 monthly or annually and for engaging
a first aid officer, chief fire warden and conducting regular physical safety checks, fire
drills, lockdown and earthquake drills. These practices support a Meeting NQS rating.
 To embed practices that protect each child the Service may consider focussing on the
risks associated with the harm and abuse of children and how risk assessments could
identify and manage these risks. The Authorised Officer recommended that the Service
take a focused service approach to developing a commitment to child safety statement,
which can inform the service philosophy and decision making.
194.

Specific to Standard 2.2 and Exceeding theme 3, the regulatory authority stated:

 I acknowledge that you value families’ views and that you consider the information they
provide such as feedback on any policy changes. However, there was limited evidence
of meaningful discussions and engagement with families and/or the community and
how this shaped educator’s practice in the Service’s approach to protecting each child.
You provided information about EMP training, an example of policy changes regarding
swaddling, supporting proactive risk management and supervision plans. This
information was not supported by evidence or examples of practice and does not
demonstrate how this practice was shaped by meaningful engagement with families
and/or community in relation to the protection of each child.
 I note that you have not as yet consulted with relevant authorities in relation to the
management of incidents and emergencies and that such consultation was difficult to
manage due to the COVID-19 Pandemic.
195. Following first tier review, the regulatory authority determined that there was
insufficient evidence that Exceeding themes 1 and 3 were demonstrated and that Standard
2.2 remains as Meeting NQS.

Standard 2.2: Second tier review
196. At second tier review, the provider sought a review of the ratings for Standard 2.2 for
Exceeding themes 1 and 3.
197. In their Tier 2 Document, the provider documented their response to specific excerpts
from the tier one decision notice, with supporting evidence provided.
198. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice specific to
Standard 2.2 and Exceeding theme 1:

Children have the best start in life through high quality early childhood education and care

Page 37

“The evidence demonstrated that educators provided adequate supervision and
conducted regular risk assessments. Your evidence however, contained numerous broad
statements such as The Service takes supervision and accidents seriously and ensures all
processes are measured and each staff member is accountable. Such statements are not
in themselves suitable evidence of consistent, high-quality practice as they are not
supported with examples or evidence of each child being protected.”
199.

In response, the provider stated:

 As noted,
has a range of processes in place to ensure each child is protected.
These processes include:
1. A Supervision Policy that details how practice should be adjusted to suit the
needs of individual children and circumstances.
2. A supervision plan which is designed to meet the supervisory needs of the
environment.
 In addition, risk assessments are conducted both for the environment and for individual
children. In the attached evidence, a risk assessment identified potential hazards to
child safety and includes control measures (including practice suggestions) to prevent
the risks from occurring.
 In another example, a particular child had asthma as a medical condition. The risk
minimisation form noted that a trigger was participating in excess exercise. This was
then communicated to educators within the room, who incorporate an understanding
to more closely monitor the child during high activity actions.
 During the Covid-19 pandemic in order to ensure each child and family was protected,
we took a pre-emptive approach. We implemented Health Disclosures, installed hygiene
stations at the entrance to the service. Educators from each room took their children to
the handwashing stations and encouraged them each to follow the correct process of
washing hands - in doing so, we educated children on good hygiene habits thereby
building on their protection.
200.

The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.

201. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 2.2 and Exceeding theme 3:
“I acknowledge that you value families’ views and that you consider the information
they provide such as feedback on any policy changes. However, there was limited
evidence of meaningful discussions and engagement with families and/or the
community and how this shaped educator’s practice in the Service’s approach to
protecting each child.”
202.

In response, the provider stated:
As several children were away from the service during the Covid pandemic, our
educators recognised that many of their routines had changed. Educators therefore had
to have longer conversations at drop offs to ensure that they were updated of children’s
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routines. This was then posted onto the staff message boards and educators were able
to use families’ inputs on change of routine to enhance children’s health and wellbeing.

Panel considerations
203. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 1 for Standard
2.2, the panel commented on the evidence provided, including the service’s supervision
policy and asthma plan. They also noted additional measures introduced by the service
during the COVID-19 pandemic, such as the handwashing stations.
204. The panel remarked that, in their view, these examples aligned with the requirements
for meeting the national quality standard. They added that they were unable to determine,
from the evidence provided, how these examples demonstrated practice specific to
children’s safely being embedded in the service’s operations at the level required to
warrant a higher rating.
205. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 1 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 2.2.
206. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 3 for Standard
2.2, the panel remarked that there was a lack of clear and relevant evidence
demonstrating how practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the
community specific to children’s safety.
207. The panel commented on evidence submitted by the provider of educators having
longer conversations with families at drop-offs to ensure they were informed about
changes in routines during the COVID-19 pandemic, noting the importance of maintaining
frequent and ongoing communication at this time. They added that this evidence, in their
view, aligned with the requirements for meeting the national quality standard.
208. The panel also noted that the evidence provided was predominately of one way
communication rather than back and forth dialogue. Further, the panel was unable to
locate clear and relevant evidence of how the service actively engaged with families and/or
the community in service decision making and problem solving, or how this engagement
shaped thinking and practice specific to children’s safety, which is what is required for this
standard and exceeding theme.
209. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 3 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 2.2.

Panel decision
210. The panel decided, by consensus, to confirm the rating for Standard 2.2 as Meeting
NQS.

Standard 3.2
211. Standard 3.2 is:
The service environment is inclusive, promotes competence and supports exploration and
play-based learning.
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212. Exceeding theme 1 is that:
Practice is embedded in service operations.
213. Exceeding theme 2 is that:
Practice is informed by critical reflection.
214. Exceeding theme 3 is that:
Practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the community.

Standard 3.2: Assessment and rating
215. In the draft assessment and rating report, the regulatory authority highlighted the
following evidence specific to Standard 3.2:
 The service environment was inclusive, and both indoor and outdoor spaces were
designed to support diverse interests, preferences and learning styles of all children. Set
play areas provided consistency for children to develop a sense of belonging, which
included a large mat area for gathering large groups of children, book area and a home
corner. The over three rooms were well resourced with a varied set of experiences for
children to explore and make meaning of their world.
 Educators provided equipment in the indoor and outdoor environment that children
could explore and use freely in their play. Experiences offered reflected the ages,
interests and capabilities of children sharing the environment. Whilst all children had
access to materials and resources to engage in a play, there were limited resources
offered for loose parts play for children to engage in open-ended child driven play.
 The appointment of a sustainability officer ensured that projects such a soft plastic
waste collection could be implemented effectively and consistently across all rooms at
the service. Furthermore, the installation of
, contributed to reducing the
service’s environmental footprint, as well as other initiatives such as a worm farm and
composting.

Standard 3.2: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
216. The provider submitted two documents, with supporting evidence, in response to the
draft report as described previously.

Standard 3.2: Final report
217. In the final report, evidence for Standard 3.2 was consistent with the content of the
draft report, with the addition of the following comment in the final paragraph:
There was some evidence of children engaging child directed environmental projects,
including observing insects, exploring food waste and how it impacts the environment
and maintaining gardens.
218. The service’s final rating for Standard 3.2 at assessment and rating was Meeting NQS,
with none of the Exceeding themes found to be demonstrated.

Children have the best start in life through high quality early childhood education and care

Page 40

Standard 3.2: First tier review
219. At first tier review, the provider sought a review of all three Exceeding themes for
Standard 3.2.
220. The first tier submission submitted by the provider is consistent with their feedback to
the draft report. There is additional commentary in section three, highlighted in blue font,
including cross referencing to the grounds for review documented in the first tier review
application. The provider also submitted their QIP and supporting evidence.
221. In their first tier review decision notice, the regulatory authority outlined their reasons
for the decision and provided a summary of findings.
222. The regulatory authority also highlighted evidence to support the internal review
decision specific to Standard 3.2.
223.

Specific to Standard 3.2 and Exceeding theme 1, the regulatory authority stated:

 The authorised officer identified that exploration and play-based learning for all
children was not consistently promoted. There were limited resources offered for loose
parts play for children to engage in open-ended child driven play. Children were not
consistently able to access materials and equipment to support their play and develop
their ideas.
 There was some evidence of children engaging in child directed environmental projects,
including observing insects, exploring food waste and how it impacts the environment
and maintaining gardens however further action could be taken to embed sustainable
concepts within the programs for all children and to support children to become
environmentally responsible.
 The Authorised Officer identified that the service may consider ways in which children
are empowered to actively participate in decision making around environmental
awareness and sustainable living including discussing with children how they can be
involved in day to day sustainable practices at the Service.
224.

Specific to Standard 3.2 and Exceeding theme 2, the regulatory authority stated:

 The additional information you have provided about the design of the Service
environment using the five different elements, spaces for planting and incorporating
cultural elements into the environment has been considered in standard 3.1.
 You have also provided numerous broad statements such as, “All educators are able to
explain how the use of the physical environment is organised to be flexible, support safe
and inclusive access by all children and promote each child’s engagement in play-based
learning” and “the
setting was critically reflected upon for a child with
the environment was reviewed and reflected upon to ensure the child’s
development and needs were consistently being met.”
 These statements do not clearly explain the issues that were considered or provide
examples of informed practice as a result of critical reflection. They do not refer to
evidence of educators engaging in discussions that align with their practice about the
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service creating flexible use of space, resources and the environment to support every
child’s participation, learning and development including considering rearranging
spaces and equipment to suit the needs and interests of each child.
225.

Specific to Standard 3.2 and Exceeding theme 3, the regulatory authority stated:

 The information collected at the assessment and rating visit and additional information
provided subsequently did not sufficiently demonstrate the way in which the Service
meaningfully engaged with families and/or the community and how this engagement
shaped the practice at the service in relation to standard 3.2.
 The evidence you provided consisted of the following information:






The service connects with local supermarkets to recycle soft plastic
Feedback from families and staff in designing the Service, improvements and
furniture
Children’s ideas used to influence their spaces - the room and physical
environment, during the COVID-19 period
Engaging with families through newspaper and blog articles, documentation,
observations and reflections
Educators communicate information about sustainable practices to families and
suggest ways to build on sustainable practices.

 This information does not demonstrate how the service incorporates and considers the
voices and ideas of families and/or the community (and children) and how this
engagement shaped educators’ practice, in ensuring the environment is inclusive,
promotes competence and supports exploration and play-based learning.
226. Following first tier review, the regulatory authority determined that there was
insufficient evidence that the Exceeding themes were demonstrated and that Standard 3.2
remains as Meeting NQS.

Standard 3.2: Second tier review
227. At second tier review, the provider sought a review of the ratings for Standard 3.2 for all
three Exceeding themes.
228. In their Tier 2 Document, the provider documented their response to specific excerpts
from the tier one decision notice, with supporting evidence provided.
229. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice specific to
Standard 3.2 and Exceeding theme 1:
“The authorised officer identified that exploration and play-based learning for all
children was not consistently promoted. There were limited resources offered for loose
parts play for children to engage in open-ended child driven play. Children were not
consistently able to access materials and equipment to support their play and develop
their ideas.
There was some evidence of children engaging in child directed environmental projects,
including observing insects, exploring food waste and how it impacts the environment
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and maintaining gardens however further action could be taken to embed sustainable
concepts within the programs for all children and to support children to become
environmentally responsible.
The Authorised Officer identified that the service may consider ways in which children
are empowered to actively participate in decision making around environmental
awareness and sustainable living including discussing with children how they can be
involved in day to day sustainable practices at the Service.”
230.

In response, the provider stated:
In response to the statement that “the authorised officer identified that the service may
consider ways in which children are empowered...including discussing with children how
they can be involved in day to day sustainable practices…”
argues that this is already occurring.
Attached evidence shows several documentations of discussions that have included
children in day to day sustainable practice. In addition, the documentation shows that
children were empowered to make sustainable decisions. An attached blog also shows
the variety of ways.
embeds sustainable operations within its programming.

231.

The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.

232. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 3.2 and Exceeding theme 2:
“You have also provided numerous broad statements such as, All educators are able to
explain how the use of the physical environment is organised to be flexible, support safe
and inclusive access by all children and promote each child’s engagement in play-based
learning and the
setting was critically reflected upon for a child with
, the environment was reviewed and reflected upon to ensure the child’s
development and needs were consistently being met.
These statements do not clearly explain the issues that were considered or provide
examples of informed practice as a result of critical reflection. They do not refer to
evidence of educators engaging in discussions that align with their practice about the
service creating flexible use of space, resources and the environment to support every
child’s participation, learning and development including considering rearranging
spaces and equipment to suit the needs and interests of each child.”
233.

In response, the provider stated:
Educators' personal reflections and internal environment training notes evidenced below
reflect on how the environment continued to be critically assessed and adopted to meet
children’s needs.

234.

The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.

235. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 3.2 and Exceeding theme 3:
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“The information collected at the assessment and rating visit and additional
information provided subsequently did not sufficiently demonstrate the way in which
the Service meaningfully engaged with families and/or the community and how this
engagement shaped the practice at the service in relation to standard 3.2.
The evidence you provided consisted of the following information:






The service connects with local supermarkets to recycle soft plastic
Feedback from families and staff in designing the Service, improvements and
furniture
Children’s ideas used to influence their spaces - the room and physical
environment, during the COVID-19 period
Engaging with families through newspaper and blog articles, documentation,
observations and reflections.
Educators communicate information about sustainable practices to families and
suggest ways to build on sustainable practices.

This information does not demonstrate how the service incorporates and considers
the voices and ideas of families and/or the community (and children) and how this
engagement shaped educators’ practice, in ensuring the environment is inclusive,
promotes competence and supports exploration and play-based learning.”
236.

In response, the provider stated:
has considered and incorporated the voices and ideas of families, the community
and children across levels in order to ensure the environment is inclusive.

237.

The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback:

Panel considerations
238. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 1 for Standard
3.2, the panel remarked on the aesthetically pleasing environment, including the use of
light and beauty. They also commented on the service’s commitment to sustainability as
evidenced in a number of sustainability measures, for example the service’s efforts to
minimise waste.
239. The panel added, however, that some examples submitted as evidence highlighted a
lack of sufficient resources to enable all children to engage in play-based learning, for
example, two children sharing a jug to water plants using leftover drinking water rather
than offering each child their own jug.
240. The panel also noted an overall lack of resources and equipment that could be used in
different ways to promote open-ended play that is child-initiated and led. They also
commented on a potential gap in the allocation of resources and equipment for children
under three years of age compared with provisions made available for older children,
based on the evidence provided.
241. The panel added that, in their view, the evidence provided did not demonstrate a
consistent, whole-of-service approach of embedded practice specific to the use of the
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service environment, including the provision of resources, materials and equipment, in
promoting competence and supporting exploration and play-based learning.
242. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 1 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 3.2.
243. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 2 for Standard
3.2, the panel commented that there was insufficient clear and relevant evidence provided
to demonstrate how practice is informed by critical reflection specific to this standard.
244. The panel noted, for example, the training slides specific to setting up the learning
environment, and the educator reflection submitted as evidence. They added that there
was no further evidence submitted to provide further context or explanation about how
this demonstrates critical reflection at the level required for this exceeding theme and
standard.
245. For example, the panel was unable to ascertain from this evidence alone, the extent to
which educators questioned, analysed and critically reflected on their approach to setting
up learning environments, or of how they engaged in robust discussion and debate specific
to the use of the environment, individually or together.
246. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 2 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 3.2.
247. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 3 for Standard
3.2, the panel commented that they were unable to locate clear, relevant and substantive
evidence to demonstrate how the service’s practice specific to this standard is shaped by
meaningful engagement with families and/or the community.
248. For example, the panel was unable to locate evidence of how the service’s use of the
environment reflected the unique geographic, cultural and community context, including
how the service draws on and reflects the diverse cultures of the broader community.
249. The panel commented on evidence provided of one family sharing their child’s
engagement with a magnetic disc set for several hours over the weekend and the
educator’s responses back to the family. The panel added that while this is evidence of
educators responding to the family’s post, it did not demonstrate meaningful engagement
with the family, including for example, how educators actively collaborate with the family
in shared decision making and problem solving specific to the use of the environment to
support their child’s engagement in play-based learning.
250. The panel also noted evidence of the service communicating with families about their
sustainability practices, for example, the sustainability blog highlighting the service’s
sustainability measures and examples of how children are supported to engage in
sustainable practice, for example, planting herbs and collecting rain water. The panel
remarked that in their view, this communication was mostly one way, rather than back and
forth dialogue, nor did it demonstrate how the service welcomes and acts on families’
priorities and strengths specific to this standard.
251. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 3 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 3.2.
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Panel decision
252. The panel decided, by consensus, to confirm the rating for Standard 3.2 as Meeting
NQS.

Standard 4.1
253. Standard 4.1 is:
Staffing arrangements enhance children’s learning and development.
254. Exceeding theme 2 is that:
Practice is informed by critical reflection.
255. Exceeding theme 3 is that:
Practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the community.

Standard 4.1: Assessment and Rating
256. In the draft assessment and rating report, the regulatory authority highlighted the
following evidence specific to Standard 4.1:
 The organisation of educators supported children to have opportunities to engage in
learning experiences and positive interactions, including providing a safe and familiar
place as children arrived at the service in the morning. The focused approach of the
service to engage educators and families in reflective practice, supported the continuity
of educators as some transitioned from
Educators and families
consistently communicated and responded to the needs and interests of all children.
Management supported the organisation of educators as well as the promoting the
expertise of all educators. The service included a
to their leadership
team to oversee practice across the entire service, as well as providing support to
rooms as needed.
 The service continued to make informed decisions around staffing arrangements and
how this guided practice and the service vision. This was evident through the
engagement of educators who were recruited from
, which ensured that
a solid foundation of professional collaboration was occurring as the service became
established in the local area.
 The continuity of educators ensured that the program for children was relevant and
included the varied perspectives of all educators, which contributed to implementation
and evaluations of activities set out for children. Educators organised themselves
throughout the day in a way that supported each child’s level of participation and
created a sense of wellbeing which was reflective of the practice principles highlighted
within the approved learning frameworks.
 Through the implementation of a
appraisal, families were provided with
opportunities to offer anonymous feedback on educator practices, which then informed
goals developed for individual educators.
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Standard 4.1: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
257. The provider submitted two documents, with supporting evidence, in response to the
draft report as described previously.

Standard 4.1: Final report
258. In the final report, evidence for Standard 4.1 was consistent with the content of the
draft report.
259. The service’s final rating for Standard 4.1 at assessment and rating was Meeting NQS,
with none of the Exceeding themes found to be demonstrated.

Standard 4.1: First tier review
260. At first tier review, the provider sought a review of all three Exceeding themes for
Standard 4.1.
261. The first tier submission submitted by the provider is consistent with their feedback to
the draft report. There is additional commentary in section three, highlighted in blue font,
including cross referencing to the grounds for review documented in the first tier review
application. The provider also submitted their QIP and supporting evidence.
262. In their first tier review decision notice, the regulatory authority outlined their reasons
for the decision and provided a summary of findings.
263. Specific to Standard 4.1, the regulatory authority determined that Exceeding theme 1
was demonstrated, but not Exceeding themes 2 and 3.
264. The regulatory authority also highlighted evidence to support the internal review
decision specific to Standard 4.1 and Exceeding themes 2 and 3.
265.

Specific to Standard 4.1 and Exceeding theme 2, the regulatory authority stated:
There was insufficient evidence or examples to demonstrate how all members of the
Service discussed and critically reflected on how staffing arrangements enhanced
children’s learning and development.
The additional information you provided contained information about:
 a workforce management tool to manage rostering, timesheets and leave
applications, (to monitor real-time ratio and compliance checks)
 reports that allow the Service to roster according to the trends of children’s
attendance.
This evidence relates to management systems and is relevant to standard 7.1. No
further evidence or examples were provided to explain these processes and how they
relate to staffing arrangements enhancing children’s learning and development.

266.

Specific to Standard 4.1 and Exceeding theme 3, the regulatory authority stated:
The information collected at the assessment and rating visit and additional information
provided subsequently did not sufficiently demonstrate the way in which the Service
meaningfully engaged with families and/or the community and how this engagement
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shaped the practice at the Service in relation to staffing arrangements supporting and
enhancing children’s learning and development.
The additional information you provided contained information about:
 The Service participating in the Achievement Program run by
o Mental Health and Wellbeing
 The Service being transparent with families in relation to staffing arrangements
o Introductory post on the
for new staff, suggested by the Parent
 The
staff appraisal process
 Family feedback via email, posts, videos and Service events.
The information about appraisals is relevant to standard 7.2 and information about the
Achievement Program is relevant to standard 2.1.
I acknowledge the changes that the Service has made in response to engagement with
Parent Advisory Group. However, this information and evidence does not demonstrate
how meaningful engagement with families and/or the community about staffing
arrangements at the Service enhanced children’s learning and development.
267. Following first tier review, the regulatory authority determined that there was
insufficient evidence that Exceeding themes 2 and 3 were demonstrated and that Standard
4.1 remains as Meeting NQS.

Standard 4.1: Second tier review
268. At second tier review, the provider sought a review of the ratings for Standard 4.1 for
Exceeding themes 2 and 3.
269. In their Tier 2 Document, the provider documented their response to specific excerpts
from the tier one decision notice, with supporting evidence provided.
270. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice specific to
Standard 4.1 and Exceeding theme 2:
“There was insufficient evidence or examples to demonstrate how all members of the
Service discussed and critically reflected on how staffing arrangements enhanced
children’s learning and development.
The additional information you provided contained information about:
 a workforce management tool to manage rostering, timesheets and leave
applications, (to monitor real-time ratio and compliance checks)
 reports that allow the Service to roster according to the trends of children’s
Attendance.
This evidence relates to management systems and is relevant to standard 7.1. No
further evidence or examples were provided to explain these processes and how they
relate to staffing arrangements enhancing children’s learning and development.”
271.

In response, the provider stated:
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Staff members discuss and critically reflect how staffing arrangements can better
enhance children’s learning and development in a variety of situations including during
appraisals, mentoring meetings,
meetings and in their own critical reflections.
This is evidenced in appraisals and mentoring meetings.
272. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 4.1 and Exceeding theme 3:
“I acknowledge the changes that the Service has made in response to engagement with
Parent
However, this information and evidence does not demonstrate
how meaningful engagement with families and/or the community about staffing
arrangements at the Service enhanced children’s learning and development.”
273.

In response, the provider stated:
The decision to introduce staff on the
was a result of a suggestion in our
Parent
who represent our family community. Each introductory post
provides families with the opportunity to learn more about new educators before seeing
them within the rooms. This then allows them the opportunity to introduce themselves
to the educators with familiarity, thereby providing their children with confidence about
the new educators during drop offs (Bowlby’s theory of attachment). This in turn
deepens the child’s connection with the educator, creates a deeper sense of comfort in
the room and enhances learning and development.
This has been witnessed happening with several new educators across
In
addition, evidence attached shows that families are engaging with these posts, asking
questions and welcoming new faces in the
community.

274.

The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.

Panel considerations
275. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 2 for Standard
4.1, the panel commented that they were unable to establish a clear link between the
provider’s claims and the evidence provided specific to how staffing arrangements to
enhance children’s learning and development are shaped by critical reflection.
276. The panel noted the service’s workforce management tool, which manages rostering,
timesheets and leave applications. They also commented on the evidence provided specific
to this tool, including the Workzone features and attendance breakdown. They were
unable to ascertain how these examples constituted evidence of critical reflection at the
level required for this exceeding theme, or how critical reflection informed their approach
to the organisation and continuity of educators.
277. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 2 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 4.1.
278. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 3 for Standard
4.1, the panel noted that there was a lack of clear and relevant evidence provided to
demonstrate how practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the
community specific to this standard.
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279. The panel noted the service’s Parent
as a forum for providing
family input and feedback. They also noted introductions by new staff on the
,a
practice introduced in response to a suggestion from
members to help families
identify new staff. The panel added while this was an example of the service being
responsive to feedback from families, it did not constitute meaningful engagement with
families at the level required for this exceeding theme specific to staffing arrangements.
280. The panel also noted the provider’s earlier reference to the high percentage of children
and families attending the service from a
background. Specific to this standard,
the panel remarked that they were unable to determine how the organisation and
continuity of educators reflects the unique geographic, cultural and community context,
including the cultural and linguistic diversity of families.
281. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 3 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 4.1.

Panel decision
282. The panel decided, by consensus, to confirm the rating for Standard 4.1 as Meeting
NQS.

Standard 7.1
283. Standard 7.1 is:
Governance supports the operation of a quality service.
284. Exceeding theme 1 is that:
Practice is embedded in service operations.
285. Exceeding theme 3 is that:
Practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the community.

Standard 7.1: Assessment and rating
286. In the draft assessment and rating report, the regulatory authority highlighted the
following evidence specific to Standard 7.1:
The service demonstrated a strong commitment to reinforcing and revising their
governance structures to ensure that systems in place continued to inform quality
outcomes. Governance structures were reinforced by the services philosophy which
highlighted a connect, care and create model to ensure the wellbeing of children and
families.
The philosophy continued to guide discussions between educators and contributes to
decision making, this was evident in the way the philosophy guided opportunities for
mindfulness practices to be included in day to day processes. Management and
educators articulated the importance of continuous improvement and actively used
opportunities to listen to each other and develop a culture of learning.
Administrative systems were in place and were managed by the centre manager, second
in charge and educational leader; which were supported by
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. Regular meetings provided opportunities for management and educators to
collaborate and discuss service operations, feedback from families and address items for
improvement.

Standard 7.1: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
287. The provider submitted two documents, with supporting evidence, in response to the
draft report as described previously.

Standard 7.1: Final report
288. In the final report, evidence for Standard 7.1 was consistent with the content of the
draft report.
289. The service’s final rating for Standard 7.1 at assessment and rating was Meeting NQS,
with none of the Exceeding themes found to be demonstrated.

Standard 7.1: First tier review
290. At first tier review, the provider sought a review of all three Exceeding themes for
Standard 7.1.
291. The first tier submission submitted by the provider is consistent with their feedback to
the draft report. There is additional commentary in section three, highlighted in blue font,
including cross referencing to the grounds for review documented in the first tier review
application. The provider also submitted their QIP and supporting evidence.
292. In their first tier review decision notice, the regulatory authority outlined their reasons
for the decision and provided a summary of findings.
293. Specific to Standard 7.1, the regulatory authority determined that Exceeding theme 2
was demonstrated, but not Exceeding themes 1 and 3.
294. The regulatory authority also highlighted evidence to support the internal review
decision specific to Standard 7.1 and Exceeding themes 1 and 3.
295.

Specific to Standard 7.1 and Exceeding theme 1, the regulatory authority stated:
The evidence you provided and that collected by the Authorised Officer demonstrates
that the Service has sound governance arrangements in place. In your evidence you refer
to a variety of audits to support continuous improvement, an office task list completed
each month, management providing regular feedback to the team and a delegated
system of authority to assist with time management. This information did not elaborate
on how the governance arrangements, administrative systems or policy development
practices were reviewed and how this supported the effective management and
operation of a quality service and how this contributed to continuous service
improvement.
The Authorised Officer noted that the Service’s philosophy could benefit by reflecting the
voices of families and children and the unique attributes of the Service. There was no
evidence of information obtained from families contributing to the development and
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review of the philosophy or how the Service’s philosophy is used to set directions, build
commitment and align actions with the Service’s goals and outcomes.
The service is encouraged to consider how the
philosophy and policy and
procedures can be evaluated and reviewed in partnership with educators, staff, families
and children to provide a focus on the context of this Service and its community, families
and children.
296.

Specific to Standard 7.1 and Exceeding theme 3, the regulatory authority stated:
I recognise the value you placed on communicating with families and children during
to
2020 during the COVID-19 pandemic using the
and that this program was featured in the
In your evidence you state that the Service has a strong communication culture and
communicates often and transparently with educators, families, and the community.
This evidence has been reflected in quality area 6. However, it is unclear how these
statements demonstrate that educator’s practice is shaped by meaningful engagement
with families and/or the community. Further you have identified the importance of the
new community at this service understanding the
Philosophy rather than how
meaningful engagement with the new community has influenced and shaped the
Service’s philosophy.

297. Following first tier review, the regulatory authority determined that there was
insufficient evidence that Exceeding themes 1 and 3 were demonstrated and that Standard
7.1 remains as Meeting NQS.

Standard 7.1: Second tier review
298. At second tier review, the provider sought a review of the ratings for Standard 7.1 and
Exceeding themes 1 and 3.
299. In their Tier 2 Document, the provider documented their response to specific excerpts
from the tier one decision notice, with supporting evidence provided.
300. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice specific to
Standard 7.1 and Exceeding theme 1:
“The evidence you provided and that collected by the Authorised Officer demonstrates
that the Service has sound governance arrangements in place. In your evidence you refer
to a variety of audits to support continuous improvement, an office task list completed
each month, management providing regular feedback to the team and a delegated
system of authority to assist with time management. This information did not elaborate
on how the governance arrangements, administrative systems or policy development
practices were reviewed and how this supported the effective management and
operation of a quality service and how this contributed to continuous service
improvement.”
301.

In response, the provider stated:
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As acknowledged,
governance.

has a variety of systems in place that support quality

Well established governance and administrative systems consistently support the
operation of a high-quality service and drive continuous improvement that reflects the
voices, priorities and strengths of children, families and educators. These systems are
continuously reviewed to ensure continuous service improvement.
has appointed a
to oversee policy development and
review. The
role involves reviewing how policy and document
review processes can be improved. In one instance, the
suggested a change to the review process by sending policies to the Centre Managers,
Assistant Centre Managers and the Educational Leader before bringing them to the
This would enable the content coordinator to collate a list of
practice related suggestions in policies to present to the
to review.
In doing this, policy changes would incorporate suggested practice changes that were
based on first hand observations, hence enhancing the policies.
Another example of continual review of governance includes mentoring. Mentoring
meetings are regularly scheduled for all leaders within
including
leaders,
the educational leader, the centre manager and the assistant centre manager.
Mentoring meetings provide opportunities to reflect on administrative systems and
governance arrangements. For instance, in the attached example, in a mentoring
session with the
the centre manager reviewed governance arrangements
and put strategies into place for having uninterrupted conversations with staff such as
rostering time for those staff members to be off the floor. This change helped the centre
manager build more meaningful relationships with staff, thereby leading to service
improvement.
also holds monthly
with the
These operations meetings include reviews of governance systems and administrative
arrangements which contributes to effective management of a high quality service. An
attached example of operations meeting minutes can be seen in the evidence.
302.

The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.

303. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice specific to
Standard 7.1 and Exceeding theme 1:
“The Authorised Officer noted that the Service’s philosophy could benefit by reflecting
the voices of families and children and the unique attributes of the Service. There was no
evidence of information obtained from families contributing to the development and
review of the philosophy or how the Service’s philosophy is used to set directions, build
commitment and align actions with the Service’s goals and outcomes.”
304.

In response, the provider stated:
Our philosophy is designed to be a broad set of principles that ensure quality and
consistency occurs within all
services. Just as the EYLF or VEYLDF don’t specify
specific regional considerations, this doesn’t imply that our philosophy is not responsive
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to the unique contexts of our communities. The philosophy is born from Ancient and
modern philosophies and wisdom that supports decision-making and connects to the
broader understanding that unity, not division, creates deeper relationships in all
children, families, staff and visitors.
To build on this foundation, we have consulted with our educators, management,
families and children and considered their perspectives in philosophy review. Our
philosophy underpins every decision that is made at the service, and this is strongly
embedded in practice and a significant feature of our services culture.
For example, our guiding principle of “To be mindful
 To allow our minds to be calm and still, to model resilience and self-regulation
 To encourage children to use their senses to anchor their attention, giving children
adequate time through pause and reflection
 To assist children to form positive connections between their mind and the world,
deepening their understanding of themselves
 To develop a sense of attention and awareness
 To develop self-regulation and empathy”
This approach is embedded through practice in multiple ways, one being:
 Creating
spaces within the service to support children in this area living in
urban settings to have access to direct and indirect elements of nature that as
research shows will reduce stress, blood pressure levels and heart rates, whilst
increasing productivity, creativity and self-reported rates of well-being.
305. The provider submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback, including an
“excerpt from Curriculum Document talking about Nature as one of our Key Focus Areas
implemented in every program of the service.”
306. The provider also referenced “other examples of mindfulness as an embedded practice
from our Philosophy.” This included:

Sessions
 Pausing through the day
 The
 Weekly Staff Mindfulness classes.
307. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 7.1 and Exceeding theme 1:
“In your evidence you state that the Service has a strong communication culture and
communicates often and transparently with educators, families, and the community. This
evidence has been reflected in quality area 6. However, it is unclear how these statements
demonstrate that educator’s practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with families
and/or the community. Further you have identified the importance of the new community
at this service understanding the
Philosophy rather than how meaningful
engagement with the new community has influenced and shaped the Service’s philosophy.”
308.

In response, the provider stated:
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 The Authorised Officer notes that it is unclear how our assertion that we have a strong
communication culture and communicate often and transparently with educators,
families and the community demonstrates that our practice is shaped by meaningful
engagement with families and communities. Our understanding is that Standard 7.1
refers to how governance supports the operation of a service, and therefore we find this
statement in relation to practice vague and unclear. We view this as another example
of procedural unfairness, where the opportunity to respond in context is limited by the
evidence provided in the Tier One response.
 In response to the Authorised Officer’s statement that “we have identified the
importance of the new community at this service understanding the
philosophy
rather than how meaningful engagement with the new community has influenced and
shaped the services philosophy”, we argue, as previously, that we have consulted with
our educators, management, families and children and considered their perspectives in
philosophy review and development.
 Additionally, in respect to the authorised officer’s comments about educator’s and
service practice being shaped by meaningful feedback from families, please find below
evidence of a survey conducted during the Covid 19 pandemic. This survey shows that
families suggested hand washing stations and temperature checks which were
subsequently implemented.
309.

The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.

Panel considerations
310. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 1 for Standard
7.1, the panel noted that they were unable to locate clear, relevant and substantive
evidence to demonstrate how practice is embedded in service operations specific to the
governance of the service. They also commented that they were unable to make a
connection between some evidence provided, for example, the mentoring tracker and
Operations Meeting minutes, to this exceeding theme and standard.
311. The panel remarked that evidence provided focused predominately on dialogue
amongst the leadership / management group. They added that they were unable to find
clear and relevant evidence of how all educators engaged in discussions with leadership on
governance processes to support the operation of the service.
312.

The panel noted evidence provided specific to the service’s implementation of a
design, as well as the communication posts to families, which included reference
to the services’ nature pedagogy and mindfulness practice. They also noted another piece
of documentation of a child’s engagement in a sensory playdough experience. The panel
stated that they were unable to establish connections between this evidence and how
practice is embedded in service operations specific to the governance of the service.

313. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 1 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 7.1.
314. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 3 for Standard
7.1, the panel were again unable to locate clear, relevant and substantive evidence to
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demonstrate how meaningful engagement with families and/or community informed the
governance of the service. The panel noted, for example, that they were unable to locate
examples of how the governance of the service welcomed, reflected and drew on the
voices, priorities and strengths of children and families specific to this standard.
315. The panel noted the COVID family survey submitted as evidence, which included some
comments from families about further measures the service might take to keep
services safe during the COVID pandemic. They commented that while this was evidence of
the service seeking feedback from families, they were unable to establish the extent to
which these suggestions were adopted by the service on the evidence provided.
316. The panel added that, in their view, this did not constitute evidence of meaningful
engagement to the level required for this exceeding theme, which involves services
actively engaging with families in shared decision making and problem solving to guide
practice specific to the governance of the service.
317. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 3 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 7.1.

Panel decision
318. The panel decided, by consensus, to confirm the rating for Standard 7.1 as Meeting
NQS.

Standard 7.2
319. Standard 7.2 is:
Effective leadership builds and promotes a positive organisational culture and professional
learning community.
320. Exceeding theme 1 is that:
Practice is embedded in service operations.
321. Exceeding theme 3 is that:
Practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the community.

Standard 7.2: Assessment and Rating
322. In the draft assessment and rating report, the regulatory authority highlighted the
following evidence specific to Standard 7.2:
 The service had developed a Quality Improvement Plan (QIP) which guided decision
making and including educators in questions, reflecting and looking for improved
outcomes. The management team provided ongoing opportunities for the leadership
team to come together and formally contribute to the QIP through breakfast
meetings. Educators discussed their input in the process of developing goals, with
one educator stating that they were given the goal of embedding sustainable
practices within the service.
 The development of a
model of appraisals provided feedback for all
educators. In turn this process ensured that clear goals were developed, progress
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was monitored and there was professional development to support future success.
This process as well as the process of mentorship developed at the service ensures
that all educators and staff are working towards common goals and to have a voice
in decisions and sharing ideas.
323. The regulatory authority also noted evidence specific to Standard 7.2 and Exceeding
theme 2:
The management team reflected on roles and responsibilities of the role of educational
leadership and revised this to include a
to work alongside educators
in the rooms to improve practice. This role focuses on key points of improvement and
works out of ratio to be available to all educators equally across the day and week.

Standard 7.2: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
324. The provider submitted two documents, with supporting evidence, in response to the
draft report as described previously.

Standard 7.2: Final report
325. In the final report, evidence for Standard 7.2 was consistent with the content of the
draft report.
326. The service’s final rating for Standard 7.2 at assessment and rating was Meeting NQS,
with Exceeding theme 2 found to be demonstrated but not Exceeding themes 1 and 3.

Standard 7.2: First tier review
327. At first tier review, the provider sought a review of Exceeding themes 1 and 3 for
Standard 7.2.
328. The first tier submission submitted by the provider is consistent with their feedback to
the draft report. There is additional commentary in section three, highlighted in blue font,
including cross referencing to the grounds for review documented in the first tier review
application. The provider also submitted their QIP and supporting evidence.
329. In their first tier review decision notice, the regulatory authority outlined their reasons
for the decision and provided a summary of findings.
330. The regulatory authority also highlighted evidence to support the internal review
decision specific to Standard 7.2 and Exceeding themes 1 and 3.
331.


Specific to Standard 7.2 and Exceeding theme 1, the regulatory authority stated:
In your evidence you state that the Service collaborates with staff, families and children,
the team conducts continuous professional critical reflection, management performs
regular assessments and you have a mentoring program. Information about key
management staff was provided and you stated you have connections with agencies
such as
This information is noteworthy however, it does not
demonstrate or provide examples of consistent, high quality practices that focus on
effective leadership building and promoting a positive organisational culture and
professional learning community.
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The Service’s quality improvement plan identifies many strengths. It does not however,
identify future improvements to the Service and how it supports planning to improve
quality at your Service, for example building links with the City of
for the
site. There is very limited evidence of how the Service uses a comprehensive
process of reflection, self-assessment, and evaluation as a focus for continuous service
and performance improvement.



The performance of educators was reviewed regularly, and the Service supported
educators’ ongoing professional development. However, it was not evident how the
Service’s performance management process supported a focus for continuous
improvement ensuring there was a link between the plans for individual performance
improvement and quality improvement and improved outcomes for children.

332.

Specific to Standard 7.2 and Exceeding theme 3, the regulatory authority stated:

 In your evidence you state that the parent
are invited to contribute to
the Service’s quality improvement process and policies and procedures, and this
feedback is reviewed and implemented where appropriate. These statements are broad
and not supported by evidence to demonstrate how the organisational culture is
shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the community.
 Furthermore, there was no evidence to demonstrate that families, children, or relevant
stakeholders contributed to an effective self-assessment and quality improvement
process that promoted ongoing service improvement or that the outcomes of these
processes valued or benefitted outcomes for children, families and service operations.
333. Following first tier review, the regulatory authority determined that there was
insufficient evidence that Exceeding themes 1 and 3 were demonstrated and that Standard
7.2 remains as Meeting NQS.

Standard 7.2: Second tier review
334. At second tier review, the provider sought a review of the ratings for Standard 7.2 for
Exceeding themes 1 and 3.
335. In their Tier 2 Document, the provider documented their response to specific excerpts
from the tier one decision notice, with supporting evidence provided.
336. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice specific to
Standard 7.2 and Exceeding theme 1:
“In your evidence you state that the Service collaborates with staff, families and
children, the team conducts continuous professional critical reflection, management
performs regular assessments and you have a mentoring program. Information about
key management staff was provided and you stated you have connections with agencies
such as
This information is noteworthy however, it does not
demonstrate or provide examples of consistent, high quality practices that focus on
effective leadership building and promoting a positive organisational culture and
professional learning Community.”
337.

In response, the provider stated:
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We have provided evidence that we believe demonstrates examples of consistent highquality practices that focus on effective leadership building and promoting a positive
organisational culture, and disagree with the Authorised Officer’s statement. Promoting
a positive and professional organisation culture is extremely important at
The
Guide to the NQF (2020) refers to assessors discussing the processes in place at the
service to ensure each educational leader, co-ordinator, educator and staff member
receives ongoing feedback about their performance and support to improve practice.
Whilst the opportunity to discuss this was limited, the evidence provided clearly
demonstrates our embedded approaches in relation to this standard. Furthermore, the
Exceeding guidance in the Guide to the NQF (2020), refers to effective leadership that
builds and consistently promotes a positive organisational culture and professional
learning community that supports all members of the service team to develop as
professionals and builds educator capacity by supporting educators through ongoing
professional development opportunities such as mentoring, which is core to our
approach. To reiterate, our consistent, high quality practices include:
 6 monthly appraisals to support staff in all areas of their roles i.e., relationships with
others, personal goals, holistic support of each staff member.
 3 monthly team building opportunities provided by
for staff to bond, outside
of the working environment- this was especially adapted to online during the COVID19 period.
 360 appraisal opportunities for centre managers to understand and seek support in
areas identified for further growth and development.
 20 hours of free professional development training provided by
for every staff
member.
 Supporting staff to share their skills to the wider
community- (Morning
exercise program during COVID).
338. The provider submitted documentation of a mentoring conversation as evidence of this
Standard and Exceeding theme.
339. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 7.2 and Exceeding theme 1:
“The Service’s quality improvement plan identifies many strengths. It does not however,
identify future improvements to the Service and how it supports planning to improve
quality at your Service, for example building links with the City of
for the
site. There is very limited evidence of how the Service uses a comprehensive
process of reflection, self-assessment, and evaluation as a focus for continuous service
and performance improvement.”
340.

In response, the provider stated:
We disagree with the Authorised Officers statement that “our QIP does not identify
future improvements to the Service and how it supports planning to improve quality at
your Service.”. The evidence below, available on the day of the visit and evident in the
QIP, identifies key areas for improvement. We have a strong focus on self-assessment
and evaluation to inform continuous service improvement. The Guide the NQF (2020)
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exceeding theme guidance refers to how members of the team discuss and demonstrate
how they actively participate in the service’s ongoing self-assessment and quality
improvement process, and how this process drives continuous improvement in service
quality and enhances outcomes for children and families.
341. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 7.2 and Exceeding theme 1:
“The performance of educators was reviewed regularly, and the Service supported
educators’ ongoing professional development. However, it was not evident how the
Service’s performance management process supported a focus for continuous
improvement ensuring there was a link between the plans for individual performance
improvement and quality improvement and improved outcomes for children.”
342.

In response, the provider stated:
We disagree with the Authorised Officers statement that “it was not evident how the
Service’s performance management process supported a focus for continuous
improvement ensuring there was a link between the plans for individual performance
improvement and quality improvement and improved outcomes for children.” We have
a comprehensive performance appraisal system that is conducted in collaboration with
educators. In the exceeding theme guidance in the Guide to the NQF (2020), it states
that educators can explain how the service’s performance evaluation process
consistently supports their learning and development goals and growth as professionals,
including how a tailored professional development plan provides a focus for continuous
performance improvement. This is evident in all educator’s performance evaluation
plans, as per the evidence provided, that was available on the day of Assessment and
Rating.
In one specific example, educators are asked to carry out an employee self-evaluation
each year where they identify areas they are doing well in and areas they would like
support. In
2020, answers to these forms indicated that a few educators were
seeking support with improving their documentation. As a result, in
2020, a staff
training on the Individual Observation Sheet and documentation was carried out. This
enhanced educators’ confidence in conducting and interpreting documentation and
gave them a better understanding of how the Individual Observation Sheet works.
Through understanding the Individual Observation Sheet better, they can view and
inform the goals and experiences for each child, and consciously adapt their practice
based on the goals for the child.
In another example, staff appraisals are conducted holistically, to ensure the staff
member is able to engage in a
conversation with the manager conducting
the appraisal about all aspects to do with their role. Many of these aspects link back to
the educator’s role within the room and their relationships with children. For instance,
the attached appraisal shows how previous goals were set for the educator in her last
appraisal were achieved. These included learning more about assisting children with
additional needs and separation anxiety - the educator’s appraisal shows she has
established deeper relationships with children and helping them feel more secure in their
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environment. This highlights how an individual performance management plan led to
improved outcomes for children.
343.

The provider submitted evidence specific to this feedback, including the following:
1. Employee self-evaluation forms which highlight staff expressing the need to improve
their documentation practice.
2. Performance appraisal highlighting how individual performance management plans
consider and impact children’s outcomes.

344. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 7.2 and Exceeding theme 3:
“In your evidence you state that the parent
are invited to contribute to
the Service’s quality improvement process and policies and procedures, and this
feedback is reviewed and implemented where appropriate. These statements are broad
and not supported by evidence to demonstrate how the organisational culture is shaped
by meaningful engagement with families and/or the community.”
345.

In response, the provider stated:
The Parent Advisory Group, who represent our parent community are invited to review
each policy when it is due for its annual review. Members of the PAG are invited to give
their input through a form as well as PAG meetings. Their inputs are then considered
and incorporated within policies and procedures if practicable. Specific examples are
highlighted below. The Authorised Officer makes reference to organisational culture
being shaped by meaningful engagement with families and communities. The exceeding
theme guidance refers to quality improvement processes that contribute to a culture of
inclusiveness and a sense of belonging at the service and suit the unique context of the
service. The concept of organisational culture is not referenced in the exceeding theme
guidance, and is a general term that refers to values, behaviours and shared vision that
contribute to the environment of an organisation. This is not reflective of the concept of
a culture of inclusiveness, and in our view falls outside of the scope of this standard,
although we pride ourselves on our inclusive organisational culture regardless.

346.

The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.

347. The provider highlighted the following text from the tier one decision notice, specific to
Standard 7.2 and Exceeding theme 3:
“Furthermore, there was no evidence to demonstrate that families, children, or relevant
stakeholders contributed to an effective self-assessment and quality improvement
process that promoted ongoing service improvement or that the outcomes of these
processes valued or benefitted outcomes for children, families and service operations.”
348.

In response, the provider stated:
We have a comprehensive self-assessment process that engages management,
educators, families, and children. This comprehensive, authentic and ongoing process
informs the development of our Quality Improvement Plan, in consultation with key
stakeholders. In the exceeding theme guidance in the Guide to the NQF (2020) in
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relation to this standard, it asks how families and communities are supported to
participate meaningfully in the services Quality Improvement processes, including the
development and review of the Quality Improvement Plan. Evidence for these processes
and key links to improved outcomes for children and families was available on the day of
the visit and is provided in the evidence below.
We believe that the connection between the educators and the families of the service
are an integral part of ensuring that families feel connected to the service and children
feel safe and secure within their settings. As a point of discussion, we wanted to pose
the question to the
members to ask how connected they are feeling to the service
and how best we could improve our connections. The
members suggested that they
would like to get to know the educators better, especially when they first start at the
service. They requested that we introduce all new educators on the
This
would help families identify new educators as well as show their photos to the children
prior to their first day to support these relationships.
From this, we added this to our onboarding checklist for all new educators and ensured
to post a bio and a photo of all new staff at the service. We have seen that this has
supported new staff to form better relationships with families of the service.
349.

The provider also submitted supporting evidence specific to this feedback.

Panel considerations
350. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 1 for Standard
7.2, the panel remarked that they were unable to locate clear and relevant evidence
specific to this standard and exceeding theme to substantiate the provider’s claims and
warrant a higher rating.
351. The panel noted documentation of a mentoring conversation which was submitted as
evidence for this standard and exceeding theme. They remarked on the value and
potential of a mentoring program to build educator capacity. They added, however, that
the evidence provided to substantiate their claims, namely a template to document
mentoring conversations, was not sufficient evidence to demonstrate embedded practice
to support the professional learning and development of all educators.
352. The panel commented on the employee self-evaluation forms, also submitted as
evidence for this standard and exceeding theme. They noted that while this was evidence
that the service had some systems in place, they were unable to ascertain from the
evidence provided, how this system was embedded in practice or how it promoted a
positive organisational culture and professional learning community.
353. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 1 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 7.2.
354. In deliberating on whether the service demonstrated Exceeding theme 3 for Standard
7.2, the panel again remarked that there was a lack of clear, relevant and substantive
evidence to support their claims that they are exceeding in this standard.
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355. The panel noted, for example, the policy feedback form submitted as evidence specific
to this standard and exceeding theme. They added that while this demonstrates there are
strategies for gaining feedback on the service’s policies, they were unable to determine
how this approach reflected meaningful engagement with families and/or communities, or
how this engagement shaped practice in relation to how effective leadership builds and
promotes a positive organisational culture and professional learning community.
356. The panel commented on an email to a family to thank them for feedback they had
provided as part of the service’s policy review and to report that they had implemented
several of their suggestions. They noted that while it was appropriate the service had
acknowledged and thanked the family for their feedback, and that they had provided
specific detail in the email, it was not evident how this feedback had shaped practice
specific to this standard. They added that, in their view, an email response does not
demonstrate consistent and ongoing meaningful engagement with families, nor does it
demonstrate how families are integral in the decision making process.
357.

The panel also commented on other documents submitted as evidence, including the
meeting minutes and staff introduction posters, the latter being a suggestion from
members for families to get to know educators better. The panel noted that while this
was an example of sound practice and demonstrated the service was responsive to
feedback from families, it did not demonstrate meaningful engagement to the level
required for this exceeding theme.

358. The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to determine that Exceeding
theme 3 should be amended to Yes to support an overall higher rating for Standard 7.2.

Panel decision
359. The panel decided, by consensus, to confirm the rating for Standard 7.2 as Meeting
NQS.

General comments
360. The panel commented on the provider’s claims of procedural unfairness as part of the
assessment and rating process where, in their view, the appropriate prescribed processes
for determining a rating were not applied. The panel noted that their remit extends only to
confirming or amending the rating levels determined by the regulatory authority and that
they cannot review the conduct of a regulatory authority or authorised officer. The panel
affirmed that its decision was informed solely by evidence submitted by the approved
provider and regulatory authority as part of the second tier review process.
361. The panel encouraged the service provider to view feedback received from the rating
review processes, including at first and second tier review, as an opportunity to increase
their understanding of the exceeding themes and their capacity to demonstrate exceeding
practice as it relates to specific quality standards.
362. The panel highlighted resources available to the sector that may assist the provider and
its service. This includes:
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New resources in the Guide to the NQF, such as questions for authorised officers and
ratings review panels to consider against evidence gathered during the quality rating
process, to determine if exceeding themes are demonstrated for each quality standard
(see pages 93-99).
The Exceeding the NQS webpage, which includes a series of case studies providing
practical and illustrative examples of what high quality practice might look like for each
standard.
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