Issues
1.

The approved provider (the provider) sought a review of the ratings for the above Standards
on the grounds that the regulatory authority:
(a) Did not appropriately apply the prescribed processes for determining a rating level; and
(b) Failed to take into account or give sufficient weight to special circumstances existing or
facts existing at the time of the rating assessment.

Overview
2.

After initial assessment, the draft report recorded the service’s rating as Working Towards
NQS, as Elements 1.2.1, 1.2.3, 2.1.1 and 3.2.2, were assessed as not met. A small number of
Exceeding themes were identified across other Standards, however all remaining Standards
were rated Meeting NQS, and the service’s overall rating was Working Towards NQS.

3.

The regulatory authority considered the provider’s feedback on the draft report, however
no changes were made to ratings.

4.

At first tier review, the provider sought to have four Elements amended from not met to
met, and all Standards assessed for a rating of Exceeding NQS. Elements 1.2.1 and 1.2.3
were amended to met resulting in Standard 1.2 and Quality Area 1 being amended to
Meeting NQS. However the overall rating remained Working Towards NQS as Elements
2.1.1 and 3.2.2 remained not met.

5.

At second tier review, the provider sought to have Elements 2.1.1 and 3.2.2 amended to
met, and all Standards assessed for a rating of Exceeding NQS.

6.

Exceeding theme 1 has already been identified in relation to Standard 2.2, 4.1 and 7.1. All
remaining exceeding themes are sought. For reference, the Exceeding themes are:
Exceeding theme 1: Practice is embedded in service operations
Exceeding theme 2: Practice is informed by critical reflection
Exceeding theme 3: Practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the
community

Evidence summary
7.

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 application for first tier review and its attachments

•

The regulatory authority’s submissions to second tier review

•

The regulatory authority’s submissions to second tier review
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8.

•

The regulatory authority’s decision at first tier review

•

The assessment and rating instruments and the draft and final reports

•

The service’s feedback to the draft report

The panel was also provided with advice from ACECQA on the areas under 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.

is an out of school hours care service with
. The service is located
, on the traditional lands of the
people.

11. The assessment and rating visit took place on
12. The provider received the draft report on

places,

2021.
2021.

13. The provider submitted their feedback on the draft report to the regulatory authority on
2021.
14. The provider received the final report on

2021.

15. The provider applied for first tier review on
2021. Two of four outstanding elements
were amended from not met to met at first tier review. The overall rating for the service
remained Working Towards NQS.
16. The provider received the first tier review decision on
2021 (ACECQA notes
that the first tier review decision timeframe was extended by the regulatory authority).
17. The provider applied to ACECQA for second tier review on

2021.

Background information
General submissions by the provider at second tier review
18. The provider submitted a general statement accompanying their application for second tier
review. That statement is reproduced below:
We do not believe the department gave sufficient weight to the evidence we provided for our
first-tier review. We strongly believe
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the afternoon activities and which educators will be able to help them engage in dot painting
or making '3D cubes'.
Information is gathered about children on 'All about Me' forms. Children or families record
the information about pets, colours, birthdays, favourite books, hobbies, songs or television
shows.
A child selects and pours his own cereal for breakfast.
Approximately children are lined up for late afternoon tea and block the doorway where
children exit to go home. An educator wears gloves to serve children rice crackers.
Educators ask children to pack away following afternoon tea.
An educator asks children about their choices, and a child says she wants to play musical
chairs. This activity was implemented. Children also request the responsibility of being
helpers that day. The children call this role,
'.
Routines for both before and after school care are displayed for children and educators.
The educational leader is asked about the program and says, "The morning is free play, and
sometimes an 'AM 'is written for an activity such as making playdough to show that it is
planned for the morning session".
The educational leader provides evidence of children's individual tracking sheets to show
that each child is considered in planning the program each term.
As a transition time to pack away, an educator plays a 'Simon says' style game. The educator
says, "If you can see me, do this", making actions of rubbing her head or waving. After this
the children are asked to pack away the resources in the room.
23. In the draft report, the authorised officer included the following analysis note in relation to
Standard 1.1:
“The educational leader collaborates with other educators to ensure that the approved
learning framework guides decisions made about the program. Children's interests are used
to plan learning experiences. Children are provided with some opportunities in the daily
routines that support them to develop their independence, including self-help skills.”

Standard 1.1: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
24. The provider submitted a response to the draft report in relation to Standard 1.1, setting
out arguments in relation to both Elements under Standard 1.1. ACECQA notes that
feedback was directed at Element 1.1.1 as well as the Standard generally, although Element
1.1.1 was rated met.
25. In relation to Element 1.1.1, the provider submitted:
“The draft report for QA1 contains a large amount of factual inaccuracies. We have many
embedded practices that exceed the standard including our programming cycle,
documentation of learning and reflective practices. Being a large organization our service
processes are also used at other services who have received a rating of meeting and
exceeding in this standard. With that being said we have also improved immensely on this
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process through critical reflection since those ratings for other services were decided. We
also do not believe sufficient weight was given to evidence that was documented.”
26. The authorised officer’s response to the above was:
“Element rated as Met and Standard 1.1 as Meeting NQS. The service states inaccuracies &
that the same processes are used at other services which achieved Meeting or Exceeding,
however each service is unique. The officer recognises that some practices are positive &
includes examples of good practice in the report eg. EV
, EV
EV
Daily routines provided children with some opportunities but these are limited and do not
maximise learning for each child (self assessment p5).
27. In relation to Standard 1.1, the provider submitted:
“See document 'feedback for QA1' and see the attached documents that are referenced
within that document (attached separately in other elements)”
28. The authorised officer’s response to the above was:
“Met. The officer did view the meeting minutes date
21 at the visit which involved the
educators at the service. The minutes state that programming will be reviewed to remove
repetitiveness, that an educator has taken responsibility for programming and to ‘let
children run activities’. The officer did not view evidence that this was embedded.
Photographs provided in Doc do not show activities were child led e.g. up to 13 children
around a table with one child mixing ingredients for slime.”
29. In relation to Element 1.1.2, the provider submitted:
“See document 'feedback for QA1' and see the attached documents that are referenced
within that document (attached separately in other elements)”
30. The authorised officer’s response to the above was:
“This element rated as Met. The evaluation on
/21 was not available to the officer as it
was not written until after the visit (educators observed completing documentation before
the next afternoon’s session on Day 1). Evidence of evaluations for .21 was not critically
reflective. Elements 1.2.1 and 1.2.3 are not addressed in the service documentation and not
cited for review.

Standard 1.1: Final report
31. No changes were made to the rating between the draft and final reports. The rating for
Standard 1.1 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 1.1: First tier review
32. The provider applied for first tier review, seeking to have the overall rating for Standard 1.1
amended to Exceeding NQS. They made the following general submissions:
•

“We disagree with our rating based on the evidence in the report

•

The evidence gathered is inaccurate
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Exceeding theme 2
The panel reviewed the information contained within the assessment and rating report
including the analysis notes made by the officer. The panel discussed one confirmed selfassessment key practice which states that staff meetings are utilised as opportunities to
discuss outcomes, reflections, activities, documentation, and relationships. The panel agreed
that while this key practice indicates that reflection is occurring during staff meetings there
was no further information or evidence contained within the report to demonstrate that this
reflection is occurring at a critical level that influences, shapes, and enhances practice at the
service.
The panel reviewed the approved provider’s claims including the annexures added as part of
the draft feedback and first tier submission. Evidence provided included a weekly program,
daily evaluation sheet, daily reflections, photos of critical reflection journal folders, and team
meeting minutes. The panel discussed the evidence of the critical reflection journals which
contained reflective questions however, noted that there was no evidence to suggest that
educators have attempted to engage with and answer the questions provided. The panel
also reviewed the information contained within the daily reflection and team meeting
documents and found the contents to be evaluative in nature and limited in demonstrating
that reflection is occurring at a critical level at the service.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 2 as No.
Exceeding theme 3
The panel reviewed the information contained within the assessment and rating report
including the analysis notes made by the officer. The panel discussed a self-assessment key
practice which states that questionnaires, surveys, and suggestion boxes are utilised to
obtain family feedback on the educational program. The panel also noted that the officer
marked this key practice as, ‘no’ due to the educational leader confirming that this practice
is no longer occurring at the service. The panel agreed that there was no further evidence
which demonstrated that practice was influenced by meaningful engagement with families
and/or the community included in the self-assessment notes or the evidence collected by the
officer for this standard.
The panel reviewed the approved provider’s claims including the annexures added as part of
the draft feedback and first tier submission. Evidence provided included a weekly program, a
daily evaluation sheet, daily reflections, learning stories, children’s letters requesting to be
family surveys, photos of critical reflection journal folders, team meeting
minutes, and photos of the service environment. The panel discussed the example of the
family survey where a parent has requested further activities and experiences to support the
interest and engagement of her
child in the program. While the service has
stated that they have addressed this feedback the panel expressed a desire for further
evidence and information to demonstrate what provisions and experiences have been
implemented to support the child’s engagement in the program as a result of this feedback.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 3 as No.”
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Following first tier review, the rating for Standard 1.1 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 1.1: Second tier review
35. At second tier review, the provider again sought to have the rating for Standard 1.1
amended from Meeting NQS to Exceeding NQS.

Panel deliberations
36. The panel discussed the application of the evidence provided to the question of whether
high quality practices are consistent across the service (Exceeding theme 1). The panel could
not identify clear evidence addressing the points required to establish this theme – for
example, there was no evidence of service processes that ensure consistent high quality
practices regardless of staffing situations or other circumstances. In relation to Exceeding
theme 2, the panel acknowledged that the service did submit photos of their critical
reflection books and questions, and noted that some of the questions were well thought
out, however there was no evidence that these were regularly being applied and examined
in practice. There was no evidence of an embedded and ongoing cycle, and the panel felt
that the pages of documentation submitted were not clearly linked to other sections of a
planning cycle and did not show an embedded ongoing high quality practice.
37. The panel observed that the service was engaging in some reflection, but there was no
evidence that this reflection was critical. The panel clarified that reflection consisting of
statements describing events that occurred is unlikely to be sufficiently critical in nature –
critical reflection requires an approach that may incorporate practices like questioning,
interrogating ideas and decisions and hypothesising or pondering future possibilities. The
panel noted examples of reflections to the effect of a certain experience or activity which
educators felt had gone well were only demonstrating reflection, without the critical
element. Questions that may be asked when critically reflecting may include why did it go
well, what could we change next time, what is a logical next step and why does that next
step make sense based on what was observed today. The panel further noted that current
expectations of critical reflection at the Exceeding NQS level require decisions at the service
to be able to be clearly linked to critical reflection and all staff to have a clear understanding
of the reasons behind decisions or changes to practice and the ability to articulate what
they are doing and why and who will benefit and how.
38. In relation to Exceeding theme 3 the panel acknowledged the service had done good work
in contributing to community support efforts during the COVID-19 pandemic, however
there was little detail about the nature and extent of this in the evidence provided. The
panel would have liked to have seen more evidence about how these efforts were
incorporated into the program, what children’s understandings were of what they were
doing and why.

Panel decision
39. The panel decided by consensus to confirm the rating for Standard 1.1 as Meeting NQS.
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Standard 1.2
40. Standard 1.2 is:
Educators facilitate and extend each child’s learning and development

Standard 1.2: Assessment and rating
41. The regulatory authority assessed the service as Working Towards NQS for Standard 1.2,
because Elements 1.2.1 and 1.2.3 were not met.
42. In the assessment and rating evidence summary, the authorised officer set out the following
observed evidence:
“Children run games like dodgeball where they select the rules on how to play
AN educator reads to children. Other children read books they have selected from the book
shelves.
An educator supports a child to write her own words.
An educator says to a child that her construction looks like a
educator asks, “What else could you make?” and “Do you have

character’. The
at home?”

An educator asks children what they want for spontaneous play and a child asks for
playdough.
Children have been lined up for afternoon tea for over fifteen minutes. An educator decides
to ask children to form a second line to collect their afternoon tea.
Twelve children wait for the resources to make ‘pop its’ at a craft table. The table is crowded
and few resources are left available. A number of children leave the table.
The authorised officer discusses with the nominated supervisor and the
that educator select the times to place on tables and that children have few choices to select
their own resources in each room. The compliance manager says that they cannot have
many materials out as they pack away the rooms on some days of the week. The authorised
officer says it is up to the service to provide children with access to resources and support
their opportunities to make decisions.
An educator sits with children who are playing a ‘tumbling towers’ game. An educator talks
with a child about having to support the block above to remove the lower block. The
educator gives the child strategies on how to get the structure to balance.
An educator makes ‘slime’ with approximately twelve children. Additional children want to
join and there is limited space. The educator tells the children that there are enough children
at the activity and that they can make ‘slime’ another time.
Children are given the choice of eating or engaging in play when they arrive in the indoor
spaces.
A child assists an educator to set up the breakfast and prepare and serve food wearing
gloves.
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An educator asks a child if she is making a book. The educator engages the child in a
discussion of Harry Potter books and movies.
AN educator is creating paper flowers with a child. The child is drawing on the paper and the
pencils are not leaving a mark on the paper. The educator explains that there may be glue on
the paper that is not allowing her to draw on the paper.
Children are observed going to the store room with an educator to choose resources.
An educator opens a new yoga game for children. Later the educator discusses with a child
that they should have looked inside the game more carefully as the instructions are inside
the box.
Two children sit together and work on making bags and items out of paper. An educator sits
with them and offers assistance as needed.
Some children are looking at a piano. The educator explains how a piano works. The
educator demonstrates what happens when he touches the piano keys. The educator says,
“the little hammer comes and makes the string vibrate by using the paddle”. The child asks
to play the keys and the educator discusses that it belongs to
and they cannot use
it. No musical instruments are provided to the children or further options made available for
them to explore their interest in the piano.
A child wants to get something from her bag and an educator says she needs to wait until
the ‘head count’ is completed.
43. In the draft report, the authorised officer included the following analysis note in relation to
Standard 1.2:
“Educators plan some experiences for children and select resources to be placed on tables
and mats for use. Children have limited opportunities to make meaningful choices about the
materials they want to use in their play and educators do not plan a sufficient range of
options during inclement weather to enrich the indoor recreation experiences. Educators are
generally responsive to children though opportunities are missed to extend and explore
learning across the program. Children are provided with choices regarding meals and can
make some choices about their day.”

Standard 1.2: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
44. The provider submitted a response to the draft report in relation to Standard 1.2, stating:
“See document ‘feedback for QA1’ and see the attached documents that are referenced
within that document”
45. The provider also refers to Document 7.
46. The authorised officer’s response to the provider’s feedback in relation to Standard 1.2 was:
“The document (meeting minutes) is dated
2020' at
. The only
reference to the service is
in relation to hot water not working and
breaking into groups to discuss Vac Care and COVID-19. The minutes state educators are
being given reflection books and a quiz that included programming. The officer is not aware
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The panel concluded that there was sufficient evidence to support that the element is met
and decided to amend the assessment of Element 1.2.1 to met.
53. In relation to Element 1.2.3, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the information contained within the assessment and rating report
including the analysis notes made by the officer. The panel acknowledged some
inconsistencies in practice highlighted by the officer during the visit including the extended
wait times prior to engaging in experiences and at mealtimes. The panel also discussed
confirmed self-assessment key practices that highlight opportunities for children to
undertake leadership roles within the service such as serving food during mealtimes,
selecting resources from the storeroom, and through engagement in cooking experiences.
The panel felt that this evidence did demonstrate some opportunities for children to explore
their agency as well as enable them to make choices and decisions that influence events and
their world.
The panel reviewed the approved provider’s claims including the annexures added as part of
the draft feedback and first tier submission. The panel considered the evidence and examples
of children’s surveys where the input/feedback has been incorporated into the program and
menu. For example, slime, making food, fried rice, gymnastics equipment, and chapter
books. The panel agreed that the evidence provided further demonstrated opportunities for
children to make decisions and choices that influence events and their world, particularly in
relation to the development of the educational program.
The panel concluded that there was sufficient evidence to support that the element is met
and decided to amend the assessment of Element 1.2.3 to met.
54. In relation to the Exceeding themes under Standard 1.2, the panel stated the following:
“Exceeding theme 1
The panel reviewed the information contained within the assessment and rating report
including the analysis notes made by the officer. The panel agreed that evidence which
demonstrated a deep understanding of the component elements or a commitment to
consistently high-quality practice was not evident for this standard. The panel acknowledged
some confirmed quality self-assessment key practices and also discussed the inconsistencies
in practice identified by the officer during the visit. The panel discussed evidence collected by
the officer such as children having limited opportunities to create or adjust the programmed
activities, extended periods of screen time, and the limited choice and accessibility of
resources.
The panel reviewed the approved provider’s claims including the annexures added as part of
the draft feedback and first tier submission. Evidence provided included a weekly program, a
daily evaluation sheet, daily reflections, learning stories, children’s letters requesting to be
photos of critical reflection journal folders, team meeting minutes, and
photos of the service environment. The panel agreed that the evidence
provided demonstrates some examples of educators being deliberate, purposeful, and
thoughtful in the development and delivery of the service program. However, the panel also
expressed a desire for further evidence to demonstrate how the agency of each child is
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consistently promoted and supported and how the provision of adequate resources is used to
support the program and extension of each child’s learning.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 1 as No.
Exceeding theme 2
The panel reviewed the information contained within the assessment and rating report
including the analysis notes made by the officer. The panel acknowledged one confirmed
self-assessment key practice which states that educators engage in reflection on their
interactions with children and experiences. The panel agreed that while this key practice
indicates that reflection is occurring there was no further information or evidence contained
within the report to demonstrate that this reflection is occurring at a critical level that
influences, shapes, and enhances practice at the service.
The panel reviewed the approved provider’s claims including the annexures added as part of
the draft feedback and first tier submission. Evidence provided included a weekly program, a
daily evaluation sheet, daily reflections, learning stories, children’s letters requesting to be
photos of critical reflection journal folders, team meeting minutes, and
photos of the service environment. The panel again discussed the evidence of the critical
reflection journals which contained reflective questions however, noted that there was no
evidence to suggest that educators have attempted to engage with and answer the
questions provided. The panel also again reviewed the information contained within the daily
reflection and team meeting documents and found the contents to be evaluative in nature
and limited in demonstrating that reflection is occurring at a critical level at the service in
relation to this standard.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 2 as No.
Exceeding theme 3
The panel reviewed the information contained within the assessment and rating report
including the analysis notes made by the officer. The panel acknowledged the confirmed selfassessment key practice of henna painting and Lunar New Year being incorporated into the
program as a result of feedback from children and families. The panel agreed that these are
sound examples of educators incorporating the culture of children and families into the
service program however expressed a desire for further evidence to demonstrate that this
engagement is ongoing and meaningful, resulting in enhancements to the program and
practice at the service.
The panel reviewed the approved provider’s claims including the annexures added as part of
the draft feedback and first tier submission. Evidence provided included a weekly program, a
daily evaluation sheet, daily reflections, learning stories, children’s letters requesting to be
photos of critical reflection journal folders, team meeting minutes, and
photos of the service environment. The panel was unable to locate evidence to demonstrate
that practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the service
community within these documents.
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The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 3 as No.
55. Following first tier review, the rating for Standard 1.2 was amended to Meeting NQS.

Standard 1.2: Second tier review
56. At second tier review, the provider sought to have the rating for Standard 1.2 further
amended from Meeting NQS to Exceeding NQS.

Panel deliberations
57. The panel discussed the kinds of evidence that may typically indicate that practice under
Standard 1.2 is Exceeding the NQS. Primarily, the panel said it was necessary to show an
embedded and well-understood cycle of planning, showing a link between observations of
children, to planning of future experiences based on those observations, and critical
reflection continuing throughout each stage of the cycle. The panel acknowledged that the
service mentioned they prepare developmental reports based on the My Time Our Place
framework, however there was insufficient evidence of what these records look like, what
they contain, and how they are used, for the panel to determine whether they contributed
to Exceeding practice.
58. Additionally there was no evidence to show the panel that high quality practices in line with
the service’s philosophy are present throughout the day, including during periods like meal
times, rest times, and transitions.
59. The panel noted a photo of a cooking experience and the service’s stated plans to ask
families to contribute a recipe for a cultural dish, however the panel noted that as this had
not yet occurred it could not be evidence of an existing or embedded practice.
60. In relation to Exceeding theme 2, the panel referred to their earlier comments that
reflection alone without a critical element, as discussed in relation to Standard 1.1, was
insufficient to meet the requirements of Exceeding theme 2.
61. The panel was unable to find sufficient evidence of meaningful engagement with families or
the community to support identification of Exceeding theme 3, noting that at an Exceeding
NQS level engagement would, for example:
(a) Be consistent and ongoing;
(b) Place families and/or the community in an integral position in the decision making
process;
(c) Involve actively seeking and carefully considering and valuing family and community
feedback;
(d) Result in shared decision making and problem solving;
(e) Foster a culture of inclusiveness and a sense of belonging;
(f) Result in practice that is tailored and responsive to the needs of the children, families
and the community.
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62. Additionally to some or all of the above features of engagement, there would need to be
evidence that this engagement shapes practice in a way which reflects the service and its
context.

Panel decision
63. The panel agreed by consensus to confirm the rating of Standard 1.2 as Meeting NQS.

Standard 1.3
64. Standard 1.3 is:
Educators and co-ordinators take a planned and reflective approach to implementing the
program for each child

Standard 1.3: Assessment and rating
65. The regulatory authority assessed the service as Meeting NQS for Standard 1.3.
66. In the assessment and rating evidence summary, the authorised officer set out the following
evidence of practice:
“An educator asks children what they want to do and writes this on the blank format used
for programming for the next week. If children want a particular activity to be provided that
day, this can be written down as a 'spontaneous activity' on the program.
Educators write 'reflections' or statements about an activity or how children respond to it.
This is then placed in a tray for the Senior Educator to add to the program.
An educator documented that a child showed her that he could write the word ‘supervision’
by himself. The educator asked how he did this and the child responded that he split the
word into two parts. The educator decided to assist the child to engage in spelling activities.
The service has a day book that families can view and can provide feedback. Families can
add their ideas on a suggestion box on note pads. The nominated supervisor stats that
families suggest activities for the program sometimes and often recommend foods for
afternoon tea.
Educators have surveyed children who attend before and after school or vacation care.
Questions included ‘What I like about OOSH’, ‘The best activities at OOSH’ and ‘What I want
more of at OOSH’.
Educators were emailed information about writing their daily reflections and what to
consider.
An educator documented that the children learned how to make a ‘cat’s cradle’ with string.
The educator’s reflections state that this would be followed up by making stars with string.
An educator discusses how the program was developed from educator reflections. The
educator says that children wanted games like handball and that this was added to the
program one week.
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The educational leader discusses that educators share information at the monthly meeting
about what to add to the fortnightly program, in addition to the follow up activities
suggested on their daily evaluations. Some changes include adding yellow food dye to the
‘goop’ or adding beads. The program includes a ‘key’ to show if the activity originated from
child suggestions, a world and community event, family input or when items are donated,
such as donated toys were added for dramatic play.
Educators identify a learning outcome to link to an activity. An educator wrote that ‘Learning
Outcome 4.1’ was linked to an experience where children made their own puppets.
Educators reflected at a staff meeting that they wanted to get more children involved in the
‘one activity’ such as
. The reason or purpose of wanting more children to do the
same activity was not critically reflected upon by educators.
Families can view a slide show each day of the activities available to their child. This is
updated at 4pm daily and includes photographs of the previous 24 hour period.
Experiences were planned for children to assist educators earlier in the year to use hand
tools to add wheels to a
trolley’. Educators also planned the program for
children to engage in cooking experiences and games such as using a party horn to knock
down stacked paper cups.
An educator requested to have a playdough competition and another suggested art and
craft activities to be added to the program. Educators chose the activities in response to
children’s ideas.”
67. In the draft report, the authorised officer included the following analysis note in relation to
Standard 1.3:
“Educators implement a cycle of observation, programming and evaluation. Reflection is
generally evaluative in nature and opportunities are missed to consistently critically reflect
on the program and practices. Families are provided with information about the program in
photographs and printed formats

Standard 1.3: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
68. The provider submitted a response to the draft report in relation to Standard 1.3, though
directed their submission to Element 1.3.1 although this Element was already rated met.
The provider submitted:
“See document ‘feedback for QA1’ and see the attached documents that are referenced
within that document (attached separately other elements).”
69. The authorised officer responded as follows:
“ST 1.3 was rated as Met. The office was shown a quantity of documents or examples of
reflection, however these were not critically reflective in nature. Document shows forms
children complete at the beginning of the year about what they like, which may be
considered in programming. The service has not provided evidence in relation to the
Themes.”
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Standard 1.3: Final report
70. No changes were made to the rating between the draft and final reports. The rating for
Standard 1.3 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 1.3: First tier review
71. The provider applied for first tier review, seeking to have the rating for Standard 1.3
amended from Meeting NQS to Exceeding NQS.
72. At first tier review, the panel considered evidence gathered by the authorised officer at the
assessment and rating visit (set out above at paragraphs 66-67). The panel also considered
the provider’s submissions in feedback to the draft report (noted above at paragraphs 6869).
73. In relation to Exceeding theme 1 under Standard 1.3, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the information contained within the assessment and rating report
including the analysis notes made by the officer. The panel discussed the confirmed selfassessment notes and agreed that these demonstrate that the educators have a sound
understanding of observing, planning, and implementing experiences to support children’s
learning. The panel also acknowledged the officer’s evidence which highlights that the
educators are still building their skills in critical reflection on children’s learning.
The panel reviewed the approved provider’s claims including the annexures added as part of
the draft feedback and first tier submission. Evidence provided included an example of the
educational program, daily evaluations, reflections, and group learning stories. The panel felt
that the evidence provided demonstrates quality practice in documenting children’s
engagement in the educational program however expressed a desire for further examples of
how educators collaboratively and consistently assess, evaluate, and critically reflect on
children’s learning.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support the attainment of the
theme and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 1 as No.”
74. In relation to Exceeding theme 2 under Standard 1.3, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the information contained within the assessment and rating report
including the analysis notes made by the officer. The panel discussed one confirmed selfassessment key practice which outlines the practice of educators engaging in reflection
during programming and staff meetings. The panel agreed that while this key practice
indicates that reflection is occurring during programming and staff meetings there was no
further information or evidence contained within the report to demonstrate that this
reflection is occurring at a critical level that influences, shapes, and enhances practice
relating to Standard 1.3.
The panel reviewed the approved provider’s claims including the annexures added as part of
the draft feedback and first tier submission. Evidence provided included a weekly program,
daily evaluation sheet, daily reflections, photos of critical reflection journal folders, and team
meeting minutes. The panel discussed the evidence of the critical reflection journals which
contained reflective questions however, noted that there was no evidence to suggest that
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educators have attempted to engage with and answer the questions provided. The panel
also reviewed the information contained within the daily reflection and team meeting
documents and found the contents to be evaluative in nature and limited in demonstrating
that reflection is occurring at a critical level at the service in relation to this standard.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 2 as No.”
75. In relation to Exceeding theme 3 under Standard 1.3, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the information contained within the assessment and rating report
including the analysis notes made by the officer. The panel agreed that the service does have
some quality systems and processes in place to support family awareness of the educational
program. The panel also noted one self-assessment key practice that states families have the
opportunity to provide input and feedback on the program. The panel expressed a desire for
further information and evidence that input, or feedback has been obtained from families
and is used to shape and enhance practice in relation to the educational program and
assessment of children’s learning.
The panel reviewed the approved provider’s claims including the annexures added as part of
the draft feedback and first tier submission. Evidence provided included a weekly program, a
daily evaluation sheet, daily reflections, learning stories, children’s letters requesting to be
family surveys, photos of critical reflection journal folders, team meeting
minutes, and photos of the service environment. The panel discussed the example of the
family survey where a parent has requested further activities and experiences to support the
interest and engagement of her
child in the program. While the service has
stated that they have addressed this feedback the panel expressed a desire for further
evidence and information to demonstrate what provisions and experiences have been
implemented to support the child’s engagement in the program as a result of this feedback.
The panel found no further evidence to support the attainment of Theme 3 for this standard.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 3 as No.”
76. Following first tier review, the rating for Standard 1.3 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 1.3: Second tier review
77. At second tier review, the provider again sought to have the rating for Standard 1.3
amended from Meeting NQS to Exceeding NQS.

Panel deliberations
78. The panel again discussed the material in the Guide to the NQF relating to Exceeding
practice for this Standard, beginning with Exceeding theme 1. They considered whether the
service’s evidence showed, for example, that educators consistently engaged in planned
and spontaneous reflection on children’s learning, as individuals and in groups, or whether
there was evidence that educators consistently drew on their insights to make changes to
the design and implementation of the program. The panel could not find sufficient evidence
to answer these questions.
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79. In relation to Exceeding theme 2, the panel could not see evidence that the service’s
approach to assessment and planning is reflective of robust debate, discussion,
opportunities for input by all educators, and informed by critical reflection. Similarly, there
was no clear evidence that educators reflect both individually and as a team on their
approaches to assessment and planning, social justice and equity implications of their
assessment and planning, and the theoretical and philosophical influences on their
assessment and planning practice. The panel felt that evidence put forward to attempt to
demonstrate critical reflection lacked a critical element, and did not clearly inform practice.
80. The panel considered that the approach to assessment and planning outlined in the
evidence did not show how practice reflects the unique community context of the service,
nor how it draws on the voices, priorities and strengths of children and families at the
service. Additionally, to achieve Exceeding theme 3, not only did the panel expect to see
evidence that meaningful engagement takes place, but that practice is subsequently shaped
by that engagement.

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

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

Standard 2.1: Assessment and rating
83. The regulatory authority assessed the service as Working Towards NQS for Standard 2.1, as
Element 2.1.1 was not met.
84. In the assessment and rating evidence summary, the authorised officer set out the following
evidence of practice:
“The service is engaging in discussions with the school canteen about options for families to
order and pay for their own choices for afternoon tea which may include sandwiches, hot
meals and pastas. Currently the service provides food for the children attending the service.
’ was on the menu for the children on the week of the visit. The nominated
supervisor states that the menu includes
every three weeks.
are
included on the breakfast options for part of the week. Cooking experiences include
and
The nominated supervisor discusses that the service collects input from children on menus
and to develop a 4 week rotating menu.
Children line up with plates and select fruit, cheese, cucumber and crackers for their
afternoon tea. Some children stand up and walk around looking for a place to sit.
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A child is moving large items beside the piano. An educator asks the child what he is doing.
The child says he wants a ‘private place’. The educator says he needs to put the items back
and explains that, “It is really hard as we cannot see you”.
An educator organises an area for a game of musical chairs in a corner and other children
play ‘tag’ games.
An educator tells children that, “You should not misbehave with the cushions”. The children
are close together on the large cushions and there are few other places for children to sit.
A child says he wants a pillow to lie on. The educator says they will pack some things away
and then get a pillow.
Children are told by an educator about the rules for playing the game ‘tips’ in the assembly
hall.
There were some cushions and tepees which were packed away at
pm. A child is sitting
on a chair and his legs are on another chair. An educator asks the child to move, and then
uses the chairs to place a bucket and cleaning items. The child walks to the other side and
lays on the timber floor. After several minutes, the nominated supervisor sees the child and
asks him to sit on the floor beside her. This is a breach of Regulation 81.
Families are notified if there is an outbreak via emails and signs. The school and the
Regulatory Authority are informed, and the Public Health Unit if needed.
The temperatures of refrigerators and freezers are recorded and a kitchen cleaning checklist
is completed. An educator checks food is stored in sealed containers and labels plastic
storage containers with the expiry date of the breakfast cereals.
Children are asked to sanitise their hands before eating.
The nominated supervisor states that children can rest on a mat and cushions in the office if
the coordinator is available to sit in the room with them and is not required for supervision
or other duties. The mat and cushions are not visible from the play area unless an educator is
standing at the entrance of the office. This is a breach of Regulation 81.
A child cries. An educator asks if the child is hurt and provides an ice pack.
Tepees are provided for children to sit in and talk with a peer. These are removed within the
first half hour and put in the store room.
An educator states that a child is allergic to
and that this is on the
allergies
chart attached to the trolley. The sign on the trolley says the child is allergic to
’. The educator says that she was thinking about another child and always checks
the chart before serving food.
Two children are tired and lay on the floor boards of the hall beside an educator. There are
no cushions, pillows or mats in the area for the children to use. The chairs are used to block
areas that children are not allowed to access. This is a breach of Regulation 81.
A child is hungry and able to eat prior to afternoon tea being served
Children get water from their drink bottles or educators who pour water into cups.
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The authorised officer discusses with the nominated supervisor that a child had tried to
create an area to be alone and that another child had been sitting on a chair with his eyes
closed when he was asked to move so that an educator could put cleaning items on the
chair. No other chairs were available. The authorised officer discusses this with the
nominated supervisor that children lay on the wooden floors in the school hall and there
were no mats or cushions in this area, and few places to sit in the main play room. Following
this discussion, on the second day of the visit, the nominated supervisor provided three
tepees, mats and large floor cushions. All of the mats, floor cushions and tepees were utilised
by children.
A child and educator wear gloves as they prepare scrambled eggs and serve foods.
An educator offers a child a jumper from the spare clothes supply to wear, saying that the
weather is ‘cold’.
Bran, rice and corn cereals are available to children for breakfast. Scrambled eggs and
pancakes are served on some days.
The menu for afternoon tea includes oatmeal cookies, vegetarian fried rice, fruit, and cheese
with rice crackers and vegetable sticks.
Children are laying on the wooden floor and the tepees and mats have been packed away
within the first half hour of the session.
85. In the draft report, the authorised officer included the following analysis note in relation to
Standard 2.1:
“Children are provided with limited opportunities for rest, relaxation or sleep if needed. The
service has established hygiene practices with the children and ensures that illness, injuries
and the medical needs of children are managed appropriately. The service provides children
with opportunities to learn about healthy eating, although these could be enhanced by
focussing on nutritious foods in cooking experiences and consistently providing a range of
physical play options for children. Appropriate opportunities and equipment to meet each
child’s need for rest and relaxation is inconsistently provided.”

Standard 2.1: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
86. The provider submitted a response to the draft report in relation to Standard 2.1, Element
2.1.1. Their feedback directed the regulatory authority to additional evidence.
87. The authorised officer responded as follows:
“Not Met. E.L states quiet areas are only ‘sometimes’ provided outdoors. The service states
EV
was factually incorrect, however area could only be used if an educator was free
to supervise & not engaged in other duties. The service did state that tepees, mats and
pillows removed on Day 1 and that a child had to ask for a pillow from an educator to rest.
Rating not related to previous incident which was unrelated to rest procedures. Photo of
area with seats not used Before School Care or most pm.”
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88. The provider also submitted feedback on Elements 2.1.2 and 2.1.3, although ACECQA notes
these Elements were both rated met in the draft report, and Exceeding themes are applied
at the Standard level, not the Element level.
89. The authorised officer’s responses were as follows:
“This element [2.1.2] was rated as Met. The officer asked about the practice of informing the
school if a child had an injury during before school care and there was no defined process.
The service did not provide evidence of this process. The letter from the
related to
the positive relationship between the school and the service, did not refer to managing
injuries/illnesses and was written over a month after the visit. Evidence not provided of
Themes
This element [2.1.3] was rated as Met. This document does not relate to element 2.1.3 and
was also included by the service in QA7. The officer has only found reference to family
feedback regarding that children did not like the food provided at times.”

Standard 2.1: Final report
90. No changes were made to the rating between the draft and final reports. The rating for
Standard 2.1 remained Working Towards NQS.

Standard 2.1: First tier review
91. The provider applied for first tier review, seeking to have Element 2.1.1 amended to met,
and the overall rating for Standard 2.1 amended to Exceeding NQS.
92. At first tier review, the panel considered evidence gathered by the authorised officer at the
assessment and rating visit (set out above at paragraphs 84-85). The panel also considered
the provider’s submissions in feedback to the draft report (noted above at paragraphs 8689).
93. In relation to Element 2.1.1, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the information contained within the assessment and rating report
including the analysis notes made by the officer. The panel discussed the evidence collected
by the officer which indicates that the service has limited opportunities for children to access
quiet rest areas within the environment. The panel acknowledged the provision of tepees,
mats, and cushions after a discussion with the officer during the visit however, also noted
that these resources were packed away after half an hour during the morning group. The
panel discussed the confirmed breaches identified under Regulation 81 as a result of children
sitting and lying on the floorboards at the service due to an inadequate number of mats,
cushions, and chairs. The panel also discussed the evidence of the nominated supervisor and
educators requesting children to sit on the floorboards and move from chairs to facilitate
cleaning tasks and the missed opportunities for the provision of support for children who
were expressing signs of tiredness.
The panel reviewed the approved provider’s claims including the annexures added as part of
the draft feedback and first tier submission. Evidence provided included photos of the service
environment containing mats, tepees, and cushions, the rating outcome summary from a
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service, and a supporting letter from the
. The panel acknowledged the
services efforts in providing images of rest and relaxation resources in the environment
however felt that the service has not adequately responded to demonstrate how the
educator's practices and engagement with children facilitate and adequately meet the
children’s needs for sleep, rest, and relaxation at the service. The panel also could not
ascertain whether the resources provided were sufficient in meeting the needs of the number
of children in attendance at the service.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support that the element is met
and decided to confirm the assessment of Element 2.1.1 as not met.
94. After finding Element 2.1.1 was not met, there was no need for the panel to address the
Exceeding themes in relation to Standard 2.1.
95. Following first tier review, the rating for Standard 2.1 remained Working Towards NQS.

Standard 2.1: Second tier review
96. At second tier review, the provider again sought to have the rating for Element 2.1.1
amended to met, and the rating for Standard 2.1 amended to Exceeding NQS.

Panel deliberations
97. The panel began by discussing Element 2.1.1 which was rated not met.
98. The panel observed that the service has made efforts to improve the physical comfort of
children attending the service, but noted concerns about emotional comfort of children and
whether their emotional wellbeing was well supported in the space. For example, the panel
considered whether educator language was being used to create a warm and welcoming
environment, and whether practice in this area conveyed a sufficient level of understanding
about children’s development and the different stages of the children attending the service.
99. The service’s efforts, documented in their QIP, to improve the way children spoke to each
other and to reduce aggression in children’s interactions were discussed in the context of
how these interactions can impact children’s wellbeing. However, the panel noted that
these intentions appeared in marked contrast to the hierarchical structure imposed by the
service including positions for children like “
”. The panel felt that although
the goal of improving children’s respectful language was noted in the QIP, practices and
behaviours were not reinforcing or scaffolding this.
100.The panel discussed examples of practice which they felt was not conducive to supporting
children’s emotional and comfort, such as the anecdote of a child asking for a cushion being
told they would have to wait until after packing up was done and then they would be given
one. The panel also raised concerns around children’s agency in relation to this example,
noting that the service had stated cushions were readily available, however it appeared that
this was not the child’s experience in this example. The panel discussed that children did not
appear to have responsibility in their environment in a way that allowed them to engage
with it and take ownership of it, and make their own decisions.
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101.In relation to physical comfort, the panel acknowledged that the service did make some
provisions for children, however they would have liked to see more. For example, the
service referred to tepees available for children in which to rest, however the panel noted
that only one tepee appeared to have anything soft in it such as a cushion, while the others
were on wooden floors and were of a size that would likely be uncomfortable for older taller
children. The panel discussed that old sheets and pegs may be a creative and low cost
solution to starting to create a welcoming and softer environment.
102.The evidence also described that the office was a space available for children to use,
however the panel wondered about the practicalities of this and how often children took up
this opportunity. Implications for staff needing the office to work or to hold meetings with
colleagues or families were also discussed as a point of concern, if the office was to be used
as a relaxation place for children.
103.The panel also discussed that the service’s attendance numbers were impacted by the
COVID-19 pandemic, and were concerned about the impact on children’s experience under
this Standard in situations where the number of children is at or closer to the licensed
capacity of 152 children.
104.Overall the panel felt that the service had not yet addressed the emotional wellbeing and
comfort aspects of Element 2.1.1 sufficiently to meet the Element.

Panel decision
105.The panel decided by consensus to confirm the rating for Element 2.1.1 as not met, and
Standard 2.1 as Working Towards NQS
106.As a result of Standard 2.1 being confirmed as Working Towards NQS, the panel did not
discuss the Exceeding themes in relation to Standard 2.1.

Standard 2.2
107.Standard 2.2 is:
Each child is protected

Standard 2.2: Assessment and rating
108.The Regulatory Authority assessed the service as Meeting NQS for Standard 2.2.
109.In the assessment and rating evidence summary, the authorised officer set out the following
evidence of practice:
“An educator reminds children that they should not run as they go to their classrooms as the
outdoor surfaces are wet and slippery.
An educator explains that jumping on someone on a cushion may cause an injury. The
educator talks to children individually and ensures that they understand how to use
equipment safely.
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The educators conduct heard counts and use ‘walkie talkies’ to inform the educator who
greets families at the entrance of the main play room. If the number of children present does
not tally with the electronic kiosk record, a second count is conducted. If the numbers
continue not to tally, the service implements the ‘missing child procedure’ which includes
contacting the police if the child is not located.
Educators are aware of the service policies regarding releasing children to authorised
persons and supervision
Outdoor and indoor supervision charts are displayed for educators to view.
The service has procedures for transporting children during vacation care excursions and
these have been updated to reflect the National Regulations.
Managers attended a workshop with the State Emergency Service (SES) and NSW Fire and
Rescue. This information was shared with the service and used in planning risk assessments
including fire, flood and other emergencies.
Educators are required to complete modules relating to child protection and the Office of the
Children's Guardian when they accept employment
The exit from the hall was blocked by children lining up for afternoon tea on the first day of
the visit. The authorised officer discussed this with nominated supervisor and the direction of
the line was changed to minimise blockage on the second day of the visit.
Risk assessments are developed for activities such as inflatable resources and vacation care
options.
Educators initial, during afternoon ‘huddles’ or meetings, that they have seen information
about the use of equipment and are aware of recording any incidents.
The service has procedures to ensure that at least two educators are present at all times to
supervise care for children. Service procedures also state that the ratio of educators to
children on excursions is 1:8 and that if there is a water-based or swimming activity, that the
ratio is 1:5
Two children wear visibility vests and an educator walks with them across the outdoor area.
The educator states that the children take a buddy with them and are accompanied by an
educator who waits in a location where they can view the entrance of the toilets.
Drills include involving children in discussion of ‘safe places’ in the event of intruders.
The child protection policy has been updated to include the Department of Community and
Justice and the Office of the Children’s Guardian.
An educator says the kettle has warm water for making dough.
The service has achieved SunSmart certification which is valid until 2023 and the COVID-19
plan was updated in
2021.
When educators are employed, the
ensures that they are
informed of child protection procedures. The approved provider supports educators with
child protection updates. If there are any allegations against an educator the approved
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provider has processes in place to manage the situation and inform educators of action to be
taken and any outcomes.
All children are provided with a vest to wear when they arrive at outside of school hour care
so they are easily distinguishable from children who are not enrolled.
An educator observes a child who leaves the playroom to go outdoors to place an item in her
bag.
The service has worked with the school to establish evacuation points to provide consistency
and minimise confusion for children in the event of a real emergency.
An educator is able to articulate the action to take if a child makes a disclosure, how this is
followed up and the use of ChildStory and the ‘reporting tree’ to make a notification.
An educator explains to a child how throwing toys including cards has the potential to injure
a peer’s eyes.
Drills are conducted for emergencies, fires and lockdowns every 2 months. The drills are
described and evaluated for outside of school and vacation care.
Educators watch children as they walk from the library to the indoor playroom.
Fire warden training has been provided for educators by the approved provider.
AN educator uses a radio system to communicate with other educators about the location of
children.
An educator tells children they are not allowed to grab peers by the neck or head when
playing ‘tips’ and why this could cause an injury.
Educators discuss issues at staff meetings, including incident reporting, the use of walkie
talkies and supervision requirements.
An educator details indicators of abuse and describes his responsibility as a mandatory
reporter.
The approved provider employs staff who have the role of supporting educators in child
protection matters and who ensure internal investigations are investigated as required.
Educators discussed child protection issues at a staff meeting in

2021.

An educator discusses child protection, indicators of possible abuse and how she would
contact the nominated supervisor for support in making a report to ChildStory. Educators are
aware of the risk of domestic violence to children and that this needs to be reported to child
protection authorities.
110.In the draft report, the authorised officer included the following analysis note in relation to
Standard 2.2:
“Educators ensure they are able to view and supervise children and check that environments
are free from harm and hazards. The service has procedures in place to manage emergencies
and these are communicated to educators and visitors. Educators are able to describe the
procedures for child protection and the systems for reporting to the relevant authorities.”
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Standard 2.2: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
111.The provider submitted a response to the draft report in relation to Standard 2.2, directing
the regulatory authority to view specific items of evidence.
112.ACECQA notes the provider directed feedback to Element 2.2.1, however this Element was
already rated as met.
113.The authorised officer’s response was as follows:
St. 2.2 was rated as Meeting NQS. The service provided Analysis notes from another service
which they state has the same practices and was rated as Exceeding. The service
representatives do not show an awareness of the relationships between the rating of
Exceeding and how this is strongly linked to the uniqueness of children, families and
educators. No evidence is provided for a higher rating than Meeting NQS> The officer did ask
about changes made to supervision following an incident.

Standard 2.2: Final report
114.No changes were made to the rating between the draft and final reports. The rating for
Standard 2.2 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 2.2: First tier review
115.The provider applied for first tier review, seeking to have the rating for Standard 2.2.
amended to Exceeding NQS.
116.At first tier review, the panel considered evidence gathered by the authorised officer at the
assessment and rating visit (set out above at paragraphs 109-110). The panel also
considered the provider’s submissions in feedback to the draft report (noted above at
paragraph 111-113).
117.In relation to Exceeding theme 1 under Standard 2.2, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed and considered the information within the assessment and rating
report and found that the confirmed self-assessment notes and evidence collected by the
officer contained practices relevant to the attainment of Theme 1 for this standard. The
panel highlighted practices such as engagement in regular child protection training both
internally and externally, thorough supervision processes and practices including the
implementation of a buddy system for toileting, and management systems that ensure the
ongoing and regular review of emergency and evacuation rehearsals and risk assessments.
The panel also acknowledged the services engagement in fire warden training as well as its
commitment to ensuring a consistent process and response is implemented across the school
and service environment when managing emergencies and evacuations.
The panel reviewed the claims within the approved provider’s submission including the
missing child drill, the letter from the
, and the rating summary of a
service.
The panel agreed that the missing child drill example demonstrates that the service
considers different scenarios when planning emergency and evacuation rehearsals, however,
did not find the remainder of the evidence particularly relevant in demonstrating Theme 1
for this standard. The panel placed most weight on the quality practices identified
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throughout Standard 2.2 of the assessment and rating report which were supported through
some further context in the provider’s submission.
The panel concluded that there was sufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to amend the assessment of Theme 1 to Yes.
118.In relation to Exceeding theme 2 under Standard 2.2, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the information contained within the assessment and rating report
including the analysis notes made by the officer. The panel discussed the confirmed selfassessment key practice which states that the service evaluates and reflects upon their
emergency and evacuation rehearsals. The panel acknowledged this quality practice
however could not identify further evidence to demonstrate that this evaluation and
reflection process is at a critical level and is used to shape and enhance practice at the
service.
The panel reviewed the information and claims within the approved provider’s submission
including the missing child drill, the letter from the
, and the rating summary of a
service. The panel agreed that the missing child drill example demonstrates that the
service considers different scenarios when planning emergency and evacuation rehearsals
which was recognised in the attainment of Theme 1 for this standard. The panel agreed that
the remainder of the evidence was not particularly relevant in demonstrating that educators
are regularly engaging in a process of critical reflection in order to continually improve
practice relating to the protection of children.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 2 as No.
119.In relation to Exceeding theme 3 under Standard 2.2, the panel stated:
The panel reviewed and considered the information contained within the assessment and
rating report including the analysis notes made by the officer. The panel acknowledged the
confirmed self-assessment key practice which states that the service engaged with the
school to ensure a consistent approach to emergency and evacuation rehearsals through
adopting the same evacuation assembly area. The panel also discussed the services
participation in fire warden training through an external organisation. The panel
acknowledged that these are both examples of quality practice however agreed that
evidence was limited to demonstrate that ongoing engagement occurs with families or the
community in order to shape and improve practice relating to children's safety.
The panel reviewed the claims of the approved provider including the annexures added to
the submission as part of the first-tier application. Evidence provided is limited to claims
outlining that other services
had received a rating of Exceeding for
this Quality Area, evidence of a missing child drill, and a letter of support from the
The panel acknowledged that while the letter from the
demonstrates a positive community connection it does not demonstrate how this
relationship and engagement with the school community shapes ongoing enhancements to
practice at the service.
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The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 3 as No.
120.Following first tier review, the rating for Standard 2.2 remained Meeting NQS, although
Exceeding theme 1 had been identified.

Standard 2.2: Second tier review
121.At second tier review, the provider sought to have the remaining Exceeding themes 2 and 3
identified, and the rating for Standard 2.2 amended to Exceeding NQS.

Panel deliberations
122.The panel acknowledged that Exceeding theme 1 in relation to Standard 2.2 had been
identified at a previous stage.
123.In relation to Exceeding theme 2, the panel again could not identify a sufficiently critical
element in the evidence provided to showcase reflection. The panel acknowledged that the
service had documented an incident regarding a missing child and conducted drills relating
to this, however the panel did not agree that this practice was of a standard higher than
that required to meet the requirements of Standard 2.2. Again, evidence of reflections
lacked a critical element and were just descriptive and observational in nature.
124.As in earlier discussions of Exceeding theme 3 in relation to previous standards, the panel
felt that there was not only insufficiently detailed evidence of meaningful engagement with
families and/or the community in relation to Standard 2.2, but evidence that practice is
“shaped by” meaningful engagement was also missing.

Panel decision
125.The panel agreed by consensus to confirm the rating of Standard 2.2 as Meeting NQS.

Standard 3.1
126.Standard 3.1 is:
The design of the facilities is appropriate for the operation of a service

Standard 3.1: Assessment and rating
127. The regulatory authority assessed the service as Meeting NQS for Standard 3.1.
128.In the assessment and rating evidence summary, the authorised officer set out the following
evidence of practice:
“The nominated supervisor and
says that the service shares the spaces
with the school and that they have to pack the indoor room away for special events such as
the Mother’s Day stall. Over
children attend the service each afternoon.
A chair made of pallets and some chairs and tables are available for children to use.
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A mat has curled edges and is a trip hazard. This is a breach of Regulation 103. The
educational leader replaces a mat after discussion with the authorised officer regarding the
curled edges. A minor adjustment was offered.
Children are able to access toilets via covered walk ways.
The outdoor safety checklist includes checking the areas for slip hazards, vegetation and
rubbish. Educators check the outdoor areas during the visit and assess that these spaces
were too wet to use safely.
The indoor safety checklist is completed before each session and ensure that tables and
benches are wiped clean. Educators ensure that knives are locked away and the floors are
clear of slip and trip hazards.
129.In the draft report, the authorised officer included the following analysis note in relation to
Standard 3.1:
“The service has indoor and outdoor spaces that support children to engage in a recreational
program which are well maintained. Educators check the indoor and outdoor areas before
use and ensure that these are suitable for children to use.

Standard 3.1: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
130.The provider did not submit any feedback on the draft report specific to Standard 7.2.

Standard 3.1: Final report
131.No changes were made to the rating between draft and final reports. The rating for
Standard 3.1 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 3.1: First tier review
132.The provider did not include Standard 3.1 in their application for first tier review.

Standard 3.1: Second tier review
133.At second tier review, the Provider sought to have the rating for Standard 3.1 amended
from Meeting NQS to Exceeding NQS.

Panel deliberations
134.The panel observed that evidence related to Quality Area 3 focussed on Standard 3.2, and
was unable to identify specific evidence for Standard 3.1 in relation to the Exceeding
themes. The panel examined the evidence available.
135.To demonstrate Exceeding theme 1 in relation to Standard 3.1, evidence is expected to
show a deep understanding of the requirements of the Standard, including the concepts
and component elements. Additionally, an Exceeding NQS rating in Standard 3.1 would
require all educators to be able to explain, for example, how the design of the physical
environment including selection of furniture and equipment supports safe and inclusive
access by all children and promotes each child’s full engagement with the program.
Evidence of how the observed and discussed approach to the design and maintenance of
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the physical environment consistently align with the educational program and the service’s
philosophy are required in establishing Exceeding NQS practice. The panel acknowledged
that OSHC services can face unique challenges when operating in shared spaces where
environments need to be packed away or moved at the end of each session, but agreed that
this is not an insurmountable barrier to demonstrating Exceeding NQS practice.
136.In relation to Exceeding theme 2, there was no evidence submitted indicating how critical
reflection including robust debate, discussion, with opportunities for input by all educators
is used to inform practice relating to the design and maintenance of the physical
environment.
137.The panel was unable to identify evidence specific to Standard 3.1 that demonstrated
meaningful engagement with families and/or the community.

Panel decision
138.The panel agreed by consensus to confirm the rating of Standard 3.1 as Meeting NQS.

Standard 3.2
139.Standard 3.2 is:
The service environment is inclusive, promotes competence and supports exploration and
play-based learning

Standard 3.2: Assessment and rating
140.The regulatory authority assessed the service as Working Towards NQS for Standard 3.2, as
Element 3.2.2 was not met.
141.In the assessment and rating evidence summary, the authorised officer set out the following
evidence of practice.
“Sustainability is considered in the audits conducted. An educator completes a checklist and
has identified that recycled shopping bags and recycled paper are used. The service is
currently considering strategies for composting.
Children are combined in the indoor area at
where they remain until closing time. Of
the children in the room, are using their personal iPads and engaging in screen time,
and have been using electronic devices whilst in the library area for one or more hours. Some
children eat late snacks. Some children sit beside the construction area and do not engage in
any play experience or with their peers.
Children use the ‘slime’ in different ways. A child encourages peers to turn it into large thin
sheets.
Children look at the ‘grass heads’ and discuss how much they have grown.
There are approximately chairs with most marked with tape to show that they are not in
use. Some children sit on the steps of the stage to play games.
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On the second day of the visit there are card games and small construction sets on the stage
area. There is a large-sized domino set and some soft blocks which some children use as
targets, using their arms as bats.
The authorised officer discussed the limited direct access children have to resources with the
nominated supervisor and
. The nominated supervisor states that
children know what is in the store room and can ask if required. The officer asked how
Kindergarten and new children know what is in the store room. The nominated supervisor
confirmed there was no list or other item that children could refer to in order to be aware of
the choices. The compliance officer states that it was difficult for many resources to be put
out for children to choose from in the room as the service has to pack away at times for the
school to use the room and that they did not have many shelves or storage with wheels
other than the loose parts trolley. The compliance manager states, “We have bought some
trolleys for
. But if we brought them here we would not be able to provide
equipment for children”. The authorise officer discussed that it is up to the service to decide
how to provide children with access to resources.
There is a small tray of Lego and several Lego construction plates in the room. The
nominated supervisor states that
children are enrolled for care this afternoon. The
educational leader states that there used to be more equipment and that children have lost
some of the pieces.
The service assists in maintaining the school herb and garden area.
An educator and a child observe the water level in a clear container and discuss how high the
water has to be in order to reach the roots of the plant.
Children are asked to use small balls in the hall and are told that there is only a large ball
which is being used by other children for a game. The educator says that the children can use
their own balls as they wish. The authorised officer asks the educator if the service has any
small balls. The educator states that the service used to have small balls and that these have
not been replaced when the children have lost them.
Children and educators look out a window to see the ducks on the playground.
Families were sent a request to donate items and furniture. This was accompanied with
illustrations of lounges. The authorised officer asked the nominated supervisor and
compliance manager if there had been any response to this request. The compliance
manager says that furniture such as lounges have not been donated and that the service
cannot provide a space for these items.”
142.In the draft report, the authorised officer included the following analysis note in relation to
Standard 3.2:
“The service has outdoor and indoor spaces to provide places for active and quiet play. There
are a range of resources for children to use, although these are not readily accessible and
educators have not developed procedures to ensure all children are aware of the resources
available. The service does not ensure that supplies of resources are replenished as needed
and critical reflection may assist in this process. The service has implemented some
strategies and experiences to support children to care for the natural environment.”
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Standard 3.2: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
143.The provider submitted a response to the draft report in relation to Standard 3.2,
specifically in connection with Elements 3.2.1 and 3.2.2.
144.The authorised officer’s response in relation to Element 3.2.1 was as follows:
“The service provided a statement of their recollection of conversations with the officer who
was open about her concerns, giving the service opportunities to provide evidence to support
a rating of meeting, asking about practice on days when it was not raining (this could not be
observed during the visit) & this was accepted by the officer. The officer asked how
kindergarten and new children knew about resources. The service did not address the limited
access to resources in the indoor spaces.”
145.The authorised officer’s response in relation to Element 3.2.2 was as follows:
“The authorised officer recognised the service has to pack away, however this does not mean
that children should not be provided with ready access to resources and that they are
sufficient in number. Th eservice did not address limited resources provided for activities,
such as the limited balls, craft materials and construction or Lego as stated in the A&R
report. Statement in QA1 that officer wanted lounges is not true – AO asked as they had a
drawing of a lounge in a newsletter seeking donations.”

Standard 3.2: Final report
146.No changes were made to the rating between draft and final reports. The rating for
Standard 3.2 remained Working Towards NQS, as Element 3.2.2 was not met.

Standard 3.2: First tier review
147.The provider applied for first tier review, seeking to have Element 3.2.2 amended to met,
and the rating for Standard 3.2 amended to Exceeding NQS.
148.At first tier review, the panel considered evidence gathered by the authorised officer at the
assessment and rating visit (set out above at paragraphs 141-142). The panel also
considered the provider’s submissions in feedback to the draft report (noted above at
paragraphs 143-145).
149.In relation to Element 3.2.2, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed and considered the information contained within the assessment and
rating report including the analysis notes made by the officer. The panel identified a number
of evidence examples where the resources, materials and equipment were insufficient in
number and inadequate in enabling every child to engage in play-based learning. The panel
discussed the confirmed breaches identified under Regulation 105 indicating that children do
not have access to sufficient furniture, materials, and developmentally appropriate
equipment. The panel also acknowledged the use of iPads for extensive periods of time and
children sitting on the steps and floor to engage in activities due to restrictive tape being
placed on chairs.
The panel reviewed the information and claims within the approved provider’s submission
including the photos of the room environment. The panel agreed that the evidence provided
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was limited in addressing the areas of non-compliance identified at the time of the visit or in
demonstrating how the service ensures a sufficient number of resources, equipment, and
furniture are accessible to children and supports their engagement in play-based learning.
The panel also noted that it was difficult to determine that the photos of resources within
the environment showed they were adequate to cater to the number of children in
attendance at the service.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support that the element is met
and decided to confirm the assessment of Element 3.2.2 as not met.”
150.After finding Element 3.2.2 was not met, there was no need for the panel to address the
Exceeding themes in relation to Standard 3.2.
151.Following first tier review, the rating for Standard 3.2 remained Working Towards NQS.

Standard 3.2: Second tier review
152.At second tier review, the provider sought to have the rating for Element 3.2.2 amended to
met, and the rating for Standard 3.2 amended to Exceeding NQS.

Panel deliberations
153.The panel began by addressing Element 3.2.2 which was rated not met. The panel’s initial
impression was that the evidence provided did not demonstrate that the service had
available resources for use in an effective way to engage children. The Authorised Officer
had noted an example of an activity involving ‘slime’, however it appeared that many more
children wanted to join this activity than were able to be accommodated. The panel
wondered what else was available in the environment at the time and whether the program
could have been better planned to ensure more even distribution of children and a range of
options in which children could engage.
154.The panel could not identify any images of the service’s outdoor environment in the
evidence, although the service referred to their indoor/outdoor programming in their
submissions. The panel would have liked to have seen evidence of children engaging in this
kind of environment, and noted that these practices need not be high cost – for example,
old sheets and pegs, cardboard boxes, all may provide great open ended creative
opportunities for children of a range of ages.
155.The panel also noted that the evidence suggested that many resources appeared to be
stored at a height or location that made it difficult for children to reach. Other evidence
showed, for example, rugs being stored on an accessible shelf which perhaps could have
been better utilised for resources children might want to access more regularly.
156.The panel acknowledged that the service had submitted photos of their resources but felt
these photos may not have helped the service’s argument, as the photos showed quite a
small number of items such as board games and lego. The panel emphasised that they were
not looking for evidence of expensive or elaborate resources, and that recycled materials
such as carboard boxes or fabric would be an excellent addition. The panel briefly discussed
that there was no mention of sustainability in terms of resources, only in relation to moving
to electronic documentation methods.
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157.The panel noted that there did not appear to be anything additional submitted at second
tier review that was not submitted at first tier review, so it was difficult to come to a
different conclusion regarding Element 3.2.2. The panel acknowledged that the service
made statements in its written submission around factual inaccuracies in the authorised
officer’s evidence, and assertions, for example around children knowing where everything
is. The panel felt that these assertions and other statements in the submissions were not
backed up by evidence. Further, other parts of the evidence were in contrast to some
submissions, such as evidence of a child asking for a cushion to rest rather than having the
confidence in their environment and knowledge of their environment to self-select.

Panel decision
158.The panel decided by consensus to confirm the rating for Standard 3.2 as Working Towards
NQS, as Element 3.2.2 was not met.
159.As a result of Standard 3.2 being confirmed as Working Towards NQS, the panel did not
discuss the Exceeding themes in relation to Standard 3.2.

Standard 4.1
160.Standard 4.1 is:
Staffing arrangements enhance children’s learning and development

Standard 4.1: Assessment and rating
161.The regulatory authority assessed the service as Meeting NQS for Standard 4.1, and
identified Exceeding theme 1 but no other Exceeding themes.
162.In the assessment and rating evidence summary, the authorised officer set out the following
evidence of practice:
“Role tags are provided for educators for before school, after school and vacation care. This
supports educators to follow the service procedures by reminding them of their
responsibilities and provides a level of consistency in regards to practice
Educators’ study needs are considered and the roster adjusted to support educators
whenever possible
The educational leader is at the service each day and encourages educators to complete
programming
Information about educators is displayed for families and provides them with an opportunity
to become familiar with educators.
Information about educators is displayed for families so that they can identify educators.
The service has procedures to provide children with a familiar educator to collect them from
their rooms and take them to the after school care each day.
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171.Following first tier review, the rating for Standard 4.1 remained Meeting NQS, as only
Exceeding theme 1 was identified.

Standard 4.1: Second tier review
172.At second tier review, the Provider sought to have the remaining Exceeding themes 2 and 3
identified, and the rating for Standard 4.1 amended to Exceeding NQS.

Panel deliberations
173.The panel acknowledged that Exceeding theme 1 has already been identified in relation to
Standard 4.1.
174.The panel acknowledged the service’s evidence around staffing ratios including an extra
educator to ensure someone was available if another educator was away or if there was a
need to chat with parents. The panel agreed that this shows some consideration is given to
staffing arrangements, and a decision to operate above ratio. However the panel would
then have liked to see evidence about how this was specifically and deliberately being used
for children’s benefit, and more detail about what this decision meant for children’s
experience at the service. The panel could not identify data about how often this extra
person becomes part of the required ratio due to staff absences or what their usual
activities are.
175.The panel noted that a significant feature of the service’s evidence (not exclusively to
Standard 4.1) related to another service
which received a
rating of Exceeding NQS. The panel agreed that attempting to emulate the practices of
another Exceeding NQS service is not a guaranteed way to achieve the same rating. The
panel noted the evidence of an example of the service’s was positive, however lacked a
critical reflection element nor any evidence of follow up on the goals and strategies set out
in the plan. The panel discussed the Guide to the NQF content around identifying Exceeding
practice under Standard 4.1, and noted that they could not see clear evidence that critical
reflection consistently informed staffing practices, nor that the voices, priorities and
strengths of children and families at the service were reflected in practice under the
Standard. The panel agreed with comments made by the regulatory authority at first tier
review relating to the limited nature of evidence provided for this Standard, and the overreliance on another
services receiving Exceeding NQS with what the
applicant service perceived to be the same practices.

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

Standard 4.2
177.Standard 4.2 is:
Management, educators and staff are collaborative, respectful and ethical
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Standard 4.2: Assessment and rating
178.The regulatory authority assessed the service as Meeting NQS for Standard 4.2.
179.In the assessment and rating evidence summary, the authorised officer set out the following
evidence of practice:
“The nominated supervisor uses meeting to praise educators for their efforts or skills.
The Early Childhood Australia Code of Ethics is displayed in office for educators to view.
There is a communication book for educators to check their duties for the day and any
activities or changes.
An educator states that the educational leader supports them in their role and to understand
programming requirements.
All educators are asked to contribute ideas for vacation care experiences.
Educators thank each other and say ‘Good job’.
During
or short afternoon meetings, educators share ideas for supporting children
and to ensure that all educators have similar expectations of children.
Educators help each other to move tables and to set up the afternoon activities.
The educational leader found free wooden pallets and was assisted by other educators to
sand and pain these to create new seating for children.
The nominated supervisor discusses that children work together as a team and assist each
other, such as in managing children’s behaviours.
Educators sign the service Code of Conduct to acknowledge that they understand their
professional responsibilities
An educator states that she has opportunities to contribute ideas to the service and that
these are welcomed in a positive working environment.
An educator states that she contributes to the service by developing craft and collage
activities.
An educator states that he is able to use his knowledge of sports including netball, Aussie
rules, and cricket in the program. The educational leader and nominated supervisor
supported him by providing footballs and soccer balls.
An educator states she has opportunities to contribute ideas and share ideas with other
educators.”
180.In the draft report, the authorised officer included the following analysis note in relation to
Standard 4.2:
“Educators are supportive and respectful towards each other, and collaborate with each
other to complete tasks and support practice. The approved provider, nominated supervisor
and educational leader assist educators with information to guide professional practice.”
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report was limited in demonstrating that critical reflection had been used to shape practice
relating to this standard. The panel did discuss the self-assessment notes that referred to the
management team surveying staff to gather information on their needs and that this had
resulted in some training opportunities. The panel also commented on the inclusion of the
‘Kahoot’ games and reflections held during staff meetings as mentioned in the selfassessment notes however, the panel did not feel this evidence was sufficient to
demonstrate that all staff engage in a process of critical reflection or draw on theorists to
influence their professional practice at the service.
The panel reviewed the approved provider’s submission and found similar claims to what
was provided at feedback stage. The panel also noted the annexures provided in support of
Quality Area 4 within the first tier application. These included an organisational chart and a
sample of one staff appraisal dated
2021. Whilst the services claims outline that
the staff appraisal was developed and implemented through a process of critical reflection
there was no evidence to show what that process involved.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 2 as No.”
188.In relation to Exceeding theme 3 under Standard 4.2, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the contents of the assessment and rating report and found no
evidence to show how meaningful relationships with families or the community have been
utilised to shape practice relating to this standard. Within the services self-assessment notes
there were some examples of the organisation’s community providing support and building
relationships with educators however the report did not outline any consideration for
relevant cultures or the unique geographical area in which the service operates. The panel
also agreed that the analysis note did not reflect the attainment of this theme.
The panel reviewed the claims of the approved provider including the annexures added to
the submission as part of the first tier application. The panel found the information provided
to be limited in its relevance to this theme for this standard as there was no information to
demonstrate how the approach to professional standards or collaboration among the
staffing team had been influenced by the unique community context of the service.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 3 as No.”
189.Following first tier review, the rating for Standard 4.2 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 4.2: Second tier review
190.At second tier review, the provider again sought to have Exceeding themes 2 and 3
identified in relation to Standard 4.2 and the rating for Standard 4.2 amended from Meeting
NQS to Exceeding NQS.
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Panel deliberations
191.The panel acknowledged that Exceeding theme 1 in relation to Standard 4.2 had been
identified at an earlier stage.
192.In relation to Exceeding theme 2, the panel agreed with the regulatory authority’s
comments at first tier review that there was no clear evidence to back up the service’s
claims that critical reflection regularly took place in relation to practice under Exceeding
theme 2.
193.Again the panel could not identify how practice is shaped by meaningful engagement with
families and/or communities. As described in the first tier review decision notice, the panel
agreed that evidence submitted for Quality Area 4 generally was limited and general,
without sufficient attention given to the requirements of the Exceeding themes as they
specifically relate to this Standard.

Panel decision
194.The panel decided by consensus to confirm the rating of Standard 4.2 as Meeting NQS.

Standard 5.1
195.Standard 5.1 is:
Respectful and equitable relationships are maintained with each child

Standard 5.1: Assessment and rating
196.The regulatory authority assessed the service as Meeting NQS for Standard 5.1.
197.In the assessment and rating evidence summary, the authorised officer set out the following
evidence of practice:
“Children were asked to make a ‘wall’ of paper chains to demonstrate inclusion of others.
Educators talked with a child’s family about what would assist him to feel comfortable and
reduce stress as he has not been in an education and care setting before. The family
identified that the child liked cars and trains and educators allowed the family to enter the
service to assist in the settling process.
An educator draws with a child as she assists her to settle in the afternoon.
An educator says, “Wow” when a child shows his paper construction.
An educator asks children what they are drawing at a table.
An educator interacts with children who are making a cake shop. The educator asks, “How
much?”
Educators, during each session, ask children for their permission to take their photograph.
Educators ask the children to smile before taking their photograph.
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An educator says, “You need your shoes”. The educator then explains to the child that her
feet will get cold.
An educator greets children as they arrive at the play space.
An educator engages with a child in a card game and demonstrates turn taking behaviours.
The service has policies regarding respectful interactions with children.
An educator says to a child ‘happy birthday’.
An educator greets children by name and asks them for permission to take their temperature
before using a hand held device as they arrive in the morning.
An educator supports a child with additional needs to engage in play. Another child brings
her construction and the educator looks at it closely, commenting on her work and showing
it to the child with additional needs.
Educators sit with children and talk with them as they build with Duplo.
198.In the draft report, the authorised officer included the following analysis note in relation to
Standard 5.1:
“Educators develop positive relationships with children and engage with them in
conversations. Educators interact respectfully with children and support them to develop a
sense that they are valued and belong.”

Standard 5.1: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
199.The provider submitted a response to the draft report in relation to Standard 5.1, though
ACECQA notes this response was directed at Element 5.1.1 which was already assessed as
met.
200.The authorised officer’s response was as follows:
“The service acknowledges that the officer sighted the ‘thank you’ letters from families. The
service did not demonstrate how families had meaningful engagement that shaped their
practice and led to the tailoring of approaches. The service did provide information in QA6
that families agreed with strategies for behaviour management, but this was not a two-way
process drawing on family’s strengths or priorities. Th eservice did not provide evidence to
support a higher rating or for Themes.”

Standard 5.1: Final report
201.No changes were made to the rating between the draft and final reports. The rating for
Standard 5.1 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 5.1: First tier review
202.The provider applied for first tier review, seeking to have the three Exceeding themes
identified in relation to Standard 5.1 and the rating for Standard 5.1 amended to Exceeding
NQS.
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203.At first tier review, the panel considered evidence gathered by the authorised officer at the
assessment and rating visit (set out above at paragraphs 197-198). The panel also
considered the provider’s submissions in feedback to the draft report (noted above at
paragraphs 199-200).
204.In relation to Exceeding theme 1 under Standard 5.1, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the contents of the assessment and rating report and found that whilst
educators work to develop respectful relationships with each child, evidence which
demonstrates consistent and high quality practice for this standard was not observed. The
panel agreed too, that the analysis notes for this standard were in line with a rating of
Meeting NQS.
The panel reviewed the content of the approved provider’s submission including the
information provided at both feedback and first tier application stage. The panel considered
the claims around the feedback from children and families in the form of cards and letters
that were available at the time of the visit. The panel agreed that these examples did show
that the staff were appreciated by the children and families of the service and that this could
be considered to show a genuine sense of belonging at the service. The panel also reviewed
the content of the letter from the
written in recommendation of the service's
high quality practices however the content of the letter was restricted to general statements
that did not specifically address the component elements of this standard. The panel felt that
overall there was not enough information to demonstrate that all educators consistently
demonstrate a deep understanding of the component elements of this standard or a
commitment to high quality practice at all times.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 1 as No.”
205.In relation to Exceeding theme 2 under Standard 5.1, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the contents of the assessment and rating report. The panel found that
the analysis notes did not reference critical reflection and evidence contained within the
report was limited in demonstrating that critical reflection had been used to shape practice
relating to this standard. The panel did discuss the self-assessment evidence piece around
the implementation of
in order to minimise
disruption to children however felt this evidence to better support routines in Quality Area 1.
The panel also found that whilst this evidence may have been based on reflective practice no
other evidence provided any further support to the attainment of this theme for this
standard.
The panel reviewed the information contained in the approved provider’s submission at both
feedback and first tier stage. The documented claims of the provider and the annexures
provided in support of these claims did not reference critical reflection relating to
relationships with children or demonstrate that educators’ practice is influenced by selfawareness or consideration of theoretical perspectives.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 2 as No.”
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206.In relation to Exceeding theme 3 under Standard 5.1, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the information contained in the report and found some evidence
across the self-assessment and the officer’s notes that show children’s input is sought during
the settling process and that cultures are celebrated as part of the program. The panel also
noted one example where a family had worked collaboratively with the service to assist their
child to settle into the service. The panel agreed though that many opportunities to draw on
the voices of families and children in order to build strong relationships were missed.
The panel considered the information contained within the approved provider’s submission.
Specifically focussing on the evidence linked to the families and community of the service
which included examples of emails, notes and cards as well as a letter from the
The panel agreed that as discussed in the summary for Theme 1 for this standard
the cards and notes did show an appreciation for the staff and a sense of belonging at the
service. The emails from families also showed thankfulness with one example of feedback
thanking staff for their inclusion of their child through the offering of activities and resources
which interested them. The panel also commented on the
letter which provided
general comments about the quality of the service. The panel found that although these
examples did demonstrate that the service have developed relationships with the families
and wider school community, evidence to demonstrate how these relationships have shaped
practice at the service was not observed.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
an decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 3 as No.”
207.Following first tier review, the rating for Standard 5.1 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 5.1: Second tier review
208.At second tier review, the Provider again sought to have the rating for Standard 5.1
amended from Meeting NQS to Exceeding NQS.

Panel deliberations
209.The panel considered the service’s written submissions which were directed at Quality Area
5 as a whole. They noted that these submissions were general in nature, and simply
asserted that a quality rating of Exceeding NQS was demonstrated on the day of the
assessment and rating. The panel also viewed some evidence items which the service linked
to their written submissions.
210.Although the panel acknowledged that the service had received positive feedback from
families, this was not sufficient to establish the requirements of Exceeding NQS practice as it
specifically relates to this Standard. The photos and thank-you notes included in evidence
did not, for example, demonstrate that all staff have a deep understanding of the
requirements, concepts and component elements inherent to Standard 5.1, nor how each
educator’s practice reflects a deep commitment to building and maintaining respectful and
equitable relationships with each child.
211.There was no clear evidence to show that at all times, interactions between educators and
children support each child to feel secure, confident, included, while having their dignity
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and rights maintained, nor that all educators can explain and articulate how these
relationships support children in these ways. The panel looked for evidence that both the
service’s observed and stated approach to building educator-child relationships was
consistently aligned with both the service philosophy and the principles and practices of the
relevant learning framework, My Time Our Place, but could not find this in the available
evidence.

Panel decision
212.The panel decided by consensus to confirm the rating for Standard 5.1 as Meeting NQS.

Standard 5.2
213.Standard 5.2 is:
Each child is supported to build and maintain sensitive and responsive relationships

Standard 5.2: Assessment and rating
214.The regulatory authority assessed the service as Meeting NQS for Standard 5.2.
215.In the assessment and rating evidence summary, the authorised officer set out the following
evidence of practice:
“Children nominate peers who are listening well to earn a reward.
During group time, educators give children reasons why they are getting
as a
reward. An educator tells a child that he is getting a
for folding up the tepees and
putting them away.
An educator states that the
are collected for children and when they get
tickets,
the children can choose a prize such as a movie viewing afternoon. Every Friday children are
able to receive prize when three children’s names are drawn. The educator says the
are awarded for positive behaviours.
An educator says to a child, “This is (child’s name) drawing. We need to ask her first before
we can take it from the table.”
An educator tells a child that she prefers that he does not stand on a chair. No alternative
behaviour is discussed.
A child does not want to pack away. The educator gives the child some choices for when they
can pack away.
The nominated supervisor and educational leader discusses that some children are provided
with ‘fidget toys’ to help them to settle. These objects are kept in a drawer.
AN educator involves children in making glitter play dough, repeating and agreeing with
children when they comment on the texture.
Educator tells children there are
used to earn small items or prizes.

for the best pack up in the room. The tickets can be
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The service rules state:
1.

Be respectful towards each other.

2.

Use our words and talk it out.

3.

Do all the good you can.

4.

Have fun.

An educator says to a child, “Thank you for using your words”.
Educators document any ‘triggers’ for children’s negative behaviours. Educators document
how to distract the child with sensory toys, such as stress balls or other strategies to reassure
the child.
An educator sits and listens as children create their own puppets show following a discussion
of puppets. A child decides to dance and the educator encourages the other children to
watch the performance.
An educator reminds a child about the ‘rules’ for using the library space.
Children work together to build a tower shape from Duplo.
The service procedure states that children will be made aware of the rules and that the
consequences of breaking the rules will be explained to children and that no child is to be
subjected to or threatened with corporal punishment.
Educators encourage children to learn from each other, such as watching each other engage
in origami.
An educator describes how the
program is used to support the behaviour
management of children. The educator says the procedure includes what can be done to
divert the child from a negative behaviour, explaining the system to the child and supporting
the child to take time to sit and reflect on the situation.
216.In the draft report, the authorised officer included the following analysis note in relation to
Standard 5.2:
“Children are encouraged to work together in planned and spontaneous experiences.
Educators support children to use their social skills to resolve conflicts and to respond to
each other in appropriate ways.”

Standard 5.2: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
217.The provider submitted a response to the draft report in relation to Standard 5.2, though
ACECQA notes the provider’s feedback was directed at Element 5.2.1 which was already
rated as met.
218.The authorised officer’s response was as follows:
“The service did provide information that families agreed with new strategies for behaviour
management in QA6 (which the officer also considered here), but this was not a two-way
process drawing on family’s strengths or priorities. This did not support evidence for Theme 3
and evidence was not provided for other themes.”
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Standard 5.2: Final report
219.No changes were made to the rating between the draft and final reports. The rating for
Standard 5.2 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 5.2: First tier review
220.The provider applied for first tier review, seeking to have the rating for Standard 5.2
amended to Exceeding NQS.
221.At first tier review, the panel considered evidence gathered by the authorised officer at the
assessment and rating visit (set out above at paragraphs 215-216). The panel also
considered the provider’s submissions in feedback to the draft report (noted above at
paragraphs 217-218).
222.In relation to Exceeding theme 1 under Standard 5.2, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the information contained in the report and found evidence to
demonstrate that the service has well understood behaviour guidance strategies that most
educators implement consistently across the service. The panel also found a few evidence
pieces to demonstrate that educators are aware of children’s differing needs and are able to
respond to these appropriately including through the use of fidget toys and the identification
of possible behaviour triggers.
The panel considered the content of the approved provider’s submission and found limited
evidence which linked to the component elements of this standard. The panel expressed a
desire to highlight the consistency of practice among educators around the implementation
of the service’s behaviour guidance strategies as observed throughout the visit however, felt
that the evidence was not sufficient in demonstrating a deep understanding of the
component elements of the standard or a commitment to high quality practice. The panel
also noted the submission provided in support of this Quality Area had not specifically
addressed the promotion of self-regulation strategies or collaborative relationships between
children.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 1 as No.”
223.In relation to Exceeding theme 2 under Standard 5.2, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the contents of the assessment and rating report. The panel found that
the analysis notes did not reference critical reflection and evidence contained within the
report was limited in demonstrating that critical reflection had been used to shape practice
relating to this standard. The panel did note the practice at identifying children’s behaviour
‘triggers’ to involve some level of reflection but further information that demonstrated any
deep thinking or changes that had been made based on the identification of children’s
behavioural triggers was not documented in the report.
The panel reviewed the information contained in the approved provider’s submission at both
feedback and first tier stage. The documented claims of the provider and the annexures
provided in support of these claims did not reference critical reflection relating to
relationships between children or behaviour guidance strategies in place at the service. The
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panel agreed that there was limited evidence to demonstrate that educators’ practice is
influenced by self-awareness or consideration of theoretical perspectives.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 2 as No.”
224.In relation to Exceeding theme 3 under Standard 5.2, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the content of the report and found some examples of children’s voices
and perspectives being considered in daily practice. This includes giving leadership roles and
involving the children in creating the rules for the service. The panel also acknowledged the
self-assessment note regarding working with the school to support children who have
individual behaviour needs to ensure a consistent approach. The panel felt though that these
examples did not give enough to demonstrate that ongoing and meaningful relationships
with families, the children and the school community had been used to shape practice
relating to relationships between children over time.
The panel reviewed the submission from the approved provider including the feedback
documents and the annexures provided at first tier stage. The panel linked the evidence
around the family emails, cards and notes of thanks from children to this theme. The panel
acknowledged that as above for Standard 5.1 although these demonstrate the service has
built relationships with families and the children at the service, these examples were not
sufficient to demonstrate that the service has drawn on the voices and priorities for the
service community in order to shape practice. This also was the case for the letter from the
which provided general positive comments but did not specifically address the
component elements of this standard.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 3 as No.”
225.Following first tier review, the rating for Standard 5.2 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 5.2: Second tier review
226.At second tier review, the provider again sought to have the rating for Standard 5.2
amended from Meeting NQS to Exceeding NQS.

Panel deliberations
227.As with Standard 5.1, the panel considered there was insufficient specificity to the written
submissions made by the provider which were generalised for Quality Area 5. Evidence of
photographs of educators with children, a letter from a family, and the letter written by the
were not sufficiently directed to the specific requirements and components of the
Standard, nor the Exceeding themes.
228.The panel acknowledged, as the regulatory authority did at first tier review, that it was a
positive thing that many families were happy with the service, however this was not
sufficient to show the detail around how each child is supported to build and maintain
sensitive and responsive relationships, in a manner that is embedded in practice, informed
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by critical reflection, and shaped by meaningful engagement with families and/or the
communities.
229.The panel also noted that some evidence from the service’s QIP about attempts to
encourage more respectful interactions between children when they are attending the
service, suggesting that work is still being done, however there was little evidence around
the detail of what the service is doing to address this issue.

Panel decision
230.The panel decided by consensus to confirm the rating for Standard 5.2 as Meeting NQS.

Standard 6.1
231.Standard 6.1 is:
Respectful relationships with families are developed and maintained and families are
supported in their parenting role

Standard 6.1: Assessment and rating
232.The regulatory authority assessed the service as Meeting NQS for Standard 6.1.
233.In the assessment and rating evidence summary, the authorised officer set out the following
evidence of practice:
“Emails and an online booking system are used to communicate with families about the
service and the enrolment process.
Families receive messages about incidents, lost property and if a booking has not been
received via an electronic kiosk or verbally from the educator who is responsible for greeting
families on arrival.
An educator gives a family some toast for their preschooler who is hungry. An educator says
that this supports a sense of belonging for families.
Families are invited to discuss their child’s needs and this may involve a ‘coffee invitation’.
Information about educators, their areas of study, interests and favourite items or sports are
displayed for families as well as information about the service.
Families are invited to attend social gatherings or contribute their skills in the program
where possible.
Families are provided with newsletters each term. Newsletters include information and
updates on COVID-19 procedures, the menu and special events or learning experiences such
as hatching chicks from eggs.
Families are sent reminders in November each year regarding enrolling for the next year.
The educational leader states that children are used as ‘translators’ if grandparents arrive or
do not know how to use the electronic sign-in kiosk. Information is not available in a printed
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or other format at the service. If a child needs to be collected, the parents of the child may be
called to communicate with the grandparents.
Families are able to be part of the process of reviewing policies and procedures.
234.In the draft report, the authorised officer included the following analysis note in relation to
Standard 6.1:
“The service has established an effective orientation process, and provides information to
families to support their orientation, although this can be enhanced by a focus on the
diversity within the community. Educators respect families and seek their feedback on the
service via surveys and through verbal conversations. The approved provider provides
families with information about services that are available to assist families financially and
to assist wellbeing.”

Standard 6.1: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
235.The provider submitted a response to the draft report in relation to Standard 6.1. ACECQA
notes the provider’s response was directed at Element 6.1.1 although this Element was
already met.
236.The authorised officer’s response was as follows:
“Rated Meeting. Service states that the impact of COVID-19 means that the service has
‘limitations on what we can implement,’ acknowledging that the community engagement is
not extensive. The
wall had photographs of play activities rather than families as
described in self assessment (as per
). This did not impact on the rating.
provided for Standard 6.2 was also considered. Family feedback on the service & comments
on menus were considered here and discussed at the visit.”

Standard 6.1: Final report
237.No changes were made to the rating between draft and final reports. The rating for
Standard 6.1 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 6.1: First tier review
238.The provider applied for first tier review, seeking to have all three Exceeding themes
identified and the rating for Standard 6.1 amended to Exceeding NQS.
239.At first tier review, the panel considered evidence gathered by the authorised officer at the
assessment and rating visit (set out above at paragraphs 233-234). The panel also
considered the provider’s submissions in feedback to the draft report (noted above at
paragraphs 235-236).
240.In relation to Exceeding theme 1 under Standard 6.1, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the assessment and rating report including the analysis notes made by
the authorised officer. The panel found that within the self-assessment information and
evidence collected at the time of the visit there were some examples of families having
opportunities to contribute to service decisions through surveys and information sharing
however, examples of instances where family input had been used to enhance or refine
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practice at the service was not recorded. The panel commented on evidence around the
orientation of families at the service and the collection of information from families during
this process to be in line with practice that is Meeting the NQS. The panel agreed also that
the analysis notes for this standard reflected the rating of Meeting NQS.
The panel considered the approved providers submission which included similar annexures
that were provided in support of Quality Area 5. This included emails, thank you letters and
cards from children and families of the service. The panel acknowledged that these examples
of evidence did demonstrate that the service has built relationships with the children and
families enabling a sense of belonging and inclusion within the service. The panel agreed
that annexure number 9 showed some family responses from surveys which had been used
to implement some changes such as beginning to serve breakfast and adding some interests
to the program. The panel agreed though that although these examples show some input
they do not demonstrate that families are consistently supported to participate in the service
or make meaningful contributions to service decisions in ways that are relevant to this
Standard.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 1 as No.
241.In relation to Exceeding theme 2 under Standard 6.1, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the assessment and rating report including the analysis notes made by
the authorised officer. The panel agreed that evidence which demonstrated that practice
relating to this standard was influenced by a process of critical reflection was not included in
the self-assessment notes prepared by the service or the evidence that was collected at the
time of the visit by the authorised officer.
The panel reviewed the information contained in the approved provider’s submission at both
feedback and first tier stage. The documented claims of the provider and the annexures
provided in support of these claims did not reference critical reflection relating to
relationships with families or demonstrate that through a process on reflection on past
events, improvements have been made in the services approach to building relationships
with families.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 2 as No.
242.In relation to Exceeding theme 3 under Standard 6.1, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the contents of the assessment and rating report for this standard and
agreed that the service does have some systems in place that support the development and
maintenance of relationships with families. The panel noted that there were some evidence
pieces that show families have had the opportunity to be involved in surveys to contribute
feedback on service practices however actual evidence of how this feedback has been used
to shape practice over time at the service was not recorded. The panel also discussed that
the organisation is responsive to the needs of families through the provision of training and
information to support their identified needs however the panel felt these examples alone
were not strong enough to confirm the attainment of Theme 3.
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The panel reviewed the submission from the approved provider including the feedback
documents and the annexures provided at first tier stage. The panel linked the evidence
around the parent surveys to be in support of this theme however, found the examples
provided did not show families having direct input on practices relating to the component
elements of this standard. The panel did not sight examples of family input being considered
in relation to the orientation process or on their preferred way of communication. The panel
considered the claims of the provider that through Covid they had developed strong
relationships with families including through their food boxes and financial training however
acknowledge that this evidence was considered within the report and is insufficient in
meeting the indicators for this theme for this standard.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 3 as No.
243.Following first tier review, the rating for Standard 6.1 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 6.1: Second tier review
244.At second tier review, the provider again sought to have the rating for Standard 6.1
amended from Meeting NQS to Exceeding NQS.

Panel deliberations
245.The panel acknowledged the written submissions by the provider, which were addressed to
Quality Area 6 in general. Once again the written submissions were linked to some items of
evidence, however these were not illustrative of the specific components of the Standard or
the Exceeding themes. The panel acknowledged there were examples of positive practice,
however felt that generally the evidence demonstrated Meeting NQS practice, not
Exceeding NQS practice.
246.Overall the panel agreed with comments made by the regulatory authority at first tier
review. For example, the panel could not find sufficiently detailed information about how
educators and co-ordinators engage collaboratively and respectfully with families from
enrolment and orientation to learn about their expertise, culture, values and beliefs, and
priorities for their child’s learning and wellbeing (relevant to Exceeding theme 1).
Additionally there was no evidence of critical reflection, nor of how critical reflection
informs practice in relation to the Standard.

Panel decision
247.The panel decided by consensus to confirm the rating for Standard 6.1 as Meeting NQS.

Standard 6.2
248.Standard 6.2 is:
Collaborative relationships enhance children’s inclusion, learning and wellbeing
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Standard 6.2: Assessment and rating
249.The regulatory authority assessed the service as Meeting NQS for Standard 6.2.
250.In the assessment and rating evidence summary, the authorised officer set out the following
evidence of practice:
“The

discusses the use of the building and how to adapt spaces.

The service collaborated with the school and
community services to support families
in the service, the school and the wider community who required pantry items and essentials
when COVID-19 created financial stress.
The service met with the
to discuss how to support children who attend the
outside of school hours care service when there are special events at the school such as cross
country running.
The nominated supervisor and
state the service does not have a
service-specific Reconciliation Action Plan (RAP) in place. The approved provider is in the
initial stages of developing a RAP. The nominated supervisor states that a service engages in
events for NAIDOC Week.”
251.In the draft report, the authorised officer included the following analysis note in relation to
Standard 6.2:
“Educators collaborate with the school and inclusion services to support children in the
transition between school and care and education. Families and children’s medical and
development professionals are consulted to support children with additional needs to
participate in the program. The approved provider has community networks and assists the
service to engage with and support their community.”

Standard 6.2: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
252.The provider submitted a response to the draft report in relation to Standard 6.2, though
ACECQA notes their feedback was directed to Element 6.2.1 which was already rated met.
253.The authorised officer’s response was as follows:
“The family feedback & comments on the menus were discussed and considered in St 6.1. St
6.2 rated as Meeting NQS. Evidence of themes not provided. The service does not provide
evidence of high quality family or community engagement that significantly shapes the
service or contributes to equity, or of critical reflection. For example, the service did not
address evidence that children are used as interpreters St 6.1 (EV
) & no translated
materials available. Transitions not addressed.

Standard 6.2: Final report
254.No changes were made to the rating between the draft and final reports. The rating for
Standard 6.2 remained Meeting NQS.
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Standard 6.2: First tier review
255.The provider applied for first tier review, seeking to have three Exceeding themes identified
in relation to Standard 6.2, and the rating for the Standard amended to Exceeding NQS.
256.At first tier review, the panel considered evidence gathered by the authorised officer at the
assessment and rating visit (set out above at paragraphs 250-251). The panel also
considered the provider’s submissions in feedback to the draft report (noted above at
paragraphs 252-253).
257.In relation to Exceeding theme 1 under Standard 6.2, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the assessment and rating report including the analysis notes made by
the authorised officer. The panel agreed that evidence which demonstrated a deep
understanding of the component elements or a commitment to consistently high quality
practice around transitions, inclusion and engagement with the community were not
observed. The panel also found the analysis notes for this standard to be reflective of a
Meeting NQS rating.
The panel reviewed the content of the approved provider’s submission and found limited
evidence that linked to the component elements of this standard. The panel considered the
emails letters and notes from the children, families and
to be general in nature and
not linked to children’s transitions or inclusion into the service environment. The panel
agreed that specific evidence to demonstrate that educators and the management team
demonstrate a deep understanding of these component elements of this standard and
engage in consistent attempts to build and improve collaborative partnerships at the service
were not observed.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 1 as No.
258.In relation to Exceeding theme 2 under Standard 6.2, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the assessment and rating report including the analysis notes made by
the authorised officer. The panel agreed that evidence which demonstrated that practice
relating to this standard was influenced by a process of critical reflection was not included in
the self-assessment notes prepared by the service or the evidence that was collected at the
time of the visit by the authorised officer.
The panel reviewed the information contained in the approved provider’s submission at both
feedback and first tier stage. The documented claims of the provider and the annexures
provided in support of these claims did not reference critical reflection relating to this
standard. The panel also did not sight evidence which showed that through a process on
reflection on past events, improvements have been made in the services approach to
building collaborative partnerships that support children’s inclusion and learning.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 2 as No.
259.In relation to Exceeding theme 3 under Standard 6.2, the panel stated:
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“The panel reviewed the content of the assessment and rating report including the analysis
notes for this standard. The panel acknowledged a number of evidence pieces which
demonstrated that the service has built relationships with their school community including
working with the
inclusion support class and kindergarten classes. The panel
also highlighted the work done in collaboration with
and the school to support
families through Covid-19. The panel felt that the examples included in the report reflected
sound practice relating to Standard 6.2 however did not feel they were adequate in
addressing the indicators of Theme 3 for this standard.
The panel reviewed the submission from the approved provider acknowledging the struggles
identified with Covid being a barrier to some family engagement practices. The panel also
considered the reciprocal relationship with the school as evidenced by the letter provided by
the
The panel agreed though, that evidence which showed the service drawing on
the unique perspectives of the school community or seeking out further community
partnerships in order to support the transition or inclusion needs of children were not
included in the submission.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 3 as No.
260.Following first tier review, the rating for Standard 6.2 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 6.2: Second tier review
261.At second tier review, the Provider again sought to have the rating for Standard 6.2
amended from Meeting NQS to Exceeding NQS.

Panel deliberations
262.As with Standard 6.1, the evidence for Standard 6.2 was general in nature and did not
address the components of the Standard or the Exceeding themes. For example, there was
insufficient evidence of processes in place to ensure consistent high quality practices on any
given day, nor could the panel find evidence of critical reflection or how practice is informed
by critical reflection. The written submissions stated that the service has demonstrated a
rating of Exceeding NQS, however the attached evidence did not support this.

Panel decision
263.The panel decided by consensus to confirm the rating for Standard 6.2 as Meeting NQS.

Standard 7.1
264.Standard 7.1 is:
Governance supports the operation of a quality service

Standard 7.1: Assessment and rating
265.The Regulatory Authority assessed the service as Meeting NQS for Standard 7.1, and
identified Exceeding theme 1.
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266.In the assessment and rating evidence summary, the authorised officer set out the following
evidence of practice:
“An educator states that the philosophy influences her relationships with children and that
she wants to provide a ‘home like’ atmosphere.
Educators are able to describe the service policies for managing injuries and illness, and
procedures for the release of children to authorised persons, behaviour management and
reporting any work health and safety issues.
The service has an orientation checklist which includes that new staff are informed about the
manual handling safety, emergency and evacuation procedures, children’s needs and health
child protection, programming, supervision, child protection, behaviour management and
the use of electronic systems.
Families are able to sight information on how to make a complaint or provide feedback to
management.
The
visits the service to ensure that risks to children are minimised,
with compliance checklists completed. The
supports the service to meet
the regulatory and legislative requirements.
Families are informed of how to notify the service if their child will not be attending.
267.In the draft report, the authorised officer included the following analysis note in relation to
Standard 7.1:
“The service philosophy is reviewed with educators and they articulate that it guides their
practice. The approved provider has ensured that comprehensive systems are in place to
embed governance procedures, support the operation of the service, manage complaints,
and ensure the consistent induction of educators. Educators are aware of key service policies
and how to implement these in their practice.”

Standard 7.1: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
268.The provider submitted a response to the draft report in relation to Standard 7.1. ACECQA
notes the feedback was directed to Element 7.1.1 although this Element was already rated
as met.
269.The authorised officer’s response was as follows:
“The officer does not have a pre-determined rating on the visit. The officer had no
knowledge of the NS,
or any educators prior to the visit & not completed an
A&R to another
. No evidence provided other than evidence of a lock down
(missing child), statement that EL is supported. No information relating to Element 7.1.1 that
the service is seeking a review, or on Exceeding Themes. The officer did give St 7.1 as ‘Yes’,
thereby recognising exceeding practice.”

Standard 7.1: Final report
270.No changes were made to the rating between the draft and final reports. The rating for
Standard 7.1 remained Meeting NQS. ACECQA notes Exceeding theme 1 was identified.
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Standard 7.1: First tier review
271.The provider applied for first tier review, seeking to have Exceeding themes 2 and 3
identified and the rating for Standard 7.1 amended to Exceeding NQS.
272.At first tier review, the panel considered evidence gathered by the authorised officer at the
assessment and rating visit (set out above at paragraphs 266-267). The panel also
considered the provider’s submissions in feedback to the draft report (noted above at
paragraphs 268-269).
273.In relation to Exceeding theme 2 under Standard 7.1, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the information contained within the report and acknowledged the
strong practice demonstrated by the organisation as recognised in the attainment of Theme
1 for this standard. The panel considered evidence which could be linked to this theme
including discussions around how the philosophy influences practice during meetings, and
that the nominated supervisor is part of a testing team for the new rostering system. The
panel agreed though that there were limited examples where a process of critical reflection
had been used to influence service governance.
The panel considered the approved provider’s claims and evidence provided in the draft and
first tier submission. Documentation provided in the submission included an organisational
structure chart and staff appraisal. The panel agreed that this information did not
demonstrate how the service engages in critical reflection to shape and enhance practices
relevant to the governance and operation of the service.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 2 as No.”
274.In relation to Exceeding theme 3 under Standard 7.1, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the self-assessment notes provided by the service and the evidence
recorded by the officer at the time of the visit. The panel found that families were given
opportunities to contribute feedback on service operations. This included being involved in
the development and review of the philosophy and policies, and through surveys. The panel
agreed though that the evidence within the report did not show examples of how the
information gathered from families was used to refine practice or contribute to the delivery
of a service that is responsive to the unique needs of the attending families.
The panel considered the approved provider’s claims and evidence provided in the draft and
first tier submission. Documentation provided in the submission was limited to an
organisational structure chart and staff appraisal. The panel agreed that this information did
not demonstrate how the service meaningfully engages with families and/or the community
to shape and enhance practices relevant to the governance and operation of the service.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 3 as No.”
275.Following first tier review, the rating for Standard 7.1 remained Meeting NQS, as only
Exceeding theme 1 was identified.
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Standard 7.1: Second tier review
276.At second tier review, the provider again sought to have the remaining Exceeding themes 2
and 3 identified, and the rating for Standard 7.1 amended from Meeting NQS to Exceeding
NQS.

Panel deliberations
277.The panel acknowledged that Exceeding theme 1 was identified in relation to Standard 7.1
at an earlier stage.
278.The panel noted that the service’s written submissions in relation to Standard 7.1 were
again addressed generally to both Standards within Quality Area 7. The written submissions
stated that all processes are embedded (as acknowledged by the recognition of Exceeding
theme 1), and that many processes are regularly reflected on and improved. The panel
could not find evidence of this reflection, nor evidence that it was critical in nature or how it
led to improvement or changes to practice.
279.The panel acknowledged the recent changes to the structure of the Educational Leader
position and felt this was indicative of positive practice, but they were unable to find
information about why the service made this decision, the process that led to the decision,
and any critical reflection on the impact of the change. The panel felt this was a missed
opportunity to demonstrate critical reflection and the continuous loop that exists between
critical reflection and practice which is critical to the Exceeding theme.
280.In relation to Exceeding theme 3, the panel sought information around, for example, the
governance of the service and the ways in which this reflects the unique context of the
service, how voices of families and children are welcomed and reflected at the service, and
how governance arrangements contribute to a culture of inclusiveness and a sense of
belonging. The panel agreed that although these factors may be present it was not possible
to see evidence of them in the materials which were submitted.

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

Standard 7.2
282.Standard 7.2 is:
Effective leadership builds and promotes a positive organisational culture and professional
learning community

Standard 7.2: Assessment and rating
283.The regulatory authority assessed the service as Meeting NQS for Standard 7.2.
284.In the assessment and rating evidence summary, the authorised officer set out the following
evidence of practice:
“All educators who serve food are required to complete food handling training.
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The nominated supervisor is engaged in a leadership program and enrolled in a Diploma of
Business management. The nominated supervisor also supports other educators to work
towards higher roles.
The service has procedures to support educators with performance issues to provide an
opportunity for them to improve.
An educator states that the approved learning framework highlights the importance of
developmental perspectives and milestones. The educator has been supported by the
educational leader.
The nominated supervisor and educational leader are supported by the
with ideas for vacation care. Educators were encouraged during training in
2020 to
not say ‘no’ to children’s ideas for vacation care and instead to think of a different way of
providing a similar experience that is safe or affordable.
Educators contribute to identifying their own strengths and areas for improvement, goals
and to identify what they need to support their professional development.
An educator has been mentored to gain knowledge and an understanding of the theories
and approved framework that supports the implementation of the program. The educator
states she includes different themes for children and playdough to support their play.
285.In the draft report, the authorised officer included the following analysis note in relation to
Standard 7.2:
“The service has processes in place to support and identify goals and strategies for
improvement. The educational leader is supported in her role and mentors other educators
and ensures that a programming cycle is implemented. The service has well established
individual plans to support educators in their professional development.”

Standard 7.2: Provider’s feedback on the draft report
286.The provider did not submit any feedback on the draft report specific to Standard 7.2.

Standard 7.2: Final report
287.No changes were made to the rating between the draft and final reports. The rating for
Standard 7.2 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 7.2: First tier review
288.The provider applied for first tier review, seeking to have three Exceeding themes identified
and the rating for Standard 7.2 amended to Exceeding NQS.
289.At first tier review, the panel considered evidence gathered by the authorised officer at the
assessment and rating visit (set out above at paragraphs 284-285).
290.In relation to Exceeding theme 1 under Standard 7.2, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the content of the report and found that the analysis notes highlighted
that “The service has well established individual plans to support educators in their
professional development.” The panel agreed that the evidence provided in the service’s self-
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assessment documentation and collected by the authorised officer did demonstrate well
established organisational systems to promote professional development. The panel also
agreed that the networking and support made available to the educational leader had
benefited them in their role. The panel felt that evidence to demonstrate educator
involvement with quality improvement practices was limited in demonstrating a deep
understanding of this process but did feel there were systems at an organisational level to
ensure that continued improvement is prioritised.
The panel considered the approved provider’s claims and evidence provided in the draft and
first tier submission. Documentation provided in the submission is limited to an
organisational structure chart and staff appraisal. The panel agreed that this information did
not add any further support to the claim for the attainment of Theme 1 or add further
context to what was collected at the time of the visit. The panel recognised the sound
practices identified within the report but found the approved provider’s submission to be
limited in demonstrating a deep understanding of Standard 7.2
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 1 as No.
291.In relation to Exceeding theme 2 under Standard 7.2, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the contents of the report and acknowledged that there are
opportunities for educators to reflect on their practice and seek guidance for improvements
and that the educational leader meets with other leaders and that this had led to the
implementation of the ticket system for recognition of positive behaviours. The panel found
that although there were some instances of critical reflection being mentioned as part of the
service’s continuous improvement journey, specific examples which showed that all
educators are involved in a process of critical reflection or evidence to show how reflection
on past incidents had led to enhancements in practice were limited. The panel also noted the
officer had documented that educator’s reflections were not consistently reflective in nature.
The panel considered the approved provider’s claims and evidence provided in the draft and
first tier submission. Documentation provided in the submission is limited to an
organisational structure chart and staff appraisal. The panel expressed a desire for further
evidence to demonstrate the process of critical reflection that occurred in the review and
implementation of the newly developed staff appraisal process which could have
strengthened the evidence related to this theme.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 2 as No.”
292.In relation to Exceeding theme 3 under Standard 7.2, the panel stated:
“The panel reviewed the content of the report and found that family input is considered
within the service’s continuous improvement plans. The officer had noted that family
feedback and survey responses had contributed to the development of goals and strategies
for improvement however, the only listed example of this was a change to the service menu.
The panel also acknowledged that the organisational community actively shapes practice
relating to this standard however evidence to show how the organisation draws on voices of
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the community in order to develop a service that is responsive to their unique family needs
was limited. The panel felt that further examples of how relationships with families and the
service community has shaped practice would be needed in order to confirm Theme 3 as Yes.
The panel reviewed the content of the report and found that family input is considered
within the service’s continuous improvement plans. The officer had noted that family
feedback and survey responses had contributed to the development of goals and strategies
for improvement however, the only listed example of this was a change to the service menu.
The panel also acknowledged that the organisational community actively shapes practice
relating to this standard however evidence to show how the organisation draws on voices of
the community in order to develop a service that is responsive to their unique family needs
was limited. The panel felt that further examples of how relationships with families and the
service community has shaped practice would be needed in order to confirm Theme 3 as Yes.
The panel concluded that there was insufficient evidence to support attainment of the theme
and decided to confirm the assessment of Theme 3 as No.”
293.Following first tier review, the rating for Standard 7.2 remained Meeting NQS.

Standard 7.2: Second tier review
294.At second tier review, the provider sought again to have the rating for Standard 7.2
amended from Meeting NQS to Exceeding NQS.

Panel deliberations
295.The panel was in agreement with the comments made by the regulatory authority at first
tier review which observed that the service does support educators in professional
development, and that the Educational Leader had opportunities for networking and
support in their position. The panel could not find evidence that all educators demonstrate
a deep understanding of the requirements of Standard 7.2, or that all members of the
service team are able to explain how the service’s performance evaluation process
consistently supports learning and development goals. Nor was there evidence of how all
staff are involved and able to discuss how they actively participate in the service’s quality
improvement process. However, the panel agreed that sound practice is occurring.
296.The panel noted that educators are provided with opportunities for reflection and guidance,
and felt this was indicative of Meeting NQS practice. The panel was not able to see how, for
example, the service’s approach to leadership involves opportunities for input by all
educators, or how it is informed by current guidance. Although opportunities for reflection
and guidance were mentioned, there was no evidence of the resulting critical reflection and
how this is used to inform practice.
297.The panel agreed with the regulatory authority’s statement that further examples of
engagement with families and/or the community shaping practice were required to
illustrate Exceeding theme 3. The panel could not find, for example, evidence of what has
come of the feedback opportunities in relation to this Standard, and whether the results of
feedback and bilateral communication processes are incorporated into a continuous cycle
of self-assessment and quality improvement.
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Panel decision
298.The panel decided by consensus to confirm the rating for Standard 7.2 as Meeting NQS.

Final decision
299.The overall rating for the service was confirmed as Working Towards NQS.

General comments by the panel at second tier review
300.The panel encouraged the service to consider engaging further with other services
. The panel acknowledged that educators are time-poor and time
spent visiting other services is usually to attend meetings. However, for example, the panel
considered that, where possible, options for service leaders and/or other educators to see
other services’ practices in action, perhaps even a ‘staff swap’ arrangement for professional
development purposes could assist the service in their quality improvement process. The
panel acknowledged that the service feels that their nearby service operated by the same
approved provider which received a rating of Exceeding NQS is not doing anything
differently, however the panel hoped the service would further examine this relationship
and critically reflect on why they received a different rating. Questions to ask may include:
(a) What is different at the other service?
(b) What is similar?
(c) How do they use resources?
(d) How do they make decisions about what to include or not include in the program?
(e) What methods do they use to document children’s learning?
(f) What are some features of the way they critically reflect on past experiences?
301.The panel also wished to encourage the service to research and access a variety of
professional development opportunities, noting that many of these resources and courses
are now available online due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The panel recommended the
following resources and training options:
(a) Professional development and resources for out of school hours care contexts offered
by Network of Community Activities
(b) Common Threads, which could support the service to learn more about the play cycle
and the Playwork Action Research System
(c) HR Firefly – noting podcasts and other paid and free professional development
(d) Be You, which provides professional learning modules as well as a consultancy service
to support skills development in relation to emotional climates and relationships. The
panel noted that Be You offerings have recently been updated to encompass OSHC
contexts.
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