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Executive Summary  

Early Learning Association Australia (ELAA) welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on the 
Regulation Impact Statement (RIS) for proposed options for changes to the National Quality 
Framework (NQF).  Information about ELAA is provided at the end of this submission.  

Prior to the introduction of the NQF, Australia was behind many other nations in the provision of 
high quality early education and care programs.  The introduction of the NQF was designed to help 
educators, service providers and regulators work collaboratively to improve program delivery, and 
hence optimise children’s learning and development.  The research base informs us that high 
quality early learning programs enable children to establish the foundation skills that will assist 
them to successfully navigate education, work and life; and ELAA members indicate that there are 
already clear signs that the NQF has had significant benefits for children. 

This confluence of research and practical application reinforces our conviction that the best 
interests of children must be given primacy as part of any consideration of changes to the NQF. 

While ELAA supports many of the changes proposed in the RIS as appropriate mechanisms to 
streamline the system and simplify processes for services, we are opposed to those changes that 
are likely to negatively impact on the delivery of quality for children.  In particular, we are opposed 
to the proposed changes to the National Quality Standard which we believe will dilute quality 
requirements.  A reduction in the administrative requirements of the system must not lead to a 
reduction in the rigour of the system. 

We ask that this paper be read together with our initial submission to the inquiry, lodged on 8 July 
2014.  This further submission has been informed by consultation with ELAA members, via an online 
survey and a Round-table consultation forum.  In November and December 2014, ELAA staff also 
attended RIS consultations across the country and have provided additional feedback.  Section A of 
this submission outlines our concerns with the timing of the review and with changes that have 
already been made to the NQF, prior to public consultation.  Section B outlines ELAA’s response to 
proposed options for change outlined in the RIS. 

ELAA has also worked with other sector partners – including Early Childhood Australia; Goodstart 
Early Learning; Early Childhood Management Services; C & K Association; Community Child Care 
Association (Victoria); Australian Community Children’s Services (ACCS); Uniting Care Children’s 
Services and others – to share views and respond collaboratively to the proposals outlined in the  
RIS and we commend our partners’ submissions to the reviewers.  Consequently, this submission 
and recommendations focus on the proposed changes that are of principal concern to ELAA 
members. 

Recommendations  

As a passionate supporter of quality early learning, ELAA believes that Australian governments 
have a responsibility to provide high quality education and care programs for all children, 
particularly disadvantaged children.  We therefore recommend to this Inquiry that Commonwealth, 
State and Territory governments: 

• Continue to fund the NQF  
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• Continue implementing the NQF within the timeframes already agreed by all governments 
• Support early childhood education and care services to implement the NQF 
• Ensure that any streamlining of the NQF does not compromise quality outcomes for children.   

ELAA also draws the attention of this inquiry to specific recommendations made in the recent 
Productivity Commission’s Draft Report on Childcare and Early Childhood Learning which, if 
implemented, will also impact negatively on quality outcomes for children.  ELAA and other sector 
partners believe it is essential that: 

• The Commonwealth contribution to 15 hours of preschool funding continues beyond 2015 and 
that this funding is provided directly to early childhood education through a transparent 
instrument such as the National Partnership Agreement 

• All preschool/kindergarten programs be kept within the NQF regardless of the settings in which 
they are delivered and   

• Current qualification and ratio requirements for teachers of 0-3 year old children be maintained 
to ensure high quality programs can be delivered to all children.  

ELAA’s specific recommendations on the proposed options for changes as outlined in the RIS are 
detailed in Section B of this submission. 

 

Section A: Concerns with timing of the review and changes already made to the NQF 

ELAA notes that “the review of the National Partnership Agreement on the National Quality 
Agenda for Early Childhood Education and Care…is a formal requirement of the National 
Partnership Agreement [and] the review should not be viewed as meaning that the system is not 
working as intended.  It provides an opportunity to consider possible improvements to the 
system.”(RIS page 15) 

We remain concerned however, as expressed in our original submission and reflected by many at 
the recent RIS public consultations, that the review process is being undertaken too early in the life 
of the NQF.  We are also concerned about changes that have already been made to the system 
without prior consultation and believe that some of these will impact negatively on children’s 
outcomes.  

Timing of the review 

This current review commenced some two-and-a-half years after initial implementation of the NQF. 
Embedding any new system, and particularly one as complex as the NQF, requires time for the 
sector to relearn, restructure and operationalise.  We are concerned that changes proposed by this 
review are being made too early in the life of the new system, without adequate time for 
implementation. 

At the time this review process commenced only around forty percent of services nationally had 
received a quality rating (ACECQA, Snapshot Q 2 2014).  We believe this review process should have 
taken place only when at least 80% of services have been through the assessment and rating 
process.  Services that complete the cycle at least once are more knowledgeable about the system 
and better able to provide feedback and commentary.  The review process would have been better 
informed by a more universal response from the sector.  
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While we acknowledge that the assessment and rating process did not proceed at the predicted 
pace, we would also advocate for a compliance approach based on engagement, rather than a “tick 
and flick” assessment.  Feedback from ELAA members that received an assessment visit from two 
assessors over a 2 day period was overwhelmingly positive with comments about the valuable 
feedback, guidance, and encouragement provided to service staff.  

Changes to NQF  

Amendments have already been made to the Education and Care Services National Regulations and 
to the National Quality Standard since the introduction of the NQF in October 2011.  Some of these 
changes have been made without providing adequate establishment time or engaging in sector-
wide consultation and we believe they have the potential to impact children’s safety as well as 
quality outcomes.  We are particularly concerned about changes made to the guidance given 
around child restraints and changes to assessment reports. 

Safe Transportation of Children and Road Safety Education 

In the September 2013 version of the Guide to the National Quality Standard, a change was made to 
explicitly remove guidance about child restraints in vehicles, in order (as stated) “to clarify that the 
NQF does not extend to regulation of transport services.”  This change directly and negatively 
impacts children’s safety.  

In many settings – but particularly in the Family Day Care setting – transportation of children can be 
a significant responsibility for educators.  And yet the revised guide offers no practical, best practice 
guidance on how to ensure a) that appropriate child restraints are being used and b) that those 
restraints are fitted and maintained to a best practice standard.  In our experience, this can be a 
particular concern in CALD communities where educators and families may have had little or no 
exposure to regulations and practices around the use of child restraints. 

ELAA strongly urges that appropriate reference to the safe transportation of children (including the 
correct use of child restraints) be restored in the revised NQF.  Transport regulations in each 
Australian state and territory do specify the legal requirements for child restraint usage and these 
and other traffic laws are enforced by police.  However, relying on these processes alone is unlikely 
to result in appropriate protection being afforded to every child in early childhood settings.  
Children being transported by educators have a right to be safe and to be protected from potential 
injury in the event of a crash.  It is part of the duty of care of the educator to know about child 
restraint safety and to ensure each child they transport travels with optimum safety. 

This is an issue of such serious concern to ELAA, to VicRoads and to other national organisations 
with a road safety focus that we have developed a separate submission to this Inquiry with specific 
recommendations in relation to the NQF [see appendix 1].  We have previously engaged with 
ACECQA on this issue and would value the opportunity to have further discussions with the 
Commonwealth – in collaboration with other road safety and early childhood education experts – 
about the most appropriate way to include child restraints within the NQF. 
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Assessment Reports 

As outlined in our original submission, ELAA does not support the changes that now mean 
assessment reports can be produced at the standard level rather than at the element level of the 
NQS.  While we understand that this change was effected to streamline and speed up the 
assessment and rating process, in practice it does not fulfil the needs of services for useful feedback 
and consequently undermines the integrity of the quality system.  

Section B: ELAA’s response to proposed options for change outlined in the RIS 

1.1 Reducing the complexity of the National Quality Standard 
ELAA does not support the proposed changes to the NQS as outlined in Table B1. 

 
ELAA is opposed to the proposed changes to the NQS as documented in the RIS as we believe they 
dilute quality requirements.  While we understand some service providers may find a reduction to 
40 elements attractive due to a perceived reduction in reporting requirements, ELAA is more 
concerned with the quality of the system than with the number of elements involved.  Any 
reduction in elements to eliminate duplication is welcomed, but there is a perception amongst 
some ELAA members that this reduction is more concerned with shortening the assessment report 
to make it a quicker “tick and flick” process.  Other concerns with the proposed changes to the NQS 
include: 
 
• Key words and requirements are missing in the proposed 40 elements leading to a loss of 

specificity and leaving some elements open to misinterpretation. In particular there is no 
reference to documentation in QA 1; to qualifications and ratios in QA 4; or to policies and 
procedures in QA 7. While these are requirements under the National Regulations, we believe 
including them in the NQS is also an appropriate safeguard. Subject to the introduction of the 
proposed changes to the Significant Improvement Required rating, non-compliance, particularly 
in relation to qualifications and ratios requirements, can be dealt with immediately.  
 

• In some cases rather than reducing the number of elements, two have been combined into one 
with the use of the word “and”. This strategy does not reduce the workload for services as they 
are still required to demonstrate they have achieved both. There are a number of examples of 
this including element 3.B.iii which is effectively a combination of 3.3 and 3.3.2. 

The service takes an active role in caring for the environment and supports children to become 
environmentally responsible.  
 

• Certain requirements appear to have been significantly diluted with the elimination of some 
elements and/or language modification.  We are particularly concerned with changes to the 
inclusion and sustainability requirements.  Under the current NQS, element 1.1.5 – Every child is 
supported to participate in the program – requires services to “challenge practices that contribute 
to inequities and…make decisions that promote inclusion and participation of all children” 
(Guide to the NQS, p34).  The proposed changes remove all reference to inclusion from QA1 
Educational program and practice.  The assessment guide for this element contained a useful 
explanation for services about what constitutes inclusion and provided assessors with key 
things to observe, discuss and sight to determine inclusive practice.  We also believe that 
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replacing the existing element 6.3.3 – Access to inclusion and support assistance is facilitated – 
with requirements for collaborative partnerships (6.B) and effective partnerships (6.b.ii) is less 
directive and may lead to less proactive engagement from services.  
 

• There is also no mention of sustainability in the revised NQS and no requirement that 
sustainable practices are embedded in service operations (element 3.3.1) and we believe this is a 
retrograde step.  
 

• Any further changes to the NQS will of course require service providers, educators and staff to 
invest additional time, effort and money to relearn and operationalise a significantly changed 
system.  QIPs will need to be revised and rewritten and parents re-educated.  Changes of this 
scale should not be undertaken lightly.  Many ELAA members, both independent services and 
cluster managed services, have told us that they are now familiar with the NQS in its current 
form and believe that staff is likely to find further changes confusing.  

 
1.2 Streamlining the process for quality assessments 

ELAA supports the proposal to streamline quality assessments, provided these assessments 
are based on the existing NQS and that high quality assessment reports are provided to 
services at the element level.  

 
There is an inherent tension between streamlining assessment reports and maintaining their 
integrity.  It is evident that Regulatory Authorities struggled to sustain reporting at the element 
level due to a lack of resources and this has led directly to the change to reporting at the standard 
level.  ELAA believes that services want and need to know how they can improve and the best way 
to do this is to produce thorough reports at the element level.  This will clearly require greater 
resourcing of the Regulatory Authorities.  
 
Consistency within and across jurisdictions is also important and ELAA supports further rigorous 
training of authorised officers and the development of supporting documentation and templates to 
assist with this.  
 
ELAA members reported greater engagement with the assessment process where assessors 
worked in a collaborative way with service providers, educators and staff.  It was also suggested 
that it is important to get families involved in the assessment and rating process and that this would 
enable assessors to triangulate the evidence.  Currently the assessment process depends too much 
on the ability of an individual to showcase the service.  
 
We are also concerned that those who haven’t yet been through the assessment and rating process 
miss out on contributing to this inquiry in a meaningful way, which raises the issue of equity/fairness 
in the review process.  

 
1.3 Reduction in documentation of child assessments or evaluations in OSCH services 

ELAA supports the proposal to amend Regulation 74 so that  services for children over 
preschool age keep documentation about the development of the program, rather than about 
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individual children’s development AND the proposal to retrain authorised officers to regulate 
and assess OSHC services in a manner that better recognises the context of OSHC services.  
 

While we believe in principle that all services for children should be governed by a universal quality 
system, in practice we recognise that some services, such as OSHC, are delivered in different 
contexts and settings.  As a consequence, we believe there needs to be some flexibility in 
documentation requirements for OSHC services.  

To facilitate this we believe it is also important to retrain authorised officers to better understand 
the context of OSHC services and to apply the assessment and rating instrument appropriately in 
these settings. 
 
As stated in our original submission to this Inquiry, many educators, including those in an OSHC 
setting, are unclear about requirements in relation to documentation and would benefit from 
greater clarity and guidance about what is expected.  
 
1.4 Significant Improvement Required rating 

ELAA supports option 1.4B to remove the Significant Improvement Required rating, with the 
quality assessment rating process ceasing where it is determined that there is an unacceptable 
risk to children’s health, safety or wellbeing. 

 
1.5 Exceeding the National Quality Standard rating 

ELAA supports the option that to be rated Exceeding the NQS in any one Quality Area, all 
standards in that Quality area need to be rated Exceeding. However, we don’t believe there is 
a need to link this to a reduction of the complexity of the NQS.  

 
1.6 Excellent rating 

ELAA recognises the value in a quality system of aspiring to excellence, but also understands 
that the current system can seem inequitable due to the time, resources and costs involved.  
 

Many respondents to the ELAA survey indicated support for removing the Excellent rating on equity 
grounds.  A number of services argued that the process was perceived as elitist and was not 
consistent with the philosophy underpinning the NQF; others simply suggested that they didn’t 
have the time or resources to apply even though they had received a rating of Exceeding the NQS. 
 
Other ELAA members believe that a quality system such as the NQF should also be about aspiring 
to excellence and that the Excellent rating is an important part of this.  Some saw it as an incentive 
to lift service performance across all quality areas and felt that achieving this was cause for reward 
and celebration.  Doveton College Early Learning Centre - located in a disadvantaged area of south-
east Melbourne - reported an enormous sense of pride and achievement shared by the whole 
community on achieving an Excellent rating.  The Children’s Protection Society Child and Family 
Centre in West Heidelberg also received a rating of Excellent for their early years care and education 
service for children at risk of abuse and neglect.  While we understand the reservations many of our 
members have about the Excellent rating, it would seem appropriate to reward services and 
communities such as these for achieving excellent outcomes.  
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1.7 Overall service rating 

ELAA supports the retention of the overall service rating.  
 

Some ELAA members believe that an overall rating based on the lowest rating achieved in any area 
is unfair and does not provide a true reflection of the service.  Others felt that this formed the basis 
of the quality assessment system and provided an aspirational standard.  A number of respondents 
to the ELAA online survey felt that it was easier and clearer for families to keep the overall rating.  
 
1.8 Length of time between assessments 

ELAA does not support the removal of the three year rating cycle but does support more 
frequent re-rating of lower quality rated services.  

 
ELAA understands that some services would prefer to go through the assessment and rating 
process on a less frequent basis believing it time consuming and stressful, however we feel that this 
is an essential aspect of the quality system.  Some members expressed a desire for more frequent 
visits to provide advice and suggest further improvements.  We believe that pushing assessment 
visits out to every 5 years is too long – a great deal can change in a service during that time.  We also 
acknowledge that services with lower ratings will need additional support, resources and more 
frequent re-rating visits to lift them up to an appropriate standard.  
 
2.1 Removing supervisor certificate requirements 

ELAA supports option 2.1B to amend the National Law to remove the requirement for 
supervisor certificates provided there is adequate guidance to assist services to undertake “fit 
and proper” assessments.  

 
Recent changes to supervisor certificate requirements have caused confusion in the sector.  While it 
has always been the responsibility of the approved provider to ensure that supervising staff are “fit 
and proper”, the shift to service level certification has made it more explicit that this is not the 
responsibility of the Regulatory Authority.  In this context, it is important to ensure that there is a 
rigorous process in place at the Regulatory Authority to determine provider approval (refer to 8.1 
Approvals).  
 
Services need to be clear about the requirements and processes for determining who can be placed 
in day-to-day charge of the service.  ELAA members, including cluster managers, have indicated 
that further guidance and resources are required to assist them to do this.  It has been suggested 
that a knowledge based test that sits alongside the requirements for a Working With Children 
Check, appropriate qualifications and experience, would assist them to make this determination. 
Such a test would need to examine a staff member’s understanding of the regulations as they apply 
to specific circumstances that may arise within a service.  Additionally, all service staff must have an 
understanding of their reporting responsibilities, and in particular about what constitutes a serious 
incident.  
 
3.1 & 3.2 Additional services to be included in the NQF and Application of assessment and 

rating processes to additional services.  
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In principle, ELAA supports the inclusion of all early childhood education and care 
services within the NQF to ensure that all children receive high quality programs. In 
practice, we acknowledge that consideration may also need to be given to the context 
and settings within which out of scope services are delivered, including in relation to 
the application of the assessment and rating process. 

 
Many ELAA members agreed with the proposal to extend the NQF to include services that are 
currently out of scope.  As one member said: “All children deserve high quality education and care 
regardless of what service type they attend.  I have experienced services in this category that should 
not be operating and the providers consistently feel they can operate 'outside' regulation.  The aim 
of the NQF was to lift standards whereby all children and families would benefit.”  
 
Some members felt that BBF services needed to be brought under scope as there are many 
vulnerable families and children in these services requiring high quality early learning environments. 
There was a feeling though that “All early childhood services should be covered in a way that best 
supports each service type.”  

ELAA also believes that it is contradictory for this review to be countenancing the inclusion of a 
range of out of scope services within the NQF, while at the same time recommendation 7.9 in the 
Productivity Commission’s Draft Report on Childcare and Early Childhood Learning proposes the 
removal of dedicated preschools from the NQF.  
 
The consequences of this would be many.  It would lead to an even more stratified early childhood 
education and care sector than currently exists.  One of the acknowledged benefits of the national 
reform agenda has been to unite contrasting jurisdictional preschool systems around a tangible, 
demonstrable conception of quality in early childhood learning and care.  Regardless of the setting, 
children are entitled to receive a quality service; and parents and families to understand what 
quality is, how it should be delivered, and how it will be measured. 
 
4.1 Extending some liability to educators 

ELAA does not support the proposal to extend liability for not adequately supervising children 
to educators.  

 
This liability currently rests appropriately with the approved provider and the nominated supervisor. 
Where services have good governance and appropriate staff supervision and management 
processes in place, the mechanisms already exist to deal with unacceptable staff behaviour such as 
a failure to protect the children in their care from harm or hazard.  
 
ELAA members suggested alternatives to this proposal including: 
• Examining ways to overcome difficulties faced by nominated supervisors with inadequate time 

to monitor staff adequately – particularly when they are working across numerous sites.  
• Increased training for service staff, particularly around the law and regulations – this is 

something that could be undertaken by the Department.  
• Regulations need to be well known, particularly by those who are placed in day-to-day charge 

of a service (see the proposal for a knowledge test in 2.1 above).  
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• Many RTOs are not providing the necessary training for educators in relation to the regulations 
and responsibilities and this needs to be addressed. 

 

5.1-5.4 Changes to prescribed fees 
ELAA does not support proposals to increase prescribed fees. 
 

ELAA members were overwhelmingly opposed to proposals to increase prescribed fees. Key 
reasons included:  
• Services are already underfunded and fee increases will create affordability issues for many. 
• Service viability may be an issue for some smaller services, particularly for smaller rural services. 
• Fee increases will be passed on to families and in many communities, families cannot afford 

extra costs. As one member said: “Kindergarten should be free like all Government services. 
The cost of Kindergarten should never be a factor in the way of a child accessing an EC Service!” 

• There has also been no mention about why the fees increases are necessary or part of a formal 
policy review.  

 
6.1 National educator to child ratio for OSHC services 

ELAA supports the proposal to introduce a national educator to child ratio for OSHC services.  
 
ELAA believes that appropriate ratios are integral to both children’s health and safety and the 
provision of high quality programs.  In the words of one ELAA member: “All children, regardless of 
age, need adequate supervision and interaction with educators and this cannot be achieved without 
adequate educator to child ratios.”  

We would also support the proposal by Community Child Care Victoria for research to be 
undertaken into optimal educator to child ratios in the OSHC setting.  

7.1-7.7 Improved oversight of and support within FDC services 
ELAA supports proposals to improve oversight of and support within FDC services and refers 
this Inquiry to submissions from our sector partners in this regard. 

 
8 Other changes with a regulatory impact 
8.1. Approvals 

In our original submission, ELAA expressed concern about service approvals being issued in the 
absence of quality training for providers and without adequate checks on levels of understanding 
about needs of children and families.  We reiterate our recommendations that: 

• Consideration be given to setting minimum requirements for resource provision to ensure 
children’s learning needs are met 

• Appropriate training and support be made available to approved providers and educators in all 
service types to support them with the implementation of a quality program and the NQF. 

8.3.8 ELAA supports the proposal to require nominated supervisors and persons in day to day charge 
to have undertaken Child Protection Training.  
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There was overwhelming agreement by ELAA members that this training is necessary – from 
September 2015 early childhood educators registered with VIT will be required to undertake 
mandatory reporting.  Consideration will need to be given to backfilling staff undergoing training 
and to keeping the costs down.  ELAA member suggestions included the provision of a free online 
course or a course funded by government or by employers rather than educators.  
 

8.4.1 ELAA does not support the amendment of Regulation 135 to allow the 12 week ECT leave 
provision to apply in the case of resignation.  

We believe that the provision of quality early learning programs directly relates to the employment 
of an appropriately qualified, professional workforce, including Early Childhood Teachers.  While 
recruitment of ECT’s can be challenging in some circumstances, adequate provisions currently exist 
(including the ability to apply for a waiver in exceptional circumstances) to cover these situations.  

8.4.2 In principle ELAA supports the proposal to amend guidance on educator breaks to ensure 
service providers comply with legal obligations and meet prescribed ratio requirements at all 
times, subject to jurisdiction specific transitional arrangements.  

 
In practice this can be difficult to implement.  The information in the current guide provides 
flexibility for services where staffing is problematic (e.g. some small rural and remote services and 
smaller stand-alone services).  
 
8.4.3 ELAA recommends that all staff members, including all educators, at a service hold the 

necessary first aid, anaphylaxis and emergency asthma training. This recommendation is 
contained in the sample policies for early childhood services in ELAA’s PolicyWorks Manual 
NQF. 
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About Early Learning Association Australia 

The vision of Early Learning Association Australia is “excellence in early learning for every child”. 

We strive to realise our vision by supporting our members to provide quality, affordable and 
accessible early childhood services; through our advocacy and contribution to policy debates on the 
social and economic value of early learning; and through our collaboration with all levels of 
government and the education sector to share knowledge and champion high quality early learning 
outcomes for all Australian children. 

ELAA represents over 1200 service providers in Victoria and across Australia.  Our diverse 
membership base includes independent kindergartens; cluster managers; local governments; 
integrated services; long day care services; government and independent schools; and out of school 
hours care programs. 

For over twenty three years, ELAA (formerly Kindergarten Parents Victoria) has worked with 
members, peak bodies, Commonwealth, State and local governments, and other stakeholders to 
promote and support the provision of quality early childhood services to children, and to help 
ensure that these services are accessible and affordable for families. 

ELAA’s membership base and our long-term relationships with government, make our organisation 
an effective advocate for the sector, able to identify opportunities for realistic funding and support 
to ensure the sector is able to deliver high quality early childhood education services to children. 

Working with our members and partners, ELAA is an influential voice for reform and development 
in the early childhood sector.  Our collaborative approach has involved positive working 
relationships with a diverse range of organisations and peak bodies from across the education and 
community sectors. 
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Appendix 1:  
 

Safe Transportation of Children and Road Safety Education:  
Submission on the Regulation Impact Statement for proposed options for changes 

to the National Quality Framework 
 
Early Learning Association Australia (ELAA) is pleased to make this submission on the Regulation 
Impact Statement for proposed options for changes to the National Quality Framework (NQF).  This 
submission focuses on the need for safe transportation and road safety education to be 
appropriately reflected in the NQF.   

For the past four years, ELAA has been responsible for delivering road safety education across all 
Victorian early childhood services.  Through this process, as well as through participating in best 
practice research on child safety and child restraints, we have built considerable knowledge and 
expertise in this area.  Based on this experience and expertise, ELAA is making representation to 
ensure that appropriate coverage of safe transportation and road safety education is included in the 
NQF.   

Background 

In 2011, it was recognised that more research was required to re-define early childhood road safety 
education in the context of the National Quality Framework and to support the sector to 
incorporate evidence-based road safety in the curriculum.  To achieve this, the Child Health 
Promotion Research Centre at Edith Cowan University was contracted to develop National 
Practices for Early Childhood Road Safety Education1.  These national practices were validated by 
experts in road safety and early childhood education across Australia and New Zealand.  The 
practices are designed to guide early childhood services and policy-makers to develop and 
implement evidence-based road safety education. 

When the NQF was released in 2011, it included references to child restraint usage under National 
Quality Standard 2.3 “Each child is protected”.  Given that the NQF is an aspirational framework 
that encourages best practice in the sector, reference to the safe use of child restraints in the NQF 
was entirely appropriate and widely endorsed and supported by organisations such as ELAA and 
other road safety agencies as well as services and practitioners.   

ELAA is extremely disappointed that this reference was removed from the NQS in 2013.  The 
explanation for this deletion, undertaken without consultation was “Guidance about child safety 
restraints in vehicles has been removed, to clarify that the NQF does not extend to regulation of 
transport services”2.  This change ignores the fundamental duty of care issued to early childhood 
services, in particular to Family Day Care Services.  As a result road safety education and practices 
that focus on child restraint usage is left to the vagaries of  the regulatory and enforcement policies 
and programs specific to each jurisdiction, which vary considerably across Australia.   
 

1 Edith Cowan University, Child Health Promotion Research Centre: http://www.chprc.ecu.edu.au/projects/past-
projects/chprc/development-of-national-practices-for-early-childhood-safety-education  
2 ACECQA - Guide to the National Quality Standard, September 2013. 
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ELAA strongly urges that appropriate reference to the safe transportation of children (including the 
correct use of child restraints) be restored in the revised NQF.  Transport regulations in each 
Australian state and territory do specify the legal requirements for child restraint usage and these 
and other traffic laws are enforced by police.  However, relying on these processes alone is unlikely 
to result in appropriate protection being afforded to every child in early childhood settings.   
Children being transported by educators have a right to be safe and to be protected from potential 
injury in the event of a crash.  It is part of the duty of care of the educator to know about child 
restraint safety and to ensure each child they transport travels with optimum safety.   

Importance of road safety in early childhood 

The case for inclusion of road safety education and safe transportation of children in early years 
services is compelling.  The improvement of the design of vehicles and road infrastructure has led to 
reductions in road trauma across Australia.  However, the road death rate for children aged 0 to 14 
years is high compared with other OECD countries, with Australia ranked 18th in 20063.  Several 
thousand children aged 0-6 years are hospitalized each year in Australia due to transport related 
injuries4.  In 2013, a total of 28 children aged between 0 and 6 years were killed on Australian roads.  
Of those killed, 19 were car passengers, 7 were pedestrians and 2 were bicyclists.5  

Children are particularly vulnerable road users.  They face grave risks if they are travelling in a car as 
a passenger if they are either unrestrained or incorrectly restrained.  The vast majority of young 
children in Australia use child restraints while travelling in cars, with research showing that 98% 
travel in restraints (Brown et al, 2012).  However, other problems with child restraint usage occur 
when: 

• children travel in restraints that are the incorrect restraint type for their age (it is estimated that 
approximately 24% of children are using the incorrect restraint type6) 

• child restraints are incorrectly used or installed (up to 70% of restraints are incorrectly installed 
or used). 

The incorrect selection and use of child restraints contributes to the injury levels of child 
passengers.  It is estimated that 42% of fatalities and 55% of injuries could be eliminated if all 
children aged 1-6 years were travelling in an appropriate restraint that is not installed with any 
errors.7    

Children also face significant risks as pedestrians and while riding bicycles due to their size, their 
inability to accurately perceive vehicle travel speeds and difficulty foreseeing potential dangers as 
road users.  If a child is struck by a vehicle that is travelling at 30km/h or more, they are not 
physically able to survive the impact of the crash and will be killed.  With most urban roads in 

3 Australian National Road Safety Strategy (2011-2020) 
www.infrastructure.gov.au/roads/safety/national_road_safety_strategy 
4 Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (2014) Hospitalised injury in children and young people 2011–12, 
www.aihw.gov.au/publications/injury-reports 
5 Australian Road Deaths Database, www.bitre.gov.au/statistics/safety. 
6 Lennon, A.  (2012)  A cross-sectional observation study of child restraint use in Queensland following changes in 
legislation, Journal of the Australasian College of Road Safety, vol. 23, 45-53. 
7 Du, W., Finch, C., Hayen., A., Bilston, L., Brown, J. and Hatfield, J.  (2010)  Relative benefits of population-level 
interventions targeting restraint-use in child car passengers, Pediatrics, vol. 125, 304-312.  
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Australia having either 50km/h or 60km/h speed limits, small errors or a lack of constant adult 
supervision can be fatal for child pedestrians.8 

Limitations of transport legislation 

While the road safety laws in most Australian jurisdictions include child restraint and pedestrian 
safety regulations and penalties, these regulations represent the minimum standard acceptable.  
The best safety practice in child restraint selection, installation and usage as well as safe pedestrian 
behaviour and supervision are not enshrined in legislation and are not likely to be due to the 
complex nature of enforcing such laws.  Research has also shown that to increase optimal child 
restraint practices, multi-faceted interventions that include education and instruction are needed, in 
addition to legislation9.  

Sound research clearly prescribes best practice in the use of child restraints10 and a range of 
programs and resources are available to guide the optimal safety practices in the transportation of 
children.  It is these practices that need to be encouraged in early childhood education and care 
settings and in the NQF.    

A community wide, multi-faceted approach to road safety is also reflected in the Australian Road 
Safety Strategy.  The strategy aims to improve road safety and reduce road trauma in Australia, and 
has been committed to by the Federal Government and all State and Territory governments.  One 
key component of this strategy is the recognition that road safety is a shared responsibility.  It 
states that “achieving lasting change in road safety will require governments, industry and the 
broader community to work together”.  ELAA believes that this shared responsibility for the safety 
of children needs to be reflected in the NQF. 

Transporting children 

Early childhood services have a duty of care to protect young children when they are road users.   
This involves both transporting children and also educating children and informing parents about 
road safety.   

For some providers, transportation of children outside the child care setting mainly occurs during 
excursions, when the children may be travelling by bus or on foot.  However, for other providers 
such as many Family Day Care educators, transporting children outside the home is a frequent 
activity, and can involve the children being pedestrians, passengers in private vehicles, bicycling or 
travelling on public transport.  A recent survey of Victorian Family Day Care educators found that 
over 80% of educators transported the children in their care outside the home at least once a 
week11. 

8 Oxley, J., Hoareau, E., Corben,B., Logan., D. and Devlin, A.  (2012)  Understanding the challenges facing child pedestrian 
trauma in Victoria 2000-2010, Journal of the Australasian College of Road Safety, vol. 23, 23-30. 
9 Brown, J and Bilston, L.  (2012)  Child Occupant Protection in Australia, Journal of the Australasian College of Road Safety, 
vol. 23, 37-44. 
10 National Guidelines for the Safe Restraint of Children Travelling in Motor Vehicles (2013)  
www.kidsafe.com.au/crguidelines 
11 Nikolin, S., Bilston, L., Lindner, H. & Brown, J.  (2013)  Child Restraint practices and knowledge in family day care services 
in Victoria, Report for VicRoads. 
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This research also revealed that 15.9% of educators were transporting at least one child in an 
incorrect restraint type for the age of the child.  This means that those children are at far greater risk 
of injury or death if the vehicle they are travelling in is involved in a crash.   

Early childhood services have a responsibility to ensure that all children in their care are safe.  Due 
to the potentially catastrophic consequences of road crashes, ensuring that children are protected 
as road users requires that services, providers and educators are explicitly aware of what they need 
to do to optimize the safety of children when being transported in cars, buses or as pedestrians.  
Early childhood education providers need to be encouraged to have documented policies and 
procedures in place.  Adhering to these when transporting children is fundamental to protecting the 
children in early childhood settings. 

Educating children about road safety 

Early childhood services play an important role in educating preschool children about being safe 
road users.  These strategies play an important part in children’s active participation in their local 
community (Outcome 2 Early Years Learning Framework).  They can also play an important role in 
providing relevant information to parents and educators about protecting children as road users.   

Recommendations for Standards 2.3 and 6.2 

It is recommended that the following guidance be included in the Guide to the National Quality 
Standard under Quality Standard 2.3: 
 
Where the service transports children: 

o transport is suitable and safe for all children  
o only car seats, restraints and booster seats that meet the Australian Standard (AS/NZ 1754) 

are used 
o children are travelling in the appropriate restraint type for their age and size 
o the restraint is installed correctly in accordance with the manufacturer’s instructions.   

 
The information above should be included in Questions to guide reflection on practice for standard 2.3 
and more specifically within element 2.3.2, as well as in the Additional guidance for family day care 
services.  
 
In addition, guidance on the points below should be provided to services to support best practice in 
the use of child restraints and the safe transportation of children. : 

o How to choose restraints with high safety ratings. 
o Replacing restraints when prescribed by the manufacturer (usually every 5 years). 
o Avoiding the use of child restraint accessories. 
o Avoiding having children aged under 12 years travel in the front seat. 

 
It is recommended that under National Quality Standard 6.3 existing guidance that “road safety 
education and any active transport initiatives are incorporated into the education program” be 
maintained in any revisions to the NQF. 
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We believe there are also many other standards and elements within the NQS (for example 2.3, 3.1, 
3.2 etc.) that relate to safety checks and monitoring of equipment that could and should apply to 
child restraints.  We would value the opportunity to discuss this further.  
 
ELAA has developed “model” policies for early childhood services in relation to both the safe 
transportation of children and road safety education which can be used by early childhood services 
and family day care services as a basis for good practice.  These are freely available to all early 
childhood services in Australia on the ELAA website.   
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