Position Paper

Lowering of
the school
age to 3.5

‘}A TAaL;Fc.nl:;'rr:Iilaian Childcare Alliance A u g U St 2 O 1 7




Position Paper: Lowering the School Age to 3.5 Years

Contents

03

04

05

08

13

15

16

17

18

g N
W Australian Childcare Alliance

ACA Tasmania Position Summarf
Introduction
Background

Impact AssessmentChildren,
Families and the Economy

Impact Assessmentinadequate
Consultation

Recommendations

Appendix 1 Play Based Educatio{‘_g ;

b%
Appendix 2 Survey Analysis L/

Appendix 3 Supporting Evidence



Position Paper: Lowering the School Age to 3.5 Ye

ACA Tasmania Position Summary

Impact of lowering the
school age to
3.5 years

Children enrol in kinder at 50% of long day care

3.5 years of agéncluding services CLOSHamaging
those from diverse and the economy

disadvantaged families

P &

Younger children 63% fee increase Local bsinesses
Younger children, are referred to 500 + Educators creating imited supplying Brly
unable to compete support services unemplayed child care options Childhood Education
with older peers more often for creating financial for familieswith 0 and Caresector
become anxious. ADHD and hardship in -3yr. old children experience financial
behavioral issues. communities losses.

" 4

3

Children drop out Further job losses . : Famlll_es leave
earlier andrepeat in local Reduction in Increase in regional
generational cycle communities cause workforce unregistered care communitiesand
of unemployment economic hardship. participation options. more disadvantage

created.

Reject Sections 8 & 9 of the EducatAet 2016

u LdiQa y20 Ay (GKS 06Sad AydSNEB ypéarspecavd
u LGQa y2i Ay GKS o6Said AyaSNBada 27 mm
u It negatively impacts communities, workforce participation and the econorr [

u Tasmaniaong day car¢LDC}entres will close due to loss of children and g
servies becoming unaffordable for families

u It will create major job losses for over 58@rly Childhood Education andr€
(ECEQ)ducators
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Introduction

Asa national peak body in the Australian Early Childh
Education and Care (ECEC) sector, the Australian
Childcare Alliance (ACA) represents more than 2,500
members(long day care service providees)d
approximately 360,000 families throughout Austaali

Our mission
To lead policy and representatipby fostering
collaboration, knowledge sharing and communication

Our vision

To be the voice of antb support service providers in tf
provision of high quality, affordable, sustainable and
accessible ady childhood education and care.

AV»A
"A Australian Childcare Alliance

Tasmania

ACA Tasmania was formed in March 2017, with
approval from the ACA National Executive Commit
(Board).

Our membership has grown quickly in a short time
with over 40 new members from across both the
community and privee sector.

This position paper has been developed in
collaboration with Tasmanian Long Day Care (LDC
service providers in response to the Tasmanian
D2@SNYYSy(Qa LieRdgelkhat childrek
commence their education in a school environmém
3.5 years.

Our goal over time is toontinue toembed ACA
Tasmania as a key stakeholder in the Tasmanian |
sector.




Background
The Education & 2016

In November2016,the EducatiorAct2016(the Act)was
passeddy the Tasmanian House of Assembly. The Acl
included reference to lowering the school age for childi
in Tasmania t@.5years of age In accordance with the
Act, the Minister for Education and Training is requited
make ordersdy 1 September 2017 prior to clauses 8 ar
being enacted.

ACATasmania has significant social and economic cor
regarding the proposed policy change to lower the sch
starting age, notably that:

1. LGdQa y24 Ay (KS
developmentally psychologicallyrad
educationally

2. It will threaten the viability of LDC service
providers (businesses)

3. It will create affordability, access and engagen
issues for parents using LDC, effecting
employment

4. 1t will eliminate employment opportunities for
many LDC sector dta

5. It will detrimentally impact local communities
across Tasmania and the economy

6. The consultation process to date has been
inadequate

7. There has been significant adverse community
and ECEC sector feedback on the proposal.

60Sai

The Education and Training Mirgsthas several
obligations under the Act centered around sector
consultation. For to making any such order, the Minist
must seek and consider a written implementation repo
as well agsecommendationgrom the Secretary of the
Department of Educatian These recommendations mus
consider thesocial and economic impact of sections 8 ¢
9 of the Acton the TasmaniaECEGector, Tasmanian
children and their families. The ordsjand report must
alsobe tabled in both Houses of Parliamenmtith
Parlianent havingthe power to disallow the ord€s).

1. Whitebread, Dt NB & OK2 2

OKAf RNRYWOR
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Member feedback from Tasmanian LDC service provider.
revealed a high degree of concern regarding inadequate
sector consultation. More recenthlACA Tasmania met witt
the Minister for Educatiomand attemped to consult withthe
Secretary of the Bpartment of Educatiomegarding input to
their reports.

The interactions with the Secretary have unfortunately
NEAYF2NDOSR (KS &aS002NDa Wsi
have beemarticularlydisappointed th far, in the
willingness to discuss and negotiate viable solutjevisch
remain in the best interests dfasmanian families and
children.. &SR 2y 1 /1 ¢FAYIl YAL
sector and the overwhelming evidence against the propo:
policy ctange, ACA Tasmania remains firm in our stance
Sections 8 & 9 of the Educatidgkct 2016 should not be
allowed to progress through Parliament.

TheActgoes against the best practieeademiaesearch
from Australia and around the worldThis research
demonstrates that younger is not better whendbmes to
starting school and does not give children any academic
advantage- in fact it cando the opposite. MrDavid
Whitebread (UKdevelopmental cognitive psychologist and
early years specialistvas quotedas followsd ¢ KS SY
evidence is that children who have a longer period of play
based early childhood education that goes on to age six (
seven, finish up with a whole range of clear advantages ii
the long term. Academically they do better and they
experience more emotional wellbeing.(1)

Moreover, the proposed policy will have a significant adve
impact on Tasmanian families, communities, and service
providers, damaging an already fragile economy in Tasm

d20AFf LINBGESYR
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Background

National Context

It is important to contextualiséhe proposed policyssue
within the broader national perspective. Clouding any
debate in thisarea is the facthat a nationally consistent
school starting agbas not yet beerestablished

Ly GSN¥xa 2F ¢lavlyila Oc
strong arguments to support that Tasmania is currently
best positioned with a chid entry into formé&schooling
(Prep)after the age of 5.Whilst this is still young by
comparison with many European and Scandinavian
countries, many professionals and educators in the sec
would argue that this age would be preferable around t|
country.

Variable termmology and settings across States in
Australia causes confusion (see table below). The obv
RAFFSNBYOS o6SAy3 ¢FaYIlYyAL
funded under the Universal Access Partnership
Agreement. In Tasmania, this is exclusively provided ir
formal school environment and is not assessed under t
National Quality Standard (NQS). This confusion and |
of national consistency leads to a focus on compulsory
starting ages.

According to the relevant State legislative requirements,
Tasmania currently requires children to be enrolledhieir
first year of full time shool either earlier, or in line whtall
other states and territories except Western Australif.
¢FavYl yAl Qascioaagd ikirtdac2d\EB proposec
Tasmania will be in line with only Western Australia and
children willbe required to be in full timechool six
months ealier thanmost ofthe country.

The established researdh relation to preschool refers to
the need in Australia to add a second year of-pcaool,
broadly at around the age of 3 at a raté 15 hoursper
week,to improve short and long term educational
outcomes br children(2). The quality and type of the
program is vitally important as well as the quality of the
interactions(3).

SCHOOL STARTING AGES

Comparison of the Early Education & Care Environments for each State / Territory
by a child’s age - based on a child commencing School as early as possible.

“Kindergarten”

“Prep”

L — L]
6yrs

V!
P
1yrs

Transition

me————— om
¢ [ T
) ———— 38yrs 5 4.9yrs byrs
Kindergarten* Preparato Education & Care Environment
b nVlC : — 48yrs A9yrs — L 6yrs I All programs are assessed under the NQF
‘ SA Pre-School / Kindergarten Programs™ Reception ’ Education & Care {LDC) and School Environments
A | — ] 5

- * All programs are assessed under the NQF

b3 TAS (now) Kindergarten
' — 3yrs Yy —— 1S
il (proposed) Kindergarten
0 35yrs 3I6YS ——— byis

Formal School Environment
No programs are assessed under the NQF
4.6 means 4 years and 6 months of age, 4.9 means 4 yrs and 9 mths of age.

*Funding provided through the Universal Access to Early Childhood
Education - through the National Partnership Agreement.

2. Fox,S&Geddes,M-Mi t chel | Institute Report: ATwc
3.  Professor Taylor, C - University of Melbourne E4Kids longitudinal study (2016)

4. The Examiner i School starting age changes in Tasmania versus Australia (2016


http://www.mitchellinstitute.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Two-Years-are-Better-than-One.pdf
http://www.mitchellinstitute.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Two-Years-are-Better-than-One.pdf
http://education.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/2310907/E4Kids-Report-3.0_WEB.pdf
http://www.examiner.com.au/story/4745082/how-does-tasmanias-school-starting-age-compare/

The proposedK | y3Sa Ay ¢ legshfibna I
not appear to have considerdtie evidence in that they
are notproviding fora second year of prechool for
children before their seven years of primary schooling.

In fact, should this change progress ghd
recommendation for two years of prschoolbe
considered into the future, adding a second year of-pre
school would mean that childrestart their early learning
in this system aR.5 years of ageThis outcome is of
course unreasonable and exposes the flavhis ilt
considered policy proposal.

Whilst no state has committed funds to establishing a
second year of funded prechool, it is worttconsidering
how pre-school/kindergarten is provided through various
service delivery models across the country.

Witk G§KS bl A2yt vdzZ € Al@
implementation in 2012 we ne have arECEGector that
isassessed against quality standards that were
implemented by the Federal Government in 2012.

In this context, many states now recognise the benefits
utilising a mixed market service delivery model in the
years before schoal A warning for Tasmania is evident i
the experience of New South Wales (NSW). NSW had
previously failed tancrease preschool participation in
ECE due to estrictingtheir subsidiesat first to state

0l &SR WLINS foQpadonialist@e schpaling).

NSWrfound that childrendid not significantlyncrease
participation inECEQGs it did not suit the needs of
working families. Rather, after the completion of the
Brennan Report), they expanded this funding to
includeLDC servicesvhichhave trainedearly childhood
teachersand a comprehensive educational program, an
subsidised the cost to families to attend these services.
NSW has subsequently experiencau increase in
participation in ECE
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The most successful state at supportjpeyticipation in
ECE®as been VictoriaThe Kennett Government
recognised in the laté9d n Q & LDEsKrvides were a
wonderful opportunity to engage more children in pre
school. They subsequently established a state
government funded integrated kindergan program to
complement the more traditional kindergarten system.

This funding was contingent on children iayaccess to
a program delivered by a tertiary trainezrly childhood
teacher for a set number of hours a week. Tdllscation
of hoursnow sits at 15 hours per week and the funding
has been in place for almost 20 years. This funding
remains available to all providéypes.

There is no reason to suggest that Tasmania could not
implement such a system forS+ NJ 2t RQ&a |
less costo the tax payer and deliver on its aim of
improving outcomes for children. This would allow
Tasmania to promote its world class ECEC services,
deliver a second year of pigchoo| and result in

improved short and longerm outcomes for children and
therefore long term economic benefit to the state as the
evidencesuggest$6). This could all be done without the
need for lowering the school age and without the need
for investment in new facilities and signifitacapital
expense to the State.

It shouldbe noted that Tasmanian Kindergarten prograr
have not been required to be assessed under the NQF
unlike the rest of the Country. There is also a high level
concern that Kindergarten programs do not and will not
be able to meet the NQF requirements haut significant
alterations to both practice and facilitie§here is also a
high level of concern that Kindergarten programs do no
and will not be able to meet the NQF requirements
without significant alterations to both practice and
facilities. On this basis alone thexistingprograms
available through the curreritDCSector in Tasmania are
clearly more appropriate and prepared to implement
enhanced programs if Tasmanian tax payer funding is
availableto extend universal access to younger children

It is also an option that the Tasmani&CEG left
unchanged, again at no expense to the State.

5. Brennon, D - Review of NSW Government Funding for Early Childhood Education

6. Professor Heckman, J i The Heckman Equation (2012)
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Impact Assessment

Lowering the school age will adversely imipaaldren, families,

the community and the economy

The current proposal talver the ageof starting school
(Prep)for F & Y I Y A | Qappeér atfaceNaugn
have been conceived based on international studies
show engaging in high quality ETlfings about benefit
to children and communitiesHoweverthe Tasmanian
D2 @S NY Y Sy (i dréctlylcimBictsIavighlthe
volumes of best practice research in this area.

Research demonstrates the need to increase
participation in high quality LDC programs, where the
emphasis is on play based experiential learning in an
appropriate environment with no timetables or
restrictions. mcreasing participation in high quality EC
is one of the most effective ways that government cal
address the inequities faced by children from vulnera
and disadvantaged famili€g). A rarge of Australian ar
International studies have quantified thatdreased
participation in EGEhas positive outcomes on ther@&s
DomesticProductin the short term and long tern8( 9,
10).

Impact on Children

Childrenat this agestill need to sleemluring the day
quite often still need nappies, and certainly require
toileting and facilities (chairs, tables etc.) that are of &
different heightand more accessibklan thoseof their
school aged peerdl). Childrerrequire freedom of
movementandthe ability to learn at a pace that is
suitable to their intellectual developmepot stencils
andformal learning curriculums.

Young childremequire flexible day time schedules whi
adapt to their changing needgsnot bells telling them
when to line upand when to come insideThis is even
more important for children with additional and divers
needs, including those with unregulated behaviours.
Children need an unstructured environment where
trained educators can work to provide tailored suppol
andengagement.

Mr. Steve Biddulph AM and Associate Professor Kay
Margetts have produced relevant research that
demonstrates the negative emotional impact on children
being placed in environments where they are expected t
perform above their developmental capacity (12, 13). A
more detailed explanation of the immense importance of
play-based education is provided in Appendix 1.

Fa optimum emotional wellbeing,qung children require
continuity of carenot being taken to one fality (Before
school care) only to be transferred to another facility
(Shool) before being delivered to a third environmeAftér
school care) if their parents are working3j1 In addition to
these multiple transitions throughout the day, they will be
placed in environments with limited adult supervision (off
school halls etc.) with children as old as 12. This is
unacceptable and conflicts with the core elements of the
NQF.

The NQF was introduced in 2012 and is based on best
practice evidence frm Australia and Internationally. It
outlines how to achieve high quality early childhood
education and care programs5jl The NQF sets the
standards for staff qualifications and ratios, it provides
detailed descriptions of what an experiential plagsed
learning environment looks like, and outlines a
comprehensive curriculum framework. Critically, it is an
outcomebased framework that recogses the need for
O2y i SEldza t SRdzOF GA2y ol &8
Moreover, all ECEC services aresimehdently assessed fo
quality across Australia.

7. Professor Whitebread, D - Sydney Morning Herald (26 January 2014)
8. Professor Heckman, Ji The Heckman Equation (2012)

9. PwC - Putting a value on early childhood education and care in Australia (2014
10. Linch, R & Vaghul, K'i The Benefits and Costs of Investing in Early Childhood Education

11. The Advertiser i Four too young for some kids to start school (2016)

12. Biddulph, S Raising Boys (1997)

13. Ass Professor Magettes, Ki The Sydney Morning Herald (2012)
14. Bredekamp, S & Copple, C - Developmentally Appropriate Practice in Early Childhood Education (2009

15. National Quality Framework Overview (2016



http://www.smh.com.au/national/education/experts-warn-starting-school-too-young-harms-learning-wellbeing-20140125-31fp8.html#ixzz45lLSJXds
https://heckmanequation.org/resource/invest-in-early-childhood-development-reduce-deficits-strengthen-the-economy/
https://www.pwc.com.au/pdf/putting-value-on-ecec.pdf
http://equitablegrowth.org/report/the-benefits-and-costs-of-investing-in-early-childhood-education/
http://www.adelaidenow.com.au/news/south-australia/four-too-young-for-some-kids-to-start-school-south-australian-survey-finds/news-story/0856bc2081151ec6b14436d00178800b
https://books.google.com.au/books/about/Raising_Boys.html?id=wEvfoAEACAAJ&redir_esc=y&hl=en
http://www.smh.com.au/national/education/what-is-the-right-age-to-start-school-20120415-1x1bi.html
https://www.naeyc.org/files/naeyc/file/positions/PSDAP.pdf
http://www.acecqa.gov.au/national-quality-framework/explaining-the-national-quality-framework
http://www.acecqa.gov.au/national-quality-framework/explaining-the-national-quality-framework

To this point, the Minister for Education and Training
failed to confirm that the pticy change will align with tl
NQF. During a Parliamentary session on this matter,
aAyAaidSNI KFa &adl aS mirraryas fa
as is practical, the standards. LG A& O2y
Minister plans to move away from care ratiggecified ir
the NQF, moving from a 1:10 ratio to a 2:25 ratio for
children aged over 36 months. A failure to commit to
NQF sets a dangerous ECEC precedent, particularly
ratios are diminished and children receive less
personalised nurturing progras

It is critical to note that while the school starting age i
voluntary, most parents will read this opportunity as ¢
guide to school readiness. This decision will be reacl
in the absence of appropriate feedback and assessm
2T (0 KSA NI ghrirital needsiandraStdabréadin
for school. The change in policy direction to make it4
compulsory presents significant risks. Not only will tF
confuse parents, buage gaps of up 18 months could
0S SOGARSYil Ay I OKATheRQ&
potential forcomposite classeis smaller schools could
mean an age gap of up to three years. Not only is thi
detrimental for children, buthe pressure oteachers
unfamiliar and not trained with this age groigpgoing tc
be compounded.

Impacton Vulnerable Children

TheTasmanian gvernment has claimed that lowering
the school age will somehow improve outcomes for
children from disadvantaged backgrounds. This is sir
not the case and in factesearch would suggest that tf
opposite is true Being able to respond to children witt
special needs individually is achievable in LDC throus
building trusting and positive relationships with familie
and children.

The Mitchell Institute has prioritised attendance in EC
to address inequity statingiAn overly structured,
academic focus in preschool can prevent children fro
developing the social and emotional skills they
needXlowering the school age would pull children out
this system and put them into schools essence, doin
the opposite of wnat the research indicates is in their
best interest& 6 mc U

16. Mitchell, ST Two Years are Better than one (2016)
17. Professor Heckman, J i The Heckman Equation (2012)

18. Deloitte i Modelling Review: Impact of Lowering the School Age (2016
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Nobel Prize winning University of Chicago Economics
Professor James Heckman has been studying the mass
benefits of investment in high quality Early Childhood
Education, particularly for children fromulnerable and
disadvantaged background

I SO Yresgafrh ad analysis shows that thébest way
to reduce deficits is to invest in quality early childhood
development for disadvantaged children. It creates bett:
education, health, social and econonoigtcomes that
increase revenue and reduce the need for costly social
spendingg | SO Y I y Q& KNIRsEAS NGOty «
birth-to-five programs for disadvantaged children can
RSEAGSNI I wmoz LISNI @ @FNJ NE

With regards to affordahi A G @ = G KS CSRSI
Jobs for Families funding package, to be implemented i
2018, hago some measure addresseide needs of
families from disadvantaged backgrounds atterghigh
quality ECE This funding would not be extended to
children atending school.

All modelling that has beeandertaken to date in LDC
points to:
1 Asignificant increase ihDCfees for children in
the younger age group
1 Reducd participation for children from lower
sociceconomic groups.

These findings include theday' | Yy Ay D2 @SN
report by Deloitte (18)as well as data produced by
Childhood Australia (ECAgnd ACA Tasmania.

Lowering the school age will further contribute to
inequity, bringing about more disadvantage for children
who are already vulerable and face hardship throughout
their education. The lack of Government assurance that
the NQF will be applied for this younger cohort is
concerning. Experience from Western Australia
demonstrates that their school system has unsuccessfu
implementd a similar policy with pseudo commitment t
the NQF. As a result, children as young as 3.5 years ol
are taught in a classoom based environment.


http://www.mitchellinstitute.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Two-Years-are-Better-than-One.pdf
http://www.mitchellinstitute.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Two-Years-are-Better-than-One.pdf
https://heckmanequation.org/resource/invest-in-early-childhood-development-reduce-deficits-strengthen-the-economy/
https://documentcentre.education.tas.gov.au/Documents/Deloitte-Access-Economics-Review-of-Modelling.pdf
https://documentcentre.education.tas.gov.au/Documents/Deloitte-Access-Economics-Review-of-Modelling.pdf
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Impact on LDC Services

There are 119 LDC services in Tasmania, comprising
dominant ECEC service type for children in the years
before they attend primary school (19Many services,
losing ther 3.5yearsand older agechildren,will face
financial instability. They willbe forced to raise their fee
or to close. Critically, the majority of services also repc
that they are operating at below capacity already.

Why will fees increase?

The cat of ECEC service delivéoy children under the
age of 3 is necessarily higher than those older tBaas ¢
direct result of the NQBa S RdzOl (i 2 NJ |j dz
ratios. Services cross subsidise this by using econom
scale which incorporate theolder children. Taking away
children aged 3.5 and ovéy moving them into the
schooling system means that services will have to inc
their fees for younger childreto stay viable

Productivity CommissiorEvidence
Expenses to deliver LDC to childiess than two years ¢
age are more than double that of a child aged three tc
years (20). This is because of the higher staff to chilc
ratios for the younger age group.

PC report: Operating costs per child in LDC

100

60
40

Birth to 24 Months © 24 to 36 Months 36 to 48 Months 48 to 60 Months

for birth to 24 months
o
3

Per cent of average operating costs
)
S

ACA Tasmania Survey Data

ACA Tasmania surveyed 37 different LDC services fr
both the private and community sector. 3,988 childre
were enrolled in LDC programslivered by these 37
providers in the sample week. This represents a san
size of approximately 35% of total Tasmanian enrolm
as sourced from th&®eport on Government Services
ACA Tasmania analysis demonstrates that there will |
immediate redwction of 27% of all attendances. This
detailed further in Appendix 2.

Due to the price elastic nature of LDC, particularly for
families with lower incomes, it is inevitable that Tasmi
will see a substantial reduction in demand if fees incr
signficantly. Although our members feel strongly that
the impact would be greater, our analysis considers a
conservative 25% reduction in participation based on
expected fee increasencorporating thifurther
reduction into the analysis, it is estinet that
attendances will reduce by an average total of 539tir
survey data suggests an average fee increase of 63%
policy is implemented).

A detailed extract of the ACA Tasmania survey result
provided in Appendix 2 to this report. A casady on
the following page better explains how the proposed
changes will affect a small Tasmanian community sel

ACA Tasmania Surveyolicy Impact Summary

80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
-20% Expected Impact on Expected Impact on Fees
-40% Participation
-60%
-80%

63%

-59%

19. Report on Government Services Report (2016)
20. Productivity Commission Review (2015)
21. ACA Tasmania Operator Survey (2017)



http://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/childcare/report

Case Study Example
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This Tasmanian service has been operating in Tasmania since 2009. They currently have 32 approved places ¢
daily fee is $71. Their current enrolment profile is aofod:

f

= =4 -4 —a A -1

7
21
14
16
14
9
4

X

X X X X X X

0-1years
1-2years

2 -3 years
3-3.5years
3.5-4 years
4 ¢ 4.9 years
5+ years.

Scenario 1: Costs increase by $67 to $138 per day.

Thiswill be the result if 3.5 years and older ageuldren are withdrawn fronattending andhe service is able to replac
thesechildrenwith other 0-3-year-old children.

Scenario 2: Costs increase by $89 to $160 per day.

Thiswill be themost likelyoutcome aghis service will be unable to fill thegp®sitions due to the small population of

their local area.

This scale of fee increase means that many families iis #trea will simply be unable to afford care and will withdraw
their children from high quality ECE@dditionally many families willvithdraw themselvesfrom participating inthe
workforce making it more difficult to recruit and retain employees to essential positions within this community.
Additionally, the local economy will be damaged.

Forecast outcome= Serviceclosureand negative impacts on Tasmanian children,
families, the community and theeconomy.

VISIT Fi @ACA-Tasmania or #acatas TO FIND OUT
HOW YOU CAN HELP STOP THIS CHILD CARE CRISIS

*Biddulph, S. (2016, September, 9). Too Much Too Young is Dangerous, The Mercury

‘ &c rly for our
IAren c nd too late for
Care Centres

The Liberal State Government plans to lower
the school starting age to 3.5 years old

x Research proves this is TOO YOUNG and affects children’s emotional development”

E This decision will close half of Tasmanian Child Care Centres,
reducing access to child care & increasing fees significantly

Australian Childcare Alliance
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Impact on Families

Significant fee increases are unacceptable for Tasmar
families, as this will compromise affordability and
accessibilityParticularly regional Tasmaniasgnificantly
affected by lowincomelewvels (2). ! / ! ¢ aYly
service operator survey confirmed this fact, wit% of
families receiing the maximum child¢are benefit
currently (100%-+) and a further 17% of families receivi
75% to 100%

Moreover, 27% of services surveyed by ACA Tasmani
received funding under the Community Support Progre
(CSP). The CSP is a program designed to siuthport
unigue requirements oflisadvantagediegional and
remote communities Making it cost prohibitive fothese
families to accessDGservices isinaceptable

It also poses a real risk, as a follow on, that parent
engagement will be less in a school environment than
LDC. For example, there is daily interaction with parel
and LDC service educators and providers. This promc
strong family anc&community ties and open discussions
GKS OKAfRQA& LINRPBINBaaAZY
readiness for school.

It will also leave working pants in a difficulposition f
services are rendered unviable and forced to close for
thirteen weeks ayearduringschool holiday$with limited
or no vacation care availabjle

Impact on Staff

The adverse impact on familiesad service providers will
detrimentally impact the employment prospects fobC
educators. Data generated by Early Childhood Aliatra
(ECAhighlights that around 500 early childhoeducator:
will lose their jobg23). Most of these Educators have
directly benefited from $300M recently invested by the
CSRSN}Yt D2@SNyyYSydaQa [ 5/
Programme Fund. Aside from shivaste of Federal
funding, these Educator job losses will haveegative
flow on effect on local communities~uture career choic
for students wanting a career in ECEC will also be
compromised.

. ABC Radio National - The Bush Telegraph (2014)
. Early Childhood Australia i Fact Sheet (2016)

. Jaumotte, F - Female Labour Force Participation (2004)

. Thevenon, O - Drivers of Female Labour Force Participation (2013)
. Productivity Commission Report into Childcare and Early Childhood Learning
. Early Childhood Australia i Fact Sheet (2016)
. Landsdown, S - The Advocate (2017)

Impact on the Community

The economicléw on to the community of these chang
would be cippling. The Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development EC) panel data studies
by Jaumotte Z4) and Thevenoi25)found that access to
publicly funded childcare services for young children
appeared to stimulate fullime workforce participation o
women aged 25 to 54 years. The Productivity Commi:
found that large changes in prices viidlve amaterial
impact on workforce participation (26).

Data sourced from ECA highlights that emtegions will
be left without access to LDC services. For example,
will be no services between Brighton and Launceston
Moreover, bcal small businesses that work with these
services (grocers, cleaners, suppliers) would have a
downturn in bisiness.It is concerning that the Secretar
of the Department of Education was quoted at an ECA
event in response to a question on this issue that
GodzaiySaasSa Ot2aS SOSNE

The lack of community support for the proposed chang
was evident in a reant newspaper poll by the Advocate
As at 31 Julyhis survey highlighted that 99 of the
1,262 respondents were against the proposed policy
change (8). Parents, unable taccess affordable LDC, '
withdraw fromparticipation in employment and edatior
opportunities

The increase in fees necessary to accommodate this
change will result in LDC services being accessible by
those that can afford it, creating an elitist outcome. T!
new Jobs for Families chitdire subsidy system is desig
to reduce out of pocket expenses for families.
Unfortunately, the proposed changes in Tasmania will
mean that Tasmanian families will have much higher ¢
pocket expenses than comparable families in other Sti


http://www.abc.net.au/radionational/programs/bushtelegraph/rural-poverty/5909108
http://www.earlychildhoodaustralia.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/ECA-Fact-Sheet.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/eco/labour/31743836.pdf
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/social-issues-migration-health/drivers-of-female-labour-force-participation-in-the-oecd_5k46cvrgnms6-en
http://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/childcare#report
http://www.earlychildhoodaustralia.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/ECA-Fact-Sheet.pdf
http://www.theadvocate.com.au/story/4809318/lowering-age-not-key-to-equity-researcher/

Impact Assessment

Inadequate Consultation

ACA Tasmania members are unanimous in their feedba
that the consultation process to date with servigmviders
has been poorOne such example is as follaws

d was not aware of any consultation prior to attending a
ECA meeting in March 2016, where | was horrified to he
what was proposed and how thivould affect our service.
responded to the Regulatory Impact StaternéRIS) | then
made a submission and contacted my local MLC and
organised a teleconference withe Minister for Education.
The Ministercontinually stated throughout the meetirthat
GeSQft KIF@gS G2 3INBS G2 R
have any contact from him, only two letters which were r
personalised. Nor did the letters address my questions.
my request, | later mewith the Secretary of thBepartment
of Educationfor just over one hour and was told repeatec
that | wouldéjust need to adjust my business madeThe
Secretary declined an invitation to tour my service, sayir
oshe was short on tinge | contacted KPMG and requeste
site visit and attendé an information forum in Burnie. Frc
then the only consultation has been with KPMG at a dat
collectionsite visit, which did not consider qualitative
information. | have not been invited to give any feedbacl
to the whole process, despite our communitydicating
likely closure of all servic&e 7) 6 H

Adverse Community and ECEC Sector Feedback
ACATasmania has engaged extensively across the ECE
sector, with 100% of our members (both community and
private providers) against the proposed policy change.
petition sent via our Facebook page has generated over
negative responses to the proposed change in a matter
weeks. Regular engagement with Early Childhood Aust
and United Voice reveals both organisations do not supj
the proposed policyltange.

A National Survey of primary school teachers highlightet
overwhelming support for later schostarting ages @).
Similarly, a survey of 1,600 teachers, principals and sup
staff carried out by the Australian Education Unitesmani
Branchshowed that 77% were against the mo{a9).

27. ACA Tasmania Operator Survey (2016)
28. Branley, A - ABC News (2016)
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At the 206 AGM of the Tasmanian Association of Stat
School Organisations a motigras endorsedo write to
the Minister for Educatiomnd Training stating theges fo
children attending Kindergarteand Prepin Tasmania
remainas is Their motion outlined thattie proposed
changes will:
I Have a significant negative impact on our scht
staff, childrenandfamilies
9 Put significant additional strain on both school
infrastructureandstaff; and
1 In many cases radically reduce valuable parer
child time during a kegdevelopmental period.

Even the familieQ/oice has been ignoredvith no
consultation or clear communication strategieSarly
childhood experts do not support the proposed chamge
fact they are campaigning to raise the school age of
childrenacrossAustralia Supporting ou rejection of the
proposed policy is a wide range of academic evidence
samples of which have been provided as Appendix 3 t
report.

Many ECEC stakeholderseancredibly unhappy with the
consultation process. Despite the@ase of theRIS in
May 2016 many service providers remained unaware.
Furthermore those few stakeholders selected to take g
in this process felt that those initial rounds of consultat
were highly managed and skewed toward the result th
governmentwas aiming to achieve.

Other services, especially those in regional areas who
would be seriously impacted by this legislatibave only
had individual interactions with thBepartmentof

Educationat their request and then told by the Minister
for Eduation and Secretaryor Educatiorthat they would
KIgS G2 WwWHaNBS G2 RAal 3IN
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29. Australian Education Union - School starting age survey (2016)


http://www.abc.net.au/news/2017-07-20/when-should-your-child-start-school/8723332
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2017-07-20/when-should-your-child-start-school/8723332
https://aeutas.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/AEU-Survey-Teachers-oppose-lower-school-start-age-12-August-2016.pdf
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The fact that theTasmanian Governmeiias
changed the draft legislationdm compulsory to
voluntary participationspeaks to the backlash over
the lowering of tke school agand lack of appropria
up-front policy consultation.

During briefings from the sector to the Members ¢
the Legislative Council and in the media the
government has repeatedly labelled service provis
&4 W8 8 NTREafishR®Mg commercial
interests above those of their familiesThis is
demeaning and divisive \@n entire communities
will be dfected by their closure.

Since the EducatioActwas tabled in Parliament in
October 2016KPMG were contracted to complete
the repat in relation to thesocial andeconomic
impact of clauses 8 and 9 of the legislatidrne
FSSRol O]l 2y YtabQa Ozy
poor, with service providersxpresegtheir
concernson regularly being advised #1 R 2 dz&
0 dz& A ¥ S & AAs HIEGESdndces have high fix
costs and generally purpodmuilt facilities this is not
realistic or achievableThese sorts of suggestions
demonstrated a clear lack of understanding of the
LDC sector in terms of the high levels of regulatio
regarding building design.

Additionally, during the preelected sites visits,
KPMG consultants collected quantitative data, bu
were unable to capture the qualitative information
which focused more upon the social implications
relating to the implementabn of this legislation.

Whilst ®me services were offered the opportunity
discuss concerns in relation to the implementatior
directly with the Secretarfor Educatiorand Mr.
Michael White (consultantinost were excluded
from these meetings.

Consultation is a procesisat should engagea sector
proactively and holistically. This includbe wider
community, relevant industry, sector specialists and
individuals so that input cabe offered in relation to
developing ssuitable solution to prolems and
contribute to the outcome.This type of proactive and
holistic consultation has consistently not occurred.

However, teachers within the publgchool systenwho
will betasked with managing the complex needs of tl
younger age group, werebtiged to remain silent
through the process as part of their employment
contracts.

Additionally, parents are largely uninformed of the
consequences of this legislatioiDisappointinglypre-
SYAYSYy(d |dziK2NRGASE Ay
and mental wellbeing such alir. Steve Biddulph AM
have been discouraged from speaking on this issue
publicly, further validating th&€CEC €2 2 N & ¢
Fo2dzi GKS AyGSINRGE (0%

The Liberal‘State‘

the school starting age to 3.5 years old
E Research proves this is TOO YOUNG and affects s devel

[5] This decision will close half of Tasmanian Child Care Centres,
reducing access to child care & increasing fees significantly

30. ABC News - Embarrassing' gag on parenting expert Steve Biddulph 'unacceptable’ (2017)



http://www.abc.net.au/news/2017-03-02/premier-says-gag-on-steve-biddulph-embarrassing-unacceptable/8318670
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Recommendations
Reject Sections 8 & 9 of the Educathet2016

Considering the overwhelming evidenaed serious negative implications for Tasneamfamilies and childrerthe
detrimental impact on localDC service providersommunities and economieplus poor stakeholder consultation, ACA
Tasmania believes thaBections 8 and 9 of the Education Act 2016 should not be allowed to progress thr&agliament

Instead, ACA Tasmania recommended that participation and funding for participation in appropriate ECEC settings
a priority. This might extend to adopting the model on offer in Victoria, where 15 hours of funded kindergar@chas
been in place for almost 20 years.

Another option is to simply leave the ECEC sector in Tasmania.as it is

A supportive communication strategy showal$o be implemented confirming that the policy is abandoned targeted at
Tasmanian:

- Families usingdtly Childhood Education &Care services
- Early Childhood Education andCare Serviceproviders

- Early Childhood Education andCare Staff

- Early Childhood Education andCare stakeholders.

The Liberal State Government plans to lower the s
starting age to 3.5 years old
{5 Research proves this is TOO YOUNG and affects children’s emotional d

ﬂ It will CLOSE half of Tasmania’s Long Day Care Centres,
REDUCING access to childcare and INCREASING fees

»~

LET KIDS BE KIDS. SAY NO TO LOWERING THE SCHOOL STARTING
AGE & KEEP TASMANIA'S LONG DAY CARE CENTRES OPEN. Australian Childcare Alliance

*Biddulph, 5. (2016, Septembec 9). Too Much Too Young & Dangerous, The Mercury
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Appendix 1

High Importace of Play Based Education

ACA Tasmania is concerned tttze proposed policy fail:
to recognise that schools are fundamentally different t
LDC Typical school settings are not play based, thoug
play based learning is at the core of best practice@ECt
theory and delivery worldwide. T$is whyplay based
principles are embedded in the NQF. As stated previs
in the report, there is overwhelming academic researc
G2 GKS Ylye oSySTAadGa LI
development(31, 32, 33).

It is the view of ACA Tasmania that the proposed polit
change to lower the school starting age3®years will
be significantly detrimental to children. ACA Tasmani
recognises the Rights of Children to play as outlined i
United Nations Conveidn on the Rights of the Child (8
This includes the benefits this offers as a positive stra
G2 Sy3r3asS OKAftRNByQa ylIl i
develop their disposition for learnin@%, 36).

/| KAt RNByQa | 3SyOes Larahi to
the coconstruction of a strengthbased curriculum whic
highlights the historical disconnect to a linear, themati
teacherled curriculum which may be developed montt
in advance with little particip@on from children (3738,
39).

Predetemined curriculums and assessment processe:
have been demonstrated to have a detrimental impac
young children40). Conversely, when play is emerge
2N A4 60FaSR 2y OKAfRNByYyQ
of inquiry it is highly motivating andeates a self
perpetuating enjoyment of learningt{).

31. Biddulph,S¢ Too Much Too Young is Dangerous, The Mer@@46j;
32. StegelinD - Importance of Play in Early Childho@dQ5

33. Woodhead, M- Changing perspectives on early childh¢@a@06)

34. United Nations Convention on the Rights of the GHi@89)

35. Depatment of Education, Empyment and Workplace Relation2009
36. SandbergA& ArlemalmHauser E- The Swedish National Curriculum (2011). (2010

37. Fleet A& Patterson C- Professional Learning in Early Childhood Settings (1928; Stegelin D - Making the Case for Play Pol{@p05

38. Fraser S- AuthenticChildhood: Exploring Reggio Emilia in the classroom (20@50, Whitebread,D - Preschool children's socigpretendplay €012).

39.Bertram, T. and Pascal, C. Eafiyars Educatiorinternational Perspective (20021, Berk, L & Meyers; The Role of Mak&elieve Play in the Development of Executive

As opposed to a school based environment, play bas
learning is a learnecentered ideology42). It is not a
performancebased model43). This is a fudamental
principle within the Reggio Emili®ontessoriand
Froebelapproaches commonly used in an ECEC setti
These ideological ECEC models siand in direct
contrast with school based pedagogical practice.

The act of playing or pretending to semeone or
a2YSGKAY3 StasS Aa YIyAFes
understandings of their relationships or interactions w
older peers and adults and their experiences within tt
environment @4, 45). Play based learning allows
children to develop thie selfimage, perspectives and t
practice the skills necessary for the next stage of
development 46).

Through play, children can develop their coordinatior
cognitive, social and communication and emotional
regulation prior to entering a more formalised learnin
environment 47, 48, 49, 50

Play encourages children to focus and concentrate fc
longer periods of time, develop organised thought
processes, planning and imige control. These are
recognigd as executive functions needed fagher
education but rguire practice to develops(l).

By placing young children in a school setting, the pla;
based learning needs of children will be severely
adversely compromised.

41.Department of Education, Efgyment and Workplace Relation2009
42.McLachlanCHeer, M and EdwardsSc Early Childhood Curriculu(2013)

43. Selles, K¢ The Role of Early Childhood Providers in Childhood OI2&48)

44. \/ygotsky, £Play and its role in the Mental development of the C[illéi33)

45. Piaget, dThe Child's Conpéon of the World(1925)

46. Bodrova, E & Leong-Dhe importance of being playf(2006)

47. Bodrova, E Curriculum and play in early childhood (2008)

48.Robson S- Selfregulation and metacognition in young children's geifiated play

40. Solar, J & Miller,d_-The Struggle for Early Childhood Curricula (2003)

Function (2013).
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Appendix 2

ACA Tasmania Survey Analysis

Background

ACATasmania rolled out a survey to all Tasmanian LDC services on 29 May 2017, closing on 31 July 2017. The st
consisted of 12 questions focused on the current operating circumstaacd attendance patterns for each service, as \
as the potential impact of the proposed lowering of the school starting age. The survey data was collecteddiendifik
format using SurveyMonkey technology.

Response Rate
I dza G NI f A | Yucdtidh® CRaNGiQ Authdri®y data suggests that there are 119 LDC services in Tasmania.
average approved licensmpacity of 62 places per service. ACA Tasmania received responses frBs8rvices,
representing:

1 Over 30% of all Tasmania@reices

1 35% of children enrolled in TasmaniaDCGorograms (3,988 of 11,312ROGS 2016 table 3A.20)

Macro Data Insights

Of the 37 LDC services surveyed

10 services reported receiving the funding under the Community Support Program

17 services reportediat they also deliver an Out of School Hours Care Program

22 services reported being either-tmcated with or are located very close to a primary school
42% of families receive Child Care Benefit at a rate of 75% or higher

On average, to meet requirementservices spend 77% of their revenue directly on wages

=4 =4 -8 -8 -9

Service Usage Demographics

Parents have choice on how many sessions of ECEC they utilise in a LDClIséfasmania, it is also common for servic
to offer part day sessions which provides flaliy for families. ACA Tasmania survey data highlighted attendgratéerns
across all age groups for the 3,988 children within the survey saniple.survey data highlighted th@t12-month-old
children are attending LDC programs for an average dfull.@lays each week and this attendance increases to 1.93 de
each week for children betweehe ages of 3.and 45. This attendance then quickly reduces to 0.71 days a week for
children who are over the age of 4&hildren who are also attending Kiadjarten.

Key Findings

Using these actual participation rates across all age group€A Tasmania has forecasted that there will be an
immediate average reduction of 27% of all attendanc&gth the number of full day sessions reducing from 6,892 per
week to 5,049 full day sessions.

This analysis considers the reduced participation of children when they are also attending school kindergarten proc
the exclusion altogether of the childrewhich will be then at full time school under the propasal

Due to thehighlyprice elastic nature dECEparticularly for families with lower incomes, it is inevitable that Tasmania
see a significant reduction in participation when a large price rise eventuates.

Although ACA'asmania rembers feel strogly that the impact would be greateour analysis considers a conservati?g%
reduction in participation when the fee level increasddased on this pricébased retraction in demand, this will equate 1
a 59% reduction in attendances on average.

Serveesthat have higher portions of families with lower incomes will see a higher reduction than services with highe
portions of higher income families.

On average, survey respondents suggested tha@3% increase in fees would be requirgaistay viable.




Position Paper: Lowering the School Age to 3.5 Years
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Supporting Evidence
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Appendix 3

Supporting Evidence (cont.)

Media Articles

Sydney Morning Herald: Experts warn starting school too young harms learning wellbeing

Kidspot.com: No wonder some kids are mucking up in class

Mom.Me: Researchers say there is a right age to start kindergarten

CHAGGSNY 2KIG R2S3a SINIfé& OKAfRK22R KI @S G2 R2 gAGK ! YSN
Huffington Post: Finland education system

ABC Morning Radio: Children under too much pressure

Adelaide Now: Four too young

Sydney Morning Herald: 'Preschool nerves put health at risk'

New Scientist: "Tomuch, too young: Should schooling start at age 7?'

Sydney Morning Herald: 'What is the right age to start school?'

The Mercury: 'Talking Point: Too much too young is dangerous' by Steve Biddulph

New York Times: 'Let the kilisarn through play

University of Cambridge: Evidence on school starting age

'Moving up the GradesRelationship between Preschool Model and Later School Success', Rebecca A. Marcon, University of |
Florida

'Study finds improved seteqgulation in kindergarteners who wait a year to enrol'. Stanford Graduate School of Education
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Website: https://childcarealliance.org.au/index.php/agasmania

Phone: @ 9532 2017
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