	
	


	
	



14
ECD workforce for Indigenous children
	Key points

	· Indigenous children often experience significant disadvantage. The National Indigenous Reform Agreement includes six targets to close the gap on Indigenous disadvantage, and several focus on children.
· Disadvantaged children stand to gain the most from quality early childhood development (ECD) services, and reducing the gaps in outcomes means quality ECD services for Indigenous children will need to be a priority for governments.
· Proportionately, the Indigenous population increases with geographical remoteness, though around 75 per cent of the Indigenous population live in non‑remote areas. 

· Many issues affecting the mainstream early childhood education and care (ECEC) workforce affect the workforce for Indigenous children, and in many instances are more pronounced.

· There are also significant specific issues affecting the ECEC workforce for Indigenous children, particularly in remote areas. Current demand for ECEC workers for Indigenous children is not being met.

· Indigenous‑focused services often have poorer infrastructure and resources, and fewer qualified staff, yet many Indigenous‑focused ECEC services will initially be excluded from the National Quality Standard (NQS). 
· As the NQS is applied to mainstream services, the gap between the quality of mainstream services and those for Indigenous children is likely to be exacerbated.
· To avoid this and to achieve COAG’s Closing the Gap goals, Indigenous‑focused services should be brought within the scope of the NQS, albeit with extended timeframes. Priority funding should be made available to these services so they meet the NQS within an agreed timeframe, without the need for ongoing waivers, and to avoid passing costs on to parents. 
· Innovative solutions to attract, retain and train Indigenous staff are required, such as more flexible work arrangements. Specific strategies already used will need to be used more intensively if Indigenous‑focused services are to ‘catch up’.

· Support for the Indigenous ECEC workforce should include culturally appropriate VET and higher education courses, and preparation for work and study courses for Indigenous students in remote areas where they lack experience in the education system and have poor levels of literacy. 
· Cultural competency training is important for the effective delivery of ECEC services for Indigenous children. Appropriate professional development should be provided to all staff working with Indigenous children.

	

	


Indigenous people in Australia often experience significant disadvantage, as indicated by lower levels of literacy and numeracy, employment, life expectancy and other factors (box 
14.1). For example, half of all Indigenous children are behind in the areas of language and cognitive skill development in their first year of compulsory schooling (CCCH and Telethon Institute for Child Health Research 2009). Some Indigenous children also experience community and family violence, alcohol abuse, and disengagement from culturally valued activities. Disadvantage experienced by many Indigenous children increases with geographical remoteness (IERSC 2010).
Disparities in outcomes for Indigenous and non‑Indigenous children persist. This is despite government expenditure per Indigenous child at a rate significantly higher than for non‑Indigenous children. For example, government early childhood education and care (ECEC) expenditure on Indigenous children is more than 2 times the rate of non‑Indigenous children (IERSC 2010).
Children experiencing disadvantage stand to gain the most from quality early childhood development (ECD) services. Quality ECD services can help Indigenous children develop the social and cognitive skills necessary for achievement at school and in later life (Heckman 2006) (chapter 3). 

Policy reforms — initiatives for Indigenous children 
The COAG National Indigenous Reform Agreement (NIRA) includes six targets for ‘closing the gap’ on Indigenous disadvantage. These include reducing the gap in developmental outcomes between Indigenous and non‑Indigenous children relating to young child mortality, participation in quality early childhood education, and reading, writing and numeracy. 

The National Partnership Agreement on Early Childhood Education (NPA ECE) and the Closing the Gap National Partnership Agreement on Indigenous Early Childhood Development (NPA IECD) comprise a number of commitments including:

· lifting the participation rate of Indigenous children to ensure access to early childhood education for all Indigenous 4‑year olds by 2013, including those 4‑year olds in remote communities

· funding of child health checks for Indigenous children (including in mainstream health services)
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Indigenous disadvantage

	Indigenous people often experience significant disadvantage, as indicated by a range of health, education and employment outcomes. This disadvantage begins early, and continues throughout life. Some COAG ‘close the gap’ indicators on Indigenous disadvantage (including early childhood education) provide a useful summary.
Young child mortality, in particular infant mortality, is an indicator of the general health of the population. Indigenous perinatal and infant (within one year) mortality rates are two to three times the non‑Indigenous rates. For example, Indigenous infant mortality rates are 1.6 to three times the non‑Indigenous rate.
Early childhood education (ECE) of high quality can enhance the social and cognitive skills necessary for achievement at school and later in life. Providing access to high quality ECE for all Indigenous 4‑year olds, including in remote communities, is a COAG target.

Reading, writing and numeracy and improved educational outcomes is a key to overcoming many aspects of disadvantage. A substantially lower proportion of Indigenous students compared with non‑Indigenous students achieve the national minimum standards for reading, writing and numeracy, across all year levels. For example in 2010, 75.1 per cent of Indigenous year 3 students achieved the national minimum standard for reading, compared with 95.0 per cent of non‑Indigenous year 3 students.

Year 12 attainment may be necessary if young people are to have access to the full range of further education, training, employment and life chances consistent with their abilities. In 2008, 45 per cent of Indigenous 20–24 year olds had completed year 12 or equivalent, compared with 88 per cent of non‑Indigenous people. In 2010, retention rates (to year 12) for Indigenous students were 47 per cent, compared with 79 per cent of non‑Indigenous students.

Employment is related to people’s living standard and many aspects of their wellbeing. In 2006, the unemployment rate for Indigenous people was 15.6 per cent, compared with 5.1 per cent for non‑Indigenous people.
In 2008, the employment to population ratio for Indigenous people was 54 per cent, compared with 76 per cent for non-Indigenous people. The labour force participation rate for Indigenous people was 64.5 per cent, compared with 78.9 per cent for non‑Indigenous people. 

Life expectancy is a broad indicator of the long‑term health and wellbeing of Indigenous Australians. Estimated life expectancy at birth was 72.9 years for Indigenous females and 67.2 years for Indigenous males for 2005–2007. This compares with 82.6 years for non‑Indigenous females and 78.7 years for non‑Indigenous males.

	Sources: SCRGSP (2009, 2011b).

	

	


· the establishment of 38 new integrated Children and Family Centres (23 of which will be located in regional or remote areas), integrating ECEC, family support, and child health services (table 
14.1).
Further, the Australian Government allocated $59.4 million (over four years) in the 2010‑11 Budget to increase the staff qualification levels and staff‑to‑child ratios in budget-based funded Indigenous‑focused ECEC (non‑mainstream) services (FaHCSIA 2010a). 
These initiatives are supported by a number of Indigenous specific measures including the NPA on Indigenous Economic Participation, which requires the incorporation of Indigenous workforce strategies into all new major COAG reforms, and the Indigenous Remote Workforce Strategy that will support trainees in ECEC services in remote areas (DEEWR, sub. 86).
Table 14.
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Children and Family Centres (CFCs)

Integrated ECD services targeting the needs of Indigenous children and families

	Location
	Regional or remote
	Urban
	Total

	NSW
	4
	5
	9

	Vic
	1
	1
	2

	Qld
	6
	4
	10

	SA
	3
	1
	4

	WA
	4
	1
	5

	Tas
	1
	1
	2

	NT
	4
	1
	5

	ACT
	–
	1
	1

	Total
	23
	15
	38a


a Planned for completion by June 2014. – Nil.
Source: DEEWR (ndi).
The Indigenous child population

Over half of the Indigenous population live in New South Wales or Queensland, and there are significant Indigenous populations in Western Australia and the Northern Territory. Indigenous people make up about one‑third of the Northern Territory population, and more than 80 per cent of Indigenous people in the Territory live in remote and very remote areas (ABS 2007b, 2010g).

About 75 per cent of Indigenous people live in major cities and regional areas (31 per cent and 45 per cent respectively), and about 25 per cent live in remote and very remote areas (ABS 2007b). The Indigenous proportion of the total population increases with geographic remoteness (from 1 per cent of people in major cities to 48 per cent of people in very remote areas) (ABS 2010g). One feature of Indigenous Australia is that there are a large number of discrete communities inhabited predominantly by Indigenous people, most of which are located in very remote areas (many with populations of less than 50 people) (Fordham and Schwab 2007). 
The remoteness of Indigenous people and services is linked to workforce challenges (section 14.2). Generally, these challenges increase with remoteness, such as literacy and numeracy among Indigenous people (SCRGSP 2011b). The challenges for the delivery of ECD services in remote areas generally are discussed in chapter 9.

The Indigenous population has a younger age profile than the non‑Indigenous population, reflecting both higher fertility and mortality rates (ABS 2009d). Indigenous children make up 4.9 per cent of Australian children aged from birth to 4 years of age, in contrast with Indigenous people who make up 2.5 per cent of the total population (IERSC 2010). The geographic distribution of the 55 000 Indigenous children in Australia aged birth to 4 years follows that of Indigenous people as a whole, and the Indigenous proportion of the total birth to 4 years population also increases with geographic remoteness (ABS 2006). 
The scope of this chapter

The ECD sector provides ECEC, child health and family support services for Indigenous children (child health and family support services are discussed in chapters 12 and 13), and these services are often delivered within integrated ECD services (chapter 15). The focus of this chapter is on ECEC services for Indigenous children and the ECEC services workforce, and includes those delivered within an integrated ECD services setting. Although around one‑third of Indigenous children live in major cities, more emphasis is placed on the regional and remote ECEC services, reflecting the additional workforce challenges of these services.
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ECEC services for Indigenous children

ECEC services for Indigenous children are delivered in mainstream services that cater to Indigenous and non‑Indigenous children, or in Indigenous‑focused services that cater exclusively (or largely) to Indigenous children. Overall, more Indigenous children are enrolled in mainstream services than in Indigenous‑focused services (DEEWR, sub. DR301) and some mainstream ECEC services provide education and care to a significant number of Indigenous children (‘Indigenous specialised mainstream’ services are discussed below). The relative contribution of mainstream services to Indigenous ECEC differs between jurisdictions. Typically, jurisdictions with higher rates of urbanisation have higher rates of Indigenous children attending mainstream ECEC services.
The Australian Government funds Indigenous‑focused ECEC services where it is not commercially viable to provide services privately and where culturally competent services are required to meet the needs of local Indigenous people (non‑mainstream services funded under the Australian Government’s budget-based funding program). These include a range of service types such as Multifunctional Aboriginal Children’s Services (MACS), crèches, playgroups, and mobile childcare services (mobile services) that visit rural and remote areas (table 
14.2). In addition, a number of state government and independent preschools are designated specifically for Indigenous children.
Indigenous‑focused ECEC services delivered within an integrated ECD service setting reduce the difficulties families may have identifying and accessing fragmented services. Integrated ECD services that extend beyond ECEC and include child health and family support services can be particularly helpful for disadvantaged families, who may need contact with multiple services in a coordinated way. These additional services interact to support children, including to improve education outcomes. For example, hearing impediments, prevalent among Indigenous children (SCRGSP 2011b), limit children’s ability to learn, and child health services assist in its early identification and treatment. Further, family support services that recognise the importance of family can enhance education outcomes for children by enhancing the family environment.

Table 14.
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Indigenous‑focused ECEC servicesa
2009-10

	Service type
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	SA
	WA
	Tas
	NT
	ACT
	Aust

	MACSb
	9
	6
	3
	5
	5
	1
	3
	1
	33

	Crèche
	–
	–
	–
	4
	2
	–
	31
	–
	37

	Playgroup
	4
	5
	10
	–
	2
	–
	1
	–
	22

	Mobile 
	3
	–
	1
	1
	6
	–
	3
	–
	14

	Flexible/innovative child carec
	–
	–
	12
	7
	2
	1
	15
	–
	37

	Outside School Hours Care
	3
	–
	44
	2
	4
	–
	68
	–
	121

	Other
	–
	1
	–
	–
	2
	–
	2
	–
	5

	Total 
	19
	12
	70
	19
	23
	2
	123
	1
	269


a(Budget-based funded Indigenous‑focused ECEC (non‑mainstream) services. b(Includes six MACS managed by the Victorian Government under the Grow MACS project. c These services may include Outside School Hours Care, Long Day Care, Occasional Care, mobile, on‑farm, multi‑sited and overnight care. – Nil.
Source: Productivity Commission estimates based on unpublished DEEWR data (2009-10).

MACS are one example of Indigenous‑focused integrated ECD services and are specifically designed to meet the needs of local Indigenous families by offering a range of services and providing a combination of LDC and at least one other form of ECEC or activity. Mobile services may include playgroups, vacation care, lending libraries and parenting support. The MACS model incorporates Indigenous control, although funding for these services is limited, and decisions with respect to that funding are reviewed each year. The establishment of Children and Family Centres (CFCs) will further enhance the availability of integrated services for Indigenous children and their families (box 
14.2). However, one contributor to this study believes the weaker commitment of CFCs to community engagement and control (compared with MACS) could negatively affect their contribution to increased ECEC service provision to Indigenous children (SNAICC, sub. DR279).
Participation of Indigenous children in ECEC services

Mainstream ECEC and preschool services cater to both Indigenous and non‑Indigenous children, in urban, regional or remote areas. Indigenous children are under‑represented in mainstream ECEC. Nationally, 1.9 per cent of children in mainstream ECEC are Indigenous, although their representation in the community is 4.4 per cent
. Indigenous children are under‑represented across all jurisdictions, and this is greatest in the Northern Territory, where 9.4 per cent of children attending are Indigenous but their representation in the community is 39.2 per cent (table 
14.3). However, these figures should be interpreted with caution as not all ECEC services are represented in the data, and child attendance could be overstated as there is no unique identifier for each child. In mainstream ECEC, Indigenous children are most represented in occasional care (these services are discussed in chapter 7).
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Multifunctional Aboriginal Children’s Services (MACS) and Children and Family Centres (CFCs)

	Multifunctional Aboriginal Children’s Services (MACS) are designed to meet the educational, social and developmental needs of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children. Each MACS centre offers culturally appropriate services, and provides Indigenous communities the opportunity to design and operate their own childcare services.

MACS provide long day care for below school age children, and at least one other form of ECEC or activity (such as outside school hours care, playgroups, nutrition programs and/or parenting programs).
Program funding for MACS is limited and decisions to offer funding are reviewed each year. Even where existing or new applicants meet the funding criteria, it is not guaranteed. Funding for MACS does not take into account changes in demand for services, with the result that the level of funding has been relatively stable over time. MACS received an increase in funding of 20 per cent in 2007‑08 in recognition that funding had not previously kept pace with cost increases (ANAO 2010; DEEWR ndb). Despite this, one contributor to this study indicated that many MACS have had to reduce the scope of services provided (SNAICC, sub. DR279). 
Children and Family Centres (CFCs) are to be established across Australia. They will target the needs of Indigenous families and their young children, but will also provide services to all families in the community. The range of services offered can include ECEC, family support and child health services. Community consultation will inform the mix of services offered in each centre, although in contrast to MACS, not all CFCs will be operated by Indigenous communities.

Jurisdictions will be responsible for planning and implementation of CFCs. Community engagement is recognised as integral to their success, and each jurisdiction will be responsible for consultation with Indigenous communities and other stakeholders.

Location of CFCs is based on criteria including population size and disadvantage, and takes into account existing services and current service needs. Consideration will be given to incorporating or linking existing Australian Government funded services (such as playgroups) with CFCs. (COAG 2009b)
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Indigenous children in mainstream ECEC servicesa
By jurisdiction

	
	Units
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	SA
	WA
	Tas
	NT
	ACT
	Aust

	Mainstream services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ECECb 
	no.
	4 042
	2 544
	2 516
	867
	868
	309
	165
	240
	11 551

	Preschool
	no.
	1 031
	1 536
	393
	506
	901
	226
	129
	87
	4 809

	Total
	no.
	5 073
	4 080
	2 909
	1 373
	1 769
	535
	294
	327
	16 360

	Indigenous children attending
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ECECb 
	no.
	6 778
	1 396
	6 984
	1 065
	1 466
	348
	913
	207
	19 156

	Preschool
	
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na

	Indigenous children attending ECECb
	ave.
	1.7
	0.6
	2.8
	1.3
	1.7
	1.1
	5.5
	0.9
	1.7

	Proportion of Indigenous children 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Indigenous children attending ECECb (proportion of all children)
	%
	2.1
	0.6
	2.9
	1.4
	2.1
	1.5
	9.4
	0.9
	1.9

	Indigenous children in the community (proportion of all children)c 
	%
	4.1
	1.2
	6.2
	3.3
	5.6
	6.5
	39.2
	2.3
	4.4


a(Average of the maximum number of children to whom care is offered at any one time. b Excludes stand‑alone preschools. c Based on proportion of children aged 0​–12 years in the community. na Not available.
Sources: Productivity Commission estimates based on unpublished DEEWR data from the 2010 National ECEC Workforce Census; SCRGSP (2011a). 

The under‑representation of Indigenous children in mainstream childcare services is offset in part by many Indigenous children attending Indigenous‑focused ECEC services (such as MACS). Though limited data prevent a thorough description of Indigenous children’s participation in Indigenous‑focused ECEC services, Indigenous‑focused ECEC services increase the overall Indigenous‑child participation rate in ECEC services (table 
14.4). 
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Children attending Indigenous‑focused ECEC servicesa,b
2009-10

	
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	SA
	WA
	Tas
	NT
	ACT
	Aust

	MACS reporting/ total
	9/9
	–/6c
	np
	4/5
	5/5
	np
	np
	np
	25/33

	Indigenous children attendingd
	34
	..
	44
	21
	25
	37
	34
	20
	30

	Crèches reporting/ total
	–
	–
	–
	np
	np
	–
	22/31
	–
	28/37

	Indigenous children attendingd
	..
	..
	..
	11
	17
	..
	15
	..
	14

	Playgroups reporting/ total 
	np
	np
	6/10
	–
	np
	–
	np
	–
	8/22

	Indigenous children attendingd
	20
	..
	16
	..
	16
	..
	..
	..
	17

	Mobiles reporting/ total 
	3/3
	–
	np
	np
	6/6
	–
	np
	–
	10/14

	Indigenous children attendingd 
	19
	..
	10
	..
	45
	..
	..
	..
	34

	Flexible-innovative child care services reporting/ total 
	–
	–
	11/12
	5/7
	np
	np
	8/15
	–
	27/37

	Indigenous children attendingd
	..
	..
	30
	32
	19
	26
	48
	..
	35

	Outside School Hours Care services reporting/ total 
	np
	–
	19/44
	np
	3/4
	–
	41/68
	–
	65/121

	Indigenous children attendingd
	20
	..
	37
	9
	86
	..
	59
	..
	52

	Other services reporting/ total
	–
	np
	–
	–
	np
	–
	np
	–
	1/5

	Indigenous children attendingd
	..
	..
	..
	..
	65
	..
	..
	..
	65

	Total 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total services reporting/ total
	14/19
	np
	39/70
	14/19
	20/23
	np
	74/123
	np
	164/269

	Indigenous children attendingd
	29
	..
	31
	21
	40
	32
	44
	20
	37


a Budget-based funded Indigenous‑focused ECEC (non‑mainstream) services. b Average number of Indigenous children attending each service, based on children attending during 2 week survey. Only 60 per cent of Indigenous‑focused services provided attendance data. Child attendance could be overstated as there is no unique identifier for each child. c Data from the six MACS managed by the Victorian Government was not available. d Average number of children attending. – Nil. .. Not applicable. np Not for publication.
Source: Productivity Commission estimates based on unpublished, non-mainstream service report data from DEEWR (2009-10). 
Indigenous children are likely to be under‑represented in preschool but limited reliable data make it difficult to draw strong conclusions (SCRGSP 2009; SCRGSP 2011b). Enrolment of Indigenous children in preschool services in the year before full‑time school (3.2 per cent) is lower than their representation in the community
, although the picture varies across jurisdictions (SCRGSP 2011a). However, absentee rates indicate that enrolment figures may paint an overly optimistic picture.
 For example, in Western Australia, of all children enrolled in preschools provided by Catholic and independent schools, more than 40 per cent of Indigenous children were absent during the survey week, compared with around 20 per cent of non‑Indigenous children. In the Northern Territory, more than 60 per cent were absent, compared with around 20 per cent of non‑Indigenous children (SCRGSP 2011a).
The under‑representation of Indigenous children in ECEC services may occur for a range of reasons.

· Indigenous people may have poor access to services, particularly in remote locations.

· Fees may prevent families accessing services, even when they are heavily subsidised.
· Services may not meet the support or cultural needs of Indigenous families, discouraging Indigenous families from participating.
· Where services do exist, transport issues may prevent families accessing some services, particularly in remote locations.

· Complex cultural relationships can prevent family use of Indigenous‑focused services (Fasoli et al. 2004).
Indigenous‑focused ECEC services, more often delivered in remote and very remote areas, seek to address some of these access problems (table 
14.5). However, many Indigenous‑focused ECEC services have poorer infrastructure and resources than mainstream services, and they also have fewer qualified staff (section 14.2) (DOFD 2008). 
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Indigenous‑focused ECEC servicesa
By remoteness

	Service type
	Major cities 
	Inner regional 
	Outer regional 
	Remote 
	Very remote 
	Other
	Total

	MACSb
	9
	11
	4
	6
	3
	–
	33

	Crèche
	–
	1
	1
	3
	31
	1
	37

	Playgroup
	1
	7
	7
	1
	6
	–
	22

	Mobile
	–
	–
	2
	9
	3
	–
	14

	Flexible/innovative child care
	1
	1
	4
	9
	22
	–
	37

	Outside School Hours Care
	6
	3
	10
	22
	80
	–
	121

	Other
	1
	–
	1
	2
	1
	–
	5

	Total
	19
	23
	29
	52
	146
	1
	269


a Budget-based funded Indigenous‑focused ECEC (non‑mainstream) services. b( Includes six MACS managed by the Victorian Government under the Grow MACS project. – Nil.
Source: Productivity Commission estimates based on unpublished, non-mainstream service report data from DEEWR (2009-10).
A small number of mainstream ECEC services have 25 per cent or more Indigenous children in their services (referred to here as ‘Indigenous‑specialised mainstream’ services). Of these ‘Indigenous‑specialised mainstream’ services, the highest proportion (43 per cent) are in outer regional areas (table 
14.6).
Table 14.
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Indigenous‑specialised mainstream ECEC servicesa
By remoteness

	
	
	 Major city
	Inner regional
	Outer regional
	Remote and very remote
	Remote not specified
	Total

	Services
	no.
	26
	26
	56
	16
	5
	129

	Services (proportion)
	%
	20
	20
	43
	12
	4
	100


a Mainstream ECEC services that have 25 per cent or more Indigenous children in their services.

Source: Productivity Commission estimates based on unpublished DEEWR data from the 2010 National ECEC Workforce Census.
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ECEC workforce for Indigenous children

Current demand for ECEC workers in services for Indigenous children is not being met. These services are affected by the many recruitment and retention, pay and conditions, and training issues that apply to mainstream services (outlined in earlier chapters). On the whole, those issues affecting the mainstream ECEC workforce apply to all services for Indigenous children, and those issues affecting mainstream rural or remote services (chapter 9) apply to all rural or remote services for Indigenous children. For example, the availability of housing and housing costs that present workforce challenges for remote mainstream ECEC services also apply to Indigenous‑focused services in remote locations. Similarly, current incentives ― that are not sufficient to attract and retain workers to mainstream services in remote locations — are not sufficient to attract and retain workers to Indigenous‑focused services in remote locations (though to address this, a greater focus is likely to fall on increasing the skills of people already living in remote locations for the reasons outlined below). Further, additional workforce difficulties are often experienced by ECEC services for Indigenous children, in particular Indigenous‑focused services. Indigenous‑focused services in rural and remote areas face the most workforce difficulties. As a result, these workforce difficulties do not affect all jurisdictions, and they are more prevalent in some locations than others.
The additional workforce difficulties experienced by ECEC services for Indigenous children can be illustrated by looking at mainstream services receiving exemptions (from regulations in their jurisdiction) that enable a position to be occupied by a worker without holding the required ECEC qualification. Around 10 per cent of mainstream services and around 20 per cent of remote and very remote mainstream services received a qualification exemption (chapter 9). But qualification exemptions are even more pronounced among remote and very remote ‘Indigenous‑specialised mainstream’ services, where more than 35 per cent received exemptions (Productivity Commission calculations based on unpublished DEEWR data). 

Although limited data availability prevents a thorough description of the workforce for ECEC services for Indigenous children (SNAICC, sub. 29), some general comments can be made.
· The workforce comprises Indigenous and non‑Indigenous workers. The relative number of Indigenous versus non‑Indigenous workers is greater in Indigenous‑focused services. Regional and remote Indigenous‑focused services have a greater proportion of Indigenous workers than major city or very remote Indigenous‑focused services (Productivity Commission calculations based on unpublished DEEWR data, 2009‑10).
· There are fewer qualified Indigenous than non‑Indigenous workers, and where qualified they generally hold certificate level rather than diploma or degree qualifications, including in Indigenous‑focused ECEC services (table 14.7).
· Degree‑qualified positions are more commonly held by non‑Indigenous workers in Indigenous​‑focused services (table 
14.7).

Table 14.
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Workers in Indigenous‑focused ECEC servicesa
By qualification

	
	Units
	Indigenous
	Non-Indigenous
	Total

	Workers
	no.
	835
	345
	1 180  

	 Without formal qualification
	%
	67.4
	49.6
	62.2

	 With formal qualificationb
	%
	32.6
	50.4
	37.8

	     Certificate I 
	%
	0.5
	–
	0.3

	     Certificate II
	%
	1.1
	0.6
	0.9

	     Certificate III 
	%
	18.6
	12.2
	16.7

	     Certificate IV
	%
	3.0
	0.9
	2.4

	     Diploma or advanced     
	%
	6.2
	21.7
	10.8

	     Bachelor degree or above
	%
	3.2
	15.1
	6.7

	 All workers
	%
	100
	100
	100


a Budget-based funded Indigenous‑focused ECEC (non‑mainstream) services. b Highest attained qualification. – Nil.
Source: Productivity Commission estimates based on unpublished, non-mainstream service report data from DEEWR (2009-10). 
Of the unqualified workers in Indigenous‑focused ECEC services, similar proportions of non‑Indigenous and Indigenous workers are studying toward a qualification. Most are studying toward certificate III qualifications. A smaller proportion of unqualified Indigenous workers are studying toward a degree or higher level qualification (1 per cent) than non‑Indigenous workers (4 per cent) (table 
14.8).

Table 14.

 SEQ Table \* ARABIC 8
Unqualified workers in Indigenous‑focused ECEC services undertaking studya
By study qualification 

	
	Units
	Indigenous
	Non-Indigenous
	Total

	Workers without formal qualification
	no.
	563
	171
	734

	 Not studying
	%
	73
	70
	72

	 Studying toward
	%
	27
	30
	28

	     Certificate I 
	%
	1
	–
	1

	     Certificate II
	%
	3
	1
	2

	     Certificate III 
	%
	20
	23
	21

	     Certificate IV
	%
	1
	1
	1

	     Diploma or advanced     
	%
	2
	2
	2

	     Bachelor degree or above
	%
	1
	4
	1

	 All workers
	%
	100
	100
	100


a Budget-based funded Indigenous‑focused ECEC (non‑mainstream) services. – Nil.
Source: Productivity Commission estimates based on unpublished, non-mainstream service report data from DEEWR (2009-10).
Data availability

Limited data availability on Indigenous‑focused ECEC services, including their workforce, prevent thorough analysis, reducing governments’ ability to effectively plan and deliver these services. Limited data availability is due to incomplete data collection, made difficult where the number of skilled staff able to provide this data is limited. Also, current systems do not support the regular collection, validation and distribution of data. While significant challenges prevent the skill shortages of these services being immediately addressed, additional investment to improve systems could improve governments’ ability to plan and deliver these services and understand their workforce needs.
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Limited data availability on Indigenous‑focused ECEC services, including their workforce, prevent thorough analysis, reducing governments’ ability to plan and deliver these services effectively.

Attracting, retaining and training Indigenous staff

Staff working with Indigenous children require high levels of cultural competency, and special skills and qualities to work with disadvantaged children (as a higher proportion of Indigenous than non​‑Indigenous children are disadvantaged). Additionally, staff working in some remote locations require local language skills. For these reasons, increased employment of Indigenous workers is a critical factor in the delivery of services for Indigenous children. This is particularly important in rural and remote communities, where Indigenous people are a larger proportion of the population and it is difficult to attract workers to those communities. Recruiting Indigenous staff has the added benefit of attracting Indigenous families to Indigenous‑focused and mainstream services (Hutchins, Frances and Saggers 2009). 
Challenges faced by ECEC services for Indigenous children in attracting and retaining suitably qualified Indigenous staff include: 

· high effective marginal tax rates (that is, the combined effect on earnings of income tax and withdrawal of assistance) 
· inflexible work arrangements that fail to accommodate cultural and family responsibilities (Batchelor Institute, sub. 46; RRACSSU Central, sub. 42)

· ‘tall poppy syndrome’, where people are resented or criticised for their talents or achievements. 

Indigenous‑focused ECEC services seeking to recruit Indigenous staff face additional difficulties in doing so, particularly where they are located in remote or Indigenous communities that are often characterised by lower levels of formal education and workforce participation. 

There are numerous reasons for this. 
· Low levels of literacy and numeracy among the Indigenous population in remote and very remote communities (FaHCSIA 2009d).
· Some Indigenous‑focused services operate in a way that reduces the willingness of potential local Indigenous workers to seek employment in those services. For example:

… in remote [Indigenous] communities finding the right staff for ECD services is challenging. When there is the wrong leader or manager in the services, when the services are seen to be run by outsiders who don’t listen to the community and when people are not treated respectfully local participation of workers dwindles … (Batchelor Institute, sub. 46, p.9; RRACSSU Central, sub. 42, p. 9)

· The lack of housing in remote locations. For example, Aboriginal education assistants in the Northern Territory who qualify as teachers (and are subsequently employed as qualified teachers) lose their Northern Territory Housing entitlement, and housing provided to teachers can take years to materialise (Department of Housing, Local Government and Regional Services 2010) (chapter 9). 

· The scarcity of suitably skilled Indigenous workers in some communities results in Indigenous workers carrying responsibility beyond their role, experience or personal preference and can lead to ‘burn out’.

· Significant levels of community responsibility (for example, as a mother, aunty, sister or an elder) can result in Indigenous staff being reluctant to undertake training that may place further demands on them. 
These problems are compounded by staff retention problems in Indigenous communities with high levels of dysfunction. For example, Indigenous staff may be reluctant to undertake training where it requires them to leave their community, even for a short while, due to safety concerns for their children. 
The employment of Indigenous workers in mainstream services is difficult for a number of reasons. A lack of cultural competence can make the workplace unattractive for Indigenous staff (NCAC, sub. 11), and Indigenous people may be reluctant to work where there are no, or few, other Indigenous staff. 

Some initiatives have been introduced to address these difficulties and to support Indigenous students and staff. Although their success remains unclear, initial results show cause for optimism (box 
14.3).
Attracting and retaining qualified staff 

The low qualification levels of many Indigenous workers often results in Indigenous‑focused ECEC services employing non‑Indigenous early childhood teachers, and vocational education and training (VET) qualified or unqualified Indigenous workers, particularly in remote locations. 

Recruiting non‑Indigenous staff to work in Indigenous‑focused ECEC services is difficult, and is particularly so in rural, remote or Indigenous communities. Compensation is typically inadequate to overcome the additional difficulties of working in these communities. 

· The challenges of joining a new community for extended periods of time, that may be culturally very different, can discourage non‑Indigenous people from working in remote communities (chapter 9).

· The lack of suitable housing can discourage non‑Indigenous people from working in remote communities (chapter 9).

· Where there are general workforce shortages in regional or remote areas and qualified staff are required to deliver compulsory schooling, schools get priority when employing qualified staff.

· Safety issues can make working in some remote communities unattractive, and few potential staff may have the necessary characteristics and experience to handle this (Professor Alison Elliott, sub. 70).

Retention of non‑Indigenous staff is also an issue. However, appropriate training and support may aid retention. Cultural training and mentor support may help staff adjust to their new environment, as may additional needs training (Batchelor Institute, sub. 46; RRACSSU Central, sub. 42).
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Innovative strategies to attract, retain and train Indigenous staff

	Flexible work arrangements that respond to cultural needs of Indigenous staff can help retain Indigenous workers. An example of flexible arrangements that take into account family and community commitments is the strategy implemented in a central Australian childcare centre with a good record of staff attendance. It involves staff receiving sick and personal leave entitlements, but with adjusted pay arrangements for legitimate additional absences. The adjustment reduces staff income by taking into account their average hours worked per week and assists the centre to afford taking on additional staff to backfill staff in their absence. In addition, the number of absences and reasons for them, by category, are available to all staff (Batchelor Institute, sub. 46; RRACSSU Central, sub. 42).
The Yarning Circle Project was a professional support initiative that increased the capacity of ECEC educators (both Indigenous and non‑Indigenous) to provide effective early childhood services for Indigenous children (in both Indigenous‑focused and mainstream services).

The Yarning Circle involved conversation among two groups of early childhood educators from geographically distant areas, to gain insight and understanding that improves professional practice. The Yarning Circle supported ECEC educators to implement the Early Years Learning Framework (EYLF). Specifically, the project focused on supporting Indigenous children’s sense of identity and developing them as confident and involved learners. ECEC educators took part in an ongoing discussion over five months, met four times as a group, and were provided with face to face visits, email and telephone support over the term of the project. 

Participants in the Yarning Circle reported positive outcomes, and specific benefits including gaining a deeper understanding of the EYLF, and developing a range of practical ideas to implement the EYLF (Health and Community Services Workforce Council, sub. 56).
The Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education offers ‘both ways’ education for Indigenous people that allows them to strengthen their own cultural knowledge while learning new knowledge and skills. Batchelor student-centred course design offers ‘mixed mode’ course delivery. It combines community‑based study and research, field study and supervised work experience with short, intensive residential workshops. It focuses on supporting students in remote communities that lack infrastructure, funding and staff resources.

ECEC related certificate courses (Certificate II in Community Services (Children’s Services) and Certificate III in Children’s Services) are provided as an on-the-job learning program for Indigenous students in their communities. Mentors in the community (such as Play Group directors) support students as they undertake their studies, supported by the Learning at Work Book that provides culturally relevant examples and allows students to work at their own pace (Batchelor Institute nd; RRACSSU 2011). 
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The National Quality Framework
Many Indigenous‑focused ECEC services are ‘initially excluded’ from the National Quality Framework (NQF). This is due to many Indigenous‑focused ECEC services requiring time and additional assistance to meet the NQF (DEEWR, sub. DR301), particularly services in rural and remote areas. However, it is generally expected that Indigenous‑focused ECEC services will be considered for inclusion in the NQF review planned to commence in 2014.

Though Indigenous‑focused ECEC services will not be required to comply with the NQF, DEEWR stated that many of these services are currently required to meet licensing standards in their jurisdictions, including staff‑to‑child ratios and qualification requirements (sub. DR301). This is the case in Queensland, and these licensed Indigenous‑focused services are expected to comply with the NQF in the future with minimal additional support (Queensland Government, sub. DR360).
The ECEC services initially excluded from these reforms include playgroups, most budget-based funded (non‑mainstream) services, and mobile services (COAG 2010). Of the 345 budget-based funded services in operation, more than 260 are Indigenous‑focused, and many mobile services in remote communities deliver services exclusively to Indigenous children. Only Indigenous‑focused services that receive Child Care Benefit funding (around 8 or 9 MACS) will be included in the NQF. The planned CFCs for Indigenous children and their families will be excluded from the NQF. However, DEEWR stated that to‑date, CFCs are planned to be NQF compliant, supported by funding that includes estimates of operating costs (sub. DR301). 

Although many Indigenous‑focused ECEC services are ‘initially excluded’ from the NQF, the $59.4 million 2010‑11 Budget measure is intended to allow these services to transition to the NQF by 2014 (DEEWR, sub. DR301). Included is $15 million to develop the workforce, including to increase the number of qualified and culturally competent staff in those services. This funding will also include incentives for Regional Training Organisations to deliver training in remote communities and for flexible training options, and additional funding to enable staff to be released to attend training (DEEWR, sub. 86). The adequacy of this funding is difficult to assess due to limited data on the characteristics of the existing Indigenous‑focused ECEC services workforce. 
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Policy implications for ECEC services for Indigenous children

Bringing Indigenous‑focused ECEC services within scope of the National Quality Standard
The provision of quality ECEC services for Indigenous children should be prioritised. Indigenous children often experience significant disadvantage, and research suggests that disadvantaged children stand to gain the most from quality ECEC services. 
The standards of most Indigenous‑focused services are below those specified in the National Quality Standard (NQS), which includes minimum qualifications for staff and staff‑to‑child ratios, and those of many mainstream services. This is reflected in the additional time and assistance required for them to meet the standards under the NQS (DEEWR, sub. DR301). While recent government initiatives provide additional Indigenous‑focused ECEC services and funds to improve the standard of such services, these initiatives may fail to close the quality gap between these and mainstream services, particularly in remote areas. The lack of commitment to specific qualification and staff‑to‑child ratio targets for Indigenous‑focused services risks other future priorities taking precedence. 
To achieve COAG’s goals, Indigenous‑focused ECEC services should be brought into the scope of the NQS. However, due to current staffing difficulties experienced by these services, in many cases temporary waivers will need to apply. A structured plan is required for Indigenous‑focused services with temporary waivers to achieve a rating of ‘Meeting National Quality Standard’ (or above), with agreements on targets, so that the planned quality improvements to Indigenous‑focused services do not fall away as new priorities emerge. Additional funds will be required to attract and retain suitably qualified staff for those services.
Recommendation 14.

 SEQ Recommendation \* ARABIC 1
To achieve the COAG ECEC reform goals governments should:

· bring all Indigenous‑focused ECEC services into the scope of the National Quality Standard, before the review planned for 2014
· have a structured plan with agreed targets, and allocate additional funds to ensure all Indigenous‑focused ECEC services achieve a rating of Meeting National Quality Standard or above within a specifically agreed timeframe, without the need for waivers.

Policy coordination

Policy coordination is a necessary component of effective service systems (Moore and Skinner 2010). Coordination across levels of government and departments and portfolios can lead to better outcomes for children by reducing tensions between departments and programs (such as data sharing), removing bureaucratic obstacles, and improving government agency ownership. It may also improve outcomes for the workforce (Valentine, Katz and Griffiths 2007 in Moore and Skinner 2010; Batchelor Institute, sub. 46; RRACSSU Central, sub. 42). 
A lack of policy coordination in delivering services for Indigenous children, including supporting the workforce, can lead to inefficiencies.
Policies and practice associated with the Indigenous Professional Support Units (IPSUs) and VET training offered through … [registered training organisations] in the NT need attention. These two groups are charged with providing professional development to Indigenous ECD services. VET trainers target the same groups as do IPSUs. How well do they work together? How can their work be structured more effectively to support Indigenous children’s service workforce development …? Collaboration is currently difficult, due in part [to the] different policies and levels of funding. (Batchelor Institute, sub. 46, p. 5; RRACSSU Central, sub. 42, p. 5)

There are promising signs that governments are increasingly working together to reduce duplication and improve cooperation. Recommendations made by the Coordinator General for Remote Indigenous Services that address duplication and collaboration have received in principle agreement, with governments examining the use of more flexible funding arrangements to streamline reporting and reduce ‘red tape’, and to coordinate investments in education pathways and employment (CGRIS 2010). Even so, governments have made a number of past commitments to improve governance related to services for Indigenous people (see SCRGSP 2011b for examples), and more action will be necessary to improve efficiency.
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A continued focus across all levels of government on coordination of Indigenous policy is necessary to avoid duplication and ensure optimal use of scarce resources.

Innovative approaches to service delivery in Indigenous communities

The application of the NQS to Indigenous‑focused ECEC services will be challenging. The size and complexity of the task, made more difficult by the prevailing cultural challenges, suggests innovative approaches to service delivery may be required, and that capacity building should be the immediate focus. 

Several innovative programs suggest that new approaches can be successful in delivering positive outcomes for Indigenous children. There are numerous examples (box 14.4). One example relates to an education initiative under the Cape York Welfare Reform project. The Attendance Case Manager approach has been used in Aurukun, a remote Aboriginal community on the Cape York peninsula, where school attendance has improved markedly. These initiatives might be successfully applied in the ECEC context, albeit with some adjustment. For example, the attendance case manager concept may be effective in increasing preschool attendance among Indigenous children, but the non‑compulsory nature of preschool suggests the role would be more akin to an outreach program that encourages rather than enforces attendance.
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Alternative models of service delivery for Indigenous‑focused ECEC services are being developed and trialled. Expansion of these models, and possible development of new ones, will be required to meet desired quality outcomes for Indigenous children. 
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Examples of successful innovation

	The Napranum Preschool Parents and Learning (PaL) Program builds capacity in Indigenous communities by supporting parents and family members to engage in their young children’s learning. It was developed following requests from parents for activities and strategies to support their young children in preparing for school.

The 2‑year early literacy and numeracy program is home based, focuses on parents as teachers of their own children, and primarily complements attendance at preschool. The PaL program has expanded to operate in five other communities nationally. (Parents and Learning nd)

Initiatives that might be extended to the ECEC context are some underway in the Cape York peninsula and by the Stronger Smarter Institute. 

Cape York Partnerships is a development organisation that enables reform by building innovative partnerships between Indigenous individuals, families and communities, government and the philanthropic and corporate sectors. The Case Management Framework (CMF) supports families to ensure their children attend school every day, are on time, and have an uninterrupted school day. The attendance CMF uses a behavioural management approach to set community-wide expectations of 100 per cent school attendance. Attendance Case Managers work with parents,

	(Continued next page)
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	students, schools and the broader community to set and meet that expectation. Every absence from school is followed-up, on the day, to work with families to resolve the reason behind the child’s unexplained absence or lateness and to develop strategies to avoid reoccurrences. The approach was used in the remote community of Aurukun (on the Cape York peninsula) where school attendance has improved markedly. (FaHCSIA 2009a, 2009b, 2010d)
MULTILIT (Making Up Lost Time In Literacy) in Cape York Schools is designed to improve student literacy outcomes and embed sustainable high quality literacy instruction across schools. The remedial reading program designed for low‑progress readers in year 2 and above has a track record of success in a wide variety of settings (including in a remote Indigenous community). For example, students given around 17 weeks of instruction on average gained more than 21 months in reading accuracy in a Cape York trial conducted by Macquarie University Special Education Centre at Coen State School. (Cape York Partnerships nd)
Initiatives from the Stronger Smarter Institute aim to increase expectations in Indigenous education. The SSI has its genesis in Dr Chris Sarra’s in-school programs at Cherbourg State School, that successfully addressed absenteeism, low motivation and poor academic results. Unexplained absenteeism fell by 94 per cent within an 18 month period, and real attendance improved from 62 per cent to 93 per cent between 1999 and 2004. Year 2 literacy improved from zero per cent of children at expected reading levels to 58 per cent over two years from 1998, and Year 7 literacy improved from zero per cent to 81 per cent from 1999 to 2004. The Stronger Smarter Leadership Program for school and community leaders aims to enhance their leadership capacity to achieve school transformation. The Stronger Smarter Learning Communities national project also aims to transform schools through building leadership capacity. The project operates through hubs, where leaders are charged with supporting, developing and challenging staff and community leaders in affiliated schools (QUT 2007; Sarra 2008; SSI 2011). 

	

	


Community engagement

Community engagement is a common feature of successful Indigenous programs and initiatives, and is the basis for achieving long‑term and sustainable outcomes (Banks 2009; SCRGSP 2011b). It can assist in attracting Indigenous families to ECEC services, and community control and support may help those services recruit and retain Indigenous workers (Batchelor Institute, sub. 46; Benevolent Society, sub. 49; RRACSSU Central, sub. 42).
In this context, one contributor to this study observed that:

… simply increasing the number, scope and capacity of services targeting Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander families will not necessarily result in higher levels of access or engagement. (SNAICC, sub. DR279, p. 4) 

The importance of community engagement is acknowledged by government. For example, the NPA IECD identifies community engagement as integral to successful implementation of the CFCs. However, recognition of the importance of community engagement may not be enough to ensure its occurrence, and community engagement can take time to be effective (SNAICC, sub. 29). To address this, program evaluation is required so that weaknesses can be identified and addressed.
Even so, community engagement planned for CFCs falls short of Indigenous control that characterises MACS (SNAICC, sub. DR279). Although community engagement rather than control may be appropriate for CFCs in the short‑term, particularly in communities where there are insufficient numbers of appropriately skilled Indigenous people, the long‑term aim should be for community control. To facilitate this, a range of models should be considered to transition these services. One such model may include short‑term shared management with mentoring and professional development for community members, and more autonomous community management supported by a consultative board in the medium-term before community control can be achieved. 
Improved cultural competency

High levels of cultural competency in ECEC services, where services respond respectfully and effectively to people of diverse backgrounds in a manner that recognises, affirms and values those individuals, are necessary to ensure engagement with Indigenous families and to enhance child wellbeing and development (Fordham and Schwab 2007; SNAICC 2009; Trigwell 2000). 
Some study participants argue that improved cultural competency is required in mainstream services, as few non‑Indigenous staff currently have the necessary cultural skills to work with Indigenous children and families (NCAC, sub. 11; SNAICC, sub. 29). 
An incentive to improve cultural competencies in mainstream services is provided via the linking of Indigenous cultural awareness and competencies to the NQS. ECEC services will only receive a rating of ‘Meeting National Quality Standard’ (or above) if they meet (or exceed) all the elements in the NQS. The elements include the requirement that children’s cultures provide the foundation of the education program (Quality Area 1), and that staff acknowledge, value and respect diversity and difference (Quality Area 4) (ECDWG 2010). The NQS and Early Years Learning Framework (EYLF) require joint‑decision making between the Australian Children’s Education and Care Quality Authority (ACECQA) and families and communities in the design and delivery of culturally inclusive programs for all children (DEEWR, sub. DR301). However, there appear to be no clear guidelines to define and measure these quality areas, and in‑depth consultation, including with Indigenous groups, will be necessary to ensure they are accurate and effective.
The Commission considers that general Indigenous cultural competency in mainstream ECEC services should be encouraged in services that include Indigenous children, and regards the cultural competency requirement for a rating of ‘Meeting National Quality Standard’ (or above) as appropriate. However, indepth consultation is needed to develop clear and effective Indigenous cultural competency guidelines for mainstream ECEC services with Indigenous children to receive National Quality Standard endorsement. Further, National Quality Standard assessors will need to be appropriately skilled to assess the cultural competency of services. 
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ECEC services must meet cultural competency standards to receive National Quality Standard endorsement. The Australian Children’s Education and Care Quality Authority should:

· consult with relevant stakeholders to develop clear and effective Indigenous cultural competency guidelines for ECEC services with Indigenous children 
· ensure National Quality Standard assessors are appropriately skilled to assess cultural competency.
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Policy implications for the ECEC workforce for Indigenous children

Funding for ECEC services for Indigenous children
Current funding arrangements for Indigenous‑focused services may hinder effective workforce planning, as funding is reviewed annually, and even where existing or new applicants meet the funding criteria, funding is not guaranteed (DEEWR ndb). A change from single‑year to multiple‑year funding arrangements was recommended by the Australian National Audit Office, and though this has yet to be implemented, the Australian Government is considering how best to improve and streamline the administration of these services (ANAO 2010; DEEWR, sub. DR301). Multiple‑year funding arrangements may address this problem, though Indigenous‑focused services with multiple‑year funding arrangements should be monitored during the funding period to ensure their ongoing compliance with service guidelines. 
Current funding for Indigenous‑focused services appears to be inadequate. A significant increase in demand for qualified ECEC staff for Indigenous‑focused services, including in remote areas, will result from recent policy changes. The COAG commitment to ensure access to ECEC for all Indigenous 4‑year olds, including those in remote communities, will increase the number of ECEC services and therefore demand for qualified staff. Further, demand for qualified staff would be expected to increase more broadly were the NQS to apply to Indigenous‑focused ECEC services (recommendation 14.1) as the staff‑to‑child ratios and qualification requirements are implemented.
The NPA IECD provides more than $290 million over six years to establish and staff CFCs, and the $59.4 million 2010‑11 Budget measure will contribute to increasing the number of qualified staff in existing Indigenous‑focused services. While the planned CFCs will assist in improving access to ECEC services for Indigenous children, additional funding may be needed to attract and retain sufficient staff, and may include funding better pay, conditions, support and professional development, given the existing recruitment difficulties experienced by these services. Further, funding will be required for: a necessarily greater focus on recruiting qualified staff given the generally low qualification levels of existing staff; qualified trainers in regional and remote areas to deliver quality training; and innovative approaches such as the employment of staff to apply the attendance case manager concept.
The additional funding required to attract and retain staff, and to provide quality training, should be made available as a priority to avoid further widening the gap between mainstream and Indigenous‑focused services by facilitating the timely implementation of recruitment and training strategies.
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To meet the goals of the Closing the Gap: National Partnership Agreement on Indigenous Early Childhood Development and the COAG ECEC reforms, more workers, and more highly skilled workers, will be required to work in Indigenous‑focused services. To support service‑level workforce planning and to provide for greater certainty to facilitate more effective attraction, retention and training of staff in Indigenous‑focused services, governments should:

· give priority to the provision of quality ECEC services for Indigenous children, without passing on extra costs to parents

· provide multiple‑year funding for Indigenous-focused ECEC services.

While Indigenous children are likely to benefit from good quality ECEC, the benefits do not necessarily persist as they get older. One study participant stated:

It is with increasing concern that we see Australian Aboriginal children who have benefited from a good cultural preschool seemingly fall behind once they reach Year Three. (Dalaigur Pre-School, Kempsey, pers. comm., 2 June 2011)
This experience is widespread. The proportion of Indigenous children who achieved the national benchmarks for reading decreased as they progressed from year 3 to year 5, and the proportion of Indigenous children who achieved the national benchmarks for numeracy decreased as students progressed from year 3 to year 5 and year 5 to year 7 (SCRGSP 2011b).
This suggests that some Indigenous students require transitional support as they begin formal schooling for the benefits of ECEC to be maintained. This is a finding supported by a broader literature showing that underperforming students are unlikely to catch up unless provided with assistance (Ou and Reynolds 2004; Reynolds et al. 2001; Schweinhart 2005). One study participant suggested that additional school staff are likely to contribute to children’s ongoing wellbeing and success:

[Australian Aboriginal] … children … should be supported up to the end of year two by having at least two teachers in the classroom, one being early childhood trained … [to] assist in ensuring the emotional wellbeing of the child … A single teacher in a class of twenty-four cannot do it all. They cannot manage the academic side as well as the emotional side because there is not enough time in the day. Some of our children have high emotional needs and it takes time to assist the child through them, and also work with the family. (Dalaigur Pre-School, Kempsey, pers. comm., 2 June 2011)
Alternatively, programs that assist Indigenous students once they leave preschool could take the form of support for parents and family members to contribute to the children’s wellbeing.
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Ongoing support for Indigenous children is necessary as they make the transition to formal schooling, to ensure the benefits they gain from ECEC are maintained as they advance through the education system.
A new workforce policy framework

The significant impact of policy reform on workforce demand, as well as the importance of access to quality Indigenous‑focused ECEC services, suggests a clear workforce strategy is required, which includes a focus on attracting and training Indigenous and non‑Indigenous workers. 
Though some jurisdictions have workforce plans to implement the NPA ECE and the NPA IECD (see NPA bilateral agreements), they vary in their progress and depth. Some are service specific, and there is no overarching strategy to attract Indigenous workers (SNAICC, sub. 29). Several contributors to this study argue for improved workforce planning. For example:

… a flexible policy framework for workforce development is crucial in gearing services for success … Establish a specific, national planning process for the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander early childhood sector. (SNAICC, sub. 29, pp. 7−8)
Due to the challenges of attracting and training Indigenous workers, specific strategies for Indigenous workers will be required. To support transition of Indigenous‑focused services to the NQS, building their workforce may need to be prioritised. Such plans should be informed by successful initiatives that include culturally relevant recruitment and selection processes (Benevolent Society, sub. DR161).

An overarching strategy to attract Indigenous and non‑Indigenous workers to Indigenous‑focused services should be one component of the broader Early Years Development Workforce Strategy (EYDWS) (chapter 11), and address the particular needs of the Indigenous workforce. Though the EYDWS is planned to include specific initiatives to build the Indigenous ECEC workforce, it was not available at the date of publication of this report. The EYDWS should consider relative priorities across ECEC services, including those of Indigenous‑focused services, and build on individual workforce plans in each jurisdiction. Without this, services that most need assistance may not get the focus required to adequately support them.
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As part of the broader Early Years Development Workforce Strategy agreed by COAG, governments should work together to develop a coordinated workforce strategy that builds on workforce plans in each jurisdiction, so that priority is given to placing suitably qualified staff in Indigenous‑focused services. This should include a specific plan to build the Indigenous ECEC workforce.
Flexible work arrangements for Indigenous staff

More flexible employment practices may help to attract and retain Indigenous workers. Mainstream services that accommodate the changing circumstances of, and demands on, Indigenous workers demonstrate success in this regard (Hutchins, Frances and Saggers 2009). One example of flexible working arrangements that respond to family and community commitments involves staff receiving sick and personal leave entitlements, but with adjusted pay arrangements for legitimate additional absences (box 14.3). 
To attract and retain Indigenous staff, ECEC services may need to consider offering more flexible employment arrangements.
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ECEC services should consider offering more flexible employment arrangements, such as access to additional leave with adjusted pay arrangements for legitimate absences, to attract and retain Indigenous staff.

Student-centred design

Indigenous students are under-represented in further education, and while they are well represented in VET, the proportion of Indigenous students who successfully complete training is lower than for VET students as a whole. Indigenous students withdraw from VET study at a higher rate, but indicate levels of student satisfaction generally on par with, or higher than, VET students as a whole (PC 2011c).
Training strategies that incorporate student-centred design, where it is delivered using culturally appropriate course design, may result in better educational outcomes for Indigenous students and improve the supply of suitably trained Indigenous staff. In addition, culturally appropriate training that takes into account variations in the way Indigenous workers engage with the demands of the workforce may be a key factor in retaining them (Hutchins, Frances and Saggers 2009).

Contributors to this study support incorporating student‑centred design principles to assist in training Indigenous workers, particularly in rural and remote areas (NCAC, sub. 11; SNAICC, sub. 29). Possible support strategies include: training that takes into account both learning style and context, the need for periods of extended release from training, and access to technology; well‑resourced student support services; cultural appropriateness; travel and accommodation for students; and support for services backfilling positions while Indigenous workers are studying (NCAC, sub. 11). One example of success in the area of student‑centred design facilitates Indigenous students studying together in groups. One student‑centred design solution is the provision of on‑the‑job training. On‑the‑job training may enhance the number of Indigenous staff with qualifications. It does so by delivering training services to Indigenous workers in their community, providing access to those who are reluctant to leave for training due to significant community and family responsibilities. Student‑centred design principles are increasingly being incorporated into workforce development strategies (Watson and Axford 2008a). The recent Australian Government initiative to improve the standards of budget‑based funded ECEC services incorporates supportive student‑focused workforce initiatives (FaHCSIA 2010a). 
Although educational institutions sometimes tailor their services to support disadvantaged students, including improving literacy and numeracy skills, this may be inadequate. The National Childcare Accreditation Council considered, in relation to the Indigenous workforce:

… some of the difficulties in … ECEC training … are being addressed by a number of educational institutions with student‑centred course design, but this needs to be well‑resourced to be effective … (sub. 11, p. 12)
In VET, registered training organisations are required to adhere to principles of access and equity for disadvantaged students, but there is no additional funding for the additional hours that are required to support disadvantaged students (DEEWR 2010b; NVEAC 2010).
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VET and higher education institutions should apply student‑centred design principles to the design and delivery of courses for Indigenous students. Sufficient resources must be provided to ensure Indigenous students are suitably supported throughout their training.

Study readiness support that takes into account the particular learning needs of Indigenous students is also required. In contrast to Indigenous students in urban areas, many Indigenous students from remote areas require additional support due to their lack of experience in the education system and poor levels of literacy. Although increasingly tertiary institutions and registered training organisations include literacy support for Indigenous students (SNAICC, sub. 29), these may be inadequate to provide the intensive literacy support some Indigenous students require.
For Indigenous workers, priority funding is required for students in remote areas, at levels lower than certificate III, which are pathway qualifications that assist students in preparing for work and further study. Study participants suggested that training in remote communities may need to start at the certificate I level, followed by an appropriate certificate II (Batchelor Institute, sub. 46; RRACSSU, sub. 42; SNAICC sub. 29).
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To assist Indigenous students to prepare for study to qualify to work in ECEC settings, priority funding from state and territory governments for certificate I and II training will be required for students in remote areas.
Professional development
Cultural competency training

To address the need for Indigenous cultural competency the Indigenous Professional Support Units (IPSUs), funded by the Australian Government under its Inclusion and Professional Support Program (chapter 8, box 8.1), provide advice to mainstream ECEC services. Several cultural awareness related elective units are also available to students undertaking VET children’s services‑related courses. Further, cultural awareness and respectful practice is ‘foundation knowledge’ for these nationally endorsed training packages and part of the holistic qualification assessment, but not explicitly assessed (CSHISC 2010b).
Despite this, some study participants suggest that current cultural competency training may be inadequate (section 14.4). Further, the approach of offering Indigenous cultural competency training as electives, rather than as part of core training, risks marginalising Indigenous knowledge and practices (NCAC, sub. 11).
One approach to improve cultural competency in mainstream services is to add a cultural competency unit to core qualification requirements in nationally endorsed training packages. However, this approach could further exacerbate the recruitment and training challenges facing the sector. A better approach is to resource the IPSUs to expand cultural competency professional development support for mainstream ECEC services, delivered through the existing Inclusion and Professional Support Program structure (chapter 8).
Indigenous‑focused services

Cultural competency can be difficult to achieve due to complex kinship networks such as extended family, clan and community (Flaxman, Muir and Oprea 2009). These challenges may affect Indigenous‑focused services more than mainstream services due to the number of Indigenous families they attract. Where training is required to build on more general Indigenous cultural competency training in Indigenous‑focused services, professional development might be the best approach. Professional development can be tailored to respond to the different complex kinship networks that exist across communities and services. To deliver tailored cultural competency training for Indigenous-focused ECEC services, additional funding for IPSUs may be required. 
Support for Indigenous staff

Some Indigenous staff working in mainstream or Indigenous‑focused ECEC services also require ongoing mentoring and other support. Study participants suggested that mentoring of staff can be important to help them adapt to work or study, including in rural communities (Health and Community Services Workforce Council, sub. 56; Western Australian Department of Education, sub. 44). This includes peer support networks for people working in rural and remote areas where contact with peers would otherwise be limited (chapter 9), and mentoring as well as peer support for Indigenous staff training in remote communities to ameliorate some of the problems of distance learning.
Professional development is also likely to be a suitable approach for training Indigenous staff. The main source of professional development for Indigenous‑focused children’s services is provided by IPSUs (chapter 8). However, the IPSU program may not be able to meet the professional development needs of all Indigenous staff, particularly for remote services with high support needs (Batchelor Institute, sub. 46; RRACSSU Central, sub. 42).
The Australian Government is currently reviewing all elements of its Inclusion and Professional Support Program (chapter 8), including the IPSUs (DEEWR, sub. DR301). The Commission considers that additional funding should be made available to ensure that appropriate professional development and support is provided to Indigenous staff, and that the adequacy of current funding should be included in the review.
Recommendation 14.

 SEQ Recommendation \* ARABIC 8
To achieve the COAG ECEC reform goals, the Australian Government should make available additional funding for Indigenous Professional Support Units so that:

· general Indigenous cultural competency training can be provided to all staff without such competency working in mainstream ECEC services with Indigenous children 

· tailored professional development on Indigenous cultural competency can be provided to staff working in Indigenous-focused ECEC services where there is demonstrated need

· the units can provide sufficient professional development and support to Indigenous staff.

�	Based on proportion of children from birth to 12 years attending Australian Government approved ECEC services in 2010 (SCRGSP 2011a).


�	Indigenous children 3 to 5 years of age.


�	Based on unpublished National Preschool Census 2010 data. A child is deemed absent if they missed one or more sessions that they were enrolled in during the survey week. Data is drawn from non-government preschool services only.
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