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Terminology used in this report 

Term  Meaning  

KindyLinQ Staff  is a collective term referring to KindyLinQ school-
based staff, including KindyLinQ Teachers, Early 
Years Support Co-ordinators and School Leaders 
involved with implementing the KindyLinQ program. 

KindyLinQ Teachers are qualified teachers employed by KindyLinQ pilot 
schools and responsible for day-to-day delivery of 
the KindyLinQ program. 

Early Years Support Coordinators 
(EYSC) 

are employed by KindyLinQ pilot schools and are 
responsible for building network partnerships, 
providing parents or child level support, and work 
alongside KindyLinQ Teachers to enable day-to-day 
delivery of the KindyLinQ program. 

Department of Education (DoE) 
Regions 

are geographical/administrative regions in which 
schools across Queensland are located. Queensland 
Government DoE Regions are: Far North 
Queensland, North Queensland, Central 
Queensland, North Coast, Darling Downs South 
West, Metropolitan, South East Queensland. 

Department of Education (DoE) 
Regional Officers 

is a collective term for DoE staff members 
responsible for supporting the delivery of the 
KindyLinQ program across each of the seven DoE 
Regions in Queensland. Staff were Early Childhood 
Education and Care (ECEC) Directors and 
Team/Program Managers. 

School Leaders is a collective term for senior staff for each school 
site. School leaders are nominated by school and 
included School Principals and/or Deputy Principals 
or other school Leadership Team Members 
responsible for implementing the KindyLinQ program 
at each school 

Kindergarten sometimes abbreviated to ‘kindy’ and refers to 
licensed, Early Childhood Education and Care 
(ECEC) programs which are led by a degree 
qualified teacher and provide early education for 
children within the year prior to formal schooling 
(typically 4-5 years in Queensland). Kindergarten 
programs can be either stand-alone, located on 
school sites, or be delivered within long-day care 
centres.  
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Acronyms used in this report 

Acronym  Meaning  

CALD Culturally and Linguistically Diverse 

DoE The Queensland Department of Education 

ECEC Early Childhood Education and Care 

EYLF Early Years Learning Framework 

EYSC Early Years Support Coordinator 

E4L  Evidence for Learning (an initiative of Social Ventures Australia)  

FTE Full Time Equivalent 

Qld Queensland 
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Executive Summary  

The program 

Early childhood education and care (ECEC) programs have been identified as the singularly 
most effective public intervention to support children’s development and ongoing life 
chances, with disproportionately positive effect for children living in circumstances of social 
disadvantage. Yet, for a range of structural and cultural reasons, families living in 
circumstances of disadvantage are those least likely to access ECEC. More targeted 
programs to support access to ECEC and promote ongoing engagement in the culture of 
early education is required to support families experiencing high levels of disadvantage. 
Current evidence identifies the most successful programs as those that combine access to 
early education with parenting supports. KindyLinQ, an initiative of the Queensland 
Government, is one such contemporary targeted program that is designed to support 
ongoing family engagement in ECEC. This report presents the outcomes of a pilot trial of 
KindyLinQ in 40 Queensland communities characterised by a diversity of socio-economic 
disadvantage and high levels of developmental vulnerability. 

The pilot trial was undertaken on school sites in each of the 40 communities. Of these, 25 
commenced the program in 2020 with an additional 15 sites commencing the program in 
2021. Flexibility of days and duration of delivery was permitted to accommodate the context 
of each community, however, each KindyLinQ site was required to adhere to six standard 
provisions: 

1. Attended by three-year-old children who must be accompanied by an adult parent or 
guardian 

2. Delivery of a minimum of six hours of teacher-facilitated playgroup per week  
3. Employment of community worker (Early Years Support Coordinator [EYSC]) to 

support the delivery of the program and build partnerships with local early learning 
services and community agencies 

4. Delivery in schools with oversight of the School Principal 
5. A remit to address the education and engagement needs of both children and their 

caregivers 
6. Provision at no cost to families. 

The evaluation 

The pilot evaluation assessed the response to the KindyLinQ program across a single year 
(2021) with some retrospective data collected from the 25 sites that commenced the 
program in 2020. Thus, the key focus was short-term outcomes relating to the functioning of 
the program and stakeholder response and could not extend to mid-and long- term child 
learning trajectories. The evaluation occurred during the COVID-19 pandemic and was 
subject to disruptions associated with temporary school site closures (for all but vulnerable 
children and children of essential workers) and infection management access restrictions. 
These circumstances are an important context that we consider in examining participation in, 
and outcomes of, the evaluation. 

The evaluation employed a comprehensive range of data collections across all sites. 
Quantitative methods utilising registration and attendance records and education staff 
surveys were conducted at early delivery (Term 1) and again at end of year (Term 4) to 
assess change across time. Qualitative methods were employed for process assessment 
during Term 2 and 3, comprising interviews, short parent surveys and visual elicitation 
methods using child-initiated digital photography to obtain child voice. An additional intensive 
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consultative study comprising interviews with regional staff and in-depth consultation within 
four purposefully selected sites was also undertaken. In this way the feasibility, process 
outcomes and summative attendance and subsequent Kindergarten enrolment outcomes 
were evaluated to inform the acceptability and value of the program and identify any required 
adjustments to implementation prior to further trials and upscaling. The key outcomes and 
data sources are summarised in Table E.1. 

Outcomes Measure Data source 

Primary  Family registration and 
attendance 

Administrative records 

 

Program fidelity and function 

 

Online surveys of staff - School Principal, 
Teachers, EYSC Coordinators, 

Consultation Interviews - Regional staff  

Stakeholder satisfaction and 
perceived value  

 

Parent and child voice  

Facilitated survey with parent 

Child Visual Elicitation activity – digital 
photography and story-telling 

Secondary Barriers and enablers to 
implementation 

Staff survey - Principal, Teachers/Early 
Years Support Coordinators  

Parent report - participation 

Intention to enrol in 
Kindergarten programs  

Parent report - short survey Term 2-3 

Staff report - Term 4 survey 

Kindergarten enrolment 

(Tranche 1-25 sites from 2020)  

Administrative records 

Table E.1: Outcomes, measures and data sources of the evaluation 

Key findings 

Family registration in KindyLinQ and attendance rates – Across the 40 sites the 
maximum number of family registrations was 490 (Term 2) with a minimum of 390 (Term 4) 
and an average of 10 families per site. Mid-week (Tuesday - Thursday) was the most 
common days of delivery with most sites (85%) opting for a program that offered two 
sessions of 3 hours duration per week. Average attendance per week per school was 42%. 

The target of 50% attendance for all registered families was achieved by only 11 (27.5%) 
schools. As the evaluation coincided with the Covid-19 pandemic, KindyLinQ attendance 
was impacted. Three-quarters (75%) of KindyLinQ schools indicated that COVID-19 and 
associated restrictions had affected their delivery of KindyLinQ during 2021, including effects 
on weekly attendance numbers, issues with re-engaging families due to anxiety in the 
community, and families being hesitant to attend due to health fears. 
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The characteristics of the families registered indicated that the program successfully 
engaged families from diverse backgrounds and those with a higher risk of experiencing 
developmental vulnerability including those from families identifying as Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander, refugees, Culturally and Linguistically Diverse (CALD), food insecure, having 
a child with a disability and/or having a child in protective services or out of home care. Two 
notable changes in characteristics of attendees were detected from Term 1 to Term 4. First, 
there was a significant decline in the number of CALD families attending. Second, possibly 
reflecting early detection as a result of attendance, there was a significant increase in the 
number of children identified as having a disability. 

The KindyLinQ program characteristics of ‘providing engaging programs’ and ‘building a 
sense of community’ for children and families were significantly associated with attendance 
rates. Schools with average attendance rates meeting the target of greater than 50% were 
significantly more likely to report using community engagement strategies to encourage 
attendance. On the other hand, examining the associations between other program 
characteristics and attendance of children from specific target subpopulations suggests that 
to build trusting relationships and a sense of community where families have more diverse 
circumstances or increased needs presents greater challenge for schools. 

Program fidelity – Program fidelity was assessed against criteria prespecified in 
consultation with the DoE and E4L. Fidelity with the program delivery criterion was 97.5% 
across schools, with all offering a minimum of six hours of KindyLinQ program per week. 
92.5% of KindyLinQ schools registered the target of a minimum of 20% families from 
identified sub-populations. Attendance of families within identified subpopulations (Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander, CALD, refugee, children with disability and children with child 
protection orders) exceeded targets. However, this percentage should be interpreted with 
caution as there is the potential for inflated numbers as families might be identified across 
more than one target population category (e.g., refugee and CALD).  

While all schools successfully recruited a KindyLinQ Teacher and EYSC, there was lower 
fidelity to the prespecified criteria for staff to have strong knowledge of early childhood 
development and learning and early childhood pedagogy when calculated based on 
qualification or prior experience in ECEC. For example, only 55% of KindyLinQ schools had 
a KindyLinQ teacher who indicated qualifications or prior experience in ECEC. We also note 
that few of those in the EYSC role identified with the cultural backgrounds of attending 
families. 

Stakeholder satisfaction and perceived value – The response to KindyLinQ of key 
stakeholders was overwhelmingly positive with the vast majority expressing high satisfaction 
and strong valuing of the program. Participating families described a large range of ways in 
which KindyLinQ was supporting them and providing opportunities for their children through 
social connection and educational support. The children’s accounts also captured the 
importance of social connection and enjoyment of learning afforded in the KindyLinQ 
program with our analysis identifying important connections between learning at home and in 
KindyLinQ.  

The teachers and EYSC similarly identified satisfaction with the program and its value for 
social connection and learning. Across Terms 1 to 4 their levels of general satisfaction and 
response to the value of the program increased among KindyLinQ staff. Consultation 
interviews with school leadership in focus schools and DoE Regional Officers further 
highlighted the high value placed on the KindyLinQ program. Particularly salient were 
conversations with School Leadership who expressed a desire for the program to be 
continued beyond this pilot year and a willingness to not only support, but also contribute 
financially, to ensure the continued running of the program. 
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KindyLinQ staff described having high levels of confidence and skills for their role and this 
did not change across Term 1 and Term 4. Most KindyLinQ staff agreed they were 
somewhat supported in their role and had adequate training. However, a notable majority 
(30%) did not feel adequately trained at the commencement of the program, possibly 
reflecting the recruitment of those without ECEC training and more than 50% of KindyLinQ 
sites reported staff turnover in 2021. 

Barriers and enablers in implementation – Building positive, trusting relationships with 
families, schools and community organisations underpinned the success of KindyLinQ in 
recruiting and engaging families, providing programs that could respond to family needs, and 
supporting the developmental needs of children. Establishing positive relationships did not 
come without challenges, however, and were not always easy to achieve within the time, 
resources, and complexity of community contexts.  

Key strengths of the KindyLinQ program that supported relationships were identified as 
access to a flexible, play-based program for children facilitated by a teacher and the 
opportunity for dual-generation learning as parents/guardians engaged in the education 
program. Families also identified the importance of providing links to the community and 
community services, including facilitation of connection to Kindergarten programs. Clear 
communication, active promotion, building community partnerships and employing skilled 
personnel were identified as other important core elements for program success. 

Key challenges were the difficulty in recruiting and sustaining attendance of target families. 
In this respect the resourcing for the EYSC’s time was specifically identified as under-
resourced. There was an expectation that the EYSC would undertake outreach to their 
community and have connection with community while also participating in the conduct of 
the program, yet time allocation to the role was limited. Except in the case of three sites, the 
EYSC were not culturally of the same identity as the target families.  

As a consequence, we identify the need for more time in relationship-building and the 
potential for barriers of language or trust. Thus, opportunities to improve the KindyLinQ 
program included providing supports and resources for increased promotion of the 
KindyLinQ program, increased resourcing of staff time and infrastructure, and building 
community networks for knowledge sharing and enhancing staff capabilities. 

Intention to enrol in Kindergarten programs – On average, schools reported that three-
quarters of children registered for KindyLinQ in 2021 were enrolled in Kindergarten programs 
in 2022. This average did not differ between schools in Tranche 1 (second year of 
KindyLinQ) and Tranche 2 (first year of KindyLinQ). For Tranche 1 schools, the percentage 
of children reported to enrol in Kindergarten was higher on average for 2022 than in the 
previous year (2021). In the case of North Queensland, reports for intention to enrol in 
Kindergarten in 2022 were almost double those reported for 2021. Reports for enrolments in 
Kindergarten were less for South-East Queensland schools on average for 2022 compared 
to those reported for 2021.  

Key issues to emerge as barriers to enrolment in Kindergarten were availability of 
Kindergarten places in locality, cost, and language/cultural barriers. Of the 40 sites, 12 (30%) 
did not have a Kindergarten within a kilometre of the school and some had no available 
Kindergarten or Kindergartens that were oversubscribed. In the context of families who did 
not have private transport the need to travel was a barrier to enrolment. Aboriginal and/or 
Torres Strait Islanders and families with low levels of education were also over-represented 
among those not intending to enrol in Kindergarten. Some families sought alternative 
activities to Kindergarten, primarily due to location, age of child, lack of centre option or a 
wish to continue to attend with their child. 
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Evaluation outcomes and learnings 

Evaluation 
Question 

Finding Comment 

1. Is there 
evidence to 
support the 
theory of 
change? 

Yes 
There is evidence from this evaluation that the KindyLinQ Pilot Program 
met a number of its short-term objectives, including the objectives 
associated with registration of the target cohort, schools delivering a 
program aligned with the EYLF, families’ intentions to enrol their 
children in Kindergarten in the following year, and children, families and 
staff being satisfied with and valuing the program. 

There are opportunities to improve attendance, with only 27.5% of 
schools achieving the target rate of 50% attendance for all registered 
families. While attendance rates could have been unusually impacted by 
Covid-19, lessons from this finding direct specific attention to the needs 
of CALD families and to localised variations in supports that may be 
required to achieve higher attendance rates. 

2. Was the 
approach 
feasible? 

Yes 
There are clear indications in the diverse collection of data undertaken 
that the KindyLinQ program is highly feasible. The response of 
stakeholders, most notably families and children, was overwhelmingly 
positive and strong evaluation response rates indicates genuine 
engagement in the program.  

While fidelity to structural features of the program was generally high, 
there are opportunities to enhance KindyLinQ staff recruitment, support, 
resources and capabilities, including the cultural identity of staff and 
allocation of time for staff to connect with community. 

3. Is the 
approach 
ready to be 
evaluated in 
a trial? 

Yes 
The KindyLinQ Pilot Program identifies significant promise in delivering 
positive outcomes for children and families, which could be verified in an 
efficacy trial involving child outcomes. This trial could focus on questions 
such as whether KindyLinQ: 

• Improves child and parent learning and family culture of education? 

• Increases the uptake of Kindergarten enrolment and attendance? 

• Improves children’s developmental achievements at school entry 
and throughout schooling? 

Three dimensions of the KindyLinQ program design could be refined 
before the commence of a trial:  

1. Policy: Addressing situations where a pathway to Kindergarten from 
a KindyLinQ site is not locally available, accessible due to 
insufficient places or barriers to access, or acceptable in terms of 
culturally safety and parent participation preferences 

2. Program: Additional supports to resource recruitment, retention and 
sustain attendance for ‘hard to reach’ families, tailor learning 
supports to community needs, and connect to health agencies for 
early intervention for children with additional needs 

3. People: Recruitment of staff with cultural and language 
backgrounds similar to attendees, development of KindyLinQ school 
staff capabilities related to early years pedagogies and dual 
generation learning models, and additional external supports from 
the DoE and community to enhance social inclusion and children's 
development. 
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Key considerations 

The KindyLinQ program received positive evaluation from stakeholders and delivered 
positive outcomes in terms of family engagement and onward intentions and actual 
enrolments in Kindergarten. Nevertheless, we identify key considerations for practice, policy 
and research prior to further trials and upscaling of the KindyLinQ program. 

Considerations for practice 

Loss of CALD families – While the KindyLinQ program achieved registration of CALD 
families, there was a high rate of loss of these families across time. There is an evident need 
to engage families of diverse cultures and languages, identify their strengths and provide 
opportunities for inclusion and contribution. 

Role and identity of the EYSC – Relationships with target families within the community 
were identified as critical in engaging and sustaining family participation in KindyLinQ, and in 
enabling ongoing support to enrol in Kindergarten. Given the strong body of evidence that 
documents the importance of cultural identity of staff in gaining trust of families from more 
vulnerable backgrounds, the identity of the EYSC may be critical in successful enrolment 
and in averting family attrition. Additional time allocation for community networking within the 
remit of the EYSC is likely an important investment.  

Identification of children with disability – From Term 1 to Term 4 there was a substantial 
increase in the number of children attending who were identified as having a disability. The 
explanation is likely teacher identification of concerns. The potential to link allied health 
services into the KindyLinQ program for early intervention supports is an opportunity that 
might significantly improve children’s onward educational trajectories and is worthy of 
investigation. 

Considerations for policy 

Resourcing of KindyLinQ – The time allocation for staff delivering the KindyLinQ program 
was limited and divided unequally between contact and non-contact hours. The opportunity 
to consider more resourcing for planning, record-keeping and community engagement in 
order to recruit families, sustain attendance, tailor learning supports for community needs 
and connect with health agencies. 

Workforce and capability building – Workforce planning and capability building is an 
important element of scaling a pilot program. In addition to recruitment and retention 
considerations, there are opportunities to more systematically build the capabilities of 
KindyLinQ school staff in relation to EYLF, early years pedagogies, cultural engagement, 
dual generation learning models (including how to engage parents as educators for their 
children); enhance the role of regional staff and community organisations as facilitators to 
enhance social inclusion and children’s development; and, enact supports to mitigate the 
impact of school staff turnover. Regional offices held responsibility for training and ongoing 
supports and there were local variations in satisfaction with this support. Learnings from this 
variation and some standard training supports may improve delivery and staff satisfaction. In 
particular, support with recruitment and in working with the EYLF emerged as key points for 
capacity building 

Pathways to Kindergarten – The success of the KindyLinQ program delivered on a school 
site is clear. Yet, for many families attending a Kindergarten program, the majority of which 
are not on school sites, may not be feasible. The absence of an available Kindergarten, or of 
places within available Kindergartens, presents a problem of early educational pathways. 
Some families identified KindyLinQ as their only early education support and wanted to 
attend with their 4-year-old children. Barriers to Kindergarten attendance of cost, 
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administration, language and transport were also identified by families. Some families 
wanted to continue to attend a program with their child. Supports to access and attend 
Kindergarten and alternative early education models that are deemed “safer” by families 
should be considered. 

Considerations for research 

Solutions to attendance barriers – While our evaluation identified the problem of 
disengagement of CALD families, it does identify the root causes of the issue or provide 
solutions. Detailed and co-designed solutions may deliver effective contextualised solutions 
that address the underlying causes of declining attendance across the year. 

Child outcomes – This evaluation focuses on short-term outcomes across a single year. 
While rates of intention to attend Kindergarten were high, it is not possible to establish within 
the current evaluation whether or how many of these families would have enrolled in 
Kindergarten in the absence of the KindyLinQ program. A next step following this pilot 
evaluation is to consider undertaking an efficacy trial, which could incorporate data on 
medium and long-term child outcomes such as ongoing tracking of children’s progress into 
Kindergarten and beyond into school by exploiting data linkage capacity and undertaking 
comparisons with ‘like children’ who did not attend KindyLinQ, or who attended other early 
education and care programs.   
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Introduction to the KindyLinQ program pilot  

Background 

The quality of social and educational experiences in the first five years of life are the 
foundation of lifetime educational trajectories, wellbeing, social inclusion, and social 
engagement. Early experiences establish the neural architecture that underpin a child’s life 
chances, for better or worse.  

Early education and care (ECEC) programs, including Kindergarten programs, have been 
identified as the singularly most effective public intervention to support children’s 
development and life chances, with disproportionately positive effect for children living in 
circumstances of social disadvantage (Burger, 2010; Heckman, et. al., 2013). ECEC 
programs, when of high quality, have been shown to disrupt cycles of intergenerational 
disadvantage (Cunha & Heckman, 2009; Votruba-Drzal, et.al, 2004). Yet there is mounting 
international evidence, including from Australia, that many families whose children are at 
high risk of experiencing developmental vulnerability at entry to school are not accessing 
ECEC (Alexandersen et al., 2021; Melhuish, et. al., 2015). Among the families not accessing 
the benefits of ECEC are those who have low income, are from culturally and linguistically 
diverse backgrounds, and/or are refugees and recent migrants. Children with a disability and 
those under the guardianship of child protection services are also less likely to access (Smith 
Family, 2021; Thorpe et. al. 2011). Supporting access to ECEC for these families and 
children is a government priority.  

The qualities of an ECEC program that best deliver improved life chances for children at 
entry to school remain a subject of debate and ongoing research endeavours. While not 
definitive, the current body of research identifies some key structural and relational features 
that can deliver enduring positive effects on children’s life course through to adulthood. 
Randomised control experiments conducted in the USA from the 1960s identify four key 
components of effective ECEC programs: 

1. Teachers with qualification and skill in early years education 
2. An educationally-focussed curriculum  
3. Strong relational connectedness, including support of parents/guardians as educators 

beyond the hours of attendance 
4. Attention to cultural safety and cultural connectedness 

Yet delivery of ECEC programs that engage the most marginalise families in contemporary 
contexts is not well understood. More evidence is needed on the level of resource and inputs 
required to deliver positive child and family outcomes within the constraints of public funds 
and socio-cultural contexts. Taking lessons from successful research experiments to delivery 
at scale across the complexity of diverse geographic and socio-economic contexts is the 
contemporary challenge. Key questions for design of population-level programs are: 

1. How do we reach and recruit families?  
2. What are the barriers to access? 
3. What are the appropriate hours and configurations of provision?  
4. How do we sustain family engagement? 

This KindyLinQ Program pilot evaluation presents an important contribution to these 
contemporary questions. 
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Program aims 

KindyLinQ is a Queensland Government initiative that aims to reduce vulnerability and 
improve wellbeing by providing three-year-old children a learning environment, in attendance 
with their parents/guardians. Key goals of KindyLinQ are to enhance family wellbeing and 
encourage families with children at-risk of experiencing developmental vulnerability to view 
Kindergarten provision, at age four, as an option for them.  

KindyLinQ also aims to help young children develop essential skills needed to transition to 
Kindergarten and then their first year of schooling, the Prep Year. The intent of KindyLinQ is 
to build the confidence and capability of families to support their children’s learning and 
development at home, to improve overall wellbeing of children, and connect families with 
relevant support services and early childhood education and care (ECEC) services.  

Program design 

KindyLinQ is a facilitated play-based program for three-year-old children and their families 
delivered by a trained teacher and EYSC. The program was designed by Queensland 
Department of Education (DoE), adapted from the West Australian KindyLink program.  

KindyLinQ is being implemented as a pilot in 40 selected schools across Queensland 
(referred to as the ‘KindyLinQ Program Pilot’ or simply ‘KindyLinQ’ in this Report). 

KindyLinQ has a flexible delivery allowing pilot schools to tailor the delivery of the program to 
suit their individual school and community context. KindyLinQ sessions focus on providing 
opportunities for families to recognise and understand the connection between development 
and learning. Teachers use the Early Years Learning Framework (EYLF) and the DoE’s 
Foundations for Success to guide the program, and work with families and community 
stakeholders to ensure local context and needs are reflected.  

While flexibility in delivery of the program is encouraged, schools implementing KindyLinQ 
are required to adhere six key principles: 

1. Provision for three-year-old children and their parents/guardians who must be in 
attendance1 

2. Provision of a minimum of six hours of teacher-facilitated playgroup per week 
3. Employment of a community worker (Early Years Support Coordinator [EYSC]) to 

support the delivery of the program and build partnerships with local early learning 
services and community agencies 

4. Delivery in schools with oversight of the School Principal 
5. A remit to address the education and engagement needs of both children and their 

caregivers 
6. Provision at no cost to families. 

Funding and support 

Support for the pilot school teams were made available from the DoE’s Strategy, Innovation 
and Programs Branch in partnership with the DoE’s regional early childhood teams. Funding 
and supports available for each school participating in the KindyLinQ Program Pilot included: 

 

1 Decisions regarding participation eligibility of children and families is at the school level; although children must 
be aged three-years at the time of registration and parents/guardians must attend with their child. 

https://www.education.wa.edu.au/dl/7lpmn3
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I. Funding for a part-time teacher (0.3 FTE) and a part-time EYSC (0.3 FTE, AO3)2 
II. A once-off establishment resource grant 

III. Training, supporting documents and ongoing virtual and face-to-face support to 
implement KindyLinQ supplied at the discretion of each DoE regional office.3  

DoE regional offices were given funding for capability building to support KindyLinQ schools 
and staff. This was aligned with the initial four KindyLinQ regions in Tranche 1, 2020, and 
was extended to all seven regions in the second tranche of the pilot, commencing in 2021. 

Pilot schools 

KindyLinQ was initially piloted in 25 schools, starting in Term 1 2020 (Tranche 1). An 
additional 15 schools were added from Term 1 2021 (Tranche 2). In total, the KindyLinQ 
Program Pilot was conducted in 40 schools across Queensland in 2021. This second year of 
the KindyLinQ Program Pilot was the focus of the current evaluation and included schools 
within their first (Tranche 2) and second (Tranche 1) year of program implementation.  

Pilot schools were identified and selected by the DoE in consultation with each region4. 
Eligibility for the KindyLinQ Program Pilot was based on four criteria:  

1. Proportion of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children 
2. Low parent education 
3. Low family income, and  
4. Proportion of children attending a nearby Kindergarten program.  

Exclusion criteria was also used (e.g., Prep enrolments less than 12). From this list of 
potential schools, DoE Regional Officers nominated schools based on critical success 
factors from prior similar projects (e.g., School Principal commitment). 

Program logic 

Development of the Program Logic commenced in 2019 and was facilitated by E4L. 
Consultation between the evaluators and the DoE, who designed and implemented the 
KindyLinQ Program Pilot, was undertaken to identify key program components, goals and 
intended short and long-term program outcomes.  

The KindyLinQ Pilot Implementation Program Logic is provided in Figure 1. This pictorial 
representation of the sequence of the program and outcomes emerging from this 
consultation was created by E4L following consultation with the DoE and the University of 
Queensland evaluation team. The program logic provides a critical framework for evaluating 
the fidelity and success of the KindyLinQ Program Pilot, and delineates those components 
that fall within, and beyond, the scope of this pilot evaluation.  

 

2 The EYSC role is classified as an FTE of 36.25 hr/pw (72.5 hr/per fortnight).  Funding for 0.3 FTE translates to 
10.875 hr/pw (21.75 per fortnight) and suggests the EYSC may not always be present for all KindyLinQ contact 
hours if the community engagement and support work takes priority. The 0.3 Teacher role translates to 7.5 hr/pw 
(15 hr/per fortnight) and more closely reflects the role of primary contact with session planning and preparation. 

3 There was no universal training delivered to schools. The DoE expected that regions would provide 
contextualised support to each participating school, including any training, coaching or support required to deliver 
the program in alignment with the intent, requirements and expectations outlined in the program handbook. 

4 All KindyLinQ programs were located within state schools. The pilot schools were chosen at the discretion of the 
DoE and not as part of the evaluation design. 
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Figure 1: KindyLinQ Program Logic



 

 

Methods 
This section describes the methods used in the pilot evaluation including the evaluation 
approach, evaluation participants, evaluation recruitment process, data collection, data 
analysis and interpretation, and ethics and data protection. 

Evaluation approach 

The evaluation of the KindyLinQ Program Pilot commenced in 2020, with collection of 
relevant data between Term 1 and Term 4, 2021. This independent, pilot evaluation was 
conducted by researchers at the University of Queensland and was commissioned through a 
partnership between Evidence for Learning (E4L, an initiative of Social Ventures Australia) 
and the DoE, where E4L operated as an independent ‘broker’ for the evaluation. 

Evaluation phases 

The evaluation had two key phases of working: 

1) Co-design phase to develop the Evaluation Protocol (Nov 2020 – Jan 2021)5. 
Initial planning for the evaluation was undertaken using a co-design model. This 
process was facilitated by E4L, in which the evaluation team worked collaboratively 
with the DoE to identify the program logic, develop the evaluation questions, and 
refine the pilot evaluation design, including ensuring appropriateness of research 
methods and language use (e.g., within the survey items). This process ensured 
alignment with the program intent, intended outcomes, implementation design and 
school/community contexts of the KindyLinQ Program Pilot.  

2) Independent evaluation phase (Feb 2021 – Jun 2022). Data collection, data 
analysis, interpretation and synthesis of the data was undertaken independently by 
the University of Queensland evaluation team. Throughout this process E4L acted as 
the intermediatory to ensure independence of the evaluation outcomes and delivery 
of the Evaluation Report.  

Evaluation objectives 

Identification of the assessment priorities for the KindyLinQ pilot evaluation was informed by 
the DoE’s four strategic platforms (Figure 2). 

 

  

Figure 2: The DoE’s strategic platform areas and corresponding broad guiding questions. 

 

5 This period was the primary period of protocol development, however some on-going consultation was 
undertaken between February 2021 and November 2021 (commencement of final analysis and report writing). 
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Six focus areas for assessment in the pilot evaluation were identified by the DoE and 
included: 

1. Attendance – characteristics of the families who engage and identification of key 
aspects of the programs that keeps families attending. 

2. Children and family engagement – program satisfaction, use of child and family 
voice within program implementation and delivery, and how schools work with 
community partners to support families. 

3. Decision making about staffing – choices (recruitment, qualifications, qualities) and 
staff duties (does the actual role the KindyLinQ Teacher and EYSC are undertaking 
match with the expectations/role from DoE – i.e., the position description of EYSC). 

4. School leadership – who is leading the initiative at the school and what does 
leadership of KindyLinQ look like at a school/community level – enablers for success. 

5. Implementation – how the program is rolled-out by schools and local enablers and 
barriers and whether the policies, guidelines and supports put in place by DoE, such 
as staffing hours and funding provided, contribute as enablers or barriers. 

6. Supports – support to schools from DOE regional offices and support provided to 
each regional office from the central office of DOE. 

These focus areas aligned with the short-term outcomes anticipated for the program (see 
Figure 1) and were used to inform development and refinement of the evaluation and focus 
areas, and corresponding data to be examined within the pilot evaluation.  

Evaluation questions 

Consistent with a pilot feasibility trial, the evaluation questions focus on both process (fidelity, 
implementation, feasibility) and short-term outcomes of the KindyLinQ Program Pilot. 
Outcomes related to the end of term four, 2021 and parent intentions beyond. 

The key evaluation questions guiding the evaluation were generated in consultation with the 
DoE and E4L and are summarised in Table 1. Evaluation questions and focus areas are also 
aligned with one or more of the DoE’s strategic platforms.  

Evaluation 
Question 

Focus Areas Alignment with strategic platforms 

1. Is there 
evidence to 
support the 
theory of 
change? 

• What are the initial 
reactions and perceived 
value of KindyLinQ?  

• Was KindyLinQ 
implemented as 
intended?   

Places: What matters most for children and 
families? 

Pathways: What are the key pathways into early 
education and how are these supported and 
enhanced? 

2. Was the 
approach 
feasible?6 

• What are the enablers 
and barriers to the 
effective 
implementation/delivery 
of KindyLinQ by schools? 

Precision: What specific strategies, models or 
approaches can support alignments between 
community priorities and program implementation? 

Partnerships: What are the priorities of the 
community and how are these integrated and 
responded? 

 

6 Feasibility of the KindyLinQ program design and implementation is considered within this evaluation question.  
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Evaluation 
Question 

Focus Areas Alignment with strategic platforms 

3. Is the 
approach 
ready to be 
evaluated in 
a trial? 

• What are the core 
elements that are critical 
for program success?  

• Are there particular 
models7 that lead to 
higher attendance and 
engagement by families? 

Places: What matters most to children and 
families including strengths, barriers, and enablers 
at a local level? 

Table 2: KindyLinQ pilot evaluation questions  

Evaluation protocol  

An Evaluation Protocol was developed in consultation with the DOE and E4L and drawing on 
the team’s extensive knowledge and experience conducting research and evaluations in 
complex and diverse early childhood, family, and community contexts. The agreed 
Evaluation Protocol was approved by all parties prior to commencement. The evaluation 
protocol was published on the E4L website on the 21st of January 2021. 

Evaluation design and approach 

The evaluation was a pilot and feasibility trial and is summarised in Table 2 and Figure 3.  

Trial Type Pilot and feasibility trial 

Trial design Mixed methods approach; includes surveys and interviews 

Student age range 
and year levels 3-year-old children and their families 

Number of students 120 (at least 3 per school) 

Number of schools8 40 (25 in Tranche 1 + 15 in Tranche 2) 

Primary evaluation 
measure and source 
as specified in 
protocol 

Family Registration (administrative records) 

Program Fidelity (Principal, Teachers/Early Years Support 
Coordinators, regional staff report) 

Satisfaction (parent report) 

Secondary evaluation 
measure and source 
as specified in 
protocol 

Intention to enrol in Kindergarten programs (parent report; 
Teachers/Early Years Support Coordinators report) 

Barriers and enablers to implementation (Principal, Teachers/Early 
Years Support Coordinators report) and participation (parent report) 

Table 3: KindyLinQ program pilot evaluation summary  

 

7 Program models are specific characteristics of the KindyLinQ program that varied across school sites (e.g., 
recruitment strategy), due to encouraged flexibility of program delivery at each site to reflect community context.    

8 Randomisation or inclusion of a control group was not possible due to preselection of school sites by the DoE, 

and difficulties associated with finding appropriately matched control groups. Tranche 1 schools were in the 
second year of delivery and were primary located in metropolitan areas. Tranche 2 school were in their first year 
of delivery and were primarily located in rural and remote areas.  

https://evidenceforlearning.org.au/assets/Uploads/E4L-Trial-Protocol-KindyLinQ.pdf
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Figure 3: Implementation and process evaluation design 

The evaluation included three key phases of data collection as follows: 

1. Phase 1: Term 1 assessment – Phase 1 comprised an online survey to key staff 
(school leadership, KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSCs across all 40 KindyLinQ pilot 
schools. The purpose of this initial phase was to collect data regarding the initial 
implementation, delivery, and early responses to the KindyLinQ Program Pilot in each 
school. Data was also collected in this phase regarding delivery and changes from 
2020 for schools who had participated in Tranche 1 of the KindyLinQ Program Pilot.  

2. Phase 2: In depth consultation (Term 2-3) – Phase 2 comprised (1) family surveys 
and child activities across all 40 KindyLinQ pilot schools, (2) interviews with DoE 
Regional Officers across all seven DoE regions and (3) in-depth interviews with staff 
involved in the delivery of KindyLinQ cross four purposefully selected focus schools 
(please see KindyLinQ Evaluation Focus Schools section below). The key purpose of 
this phase was to collect data to provide family and child voice and in-depth 
understanding of the experiences of those participating, delivering, and supporting the 
KindyLinQ Program Pilot.  

3. Phase 3: Term 2 assessment – Phase 3 comprised a follow-up online survey to key 
staff (school leadership, KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSCs across all 40 KindyLinQ 
pilot schools. The purpose of this follow-up phase was to collect data that could 
provide information on change across time, experiences in delivering and supporting 
the program across the year, and intentions regarding transition to Kindergarten of 
participating families.  

Alongside independent data collections, administrative data was supplied to the evaluation 
team by the DOE summarising family registration and attendance collected by each 
KindyLinQ pilot school. 
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Evaluation participants 

Six participants groups (see Table 3) across all 40 KindyLinQ sites and the seven DoE 
regions, were approached for participation in the current evaluation. The seven DoE regions 
were: Far North Queensland, North Queensland, Central Queensland, North Coast, Darling 
Downs South West, South East Queensland and Metropolitan. 

To ensure that all stages of program development, delivery, support, and participation were 
reflected in the evaluation, data was collected across key stakeholders: DoE Regional 
Officers, KindyLinQ staff, participating children, and families. Measures were selected to 
enable the largest breadth of participants, within the pragmatic constraints of the evaluation 
(e.g., large geographical distances across sites).  

Participant Group Description 

School Leadership Principals, Deputy Principals and/or other school leadership staff 
responsible for implementing KindyLinQ at each school. 

KindyLinQ Teachers Qualified teacher responsible for delivery of KindyLinQ at each 
school. 

Early Years Support 
Coordinators (EYSC) 

Working with KindyLinQ Teacher to enable delivery of KindyLinQ 
at each school, building community partnerships and providing 
child and parent level support. 

Parents and/or Guardians Attending and participating in KindyLinQ at each school site. 

Children Attending and participating in KindyLinQ at each school site. 

DoE Regional Officers DoE staff member responsible for supporting the delivery of 
KindyLinQ across each of the seven DoE regions. 

Table 4: Description of evaluation participant groups 

Four KindyLinQ evaluation focus schools were selected for additional in-depth data collection 
to inform the process evaluation. The selection of these ‘evaluation focus schools’ was 
purposeful and aimed at ensuring coverage of both Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 schools and 
those within and outside the southeast region of Queensland. To achieve this aim, schools 
were first grouped by DoE region and tranche (see Figure 4) and then randomly selected 
from those within each stratum (see Figure 5).  

 

Figure 4: Purposeful stratification of school sites 

Tranche

Tranche 1 

1 school randomly selected from Tranche 1

Tranche 2

3 schools randomly selected from Tranche 2

Region

South East Queensland (SEQ) x 2

2 Schools from SEQ, Metropolitan Brisbane, 
North Coast

Regional/Remote x 2

2 Schools from Central Queensland, Darling 
Downs, Far North Queensland
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Figure 5: Stratification groupings for random selection of focus school sites9 

A summary of the anticipated number, relevant methods, and time involvement of 
participants is provided in Table 4. These numbers were calculated within the assumption of 
participation of one staff member in each role across each of the 40 KindyLinQ schools and 
seven DoE regions, and a requested participation of at least three families and children 
participating from each school site. 

Participants Anticipated 
Number (N) 

Method  Timing Time to 
complete 

KindyLinQ School 
Staff 

- School 
Leadership 

- KindyLinQ 
Teacher 

- EYSC 

N = 120 staff  

Minimum of 3 
staff per school 

Two-wave 
mixed-method 
(open- and 
close-item) 
electronic survey 

Term 1 

Term 4 

~30 minutes 
per survey 

Families  

(parent/guardian) 

N = 120 families  

Minimum of 3 
families per 
school 

A one-off mixed-
method (open- 
and close-item) 
electronic survey 
via provided iPad 

Term 2-3 ~20 minutes 

Children 

 

N = 120 children  

Minimum of 3 
children per 
school 

A one-off play-
based activity 
using provided 
iPad and 
facilitated by 
KindyLinQ 
Teacher or 
EYSC 

Term 2-3 ~10 minutes 

 

9 All Tranche 1 schools of the KindyLinQ Program Pilot were located in South East Queensland, with schools in 
regional and remote included only in Tranche 2 (2021). The weighting of schools shown in this figure reflects this 
roll-out and the focus of the evaluation on schools participating in the KindyLinQ Program Pilot in 2021.  

Southeast 
Queensland

School 1: 
Tranche 1

School 2: 
Tranche 2

Regional/Remote

School 3: 
Tranche 2 

School 4: 
Tranche 2 
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Participants Anticipated 
Number (N) 

Method  Timing Time to 
complete 

DoE Regional 
Officers 

N= 7 DoE 
Regional Office 
staff 

1 per region 

A one-off semi-
structured 
video/phone 
interview 

Term 2-3 ~30-60 
minutes 

Focus Group  

- School 
Leadership 

- KindyLinQ 
Teacher 

- EYSC  

N = 12 Staff 

Minimum of 3 
per focus school 
across 4 focus 
schools 

A one-off 
video/phone 
interview either 
one-on-one or in 
a focus group. 

Term 2-3 ~30-60 
minutes 

Table 5: Summary of planned participants and methods for evaluation 

Evaluation recruitment process 

All schools participating in the KindyLinQ Program Pilot were invited to take part in the 
evaluation. To ensure independence of the evaluation and to maintain anonymity and right to 
withdrawal, the research team was provided with a list of school contacts by the DoE and 
each school was approached directly by the evaluation team. At no time was the DoE 
provided information about schools and/or staff who did and did not choose to participate in 
the evaluation.  

The recruitment process comprised a sequence of three stages: Contact of school principals, 
contact of staff and contact of families.  

1. School and staff recruitment: Principals at each KindyLinQ pilot school provided their 
consent for the school and associated personnel, families, and children to be approached 
to take part in the evaluation. All KindyLinQ school staff were contacted directly by the 
evaluation team via email and invited to participate in the evaluation. School staff were 
provided information about the Term 1 and Term 4 surveys and informed of the potential 
that they may be contacted to participate in a follow-up interview (for identified focus 
schools). 
 

2. Focus school staff and regional officer recruitment: All KindyLinQ staff in the 
selected focus schools and one DoE regional officer in each of the regions with 
KindyLinQ sites were invited to participate in in-depth online or phone interviews. 
Regional Officers across each of the seven DoE regions were contacted using contact 
information provided by DoE. All participants were asked to provide specific written 
consent to take part in a phone or on-line interview with a member of the evaluation 
team. 
 

3. Family recruitment: Recruitment of KindyLinQ families and children were facilitated by 
school staff (KindyLinQ Teacher and/or EYSC) at each school site. School staff were 
asked to invite a minimum of three families and three children to participate in the data 
collection. Parents/guardians completed their consent form online via an iPad provided 
for the evaluation whilst at their KindyLinQ program and were instructed to obtain assent 
from their child using a pictorial (i.e., happy/sad face) assent protocol.  
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Data collection 

Four key data collection approaches were applied within this evaluation10: 

 

 

 

Data collection activities were carefully designed for each target stakeholder group, with 
specific consideration of time constraints, ease of completion, and potential cultural and 
linguistic differences. Each data collection instrument or activity was custom designed for this 
KindyLinQ pilot evaluation. Activities designed to collect data from child participants were 
age and developmentally appropriate.  

Mixed methods, including both quantitative and qualitative components, were used to allow 
for breadth and depth of data and triangulation of findings across multiple sources. Providing 
opportunity for voices of families to be foregrounded and presented in the context of the 
perspectives of educators and school leadership was a key focus of the chosen data 
collection approach. An overview of evaluation domains, measures and respondents is 
provided in Appendix 1. 

Online surveys 

Online surveys of KindyLinQ school staff were undertaken to examine the experiences of 
staff participating in the roll-out of the KindyLinQ Program Pilot across the 40 pilot schools.  

KindyLinQ School Leadership team members, KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSCs at each pilot 
school were invited to complete an online survey at two time-points: Term 1 and Term 4. 

Surveys were distributed via an online survey platform (Checkbox) and access was provided 
to participants via an emailed link. This survey was intended to be completed in 20-30 
minutes. Demographic questions (e.g., KindyLinQ role) and logic linking was used to ensure 
participants were only asked questions that were relevant to them. 

Survey items were both closed and open-ended, providing opportunity to collect relative 
rating for specific areas of interest, alongside deeper understanding of variations in 
experiences. Key areas covered within the survey for all KindyLinQ staff members included:  

• Roles and responsibilities in the KindyLinQ program 

• Experiences in the delivery and implementation of the KindyLinQ program 

• Resource, level of support/training received and capability development 

• Engagement, satisfaction, and expectations of the KindyLinQ program 

• Experiences of the program in the previous year (for Tranche 1 schools only) 

Family and child voice 

Activities with families and children were undertaken to provide an understanding of the 
perspectives and experiences of those participating in KindyLinQ. 

 

10 The symbols for each data collection approach are used throughout the research findings to denote the source 
of data. 

ONLINE 
SURVEYS 

FAMILY & 
CHILD VOICE 

CONSULTATION 
INTERVIEWS 

ATTENDANCE 
DATA 
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Two activities were designed to inform the evaluation of attendees’ experiences and 
perspectives of KindyLinQ: (i) Family Survey and (ii) Child Photo-story activity. 

A minimum of three families (three parent/guardians and three children) per school were 
invited to participate in the evaluation activities across each of the 40 KindyLinQ pilot 
schools.  

Activities were facilitated by the KindyLinQ Teacher and/or EYSC at each school site. 

KindyLinQ staff were asked to capture data from KindyLinQ attendees after participating in 

training facilitated by the evaluation team. This approach enabled participation of all school 

sites, including those in rural and remote locations, within the budgetary constraints of the 

project and meant that families and children completed the activities with a familiar person, 

increasing participant comfort. 

Each KindyLinQ school was provided with an iPad by the evaluation team, to assist with 
secure data collection. At completion of the evaluation iPads were gifted to schools to 
become an ongoing resource for the KindyLinQ program.  

Family surveys 

Parents/guardians were invited to complete a short online survey of approximately 10 

minutes) duration using the iPad. Surveys were completed once and were undertaken across 

all schools within Term 2 and 3, 202111. Parents/guardians could complete the survey 

independently or with assistance from trained KindyLinQ staff members. Key measures and 

questions on the survey included: 

• Characteristics of parents/guardians themselves and their children 

• Perspectives of the delivery and implementation of KindyLinQ 

• Perspectives of Kindergarten after participating in KindyLinQ. 

Surveys used a combination of closed-ended and open-ended questions (see Appendix 2). 
Where appropriate items used a combination of text and visual response options to support 
completion. For example, for questions regarding participant satisfaction about the program 
(e.g., “I enjoy KindyLinQ”; “My child enjoys KindyLinQ”) parents/guardians could opt to select 
a visual prompt of various ‘smiley faces’ from angry to very happy.  

Child photo-stories  

Children were invited to participate in a photo-story activity of 10-15 minutes using the iPad. 
The play-based activity conducted with children and families was implemented by trained 
KindyLinQ staff at each school. Training was provided directly by the evaluation team via two 
online workshops. Training included instructions on how to work the recording equipment, 
the protocol for conducting the activities (including the wording to be used), understanding of 
ethical issues, and information on how to reduce risks of influencing or leading the child 
during interviews. Children gave verbal consent to KindyLinQ staff and were supported by 
parent/guardians to undertake these activities.  

The photo-stories activity involved children taking a photograph of their favourite things about 
KindyLinQ using the iPad. The pictures taken by the children were used to elicit interview 
responses from the child about their feelings and experiences of KindyLinQ. Children were 
asked to talk about the picture and their responses were audio-recorded using the iPad. 

 

11 Families typically completed surveys during the second half of Term 2 and the first half of Term 3. The timing 
for this data collection was deliberately broad to allow time for KindyLinQ staff time to engage with and support 
family participation with minimal disruption to their program delivery. 
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Photos and audio data were uploaded to SeeSaw and could be annotated by the KindyLinQ 
staff to provide context. The evaluation team received the data from each school 
electronically for analyses. 

Interviews with children and pictures were stored electronically and analysed to examine key 
themes. Photographs were classified into categories derived from the data at the activity 
level. Audio recordings of conversations were transcribed verbatim, coded in NVivo, and 
analysed thematically. Annotations of photographic and audio/video recordings that were 
uploaded to the online portal were analysed to investigate the connections between 
KindLinQ attendees to local and wider communities. 

Consultation interviews 

Semi-structured, consultation interviews were undertaken to provide an in-depth 
understanding of the experiences of those involved in the delivery of KindyLinQ.  

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with DoE Regional Officers and focus school 
staff. All interviews took between 30 minutes to one hour. Participants were provided with the 
option to complete interviews either online via a secure web conferencing platform (e.g., MS 
Teams) or via phone. Interview protocols were developed and reviewed by the DoE prior to 
administration. 

Key topics of discussion for these interviews comprised questions about KindyLinQ at their 
school or in their region including: 

• Attendance and engagement of families 
• Decision-making process, leadership model, and staff recruitment  
• Experiences and perspectives of the delivery and implementation  
• Role of school leadership in supporting delivery 

The level of support and training they may have received. 

Interviews were conducted either one-on-one or in small focus groups, depending on the 
preference of the participant. For reasons of confidentiality and to avoid issues of power 
imbalance, KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSCs were not interviewed with members of the 
school leadership team.  

Interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim. Interview transcripts were uploaded into 
a qualitative analysis program, NVivo for analysis.  

Administrative data 

Data regarding KindyLinQ recruitment and participation of families at each school was made 
available to the evaluation team from the DoE. Term 1, 2021 recruitment and attendance 
data for each KindyLinQ pilot school was provided as aggregated data for the term. 
Attendance data for each pilot school for Terms 2,3 and 4 was provided in a weekly format. 
Documentation of delays in staff recruitment and program commencement were also 
provided. DoE also provided data regarding directly from school staff regarding their 
knowledge of family’s enrolments (Tranche 1 schools) and intentions to enrol (collected in 
Term 4 for all school) in a Kindergarten program following their participation in KindyLinQ.   
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Data analysis and interpretation 

Overview of analyses 

The analytical approach12 comprised multiple stages mapped onto each of the key evaluation 
questions, summarised below.  

To answer Evaluation Question 1 - “Is there evidence to support the theory of 
change?” the following stages of analysis were undertaken: 

1. Drawing on survey data, descriptive statistics were conducted to examine overall 
patterns of satisfaction, perceived value, ECEC attitudes and intentions and staff 
confidence across respondents, including differences across key stakeholder groups 
(DoE Regional Officers, School leadership, KindyLinQ Teachers, EYSC, 
Parents/guardians, and Children). Where available, sub-group analysis were 
undertaken, and repeated measures analyses were conducted to examine changes 
across time (Term 1 to Term 4)13. 

2. Registration and attendance across KindyLinQ sites were examined for trends across 
time, with a focus on characteristics of families registered, average attendance and 
ranges14. Analyses were conducted to examine group trends in attendance to identify 
KindyLinQ regions where there may be significant variation (higher or lower) patterns 
of attendance and/or registration. 

3. Analysis of fidelity of implementation was undertaken as per compliance section (see 
Table 6). 

To answer Evaluation Question 2 - “Was the approach feasible?” the following analytical 
approach was applied: 

1. Analysis of stakeholder perspectives regarding enablers and barriers of effective 
implementation and delivery was conducted. This analysis was undertaken using 
quantitative (survey reports) and qualitative (stakeholder interviews and open-ended 
survey responses) approaches.  

To answer Evaluation Question 3 - “Is the approach ready to be evaluated in a trial?” 
the following approaches were applied: 

1. Analyses were conducted to describe the key characteristics of program 
implementation and delivery across KindyLinQ pilot schools. This analysis was used 
to identify points of commonality and divergence in approaches taken across schools. 
Characteristics of the program design (planning, consultation, staffing, space, 
resource allocation, training, supports, school leadership, and pedagogical 
approaches) and school local community were examined.  

 

12 For quantitative analyses, standard metrics were applied (significance levels of p = .05) and, where relevant, 

effect sizes are reported and interpreted. For qualitative analyses, ‘domain summary analysis’ was used, which is 
a type of thematic analysis that focuses on summarising empirical information on specific domains rather than 
development of broader theoretical insights.  

13 Non-parametric t-tests (e.g., Mann Whitney) were applied as necessary to account for non-normally distributed 
data and in these cases means and standard deviations are reported for ease of interpretation. 

14 It was originally intended that analyses also examine individual patterns of attendance at the family-level across 
the school year and per session. This analysis was not possible due to complexity and time/resources needed to 
collate this data by each school. Data was provided by DoE at the aggregate, school level and examined changes 
in attendance per week in Term 2-4. Data for Term 1 was available as an aggregate average for the term only. 
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2. Qualitative interviews were analysed to identify key emergent themes with a particular 
focus on critical success factors and opportunities to inform any future rollout of 
KindyLinQ to additional schools.  

3. Analyses of the associations between characteristics of the program models and key 
outcome measures (i.e., attendance) were undertaken using Chi-square tests of 
difference and focused on characteristics that showed divergence in approach across 
KindyLinQ sites15. 

Assessing the fidelity of program implementation and delivery  

The elements of program fidelity were defined in consultation between the evaluation team, 
DoE and E4L (see Table 5). Key data sources for these fidelity assessments are 
administrative datasets and data for KindyLinQ staff, parent/guardians and children collected 
by the evaluation team. 

Domains Definition of Effective Implementation/Delivery 

Program 
Delivery 

KindyLinQ is offered for a minimum of six hours per week. Each school, in 
consultation with local families, determines the most appropriate timeframe and 
delivery days. Typically, KindyLinQ could be offered for two x three hours sessions 
or three x two-hour sessions. 

Staffing  The KindyLinQ Teacher should have strong knowledge of early childhood 
development and learning, knowledge of early childhood pedagogy, good 
interpersonal skills, an understanding of effective ways of working with families to 
build capability and confidence and skills in inclusive practice (cultural capability, 
equity, social justice). 

The EYSC will have knowledge and experience in community engagement roles or 
can demonstrate skills that will enable them to connect with a diverse range of 
families, build trusting relationships and communicate in non-judgmental ways. 

Registration A minimum proportion of 20% of all families, registered and attending, are from any 
of the identified sub-populations16. 

Attendance  

 

Program level attendance: On average, there will be 50% attendance at each 
session across the year; determined as a proportion of the maximum number of 
families in attendance at any one session. 

 
𝑛𝑖

𝑁
= 𝑥   where 𝑛𝑖 - average number of families per session across the year and  

                        𝑁 - maximum number of families in attendance in a single session 

Family level attendance: If data is provided in a way that individual family 
attendance can be determined, we will assess rates of family attendance in the 
following manner: Families attend an average of 50% of available KindyLinQ 
sessions, during each semester.  

Table 6: The domains and proposed definitions of implementation fidelity 

  

 

15 In the evaluation protocol, cluster analysis had been proposed as one potential analytical strategy to group 
program characteristics into model types. However, this approach was not deemed appropriate due to the 
identified homogeneity and dichotomous responses identified across key program characteristic measures. 

16 Target sub-populations targeted by were determined in consultation with DoE and included Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander children, children who are refugees, culturally and linguistically diverse children, children 
with a disability, children from families experiencing food insecurity, children who have had contact with child 
protective services and children in out of home care.  
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Ethics and data protection 

Ethical and project approval was granted by The University of Queensland Human Research 
Ethics Committee (Ethics Approval #2020002803), and the DoE (QERI System; 
https://research.det.qld.gov.au/#/application/683).  

All methods were consistent with the NHMRC ‘The National Statement on Ethical Conduct in 
Human Research (2007) (National Statement (2007))’; alongside the AIATSIS ‘Code of 
Ethics for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Research (2020)’.  

All data collected from the schools and participating staff and families by the evaluation team 
remained confidential and was available only to the evaluation team. Only aggregate 
information about de-identified participants is reported and all identifiable information is 
removed to protect participant rights to anonymity. Pseudonyms are used in reporting of 
individual qualitative accounts. 

  

https://research.det.qld.gov.au/#/application/683
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Findings – research outcomes 
This section details the findings from the pilot evaluation. It describes the evaluation 
participant characteristics and presents findings by five focus areas: 

1. What are the initial reactions and perceived value of KindyLinQ? This focus area 
details findings on participant satisfaction, perceived value, Kindergarten attitudes 
and intentions, and staff confidence and supports. 
 

2. Was KindyLinQ implemented as intended? This focus area outlines findings on 
KindyLinQ program delivery, staffing, registration and attendance. 
 

3. What are the enablers and barriers to the effective implementation/delivery of 
KindyLinQ by schools? This focus area describes findings on strengths, challenges 
and opportunities for KindyLinQ. 
 

4. What are the core elements that are critical for program success? This focus area 
summarises findings on program delivery models (program design and planning, 
family recruitment and engagement, space and resources) and key learnings and 
advice from schools. 
 

5. Are there particular models that lead to higher attendance and engagement by 
families? This focus areas describes findings on program models and associated 
attendance rates. 

Participant characteristics  

KindyLinQ pilot schools 

All schools participating in the KindyLinQ Program Pilot in 2021 participated in this 
evaluation. This comprised a total of 40 schools, across seven regions in Queensland. As a 
list of schools participating in the KindyLinQ pilot were made publicly available via the DoE 
website, a mapping of school sites across Queensland is provided in Figure 6.  

 

Figure 6: Mapping of KindyLinQ school sites across Queensland in 202117 

 

17 Includes both Tranche 1 and 2 schools; colour denotes DoE school regions. As outlined in the Introduction 
section, schools were selected as pilots by the DoE according to certain criteria and in consultation with regions. 
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Geographical location 

KindyLinQ pilot schools were from Metropolitan (n=14), Regional (n= 15), Rural (n=10) and 
Remote (n=1) locations (ABS, 2018). Of the schools in the pilot N = 25 were Tranche 1 
schools (i.e., participating in their second year of KindyLinQ) and N = 15 were Tranche 2 
schools (i.e., participating in their first year of KindyLinQ). 

Developmental vulnerability 

The vulnerability of Small Local Areas in which KindyLinQ pilot schools were located was 
determined using Australian Early Development Census data (AEDC, 2018)18. Scores for 
small local areas of KindyLinQ pilot school locations ranged from 12.5%-53.2% (vulnerable 
children in one or more developmental domain19), with an average of 35.5% of children in the 
areas in which KindyLinQ schools were located. 

Kindergarten access 

Data available from the AEDC was used to examine the presence of Kindergarten services 
within the nominated KindyLinQ location or adjacent small local areas (AEDC, 2018). Of the 
40 KindyLinQ pilot schools, four did not have a Kindergarten within the same small local area 
(Table 6). Of these, one was in a metropolitan region and had many Kindergarten services 
available in the immediate surrounds and three had a small number of Kindergartens 
potentially limiting family access to a Kindergarten program. Of participating schools, three 
delivered State Delivered Kindergarten services20 on school sites. Of the remaining 33 
KindyLinQ schools with Kindergarten services within their local area, five had only one 
Kindergarten service accessible within their immediate surrounds. 

Closest Kindergarten to KindyLinQ school site21 N % 

On school grounds (state delivered) 3 8% 

On school grounds (private organisations) 4 10% 

<200m away 8 20% 

< 500m away 8 20% 

<1km away 5 13% 

>1km away22 12 30% 

Table 7: Distance from KindyLinQ school site to closest approved Kindergarten 

 

18 The Australian Early Development Census (AEDC) is a population-based measure of how children in Australia 
have developed by the time they start their first year of full-time school (see https://www.aedc.gov.au/). 

19 Vulnerability is scored by teachers across 5 domains of early childhood development: physical health and 
wellbeing, social competence, emotional maturity, language, and cognitive skills (school-based) and 
communication skills and general knowledge. Scores used in the current report are based on the percentage of 
children within each defined small local area identified as vulnerable in one or more of these five domains. 

20 State Delivered Kindergarten is a Queensland Government initiative and is offered in schools located (1) at 
least 40 kilometres by road from the nearest approved Kindergarten, (2) in a selected, discrete Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander community or (3) other selected communities where there are barriers to accessing 
Kindergarten (see https://earlychildhood.qld.gov.au/early-years/Kindergarten/state-delivered-Kindergarten). 

21 Data calculated using online street mapping and AEDC small local area mapping for ECEC programs. 

22 Includes areas without services available in their small local area. 
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COVID-19 impacts 

During 2021, there were periods of short lockdowns in several Queensland regions, which 
resulted in restrictions to school site attendance and thus impacted the delivery of KindyLinQ 
during the data collection period. For example, the greater Brisbane region was in lockdown 
for three days from 29 March 2021; South East Queensland, Townsville and surrounds were 
in lockdown for three days from 29 June 2021; South East Queensland was in lockdown for 
eight days from 31 July and Cairns was in lockdown for three days from 9 August. 
Restrictions were often put in place following periods of lockdown, including mandatory mask 
wearing in selected local government areas. At the time of the pilot and evaluation of 
KindyLinQ, Queensland Government directives also required that all people stay home and 
socially distance if they were exhibiting any COVID-related symptoms. Additionally, some 
higher risk groups such as Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander families, were instructed to 
take greater caution in engaging in activity in the community. 

Three-quarters (75%) of KindyLinQ schools indicated that COVID-19 and associated 
restrictions had affected their delivery of KindyLinQ during 2021. Key impacts had included 
effects on weekly attendance numbers, issues with re-engaging families due to anxiety in the 
community, and families being hesitant to attend due to health fears. KindyLinQ staff 
indicated that restrictions to numbers in spaces and mandatory mask wearing had made 
delivery of KindyLinQ more challenging. Some KindyLinQ sites used online platforms to 
support continued engagement during lockdown periods, although difficulties with family 
access to technologies were raised as a barrier to this approach in some communities.  
KindyLinQ staff saw some stalling of progress in development of children who had not been 
able to attend or where attendance had dropped. 

KindyLinQ school staff (all) 

A total of 120 school staff responsible for delivery of KindyLinQ participated in the evaluation. 

This comprised 46 members of school leadership teams (e.g., principals, deputy principals), 

40 KindyLinQ Teachers and 34 EYSCs. A summary of the number of KindyLinQ school staff 

who participated in each activity at each time point is presented in Appendix 3.  

Staff were primarily female (83%), with a median age range of age of 46-55 years. Over 80% 

of KindyLinQ schools staff identified as being Caucasian (e.g., Anglo-Saxon, European). 

Only three KindyLinQ Teachers did not identify as Caucasian, listing South East Asian and 

African nationalities. Four EYSCs identified as Aboriginal. A small minority (n = 5) of staff 

spoke a language other than English at home. 

Almost all KindyLinQ Teachers (95%) had at least a bachelor’s degree. One in four EYSCs 

(26%) held at least a Bachelor’s degree, while the majority (65%) held either a certificate or 

diploma qualification. The majority of KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSCs were working other 

jobs while working with KindyLinQ (83% KindyLinQ Teachers, 85% EYSCs). Detailed 

analyses of the qualifications and prior roles for KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSCs is provided 

in the Staff Qualifications section of the results below.  

Focus KindyLinQ school staff: KindyLinQ Teachers, EYSCs, School Leadership 

Interviews were conducted with KindyLinQ staff across the four identified focus schools. 

Eight semi-structured interviews were conducted, with a total of 12 staff interviewed 

(individual interviews n=4; joint interviews n=4). This included interviews with KindyLinQ 

Teachers (n=4), EYSCs (n=3), school leadership team members (principals [n=4] and/or 

deputy principals [n=1]). 
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Principals were invited to participate in a single interview, or a joint interview with their deputy 

principal if the deputy was involved in delivery of KindyLinQ. Three principals participated in 

single interviews, and one participated in a joint interview with their deputy.  

DoE Regional Officers 

Interviews were conducted with eight DoE Regional Office staff, representing each of the 
seven DoE regional areas. Interviews were with five ECEC Directors and three Team or 
Program Managers. Six interviews were single interviews, and one was a joint interview, at 
the request of the interview participants who were both from the same DoE region. 

KindyLinQ families 

A total of 174 parents/guardians participated in the family survey, representing a larger than 
anticipated response rate of 120 for this evaluation. An overview of the responding 
parent/guardians is provided in Appendix 4. Participating parent/guardians were primarily 
mothers (n=155; 89%), although fathers and kin were also identified amongst respondents. 

Approximately one-third of responding families were born outside of Australia (30%), and/or 
spoke a language other than English at home (28%). Nine parent/guardians (6%) identified 
as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander. Most respondents attended KindyLinQ sites in the 
South East Queensland (31%), North Coast (21%), and Metropolitan (20%) areas, with fewer 
attending KindyLinQ in the Darling Downs South West (7%), North Queensland (7%), Far 
North Queensland (7%) and Central Queensland (6%) areas. 

There was considerable diversity in parent or caregiver level of education, ranging from 
parent/guardians who had not attended or only attended some schooling (15%), through to 
those with a degree or post-graduate degree (21%). The most common level of education 
was completion of a certificate or trade certificate (23%; Appendix 4). 

KindyLinQ children 

A total of 167 children (52% female) participated in the evaluation activities across the 

KindyLinQ pilot schools. These children contributed to the uploading of 167 photographs for 

coding. 102 children provided photos with attached interviews about what they liked about 

KindyLinQ, and of these 88 photo-stories were able to be analysed for content analysis. A 

total of 20 children provided elaborated responses that were further analysed using thematic 

analyses. 
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Focus area 1: What are the initial reactions and perceived value of 
KindyLinQ? 

Data from stakeholders -- perspectives of KindyLinQ staff, DoE Regional Officers, and 
participating families -- was examined to answer focus area 1. Four key areas of initial 
reactions and perceived value of KindyLinQ where analysed and are summarised in Figure 
7. These four areas map onto key short-term objectives of the KindyLinQ program pilot as 
outlined in the program logic (see Figure 1). Analyses included overall patterns of reports, as 
well as, where available, changes between Term 1 and Term 4 of the KindyLinQ program. 

 

 

Participant Satisfaction 

• Are children and families satisfied with the program? 

• Are schools and school staff satisfied with the program? 

• Did levels of satisfaction change across time? 

  

 

Perceived Value 

• What do children and family’s value about the program? 

• What do staff believe that families gain from the program?  

  

 

Kindergarten attitudes and intentions 

• Do families intend for their child to attend a Kindergarten 
program? 

• What role does KindyLinQ play in this decision? 

  

 

Staff confidence and supports 

• What was the level of skills and confidence of staff? 

• Did staff skills and confidence change across time? 

• Did staff receive adequate support and training? 

Figure 7: Key components of initial reactions and perceived value of KindyLinQ 

 

Participant satisfaction 

A key short-term objective of KindyLinQ is that stakeholders, including children and families, 
are satisfied with the KindyLinQ program delivered at their school. Satisfaction is likely to drive 
attendance and engagement, which is critical for achievement of other project objectives. This 
section on participant satisfaction provides data from families, parent/guardians, children and 
KindyLinQ school staff about their satisfaction with KindyLinQ. Staff reports in Term 1 and 
Term 4 are used to examine any changes is satisfaction across the program year.  
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Family perspectives 

Overall, family-reported satisfaction with KindyLinQ was high. Of the parents/guardians who 
completed family surveys, all but one reported being happy or very happy in response to 
their overall satisfaction and enjoyment of KindyLinQ. Almost all (97%) parent/guardians 
indicated they would encourage other families to attend KindyLinQ. There was no difference 
in satisfaction between parents attending Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 KindyLinQ school sites. 

A small number of parent/guardians (<5%) indicated some dissatisfaction in their ability to 
access KindyLinQ, potentially reflecting transport related issues identified in qualitative 
responses (see Challenges for KindyLinQ section below).  

A total of 97% of parent/guardians indicated that their child enjoyed KindyLinQ, and 82% 
reported that their child talked about KindyLinQ at home.  

Analysis of the verbal responses by children themselves during photo-story activities showed 
that they often described positive emotional reactions to their photographs, including: 

 
• “Excited”  

• “Fun” 

• “Happy”  

• “Really good” 

“Love it” 

 

School staff perspectives 

Satisfaction of KindyLinQ was very high amongst KindyLinQ staff (Table 7). Most staff 
agreed or strongly agreed in both Term 1 and 4 to the statement “In general, I am satisfied 
with the implementation of our KindyLinQ program” and indicated that the implementation of 
their KindyLinQ program aligned with their pedagogical approach(es), was accessible for the 
families it is intended for, and provided a culturally safe space for families. Satisfaction was 
high in both Term 1 and Term 4, although in KindyLinQ staff rated their satisfaction with the 
program implementation as higher in Term 4 than Term 1.  

Analyses of responses by staff role indicated that changes from Term 1 to Term 4 were 
primarily explained by an increase in satisfaction of KindyLinQ Teachers. Indeed, KindyLinQ 
Teachers reported significantly higher satisfaction in the implementation of their KindyLinQ 
program (p < .001) and significantly stronger agreement that their programming aligned with 
their pedagogical approaches (p = .014) in Term 4 than in Term 1.  

Leaders were more satisfied than teachers at Term 1 (M= 4.59, SD= .85; M= 4.30, SD= .81; 
p=.027). Leaders were more likely than teachers to report that their KindyLinQ program was 
accessible for those families it was intended at Term 4 (M= 4.67, SD=.66; M=4.27, SD=.91; p 
=.039). EYSC were significantly less likely to be satisfied that the implementation of their 
KindyLinQ program aligned with their pedagogical approach at Term 4 (M= 4.59, SD=0.68) 
than KindyLinQ Teachers (M= 4.94, SD=0.24; p=.009), although reports remained high 
overall.  

 

 

 

FAMILY & 
CHILD VOICE 

ONLINE 
SURVEYS 
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  Term 1 (n = 105) Term 4 (n = 93) Change 

  Mean SD Range Mean SD Range Sig. 

In general, I am satisfied with 
the implementation of our 
KindyLinQ program 

4.44 0.82 1-5 4.75 0.53 2-5 ** 

The implementation of our 
KindyLinQ program aligns 
with my pedagogical 
approach(es) 

4.68 0.56 3-5 4.79 0.48 3-5 ns 

KindyLinQ is accessible for 
the families it is intended for 

4.33 0.88 1-5 4.42 0.86 1-5 ns 

KindyLinQ is a culturally safe 
space for families 

4.73 0.52 2-5 4.83 0.48 2-5 ns 

Note. ** p < .005. Scale range 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Change is shown for 
those with data at Term 1 and Term 4 only. 

Table 8: Staff agreement with KindyLinQ satisfaction items  

Perceived value 

While satisfaction can tell us how much families liked or appreciated the program; perceived 
value is critical to identify what key stakeholders believe is gained by participation in the 
KindyLinQ program. This section presents data on what families believed “worked well”, and 
what children liked about KindyLinQ as captured through photo-story activities. Staff reports of 
what parents/guardians valued in the program in Term 1 and Term 4 are also presented to 
describe any changes across the program year.  

  

Parent/guardian perspectives 

A summary of the key areas of value highlighted by parents/guardians is provided in Table 8.  

What works well about KindyLinQ? 

 

Access to a positive 
and inclusive learning 
environment 

63% 
 

Development and 
learning 
opportunities 

47% 

 

Social connections 
for children 

37% 
 

Access to staff 

32% 

 

Support for 
transitions  

10% 
 

Learning and 
connection for 
parents 

11% 

Table 9: Parent/Guardian perspectives on the perceived value of their KindyLinQ program 
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The value of KindyLinQ for families was in providing: 

• Access to a positive and inclusive learning environment. Parents/guardians 
valued having access to an early learning program for their child that was positive, 
enjoyable, varied, and inclusive. Parents/guardians particularly valued having access 
to a range of early learning activities for their child through their KindyLinQ program. 

• Child development and learning. Parents/guardians indicated that they valued the 
extent to which the KindyLinQ program helped support their child’s development and 
learning. Parents/guardians reflected that KindyLinQ helped their child develop in 
different areas and allowed them to identify how their child was developing and where 
support was required. 

• Social connections for children. Parents/guardians valued how the KindyLinQ 
program facilitated their child to develop social connections. This included the 
opportunity to develop friendships between children of a similar ages and 
developmental stages within their community, with other adults and with school staff. 
Value was described not only in the relationships that children made, but also the 
confidence that children gained in interacting with others through their attendance at 
KindyLinQ and how this may support children to feel more positive and confident 
towards attending school and/or Kindergarten programs in the future. 

• Access to staff. Parents/guardians described how they valued the opportunity for 
their child to work with a qualified teacher and have access to a facilitated education 
program for their child. Parents/guardians attributed their child’s progress and 
engagement whilst at KindyLinQ to the staff at their programs and the ways in which 
KindyLinQ staff provided a supportive and welcoming environment.  

• Support for transitions. Parents/guardians indicated that they valued how the 
KindyLinQ program helped their child become familiar with the Kindergarten and/or 
school environment. The location of KindyLinQ on school sites was viewed as 
important in building connections and comfort with school, whilst having their 
parent/guardian with them for support. KindyLinQ was described by 
parents/guardians as providing an opportunity to scaffold the transition to 
Kindergarten or Prep. Building their child’s and their own confidence in sending their 
child to a program without them. 

• Parent learning and connection. As a dual-generational learning model, KindyLinQ 
was valued for its opportunity for parents/guardians to connect with their own and 
other children, with teachers, and with other parents/guardians within their 
community. The value of KindyLinQ was not only in the development of social 
connections, but also the support provided to parents/guardians, through 
opportunities to ask questions about parenting or their child’s development in a safe 
and comfortable environment. Parents/guardians noted that the advice and strategies 
they received at KindyLinQ extended beyond the KindyLinQ setting into their daily 
lives 
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Child perspectives 

Children, through their photo-story activity, provided insight into their perceptions of the value 

of KindyLinQ. An example of the photos collected is shown in Figure 8.  

 

Figure 8: Example of photograph taken by a child. 

Children's pictures provided a rich image of the diverse range of KindyLinQ experiences that 

were valued by the children. A tally of the range of photographs taken across different activity 

types is presented in Figure 9. 

 
 

Figure 9: Play-based activity: Photograph categorisation 

Children, through their pictures and stories, indicated what they liked at KindyLinQ. Recurring 
themes in children’s photo-stories included: 

• Play at KindyLinQ that was connected to other experiences  
• Characteristics of preferred activities 
• Positive emotions 
• Social components 
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Children indicated in their stories the connections between their KindyLinQ program and 
other experiences in their lives: 

Educator: What was good about the photo [of playdough]? 

Child: I’m making bread. 

Educator: You like baking bread? 

Child: Yeah … my mummy makes bread too. 

Children’s responses also oriented to the social components of KindyLinQ, including those 
with parents/guardians and peers:  

Educator: How do you feel about coming to KindyLinQ? 

Child: Really good.  

Educator: Yeah, why do you feel really good at KindyLinQ? 

Child:  ‘Cause my Mum always take  me to KindyLinQ all the time 

Analysis of uploaded annotations for photographs also provides an understanding of the 
levels of connection of the program. A summary of the levels of community connection 
indicated within annotation of the child photo-story and voice data and examples are 
provided in Figure 10. Although anecdotal, these annotations provide indication of the 
connection between child, family, and community within the context of KindyLinQ.  

 

Figure 10: KindyLinQ links to community and annotation examples from child activities23 

 

 

23 This figure does not indicate that these connections occurred at all KindyLinQ sites, rather these are one-off 
examples identified in the data (e.g., a visit to an optometrist), that reveals the potential of KindyLinQ to enhance 
community connections. 
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School staff perspectives 

KindyLinQ school staff were asked to rate their agreement regarding their beliefs about the 
value of their KindyLinQ program (Table 9). Overall agreement with the value of KindyLinQ to 
a range of key objectives was strong.  The value that KindyLinQ staff saw in the KindyLinQ 
program increased significantly across all areas from Term 1 to Term 4. 

 

  Term 1 Term 4 Change 

KindyLinQ… Mean (SD) Range Mean (SD) Range Sig (p) 

…develops the social strengths of 
children 

4.84 (.40) 3-5 4.94 (.25) 4-5 .020* 

…provides new social connections 
for children in our community 

4.87 (.34) 4-5 4.96 (.20) 4-5 .013* 

…develops the emotional strengths 
of children in our community 

4.77 (.47) 3-5 4.91 (.28) 4-5 .003** 

...is enhancing children’s 
engagement in learning 

4.85 (.39) 3-5 … … N/A 

… is developing the learning 
capacity of children in our community 

… … 4.94 (.25) 4-5 N/A 

…builds new social connections for 
families in our community 

4.80 (.49) 2-5 4.94 (.25) 4-5 .008* 

…provides emotional support for 
families in our community 

4.70 (.56) 3-5 4.85 (.44) 3-5 .012* 

…supports families to engage in 
learning in our community 

4.65 (.62) 2-5 4.86 (.41) 3-5 .009* 

…strengthens communication and 
interactions between families and 
their children. 

4.83 (.47) 2-5 4.95 (.27) 3-5 .016* 

…has strengthened the connections 
between the families in our 
community 

4.47 (.76) 2-5 4.86 (.38) 3-5 >.001** 

…has strengthened the connections 
between families and approved 
Kindergarten services  

3.97 (.86) 2-5 4.45 (.73) 2-5 >.001** 

…has strengthened communication 
and interactions between families 
and their children 

3.98 (.81) 3-5 4.75 (.51) 3-5 >.001** 

… has strengthened the connections 
between children and our school 

… … 4.77 (.51) 3-5 N/A 

... has strengthened the connections 
between families and other child and 
family services in our community 

… … 4.33 (.70) 2-5 N/A 

Note: * p <.05; ** p <.005. Scale range 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Change is 
shown for those with data at Term 1 and Term 4 only. Items with only one time point are indicated, 
but change was not applicable and indicated with N/A. Reports are for n=105 and n=93 KindyLinQ 
school staff in Term 1 and 4, respectively.  

Table 10: Perceived value of KindyLinQ program reported by school staff 
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Open-ended responses reiterated the value that staff perceived in KindyLinQ to support 
parent’s engagement with their children and make positive connections with learning:  

 
“As a teacher I've had a lot of feedback how children are taking their learnings from 
KindyLinQ and using these skills in their lives such as reciting nursery rhymes, 
singing songs, and making things and role playing more often at home. Parents are 
greatly encouraged when their child shows improvement in their vocabulary and 
knowledge of things like colours, shapes, numbers, and letters. These are 
incidental conversations the families have with me at KindyLinQ. There has been 
an increase in home reading between parents and children… We focus on the 
children and work at building our parenting skills to provide best outcomes for our 
kids. Evidence of a parent showing more empathy when their child was hurt was 
encouraging after I taught them that children are not born with empathy, it is 
something that is shown to them.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, Metropolitan, Term 1) 

 “…we have families coming back and parents we can see physically relaxing and 
opening us to us and seeking support. We can see children who are responding 
positively to their engagement in the program and a sense of relief that parents are 
feeling support with behavioral issues with the children. It is an extremely satisfying 
feeling to know you are supporting parents to be their best selves and empowering 
them to continue to be their child's first teacher... the most important teacher their 
child will ever have!” (KindyLinQ Teacher, Far North Queensland, Term 1) 

 “This program has been vital in growing a positive relationship between families of 
existing students and new families, especially those who may have not had 
positive experiences within the educational system in the past. It is a truly 
wonderful experience being able to connect with and watch families grow together 
and as a community.” (EYSC, Darling Downs South West, Term 1) 

 

Focus schools and regional staff 

Consultation interviews with focus schools further highlighted the high value that KindyLinQ 
focus school staff and DoE Regional Officers perceived in the KindyLinQ program. This was 
particularly salient in conversations with KindyLinQ School Leadership staff who expressed a 
desire for the program to be continued beyond this pilot year and a willingness to not only 
support, but also contribute financially to the running of their KindyLinQ program. 

“Well, for us a big thought is that hopefully [KindyLinQ] will continue, and hopefully then 
we continue as a school having that, and then it goes broader … It’s exactly what it says: 
that link to kindy, to get more people to go to kindy … I mean, I don’t look at the numbers 
and say, oh my gosh, you’ve only got two, or whatever. I just look, well, that’s a positive, 
and some people are accessing that. That’s one more, or two more. That’s better for us 
when they come to prep, as opposed to having no work done with them or alongside them 
before they come to us … So, I’d hope that it would continue and that they’d see the value 
in it, and that we’d have this across all schools.” (Principal, Focus School) 

Another principal stated that they valued the program to such an extent that they 
contributed school funds towards employing the KindyLinQ Teacher: “two days a week 
instead of one and a half, which means the school, our school, has to put our hand in our 
pocket to fund that extra 0.1 to be able to do that. That’s – 0.1 is about $10,000 that we 
could have been putting to something else. But we see the value of this program” 
(Principal, Focus School) 

CONSULTATION 
INTERVIEWS 
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DoE Regional Office staff echoed the perspectives of KindyLinQ focus school staff, 
highlighting the value placed in the program by participating schools, as well as concern over 
the program not continuing. 

“All of them are saying to me we need KindyLinQ to continue … all the parents were as 
well as the principals of course … I’ll cite [school] … the principal – they go to the 
KindyLinQ group and they are part of the platform and they are promoting it and they are 
seeing that KindyLinQ is a key component of the foundation of their school … [the 
principal] said even if we lost the funding, we would make sure this happened but they 
don’t want to lose the funding” (DoE Regional Officer) 

“I think there is a risk if [KindyLinQ] doesn’t continue for – particularly where we’re really 
connected in families where previously [they] hadn’t been – that if that doesn’t continue, 
that’s unfortunately going to drop off again and then also the perception within the 
community of what does that look like? Because some of these communities have 
programs come and go, come, and go, time and time after again.  

So, I think when something - we’re on a winner with something, we need to stick with it for 
a good while … after two years, I really don’t think that’s enough [to see what the impact 
is] and we have - COVID impacted a large part of that, so I think we actually really need to 
make sure that [KindyLinQ] continue” (DoE Regional Officer) 

The expressed concern regarding the program not continuing was echoed by 
parents/guardians and KindyLinQ staff at schools. As this quote illustrates: 

 
“Although this is [child’s] only attending year, the uncertainty of the program 
continuing [is one thing that doesn’t work well] because this is what our 
community needs.” (Mother, North Queensland) 

Kindergarten intentions 

A key objective of KindyLinQ is the increased participation in Kindergarten of those children 
who would otherwise not attend. In the short-term, the objective focuses on increasing the 
intention of families to enrol children into Kindergarten programs, including families being 
aware of the options they have for early learning for their children and feeling more confident 
to engage with Kindergarten and ECEC providers.  

This section presents findings concerning family intentions regarding Kindergarten programs. 
Data regarding intentions to attend Kindergarten is examined using three data sources: family 
reports, school staff reports, and data collected from schools by DoE and provided to the 
evaluation team. 24 

 
 

 

 

 

24 It is important to note that this evaluation that did not involve baseline reports for families. It is not possible, 
therefore, to know if or how many families changed their intentions to attend Kindergarten due to participation in 
the KindyLinQ program, or if families were already intending to enrol in Kindergarten prior to participating in 
KindyLinQ. 
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Parents/guardian reports 

Data regarding family’s intentions for their child to attend Kindergarten following KindyLinQ 
was available at one time-point only and was collected during Term 2 and 3 of 2021 (Figure 
11). Overall, the majority (70%) of families indicated that they intended to enrol their child into 
a Kindergarten program in 2022. A further 16% of parents/guardians indicated they were 
uncertain about their intentions, and (13%) families indicated that they were not intending to 
enrol their child in the following year. Of the families not intending to send their child to 
Kindergarten in the following year, responses indicated that these families: had children who 
were not old enough to attend Kindergarten in the following year; planned to send their child 
to school (Prep); did not have a Kindergarten in their area; would attend a Long Day Care 
without a Kindergarten program; or liked having their child attending a program in which a 
parent is in attendance. 

 

Figure 11: Participants intending to send children to Kindergarten (N=174)25 

The percentage of parents/guardians not intending to send their child to Kindergarten in the 
following year by demographic characteristics is shown in Appendix 5. Overall, percentage of 
parent/guardians not intending to send children to Kindergarten was distributed evenly 
across demographic profiles, with three notable exceptions.  

1. Location: Highest representation of families not intending to send their child to 
Kindergarten the following year came from Darling Downs South West (33% of 
parents/guardians from Darling Downs South West reported not intending to send their 
children to Kindergarten the following year), Central Queensland (18%), and South East 
Queensland (17%). Only one parent/guardian from each Far North Queensland, 
Metropolitan, and North Queensland areas reported not intending to send their child to 
Kindergarten the following year. 

2. Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander families: More than half of parents/guardians 
from Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander families (56%; 5 of 9 families) reported not 
intending to send their child to Kindergarten the following year, compared with 11% of 
non-Indigenous parents/guardians.  

3. Parent education: a larger proportion (18%) of parents/guardians who had a 
Certificate/Trade Certificate, or a Diploma/Advanced Diploma indicated not intending to 
send their child to Kindergarten the following year, compared with only 5% with a 
Bachelor’s Degree. 

 

25 Response to Question: “Do you intend to send your child(ren), enrolled in KindyLinQ, to kindy (i.e., 

Kindergarten) next year?” 
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Administrative data 

Kindergarten enrolment data for families participating in KindyLinQ was provided by the DoE. 
This data was collected by DoE from all schools, including Tranche 1 and 2 schools, on the 
26 November 2021.  

The percentage of children who registered in KindyLinQ and who went onto enrol in 
Kindergarten the following year, is shown in Table 10. On average, schools reported that 
almost three-quarters of children registered for KindyLinQ in 2021 were enrolled in 
Kindergarten programs in 2022. This average did not differ between Tranche 1 and Tranche 
2 schools.  

For Tranche 1 schools, reports of enrolments in Kindergarten were higher on average for 
2022 than in the previous year (2021). In North Queensland, reports for 2022 were more 
than double. Reports for enrolments in Kindergarten were less for South East Queensland 
schools on average for 2022 compared to those reported for 2021. 

Region Enrolled in Kindergarten 
in 2021 - N (%) 

Enrolled in Kindergarten in 
2022 - N (%) 

 Tranche 1  

schools 2020 

Tranche 1 
schools 2021 

All schools 
2021 

Metropolitan 83 (60%) 58 (75%) … 

North Coast 117 (60%) 69 (69%) …  

North Queensland 19 (36%) 8 (80%) …  

South East Queensland 121 (92%) 73 (73%)  85 (70%) 

Central Queensland*   23 (58%) 

Darling Downs South West*   16 (62%) 

Far North Queensland*   53 (90%) 

Total 340 (62%) 208 (74%) 117 (73%) 

Note. *These regions did not participate in Tranche 1. Note. North Queensland, North Coast 
and metropolitan schools’ total percentages are excluded due to potential for disclosure of 
individual school level data (N=1 school added in Tranche 2). 

Table 11: Registered 3-year-old children reported by schools to have enrolled in Kindergarten in the 
following year26 

 

School staff report 

Intentions regarding Kindergarten27 enrolment beyond the KindyLinQ program was also 
available from staff through two sources: 

1. Tranche 1 uptake of Kindergarten. In Term 1 a total of 25 KindyLinQ pilot schools who 
had participated in Tranche 1, in the previous year, provided reports of Kindergarten 
enrolments through online surveys. KindyLinQ school staff for these schools reported 

 

26 84.5% of children were enrolled in a preschool program in Queensland in 2019 (Australian Government 
Productivity Commission, 2021). 

27 Kindergarten programs can include stand-alone Kindergartens, Kindergartens within a long day care service or 
Kindergarten programs located within a school site.  
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that between two and 19 children from their previous program cohort had gone onto 
Kindergarten, and represented an average of 71% of KindyLinQ families per school. One 
school was not aware of any children who had gone onto Kindergarten. In four schools, 
staff reported being aware of families choosing to send their children to services other 
than approved Kindergartens (e.g., long day care without a Kindergarten program, 
school (Prep), playgroups). 

2. Intentions for Kindergarten in 2022. In Term 4, of the 35 schools for which data was 
available, all but one reported being aware of families intending to enrol their children in 
an approved Kindergarten program in 2022. Across schools, the number of families 
identified ranged between one and 24 per school and represented an average of 69% of 
KindyLinQ families per school. A third of the schools (33%) reported being aware of 
families choosing to send their children to services other than approved Kindergartens. 

KindyLinQ staff identified a range of perceived barriers for families in attending Kindergarten 
programs. Key to these included: 

• Cost of kindy: For some families, the cost of Kindergarten was viewed as prohibitive. 
This was particularly described in relation to families on certain types of visas and/or 
asylum seekers, who were not eligible for government subsidies.   

• Language and/or cultural barriers: For some families, language barriers and lack of 
services that were culturally sensitive was also viewed as a barrier to Kindergarten 
enrolment. The following quote illustrates the difficulties for some families in 
accessing Kindergarten, and the role some KindyLinQ programs took in providing 
support: 

 
“One family did not have any identification with Centrelink (No TFN, bank 
account, Medicare etc) so navigating childcare with Centrelink help was so 
overwhelming as English was not their first language.  People need help with that 
and the confidence and support to face up to Centrelink (no one loves that 
especially if you don't speak English). We helped them and they flourished!  They 
had no intention of going to kindy but loved our program so much they sent their 
daughter this year.  We introduced them to the local kindies and supported them 
all the way.” (Early Years Support Coordinator, North Coast area, Term 1) 

KindyLinQ staff described KindyLinQ as playing a role in supporting families to access 
Kindergarten programs in a range of ways. These included: 

• Helping families to understand the importance of Kindergarten, and to become more 
comfortable with a Kindergarten environment 

• Encouraging and supporting families to access and enrol their child(ren) in 
Kindergarten programs 

• Developing family understanding of the value of Kindergarten and associated 
services 

• Introducing families to staff at Kindergarten programs.  

These experiences were described by KindyLinQ staff as being important for building family 
confidence and demystifying Kindergarten for those who may not have had many positive 
experiences with the education system. As these examples illustrate: 
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“Some did not value kindy and how important it would be to provide their child with 
socialisation away from their caregiver. After attending KindyLinQ and speaking 
with KindyLinQ staff they saw the value of this and the need for their child to 
access these experiences at kindy. We also noticed that the parents are surprised 
by how quickly their children are able to establish friendships and develop 
independence at KindyLinQ. Many families commence KindyLinQ without any 
socialisation experiences outside the home. The variety and extent of needs hasn’t 
surprised us, as we work full time within this community as early childhood 
teachers.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, North Coast, Term 1) 

 “The attendance of the [service name] teachers at our KindyLinQ made all the 
difference in trying to make these connections. When the parents met and liked the 
teacher, they then filled out the forms and made immediate applications for their 
children.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, Metropolitan area, Term 4) 

  

Focus schools 

Consultation interviews with focus schools provided further understanding of the way in 
which KindyLinQ was working to encourage Kindergarten participation. Namely, staff 
discussed how KindyLinQ helped to build parents’/guardians’ confidence that their child had 
the skills necessary to attend Kindergarten. As the following quote illustrates: 

 
“So [the parents/guardians] were so impressed with how their children handled 
KindyLinQ and the skills that they developed while they were here that some 
mums have gone on to find part-time work so their children have gone to 
childcare. One of our little [children] when [they] first started was kindy age but 
because of the domestic violence and [they] had pre-existing health conditions 
when [they were] younger, and still does, she was concerned about sending 
[child] to kindy. So, we enrolled [them] and just got both mum and [child] 
prepared for the system and once she could see that [child] definitely was 
ready and was quite capable of going it alone then she enrolled [them] in a 
Kindergarten.” (EYSC, Focus School; child gender is removed for privacy) 

Staff confidence and support 

A short-term objective of KindyLinQ was improvements in KindyLinQ school staff skills and 
confidence in relation to the program. This section contains data on staff perceptions of their 
skills and confidence in relation to their role in KindyLinQ28 alongside reports of the level of 
satisfaction of KindyLinQ staff with available training and support.  

 

School staff 

Overall, KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSC indicated that they felt they had the right skills and 
experience and were confident in implementing KindyLinQ in their school. The average level 
of confidence did not change significantly between Term 1 to Term 4 (Table 11).  

 

28 Note: data regarding qualifications and experiences of the KindyLinQ school staff is not included within this 
section but in the “staffing” section of this report. 
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In Term 1, KindyLinQ Teachers were more likely to feel confident in implementing the 
program compared to EYSCs (p = 0.004). Although this difference was not statistically 
significant in Term 4. 

 Term 1 Term 4 Change 

  Mean (SD) Range Mean (SD) Range Sig. 

"I have the right skills and experiences to implement the KindyLinQ program”  

KindyLinQ 
Teachers 

4.84  

(.37) 

4-5 4.76  

(.44) 

4-5 ns 

EYSC 4.59  

(.73) 

2-5 4.47  

(.90) 

2-5 ns 

“I am confident in implementing our KindyLinQ program”  

KindyLinQ 
Teachers 

4.86  

(.35) 

4-5 4.85 

(.36) 

4-5 ns 

EYSC 4.45  

(.74) 

2-5 4.5  

(.97) 

1-5 ns 

Note: * = p <.05; ** p <.01. Scale range 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Reports are 
for n=37 KindyLinQ Teachers and n = 29 EYSCs in Term 1; n = 33 KindyLinQ Teachers and n = 
30 EYSCs in Term 4. Change is shown for those with data at Term 1 and Term 4 only. 

Table 12: Skills and confidence of KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSCs in Term 1 and Term 4 

 

 

Training and supports 

Most KindyLinQ Teachers only somewhat agreed to having been provided with appropriate 
training to implement KindyLinQ at Term 1 and Term 4 (see Figure 12). EYSC were less 
emphatic when asked whether they thought they had received appropriate training to 
implement their KindyLinQ program compared to Teachers (Figure 13). 

Most KindyLinQ staff reported feeling supported implementing and tailoring the program to 
the community (Figure 14).  

 

Figure 12: KindyLinQ Teachers perceptions of receiving appropriate training in Term 1 and 4 
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Figure 13: EYSC perceptions of receiving appropriate training in Term 1 and 4 

 

 

Figure 14: Supports for different components of KindyLinQ delivery in Term 1 and 4 

The perceived usefulness of support from various KindyLinQ roles did not change over time 
(Figure 15). Support from KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSC was identified as very useful by 
the majority of KindyLinQ staff. Less than half of KindyLinQ school staff identified support 
from regional staff as very useful, and support from other KindyLinQ schools was viewed as 
least useful. The potential opportunity to develop networks enable support across KindyLinQ 
schools is further discussed within the Opportunities for KindyLinQ section of this report. 

 

Figure 15: KindyLinQ staff perceptions of helpfulness of different supports reported in Term 4 
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Summary of initial reactions and perceived value 

The KindyLinQ program was well received by stakeholders – participating families, 
KindyLinQ school staff, and DoE Regional Officers – with the vast majority expressing high 
satisfaction in and value of the KindyLinQ program. 

Participating described a large range of ways in which KindyLinQ was providing opportunities 
for children and families, including family engagement, connection, and support.  

Intentions of families for their child to attend Kindergarten programs, beyond attendance in 
KindyLinQ, was evidence across multiple stakeholder reports.  Some evidence of the ways in 
which KindyLinQ was overcoming barriers to Kindergarten attendance was also indicated.    

KindyLinQ staff described having high levels of confidence and skills for their role in 
KindyLinQ and this did not change across Term 1 and Term 4.  Most KindyLinQ staff 
described feeling somewhat supported in their role and provided with somewhat adequate 
training to support their role, with opportunities available to improve the usefulness of some 
forms of support including support from regional staff and other KindyLinQ schools. 
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Focus area 2: Was KindyLinQ implemented as intended? 

To answer focus area 2, analyses of fidelity of implementation were undertaken in 
accordance with the domains and definitions outlined in Table 5 (see Methods section ). Four 
key areas of program fidelity were pre-determined in consultation with the DoE and E4L and 
are summarised in Figure 16. Analyses focused on description of relevant data sources for 
each area, alongside assessment of alignment with definition. 

 

Figure 16: Key components of initial reactions and perceived value of KindyLinQ 

Program delivery 

Fidelity criterion:  

“KindyLinQ is offered for a minimum of six hours per week. The school, families and 
KindyLinQ staff determine the most appropriate timeframe and delivery days for the 
community. Typically, KindyLinQ could be offered for two x three hours sessions or three x 
two-hour sessions (KindyLinQ Handbook p.9)” 

 

Hours of delivery 

In Term 1, 92.1% schools (n = 35) reported providing six hours of program time per week, 

while three schools reported providing less than that (between four and five and a half 

hours), and two schools did not report their program times.  

In Term 4, 100% schools who reported their program times were providing six hours (n = 32) 

or more program time per week (up to nine hours, n = 2). Five schools were missing data 

due to non-completion of the survey, and one school failed to report program times. 
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Days of delivery 

Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday were the most popular days for programs across the 
year. Most services (~85%) started with and maintained two sessions per week. One service 
increased the days per week from two days per week to three days per week by Term 4 
(Figure 17).  

 

Figure 17: KindyLinQ program delivery days in Term 1 and Term 4 

 

Decision making for program timing 

KindyLinQ school staff provided open-ended descriptions for decisions regarding the 
selected days and times for their KindyLinQ program. The key themes emerging from staff 
responses are shown in Table 12. 

How did you decide on the timing of your KindyLinQ sessions?29 

 

Parent needs 

56% 

 

Child needs 

41% 

 

Availability of staff  

28% 

 

School Leadership  

28% 

 

Availability of space 

9% 

 

Table 13: Reasons provided for decisions regarding timing of KindyLinQ program at schools 

 

 

29 Percentages shown reflect the proportion of staff that identified each key theme. As responses for each staff 
member could be categorised across multiple themes total percentage is greater than 100%. 
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Key considerations for regarding the timing of the KindyLinQ program included: 

• Parent needs. Schools stated that KindyLinQ start times were co-ordinated with 
sibling drop-off at school and others started KindyLinQ after the start of the school 
day to ease parking congestion. Parent availability and number of sessions (two or 
three per week) was considered by schools. For example, at one school, parents 
travelled a considerable distance and for this reason, two longer sessions were 
chosen. 

• Child needs. Schools that designated two three-hour sessions for their KindyLinQ 
program, made this decision to allow families more time to play and build rapport. 
One school noticed that children would get hungry during the session, but shorter 
two-hour slots did not allow for positive group mealtime experiences. Two longer 
sessions also reduced packing and setting up time. However, for some schools, 
shorter sessions were preferable due to children tiring quickly and families leaving 
before three-hour sessions had finished. Morning sessions were organised for four 
schools to encourage higher engagement and lessen child fatigue. 

• Availability of staff. Many staff worked other roles at the school, which created 
timetabling considerations. One staff member stated that two long sessions would 
give better work/life balance. 

• School leadership. Timing was decided by the principal or leadership team, but no 
further explanations were given. The Parents and Citizens' committee at one school 
contributed to the decision. 

• Availability of space. In many cases the KindyLinQ space was used for other 
purposes such as school classes and playgroups. One school assigned a space to 
KindyLinQ during school lunchbreaks. 

Example quotes demonstrating each of these considerations is as follows: 

 
Parent needs 

“Location - our region/catchment of parents area is about an hour from north to 
south and we are situated half-way so it was decided to offer KindyLinQ twice 
weekly instead of three times a week to cut down the travel time for parents/staff.” 
(EYSC, Far North Queensland) 

 Child needs 

“After we returned from Covid-19 closures children were becoming hungry by 
10am and we were stopping to eat and missed out on other activities.” 
(KindyLinQ Teacher, Darling Downs South West) 

 Availability of staff 

“Both teacher and coordinator work at the school in other roles, the three days of 
planning, setting up and packing up takes more time outside of the KindyLinQ 
days. As a result, we decided to move to two days with longer hours. This 
reduced the planning and setting up/packing up time.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, 
Darling Downs South West) 
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Staffing 

Fidelity Criteria:  

“The Teacher should have strong knowledge of early childhood development and learning, 
knowledge of early childhood pedagogy, good interpersonal skills, an understanding of 
effective ways of working with families to build capability and confidence and skills in inclusive 
practice (cultural capability, equity, social justice). (KindyLinQ Handbook p.7)”. 

“The Early Years Support Coordinator will have knowledge and experience in community 
engagement roles or can demonstrate skills that will enable them to connect with a diverse 
range of families, build trusting relationships and communicate in nonjudgmental ways. 
(KindyLinQ Handbook p.7)”. 

 

Staff qualifications and roles 

Half of the KindyLinQ Teachers (50%) held at least a Bachelor’s Degree level education in 
ECEC, 5% held a Certificate, Diploma or Graduate Diploma in ECEC, while 45% had no 
formal qualification in ECEC (Table 13). For those without ECEC qualifications, most (83.3%) 
held a Bachelor’s Degree qualification in teaching/education (primary, secondary, special). 
10% KindyLinQ Teachers held a diploma rather than a Bachelor’s Degree level qualification 
in the field of education.  

Qualification N  % 

Education Bachelor/Masters 36 90 

ECEC Bachelor/Masters 20 50 

Primary, Secondary, Special (excl. ECEC) 16 40 

   

Education Diploma 4 10 

ECEC Certificate, Diploma or Graduate Diploma  2 5 

Primary, Secondary, Special (excl. ECEC)  2 5 

   

Total 40 100 

Table 14: KindyLinQ staff qualifications 

One-third of EYSCs (32%) had some form of ECEC qualification, while 53% had some form 
of education qualification. Of those without education backgrounds, qualifications included 
those in the areas of business/communications/marketing, allied health (e.g., psychology, 
youth work, children and family studies, speech pathology), theology, social science, and 
recreation. Three EYSCs report their highest level of education completed was high school. 
Ninety-four percent of EYSCs had experience or qualifications in broad community 
engagement roles including education, business, administration, marketing, and allied health.  

Many of the KindyLinQ staff held other roles in addition to their KindyLinQ role. The primary 
additional roles described by participants was as a teacher in a school, teacher aide, or 
school administrator or librarian (Table 14). 
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Additional roles Number of Staff 
 

Term 1 Term 4 

Teacher in a school  16 15 

Administration / Librarian 10 7 

Teacher aide 10 14 

Student welfare / family support officer / chaplain 8 7 

Tutor/Teacher outside school 8 3 

Playgroup 5 4 

KindyLinQ Teacher another location  4 0 

Relief teacher 3 2 

Other 3 6 

Head of Department / Head of Curriculum  2 2 

Outside Schools Hours Care 2 1 

Table 15: Additional roles help by KindyLinQ staff 

Five schools had additional staff working on KindyLinQ, other than the KindyLinQ Teacher 
and EYSC, including teacher aides, an early childhood development teacher, speech and 
language pathologist, early years coach, and primary school teacher. 

Over half of the KindyLinQ pilot schools (54%) reported that there had been changes to 
staffing over the year in 2021. One in four schools experienced a change in KindyLinQ 
Teacher due to leave, retirement, relocation, and other roles with more hours. EYSC staff 
resigned in 15% of schools to pursue employment elsewhere or complete further study. In 
three schools, KindyLinQ staff were reassigned to different school-based roles and two 
schools employed a relief teacher to cover KindyLinQ staff illness. 

 

Approaches to staff recruitment 

Schools received support in recruiting staff for KindyLinQ, including DoE regional staff 
providing written job descriptions and verbal advice, access to web teleconferences, and in-
person visits.  

The main considerations in recruitment of staff into KindyLinQ programs are summarised in 
Table 15. 

What was your main consideration when recruiting your KindyLinQ staff? 

 

ECEC qualifications and 
experience 

Term 1: 70% - Term 4: 62% 
 

Community connections  

Term 1: 25% - Term 4: 38% 

 

Personal attributes 

Term 1: 43% - Term 4: 50% 

 

Table 16: Approaches to recruitment of Staff in the KindyLinQ programs 
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Key considerations for recruitment of staff included: 

• ECEC qualifications and experience. This included formal qualifications, but more 
specifically knowledge of ECEC, age-appropriate/play-based pedagogy and early 
years curriculum. 

• Personal qualities. Schools highlighted the importance of recruiting staff with strong 
interpersonal skills, an ability to communicate with diverse families and a warm 
outgoing personality. 

• Community connections. This included existing community connections, or an 
ability to forge connections. The focus on the importance of community connections 
increased from Term 1 (25%) to Term 4 (38%). Schools preferred that that KindyLinQ 
staff had strong links with the community, a knowledge of the local area and the 
ability to widely liaise to understand the needs of the community. 

Example quotes demonstrating each of these considerations is as follows: 

 
ECEC qualifications and experience  

“Teachers come with a knowledge of curriculum and 'school'. We needed 
someone who has a knowledge of ECEC play-based and early childhood 
curriculum and ethos to teach the program” (Principal, Metropolitan) 

 
Personal qualities  

“The main consideration were the personal qualities of the people recruited. 
Could the individuals relate to others in a sensitive way? Did they have an interest 
in young children? Did they have the capacity to make connections? The 
recruited staff do have these qualities and we have worked with them to develop 
deeper knowledge and understanding in relation to child development, EYLF and 
play.” (EYSC, South East Queensland) 

 
Community connections 

“Ideally, they were members of the local community and understood the nuances 
of this community or they were prepared to build their knowledge of the local 
community.” (Principal, South East Queensland) 

 

KindyLinQ Teacher skills and experience 

KindyLinQ Teachers described a range of skills and experiences that they drew on when 
implementing their KindyLinQ program (Table 16). 

Please describe the skills and experiences you draw on when implementing your 
KindyLinQ program? (KindyLinQ Teachers) 

 

ECEC qualification & 
experience 

Term 1: 53% - Term 4: 47% 
 

Professional Development 
Training  

Term 1: 53% - Term 4: 45% 

 

Parent/family engagement  
Term 1: 28% - Term 4: 45% 

 

Community connections 
Term 1: 25% - Term 4: 30% 
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Please describe the skills and experiences you draw on when implementing your 
KindyLinQ program? (KindyLinQ Teachers) 

 

Collaboration with other staff 
Term 1: 23% - Term 4: 18% 

 

Interpersonal skills 
Term 1: 30% - Term 4: 23% 

 

Own parenting experience 
Term 1: 25% - Term 4: 10% 

 

Playgroup facilitator and/or 
teacher aide 

Term 1: 13% - Term 4: 15% 

 

Marketing/Admin/Program 
planning work 

Term 1: 3% - Term 4: 5% 
 

Cultural awareness 
Term 1: 5% - Term 4: 5% 

Table 17: Skills and experience KindyLinQ Teachers draw upon in their role 

Approximately half of KindyLinQ Teachers described drawing upon their existing ECEC 
qualifications and experiences at Term 1 and 4, including experience as early years/Prep 
teacher, director of ECEC, or ECEC bachelor's degree or diploma certificate. Other relevant 
early years' experience included experience facilitating playgroups and/or working as a 
teacher aide. Professional development training was also cited as useful to support their 
work. This training included Abecedarian approaches, KindyLinQ professional development 
trainings, disability (e.g., autism), and/or other age-appropriate pedagogy training.  

Skills and experience engaging with parents and families was increasingly recognised as 
important to the role of KindyLinQ Teachers. Indeed, while one in four teachers reported 
drawing on these skills and experiences to support their role in Term 1, by Term 4 skills in 
engaging with parents and families were identified by almost half of the KindyLinQ Teachers.  

KindyLinQ Teachers reported that working collaboratively with other staff who were either 
directly involved in KindyLinQ and/or who work in other areas of the school or early years 
sector was important for implementing KindyLinQ. Fewer KindyLinQ Teachers indicated that 
they drew upon their own parenting experiences when implementing KindyLinQ at Term 4 
than they did at Term 1. Only two KindyLinQ Teachers at Term 1 and Term 2 indicated that 
they drew on their own cultural awareness and knowledge when implementing KindyLinQ.  

 

EYSC skills and experience 

In supporting their work in KindyLinQ, EYSCs drew on a range of skills and experiences 
including engaging with parent and families, professional development training, their 
community connections, and interpersonal skills (Table 17). Like KindyLinQ Teachers, 
EYSCs increasingly identified engagement with parents and family as important to support 
their role. Only two EYSCs indicated drawing upon cultural knowledge to support their work.  
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Please describe the skills and experiences you draw on when implementing your 
KindyLinQ program? (EYSC) 

 

Parent/family 
engagement  
Term 1: 33% - Term 4: 
43%  

Professional Development 
Training  

Term 1: 25% - Term 4: 23% 

 

Community connections 
Term 1: 23% - Term 4: 
23% 

 

Interpersonal skills 
Term 1: 23% - Term 4: 28% 

 

ECEC qualification & 
experience 

Term 1: 18% - Term 4: 
20%  

Marketing/Admin/Program 
planning work 

Term 1: 20% - Term 4: 18% 

 

Collaboration with other 
staff 

Term 1: 18% - Term 4: 
15%  

Playgroup facilitator and/or 
teacher aide 

Term 1: 15% - Term 4: 15% 

 

Own parenting 
experiences 

Term 1: 13% - Term 4: 
5% 

 

Cultural awareness 
Term 1: 5% - Term 4: 5% 

Table 18: Skills and experience EYSC draw upon in their role 

 

 

During the interviews, KindyLinQ staff described how they drew upon a range of knowledge 
and skill sets for these dynamic roles, including their community knowledge, creativity, early 
years knowledge and training in ECEC. Consistent with survey reports, KindyLinQ staff 
highlighted the importance of being able to foster strong relationships with parents, rather 
than solely focusing on ‘teaching children’: 

“So [the EYSC]’s had a lot of experience with community type things with adults, with 
linking that sort of stuff in her role. So that side of things is the big difference and the most 
important thing with KindyLinQ, is engaging the adults in how to – and basically, you’re 
teaching the adults. Because you’re teaching them to be their child’s first teacher. So, I 
think [that skill] is really important to focus on. Whereas I think a lot of people who have 
come to the role are early years trained and that’s their training, whereas I think that that is 
possibly not the best thing for the role.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, Focus School) 
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Registration 

Fidelity criterion:  

“A minimum proportion of 20% of all families, registered and attending, are from any of the 
identified sub-populations.” 

 

KindyLinQ registrations 

The total number of registered children in KindyLinQ at the end of each term in 2021 is 
shown in Table 18. The highest registration numbers were in Term 2 and the lowest was in 
Term 4. The maximum number of registrations in any one week per KindyLinQ school was 
between four and 34 families. Difference between Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 schools were 
only identified in Term 1 of the program, with similar registration beyond this initial stage. 

 

2021 Registrations (N)  

Term 1 411 

Term 2 490 

Term 3 472 

Term 4 379 

Table 19: Registrations of 3-year-old children in KindyLinQ programs in 2021 

Registrations at the end of Term 1 across each DoE region is presented in Figure 18. 
Average registrations were typically ≤12 children per KindyLinQ school, except for four 
schools who recruited ≥19 children. 

 

Figure 18: Average number of registrations across the year per KindyLinQ school by Department of 
Education region 

ATTENDANCE 
DATA 
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Identified sub-populations 

Staff reported attendance of all children and those from identified sub-populations across 
KindyLinQ pilot schools are presented in Table 19.  

 Term 1 Term 4 Change 

 n % of 
children* 

Median 
(range) 
/school 

n % of 
children* 

Median 
(range) 
/school 

n 

Total attending 409   441    

Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait 
Islander 

60 14.6% 1 (0-2) 58 13.2% 1 (0-5) +3 

Refugee 12 2.9% 0 (0-5) 16 3.6% 0 (0-4) +6 

Culturally and 
linguistically 
diverse 

100 24.5% 2 (0-10) 38 8.6% 0 (0-5) -45 

Children with a 
disability 

16 3.9% 0 (0-5) 96 21.8% 2 (0-10) +80 

Food insecure 
families 

4 0.9% 0 (0-1) 10 2.3% 0 (0-3) +6 

Child protective 
services 

12 2.9% 0 (0-2) 12 2.7% 0 (0-3) +1 

Out of home 
care 

2 0.4% 0 (0-1) 3 0.7% 0 (0-1) +1 

Total 206 50.1% - 233 52.9% - +52 

Note. *Percentages of vulnerable populations were calculated across all schools and divided by 
the total number of children in all schools. Ns of children are reported by category and therefore 
may include children who are identified across multiple sub-groups. Changes from Term 1 to 
Term 4 may reflect both drop-out and intake of new children. Reports are for N=40 schools in 
Term 1 & N=35 KindyLinQ school in Term 4. Change is shown for those schools with data at 
Term 1 and Term 4 only. 

Table 20: Staff reports of children attending KindyLinQ by identified sub-populations 

There were 60 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children represented across the 40 
services in Term 1 (15% of all children attending KindyLinQ). Between zero and eight 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children were registered per school. In Term 4, a similar 
proportion (13%) of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children were registered in 
programs.  

Refugee registrations were relatively stable across the year, accounting for three percent and 
four percent of children in Term 1 and Term 4, respectively. One school had as many as five 
children from a refugee background, however most schools (85% Term 1, 77.1% Term 4) did 
not have children from a refugee background in their KindyLinQ cohort (see Table 20).  

The number of CALD children represented in KindyLinQ decreased notably across the year. 
CALD accounted for 25% of those attending in Term 1, with a median of two children 
identifying within this subgroup per school, and 67.5% of schools having at least one CALD 
child attending their KindyLinQ program. However, at Term 4, schools reported only 9% of 
children attending were CALD, with most services (51.4%) reporting no culturally diverse 
children in attendance. Potential explanations for the drop in CALD attendance is further 
discussed in the Challenges to KindyLinQ section of this report.  
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The number of children with a disability represented in programs increased across the year. 
In Term 1, 20% of schools identified having at least one child with a disability attending their 
KindyLinQ programs, representing approximately 4% of all children participating in 
KindyLinQ. However, in Term 4 the proportion of schools with at least one child identified by 
staff as having a disability increased to 80% of schools, representing 22% of children 
participating in KindyLinQ. We note this change may reflect identification of disability through 
attendance at KindyLinQ (see “key strengths” and “opportunities” section of this report). 

Educators reported being aware of a small number of children attending their programs who 
were experiencing food insecurity (<3%), although reports were low and likely reflects 
previously documented issues of non-disclosure regarding food insecurity (McKay et al., 
2019). A small number of children were also known to be in contact with the child protective 
services or currently in out of home care (<4%). 

 Term 1 Term 4 Change 

 N % N % n 

Total number of 
schools 

40  35   

Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander 

25 62.5% 23 65.7% +2 

Refugee 6 15% 8 22.9% +3 

Culturally and 
linguistically diverse 

27 67.5% 17 48.6% -6 

Children with a disability 8 20% 27 77.1% +19 

Food insecure families 4 10% 6 17.1% +2 

Child protective services 10 25% 7 20% -2 

Out of home care 2 5 3 8.6% +1 

Note. *Percentages of schools are reported by category and therefore may include children 
who are identified across multiple sub-groups. Changes from Term 1 to Term 4 may reflect 
both drop-out and intake of new children. Reports are for N=40 schools in Term 1 & N=35 
KindyLinQ school in Term 4. Change is shown for those schools with data at Term 1 and Term 
4 only. 

Table 21: Percentage of schools with 1 or more children across each key subgroup 

Attendance 

Fidelity Criteria:  

“On average, there will be 50% attendance at each session across the year; determined as a 
proportion of the maximum number of families in attendance at any one session.” 

“Families attend an average of 50% of available KindyLinQ sessions, during each 
semester.”30 

 

30 As individual family level data was not provided by DoE to the evaluation team in a way that could track an 
individual family’s attendance across time, family level attendance, could not be assessed in the current 
evaluation. 
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Attendance data was available per session in Term 2 through 4. Across all KindyLinQ pilot 
schools, the proportion of families attending relative to registration rates was on average 
42.3% per session (SD = 23.3%; SE = 0.67). Average attendance per session for KindyLinQ 
schools within each of the seven DoE regions is shown in Table 21. The highest average 
attendance was for KindyLinQ schools in Metropolitan region, with the lowest (<30% 
attendance per session of average) was for KindyLinQ schools in Central region. 

 

Region Average 
attendance (%) 

Range (%) SD (%) 

Central 29.4 3.3 - 83.3 17.3 

Far North Queensland 32.6 0.0 - 88.9 15.4 

Darling Downs South West 36.3 0.0 – 90.0 25.1 

North Queensland 41.8 0.0 - 100.0 21.8 

South East Queensland 44.0 0.0 - 100.0 23.7 

North Coast 45.8 0.0 - 100.0 22.9 

Metropolitan 50.1 0.0 - 100.0 23.5 

Total 42.3 0.0 – 100.00 23.3 

Table 22: Average attendance of children registered to attend KindyLinQ programs per school across 
Term 2 to 4 by Department of Education region 

The pattern of average attendance per school across Term 2 to Term 4 are shown in Figure 
19. Separating by Tranche, attendance patterns were relatively consistent, except for Term 
4, where Tranche 1 schools showed a slightly higher pattern of attendance than Tranche 2 
schools (Figure 20).  

 

Figure 19: Pattern of attendance across 2021 for KindyLinQ programs31 

 

31 Data was not collected with sufficient detail to examine Term 1 attendance per week and reflects average for 
Term only. 
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Figure 20: Pattern of attendance across 2021 for KindyLinQ programs for Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 
schools32 

The number of schools with >50% average attendance per term and every week in term is 
shown in Table 22. Analysis of Term 2-4 data collected by DoE from KindyLinQ schools 
indicated that 11 (27.5%) schools had at least 50% attendance (the target attendance rate) 
when averaged across the three terms.  

Term Number (%) of schools with 
>50% average attendance for 
term 

Number (%) of schools with >50% average 
attendance in every week 

1 3/40 (7.5%) Could not be calculated** 

2 8/39* (20.5%) 1/39 (2.5%) 

3 14/40 (35%) 2/40 (5%) 

4 15/40 (37.6%) 3/40 (7.5%) 

Total# 11/40 (27.5%) 0/40 (0%) 

Table 23: Number (%) of KindyLinQ school with >50% average attendance by school term and in each 
week33 

Summary of Program Fidelity 

Program fidelity was assessed against each of the criteria prespecified in consultation with 
the DoE and E4L is summarised in Table 23. Fidelity with program delivery criteria was 
97.5% across schools, with all offering a minimum of six hours of KindyLinQ program per 
week.  

Attendance of families within identified sub-populations was 80%. However, this percentage 
should be interpreted with caution as there is the potential for inflated numbers as families 
might be identified across more than one target population category (e.g., refugee and 
CALD).  

 

 

32 Data was not collected with sufficient detail to examine Term 1 attendance per week. 

33 *One school was missing data for Term 2. **Data was not collected with sufficient detail to examine Term 1 
attendance per session. #Based on available Term 2-4 data only. 
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While all schools successfully recruited a KindyLinQ Teacher and EYSC, lower fidelity to 
criteria for program delivery was observed for staffing when calculated based on qualification 
or prior experience in ECEC. Approximately a quarter of services (27.5%) achieved average 
attendance of >50% across the year.  

Domains Definition of Fidelity to Program Criterion met 

N (%) schools 

Program Delivery KindyLinQ is offered for a minimum of 
six hours per week.  

39 (97.5%) 

Staffing  The Teacher should have strong 
knowledge of early childhood 
development and learning/pedagogy…  

40 (100%)a 

22 (55%)b 

 The EYSC will have knowledge and 
experience in community 
engagement… 

40 (100%)a 

32 (80%)c 

Registration A minimum proportion of 20% of all 
families, registered and attending, are 
from any of the identified sub-
populations. 

37 (92.5%)d 

Attendance  

 

On average, there will be 50% 
attendance at each session across the 
year. 

11 (27.5%)e 

Families attend an average of 50% of 
available KindyLinQ sessions, during 
each semester. 

N/A f 

Note. aDenotes schools who employed a KindyLinQ Teacher or EYSC. bDenotes schools with 
KindyLinQ Teacher who indicated qualifications or prior experience in ECEC. cDenotes schools 
with EYSC who indicated qualifications or prior experience in ‘broadly’ defined engagement 
roles. dCaution should be taken in interpretation of this percentage due to the likelihood of 
individual children being identified across multiple at-risk groups, potentially inflating reported 
Ns. eDue to the way in which attendance data was collated average attendance is based on 
averages per week as opposed to per session. fAs individual family level data was not provided 
by DoE to the evaluation team in a way that could track an individual family’s attendance 
across time, family level attendance, could not be assessed in the current evaluation. 

Table 24: Summary of KindyLinQ program fidelity against pre-specified definitions  
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Focus area 3: What are the enablers and barriers to the effective 
implementation/delivery of KindyLinQ by schools? 

Direct stakeholder reports – the perspectives of KindyLinQ staff, DoE Regional Officers, and 
families – of the factors that were viewed as enablers and barriers of the KindyLinQ program 
were analysed to answer focus area 3.  

Reported strengths and challenges of KindyLinQ and opportunities raised by stakeholders to 
overcome key barriers and enable successful delivery of KindyLinQ are presented. A 
summary of key areas examined are shown in Figure 21.  

 

Figure 21: Components of the KindyLinQ program delivery models evaluated 

 

Strengths of KindyLinQ 

Understanding the key strengths of KindyLinQ at pilot schools is an important step in 
establishing what factors are necessary to successfully enable implementation and delivery of 
KindyLinQ more broadly. In this section, the perspectives of KindyLinQ staff, DoE Regional 
Officers, and families are summarised from open-ended items about the strengths of each 
school’s KindyLinQ program (staff reports), “what works well about KindyLinQ” 
(parent/guardian reports) and semi-structured interviews (focus schools and DoE Regional 
Officers). 

 
A diverse range of strengths of the KindyLinQ program were identified across respondents 
and data sources. Responses could be broadly categorised into three key themes: 

• Program structure: Play-based and flexible program delivery  

• Program staffing: Facilitated, dual-generational learning program 

• Community connections: Links to communities and community services 

 

Key 
Strengths

Key 
Opportunities

Key 
Challanges
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Play-based and flexible program delivery 

Almost 80% of staff and over 60% of parents/guardians identified the provision of a flexible, 
child and family centred, play-based program as a key strength of their KindyLinQ program.  

Key strengths of the structure of KindyLinQ highlighted in both parent/guardian and staff 
reports included the provision of: 

• Varied and enjoyable activities for children and their families 

• Child-led engagement with activities 

• Dedicated spaces for children and families 

• Flexible program activities that could cater for different interests and needs 
• Responsive programs that could be adapted to meet child and family needs 

(particularly for those requiring additional behavioural, social, or learning, support. 

Parents/guardians noted that although there was structure, child-directed flexibility was well 
facilitated within the program. The combination of structure and flexibility was supportive of 
child and family needs and helped promote essential child engagement. Consultation and 
adaptation of the program was highlighted as an important way in which the program could 
respond to and provide for the diverse needs the families within their community. 

 

Facilitated, dual-generational learning program 

Almost 70% of KindyLinQ staff and 40% of parent/guardians identified the staff and 
engagement between staff and families as a key strength of their KindyLinQ program.  

KindyLinQ staff described the experience, dedication, positivity, skills, and motivation of staff 
in their KindyLinQ programs. The teamwork between KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSCs, as 
well as that with the school leadership team, was described as a key strength that enabled 
the successful planning, implementation, and delivery of KindyLinQ. 

Parents/guardians highlighted the dedication, professionalism, and qualifications of the 
KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSC. Key was the ability of staff to provide meaningful learning 
experiences, cultivate and build relationships and have positive interactions with children and 
families. Being able to directly engage in, participate and learn themselves was also raised 
as a strength of the program by parents/guardians, and contrasted this with programs in 
which they were unable to attend with their child (e.g., ECEC). 

 

Links to communities and community services 

Almost 50% of KindyLinQ staff referred to the strength of their KindyLinQ program as being 

in the connections that that staff had within their community. 

The connections that staff had within their communities were viewed as critical for developing 

trust between staff and families and for sharing resources and supports. The ‘fit’ between 

staff and community was highlighted as a strength and described as important for 

understanding of the needs of children and families within their specific community context. 
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The opportunities for building connections between families in the community and for linking 

families to community services, such as allied health services, was also identified as a 

strength of the KindyLinQ program. 

Challenges of KindyLinQ 

Identification of the key challenges of the KindyLinQ program are critical for understanding the 
barriers for achieving the intended program objectives.  

In this section, the perspectives of key stakeholders -- KindyLinQ staff, DoE Regional Officers, 
and families – are summarised including close- and open- ended items about the challenges 
for schools in implementing and delivering the KindyLinQ program (staff reports), and 
responses from the online family survey question: “What doesn’t work well about KindyLinQ?”. 
Challenges emerging from interviews with focus school staff and DoE Regional Officers are 
also included where appropriate. 

A diverse range of challenges of the KindyLinQ program were identified across respondents 
and data sources. Challenges broadly fell into three key categories, those associated with:  

• Participation: Recruitment and attendance of target families 

• Resourcing: Staff time and funding for program planning and delivery 

• Outreach: Facilitating positive engagement with families & communities 

 

Recruitment and attendance of target families 

Recruitment of families within identified sub-populations was identified by KindyLinQ staff as 
the most challenging aspect of delivering KindyLinQ. Almost half (46%) of all staff reported 
the recruitment of families “for whom the program is intended” ‘as very challenging (see 
Figure 22). “Recruiting families to the program” more generally was also a challenge. 
Reports of these challenges did not notably differ between Term 1 to Term 4. 

 

Figure 22: KindyLinQ staff reports of challenge to program delivery and implementation in Term 4 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

… Recruiting families to the program

… Recruiting families who KindyLinQ program is 
intended for

… Connecting with Kindergarten programs (e.g. 
stand alone or located in Long Day Care services)

… Building community partnership

… Creating a culturally-safe program

… Sustaining attendance of families

… Accessing appropriate resources

… Enabling families to attend

… Empowering families to support their children’s 
learning

… Developing an intergenerational KindyLinQ 
approach for children and families

Unsure Not challenging Somewhat challenging Very challenging

ONLINE 
SURVEYS 

FAMILY & 
CHILD VOICE 



   

 Pilot Evaluation Report | KindyLinQ                                                                                          71  

Challenges associated with recruitment of ‘target’ families was reflected in open-ended 
responses provided by KindyLinQ school staff. KindyLinQ staff indicated that recruiting 
families who would most benefit from the program beyond those in the immediate school and 
family networks was very difficult. This challenge was raised by all staff roles, including 
School Leadership (Term 1 = 25%; Term 4 = 37%), KindyLinQ Teachers (Term 1 = 39%; 
Term 4 = 40%) and EYSCs (Term 1 = 32%; Term 4 = 50%).  

A range of ideological, practical, and structural barriers to recruiting families to KindyLinQ 
were raised during consultation interviews with KindyLinQ staff from focus school sites, such 
as:  

• Ideological barriers including families’ misunderstandings of early childhood 
education, perceiving little value in the program, and having negative associations 
with the schooling system  

• Practical barriers including scheduling clashes (e.g., with parent work), the length of 
the session being too long, and language barriers  

• Systematic barriers included a lack of transportation and a lack of visibility of the 
program.  

The strict age cut-off of KindyLinQ was also raised by KindyLinQ staff as a key challenge 
associated with recruitment of families into KindyLinQ. KindyLinQ staff described concerns 
over the negative implication of the strict age limit, including exclusion of families who would 
benefit from the program. As this example illustrates: 

 
“Sadly, we have had to turn families away because of the age range. This makes 
it difficult for families who do not choose kindy (due to payment issues and 
waiting lists) and means these children miss out on a beautiful program that they 
could participate in but due to red tape cannot. It actually breaks our hearts to 
have to refuse the two-year-old (with speech issues) who wants to attend with 
their Indian mother who wants to come to develop her skills because she sees 
value in the program. Likewise, it breaks our heart to have to refuse the four-year-
old who is on a waiting list for kindy who can’t get in." (Principal, Far North 
Queensland) 

Encouraging on-going attendance of families was also identified by KindyLinQ school staff as 
a key challenge of the program. Families’ non-attendance was recognised as being due to a 
range of contextual issues. These included: 

1. Parents finding employment and child commencing in long day care services 
2. Frequent child sickness that was exacerbated by strict COVID symptom rules34 
3. Difficult home situations 
4. Distrust of government services 
5. Transport difficulties. 

Transport difficulties, including lack of access to public transportation or own transport, was a 
challenge that emerged across reports from both KindyLinQ staff and participating KindyLinQ 
families and is illustrated in the following quotes: 

 

34 At the time of the pilot and evaluation of KindyLinQ Queensland Government directives required that all people 
stay home and socially distance if they were exhibiting any COVID-related symptoms. 
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“Some [families] live out of town and have no way of getting here, yet these are 
the people we need here the most as they are the most disengaged and are 
some of our target families.” (EYSC, North Coast) 

 “I have noticed transport to the school is an issue for some families without a 
vehicle; it would be great to have an option for helping families with this in the 
future, perhaps linking in with the school bus service or utilising a community 
group such as Lions Club.” (Mother, South East Queensland) 

 “…many families do not have a car and rainy weather can change the number of 
children who attend those rainy days” (EYSC, South East Queensland). 

Language barriers were highlighted as a potential issue, and some staff reflected that this 
might be a possible reason for the lack of attendance. As this quote describes, a lack of a 
translator was perceived a potential problem in sustaining attendance of CALD families:  

 
“The [language/cultural group] families found our program hard to commit to, but 
we are unsure why. There was, however, a lack of a translator.” (KindyLinQ 
Teacher, Central Queensland) 

 

Staff time and funding 

Limited time allocation for program planning, set-up/pack-up and other activities such as 
recruitment of families was a challenge for KindyLinQ staff. Staff described that the role 
involved tasks that were not currently reflected in the allocation of funding. These tasks 
included programming, preparation of materials, set-up and pack-up of spaces, and liaising 
with community groups and/or local Kindergartens.  

In consultation interviews, staff described the discrepancies between the position 
outline/description and what the reality of the position involved. KindyLinQ Teachers put 
(unpaid) time into lesson planning/preparations, and EYSCs identified that they were not 
allocated enough work hours to cover the amount of community engagement outside of the 
program delivery hours expected of the role. 

 

 

Facilitating positive engagement 

Although identified as a strength of KindyLinQ (see Key Strengths section above), facilitating 
positive engagements with families participating in KindyLinQ, as well as with the broader 
community and community organisations, was also identified as a key challenge. This was 
particularly in the case in Term 4, where interactions with parents/guardians were raised as a 
challenge particularly for KindyLinQ Teachers.  

KindyLinQ Teachers described difficulty in building relationships with families and in 
providing support when families were hesitant to disclose sensitive information. Managing 
parent expectations was also raised as a challenge, with some families being described as 
not wanting to actively engage with their child during the session, preferring to sit back and 
watch or talk amongst themselves. 

 

ONLINE 
SURVEYS 

FAMILY & 
CHILD VOICE 

ONLINE 
SURVEYS 

CONSULTATION 
INTERVIEWS 

CONSULTATION 
INTERVIEWS 



   

 Pilot Evaluation Report | KindyLinQ                                                                                          73  

KindyLinQ staff also described challenges in managing differences of opinion between 

individual parents during sessions. This included differences in personalities and differences 

in parenting beliefs or approaches. Interestingly, similar tensions between parents 

participating in the program was also identified in parent/guardian reports. 

KindyLinQ staff who participated in consultation interviews reported challenges associated 
with conversation with families who hesitant to send their child to Kindergarten in the 
following year. When asked about key learnings that they’d like to share regarding reassuring 
families about kindy, the teacher and EYSC identified the need for repeated conversations 
about Kindergarten to persuade parents to consider sending their child in the following year: 

Teacher: We might have this conversation [about kindy], but then we bring it up 

again and again and again because the parents weren’t really – it took 

them a long time to come around... 

EYSC:            Yeah. They were nervous. 

Teacher: … They had their opinion, and it was really hard for us to sort of flip it 

around and say other things about – kindy is important. 

KindyLinQ staff also described being reticent to encourage families to send their child to 

Kindergarten when they were not eligible to access government supports and could not 

afford to send their child to Kindergarten:  

“I've got one little one that I'm trying to see how I can support mum for next year, because 

of their status in Australia, they're not eligible for any support, so we don't know. Mum - I 

understand mum does want him to go to kindy, but obviously, she can't afford to pay full 

fees two days a week … So, we're trying to see what support systems are out there for 

her, for her little one … I contacted my facilitator and there was a government-funded 

project, but that funding stopped, so they weren't accepting new families. So, yeah, at the 

moment I'm just working with this little one, just to build up his literacy, numeracy skills, 

and his connection with his friends and family. Then, yeah, hopefully by the end of the 

year, we can find a solution for mum to send her little one off somewhere.” 

Beyond engagement with families within KindyLinQ, challenges were also identified in 
encouraging positive engagement with the broader community. KindyLinQ staff within focus 
school interviews also raised concerns that KindyLinQ had to compete with other local 
parenting/playgroups; some of which were scheduled at the same time as KindyLinQ, were 
free and apparently allowed parents to drop off their children without attending, which some 
families preferred. 

KindyLinQ staff in the focused group consultations identified challenges resulting from 
misconceptions of KindyLinQ being ‘attached’ to the school where it was based, which made 
recruitment more ‘political’ and challenging.  
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“[Schools] are not recommending for people to come to [KindyLinQ], even though this is 
for the whole area and isn’t owned by [the school that the KindyLinQ is based at]. So, 
there is that political issue which I have addressed with the schools, I did a presentation a 
few weeks ago to the principals. But the thing is with the parents I don’t think – the parents 
who are looking for that social interaction and are looking for that support and the 
socialisation with their children which is kind of a big catalyst for people joining KindyLinQ. 

A lot of them are actually finding those needs catered for with the playgroups, and then all 
the principals have actually gone – it’s sprung from KindyLinQ, gone well that’s a good 
idea, and opened their playgroups in their school instead of supporting KindyLinQ, which 
is a bit of a shame. So, like all the schools are all starting up these playgroups and mums 
are fulfilling those needs of my kid’s getting socialisation, I’m socialising, and that’s [what 
their needs] stem from. I mean we provide them with so much more at KindyLinQ, but 
that’s not a need that they recognise, yeah.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, Focus School) 

Community support was identified as a challenge for KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSCs, 

particularly in in Term 4. Staff expressed a desire to network with community services but 

had encountered difficulties due to a lack of time or low responses from community services. 

Attempts to network with other ECEC providers was sometimes met with resistance and 

competition for family registrations.  

KindyLinQ staff felt they were not supposed to favour any one Kindergarten program but 

indicated that the Kindergarten transition works best if they have one Kindergarten service to 

collaborate with. KindyLinQ staff indicated that deeper collaborations with fewer 

Kindergartens enabled supported visits with KindyLinQ families, rapport building between 

families and Kindergarten staff, and even involved KindyLinQ staff assisting 

parents/guardians to fill out the enrolment forms.  

KindyLinQ Teachers also raised concerns that there was no mechanism in place for them to 

pass along their rich knowledge of a child to Kindergarten services, and the school that they 

would go on to attend, and they saw this as a missed opportunity to share valuable 

information.  

Finally, community awareness of KindyLinQ was identified as challenge by KindyLinQ staff, 

particularly in Term 4. With concerns raised that KindyLinQ was not well known or 

understood in the wider community. Similar concerns were also raised by parents/guardians 

who indicated the need for increased advertising and promotion about the KindyLinQ 

program.   

Opportunities for KindyLinQ  

Identification of key opportunities for development and enhancement of KindyLinQ can inform 
future directions for investment, support, planning and scale-up of the program. 

Key opportunities for KindyLinQ were identified by KindyLinQ school staff via several sources. 
KindyLinQ school staff were asked to respond to an open-ended survey item in both Term 1 
and Term 4: “What could be improved about the KindyLinQ program?”. In Term 1, KindyLinQ 
school staff were also asked to identify “What capability development would be useful to 
support your work in KindyLinQ?”. In Term 4, KindyLinQ school staff were asked to identify “in 
addition to the training currently provided, is there anything else that would be useful to 
support your work in your KindyLinQ program?”. 
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A diverse range of opportunities to further support, enhance and meet the objectives of 
KindyLinQ of the KindyLinQ program were identified across respondents and data sources. 
Responses could be broadly categorised into three key themes: 

• Participation: Advertising and promotion of the KindyLinQ program 

• Resourcing: Increased resourcing for staff time and infrastructure 

• Outreach: Building community networks and staff capabilities 

  

Advertising, promotion, and continuity  

Advertising and promotion of the KindyLinQ program was raised by some staff as a key 
opportunity for improving the engagement of families and communities. This included having 
more visible and ongoing promotion about the benefits of KindyLinQ, assurances that the 
program would continue, and enabling ongoing connection with new families moving into the 
area to maintain community interest, enrolment, and attendance.  

Schools noted that additional support to access and promote key target groups through 
regions would improve the delivery of the program. Staff also identified the need for regional 
office staff to be actively involved in providing greater input into setting up, recruiting, and 
providing ongoing support for delivery of KindyLinQ. As these staff explained: 

 
“Region [Regional Office] needs to market the program in the wider community 
and across agencies which can identify "targeted" families. Region could also 
work across Queensland Health and Education Queensland in order to identify 
"targeted" families.” (Deputy Principal, North Coast, Term 1) 

 “Assistance in ideas to reach out to vulnerable families - while we are reaching 
out to many families, I feel we are still not always successful in attracting families 
that would benefit. (KindyLinQ Teacher, South East Queensland, Term 4) 

 

Increased resourcing 

Increased resourcing to programs in the form of staff time and physical infrastructure was 
identified by KindyLinQ staff as an opportunity for improving the value and reach of the 
program. KindyLinQ staff indicated that one opportunity for improvement would be to ensure 
staffing allocation includes sufficient time for the responsibilities of the role, including 
planning, set-up/pack-up, recruitment, and community outreach. As this example illustrates: 

 
“Pay Early Years Teachers two full days to allow for programming, preparation, 
set up time and allowing time for stronger relationships to be established with 
community partnerships - into kindys etc. [There are] still so many local places 
that are unaware of KindyLinQ.” (School Leadership, Metropolitan, Term 4) 

Opportunities regarding physical infrastructure includes provision of larger indoor spaces to 
accommodate more families, and access to appropriate and safe outdoor play spaces and 
equipment. KindyLinQ staff desired dedicated spaces for KindyLinQ, that were not shared 
and therefore reduced time required for set-up and pack-up.  

KindyLinQ staff raised the importance of providing facilities for KindyLinQ that were 
consistent with ECEC standards, including appropriate toilets, play areas and kitchen 
facilities and desired additional funding to purchase and replace hands-on resources, art, 
and craft consumables beyond the initial set-up funding provided. 
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Building community networks and staff capabilities 

Creating new opportunities for connecting with community services was identified as a key 

opportunity to increase the value and achieve the objectives of KindyLinQ. This included 

making meaningful and intentional connections with community services, building community 

networks, and providing capacity and skills to KindyLinQ staff to facilitate community 

engagement. 

Information and contacts for community services and external providers in each KindyLinQ 

school site was indicated as a potentially useful resource for supporting community 

engagement, including a list of agencies that may be useful for families (e.g., National 

Disability Insurance Scheme, community centres, playgroups, ECEC networks) and 

knowledge of key community members, such as local Elders, who could be consulted with to 

design and deliver KindyLinQ. KindyLinQ staff identified the need for greater guidance on 

how to interact, talk sensitively with and assist families to access health and community 

services. 

Opportunities were identified to create new networks to share knowledge and resources with 

other KindyLinQ staff and professionals. Suggestions included networking with other 

KindyLinQ sites for support and to share ideas and visiting ECEC rooms for three-year-olds’ 

and Kindergartens programs. Staff identified the potential for building a stronger and more 

connected KindyLinQ community, including having opportunities to observe, network with 

and reflect with other KindyLinQ schools and community organisations. As these examples 

illustrate: 

 
“I think it would be useful to bring together all current KindyLinQ staff from our 
region to reflect on our journey so far and draw on the first-hand experience of the 
various staff members and their unique school and community contexts.” 
(KindyLinQ Teacher, North Coast, Term 1) 

 “The ability to regularly collaborate with other KindyLinQ teams to share ways of 
supporting children and families would be great - I don't feel we get the 
opportunity to do this enough.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, South East Queensland, 
Term 4) 

 

Professional development opportunities were raised by KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSC as 
important opportunity to build capability to undertake their work. The most common type of 
professional development requested focused on ECEC pedagogy and curriculum, including 
information about: 

• EYLF 

• Child development milestones 

• Practical approach to working with children and families within the context of 
KindyLinQ.  

• How to support young children who identify as Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander, 

culturally diverse, experiencing trauma, other specific needs (e.g., speech delays) 

KindyLinQ school leadership staff also expressed a need for a deeper understanding of the 
EYLF to support KindyLinQ Teachers and implementation.  

Other areas of professional development that were suggested to support the work of 
KindyLinQ staff included information on: 
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• Basic family counselling skills 

• Cultural awareness 

• Trauma informed approaches 

• Working with families where English is a Second Language 

• Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander cultural safety 

• Nature play 

• In person visits from speech pathologists and occupational therapists.  

It was suggested that a library of online/video professional development resources would be 

useful to provide sustainable resources that could be utilised across multiple KindyLinQ 

school sites. 

Summary of enablers and barriers 

Relationships was identified as both a key barrier and enabler of the successful delivery of 
the KindyLinQ program. Building positive relationships with families, schools and community 
organisations underpinned the success of KindyLinQ in recruiting and engaging families, 
providing programs that could respond to family needs, and supporting the developmental 
needs of children. Establishing positive relationships did not come without challenges, 
however, and were not always easy to achieve within the time, resource, and complexity 
community context of KindyLinQ. 

Other key strengths of the KindyLinQ program were the provision of: 

• Access to a play-based and flexible program for families 

• A teacher facilitated, dual-generational program and 

• Links with community and community services. 

While key identified challenges included: 

• Difficulties in recruitment and attendance of target families 

• Insufficient resourcing for staff time 

Opportunities to improve the KindyLinQ program in the future included providing supports 
and resources for increased promotion of the KindyLinQ program, increased resourcing for 
staff time and infrastructure, building community networks for knowledge sharing and 
enhancing staff capabilities.  
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Focus area 4: What are the core elements that are critical for 
program success?  

Two approaches were used to answer focus area 4.  

First, program delivery models were identified by examining the key characteristics of 
program implementation and delivery across KindyLinQ pilot schools. Consideration was 
made of the commonality and diversity of approaches used, as well changes in program 
delivery from Term 1 to Term 4. A summary of the key features of the program delivery 
models examined are presented in Figure 23.  

Second, reports from KindyLinQ staff regarding their perspectives of the key elements for 
successful delivery of KindyLinQ were examined. 

Program delivery models 

A core design feature of the KindyLinQ Program Pilot is a flexible delivery approach, allowing 
pilot schools to tailor delivery to suit their school and community context. Exploring how 
schools implemented and delivered KindyLinQ is important to understand the critical success 
factors to achieving the program objectives. This section provides a description of the different 
approaches to program delivery used by KindyLinQ schools and considers design, delivery, 
and resource characteristics within different stages of the implementation and delivery period.  

 

 

Program design and planning 

• Who is involved in design and planning? 

• How does it reflect the community context? 

• What pedagogical approaches are used? 

  

 

Family recruitment and engagement 

• What strategies are used to attract target families? 

• What strategies are used to encourage on-going 
engage families? 

  

 

Spaces and resources 

• What spaces are used? 

• What resources are purchased? 

• What additional funds are accessed? 

Figure 23: Components of the KindyLinQ program delivery models evaluated 

 

Program design and planning 

School staff identified a large variety of inputs into design of KindyLinQ in each school (see 
Table 24). Most common of these inputs were EYSC, families and children, KindyLinQ 
teachers and school principals. Less than half of the KindyLinQ staff reported involvement of 
those outside the school setting, including regional staff, other community members/groups 
and Kindergarten providers in the community as being involved in the designing of their 
KindyLinQ program.  
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How much have the following people or groups been involved in designing the KindyLinQ 
program (Term 4)? 

 

EYSC 

74.1% 

 

Families 

71.7% 

 

Children 

69.1% 

 

KindyLinQ Teacher 

65% 

 

School Leadership: 

62.5% School Principals 

40% School Deputies 

31.6% Other school leadership  

 

Regional Staff 

49.2% 

 

Other community 
members/groups 

46.7% 

 Kindergarten providers in 
community 

39.1% 

Table 25: Staff’s perceptions of involvement of different stakeholders in the design of KindyLinQ 
programs at their school35 

  

The average level of involvement in the design of KindyLinQ at each school in Term 1 and 

Term 4 is presented in Table 25. For those who participated in both timepoints, ratings of 

involvement for EYSCs and KindyLinQ Teachers increased across the year (p=.022; < .001), 

while for School Leadership, ratings decreased (p = .001). The involvement of children and 

families increased significantly from Term 1 to Term 4 (p<.001). Kindergarten providers and 

community members/groups were reported as being increasingly involved in the design of 

KindyLinQ from Term 1 to Term 4 (p<.005). 

“How much have the following 
people/groups been involved in 
designing your KindyLinQ program?” 

Term 1 Term 4 Change 

Mean 

(SD) 

Median 

(IQR) 

Mean 

(SD) 

Median 

(IQR) 

p Dir. 

School Principals 2.31 

(.70) 

2 

(2-3) 

2.07 

(.66) 

2 

(2-
2.75) 

** ↘ 

School Deputies 2.04 

(.80) 

2 

(1-3) 

1.99 

(.83) 

2 

(1-3) 

  

Other school leadership team members 1.76 

(.80) 

2 

(1-2) 

1.56 

(.65) 

1 

(1-2) 

  

KindyLinQ Teachers/Educators 1.99 

(.86) 

2 

(1-3) 

2.54 

(.71) 

3 

(2-3) 

** ↗ 

EYSC 2.60 

(.68) 

3 

(2-3) 

2.76 

(.50) 

3 

(3-3) 

* ↗ 

Children 2.10 

(.74) 

2 

(2-3) 

2.50 

(.61) 

3 

(2-3) 

** ↗ 

 

35 (%) staff that responded ‘somewhat involved’ or ‘very involved’ 
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“How much have the following 
people/groups been involved in 
designing your KindyLinQ program?” 

Term 1 Term 4 Change 

Mean 

(SD) 

Median 

(IQR) 

Mean 

(SD) 

Median 

(IQR) 

p Dir. 

Families 2.18 

(.67) 

2 

(2-3) 

2.59 

(.58) 

3 

(2-3) 

** ↗ 

Regional staff 1.97 

(.66) 

2 

(2-2) 

1.91 

(.77) 

2 

(1-3) 

  

Kindergarten providers in the community 1.45 

(.54) 

1 

(1-2) 

1.66 

(.68) 

2 

(1-2) 

** ↗ 

Other community members 1.50 

(.60) 

1 

(1-2) 

1.75 

(.63) 

2 

(1-2) 

** ↗ 

Note. Likert range 1 ‘not involved’, 2 ‘somewhat involved’, 3 ‘very involved’; * p < .048 
(Bonferroni correction), ** p < .005 

Table 26: Staff perceptions of involvement in designing schools’ KindyLinQ program 

 KindyLinQ staff were asked to identify in what ways their programs were informed by their 
community context. The key inputs reported by KindyLinQ staff are shown in Table 26. 

In what way is your KindyLinQ program informed by the local community? 

 

Family needs 

Term 1: 51% - Term 4: 49% 

 

Interests and inputs 

Term 1: 54% - Term 4: 43% 

 

Cultural diversity 

Term 1: 38% - Term 4: 30% 

 

Community organisations 

Term 1: 19% - Term 4: 38% 

Table 27: Ways in which KindyLinQ programs are informed by the community context 

 The ways in which KindyLinQ programs informed by the local community included: 

• Reflecting family needs: Key sources of information came from Australian Early 
Development Census vulnerability data, area socio-economic status and in-depth 
community knowledge provided by the school and staff. This knowledge was 
described as driving the focus of the program content, including a focus on language 
development or social-emotional needs, ensuring take home resources and snacks 
were free or flexibility and allowing parents to bring siblings and ease of access to the 
program.  

• Reflecting family interest and inputs: Programs were described as being based on 
children’s current interests. KindyLinQ staff created opportunities for families and 
communities to provide input directly into the program planning. 

• Cultural diversity: Key inputs included acknowledging and celebrating days of 
significance, increasing staff knowledge of cultural safety, and inviting local Elders to 
visit KindyLinQ. One KindyLinQ site liaised with the local Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander community organisations for advice on resources.  

• Community organisations: KindyLinQ staff spoke and worked with community 
organisations, including early learning services and community groups. 
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Example quotes from KindyLinQ staff demonstrating these approaches are as follows:  

 
Family needs 

“The [name] community has its well-known challenges with family circumstances 
that impact on them to be able to engage with their children and being able to 
cope with the demands of life. The community drives to a certain extent the way in 
which we run the program e.g., using social media, providing resources to use at 
home, staff approachability with patience and understanding.” (Principal, South 
East Queensland) 

 
Communication and interactions 

“There is a community planning meeting at the end of every term, so that parents 
can bring their ideas, suggestions and perhaps even concerns to the forum so 
that we can respond the following term” (KindyLinQ Teacher, Central 
Queensland) 

 
Community organisations 

“We are collaborating with [The] Benevolent [Society] and many of our early years 
services to see how best we can support our vulnerable families in our 
community.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, South East Queensland) 

 

Almost all schools (95%) reported that the EYLF informed their KindyLinQ program. One 
school reported that they did not use the EYLF, but that they would do in the future. A 
summary of the ways in which KindyLinQ staff described their program was influenced by the 
EYLF is presented in Table 27.  

In what ways is your KindyLinQ program informed by the EYLF? 

 

Planning cycles and 
reflection 

Term 1: 57% - Term 4: 62% 
 

Play-based and child-
centred learning 

Term 1: 26% - Term 4: 26% 

 

Continuity of learning 

Term 1: 4% - Term 4: 8% 

 

Table 28: Ways in which KindyLinQ programs are informed by the EYLF 

 

The ways in which the EYLF informed KindyLinQ programs included: 

• Planning cycles: School staff described how the EYLF informed daily planning, 
learning outcomes and staff reflections. 

• Play-based and child-centred learning: KindyLinQ staff described implementation 
of a play-based approach that identified teachable moments and incorporated open-
ended play that was flexible and responsive to child interests.  

• Continuity of learning: Schools discussed using the EYLF to communicate with 
parents, through child portfolios, the Kinderloop app and weekly learning stories. 
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Example quotes from KindyLinQ staff demonstrating these approaches are as follows:  

 
Planning cycles 

“The EYLF is the base for my weekly planning and long-term planning at 
KindyLinQ. ‘Being, Becoming and Belonging’ has guided everything we do, the 
learning outcomes for our children. It is especially useful for reflection and guiding 
next steps.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, North Queensland) 

 
Play-based and child-centred learning  

“We focus on learning through play and responsiveness to children through all 
experiences and have gradually been building up the amounts of intentional 
teaching opportunities.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, North Coast) 

 
Continuity of learning  

“We create term portfolios whereby the EYLF is referenced on every page and a 
summary sheet of the EYLF is included.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, Central 
Queensland) 

 

Family recruitment and engagement 

The key strategies used for recruitment of KindyLinQ families into the program are shown in 
Table 28. Strategies are broadly grouped into three recruitment types: (1) school level 
recruitment approaches, (2) community level recruitment and (3) person contact with 
community organisations and/or families outside the KindyLinQ school. While most schools 
typically used a range of approaches, three schools used only approaches aimed at the 
school level, while just over half of the schools described making personal contact with target 
families or target community organisations that families attended or were known to. Findings 
below were reflected in both survey and interview data.  

What strategies have been most useful in promoting registration of families into your 
KindyLinQ program? 

 
 

School Level (Term 1 98% - Term 4 100%) 

• School newsletters, school emails  
• Flyers, Signage - at school  
• Personal contact with school families (e.g., school grounds, Prep open 

days, siblings, school staff)  

 

Community Level (Term 1 85% - Term 4 90%) 

• Community networks 
• Advertisements at community services (e.g., GPs, libraries, supermarkets)  
• Letterbox drops  
• Advertising at feeder Kindergartens  
• Word of mouth 
• Social media 

 

Targeted Personal Contact (Term 1 28% - Term 4 55%) 

• Working directly with target community/advocacy/action groups  
• Personal contact (e.g., at community hubs, shopping centres) 

Table 29: Strategies used to recruit families across KindyLinQ schools 

 

ONLINE 
SURVEYS 
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Specific strategies raised by KindyLinQ staff included: 

• In-school advertising: Most common were advertising in school newsletters and on 
signage at the front of the school. Other strategies included distribution of flyers 
around school and home with children, listing on the school websites, promoting at 
school information sessions/assemblies, and emailing/text messaging school families. 

• Personal contact with school families: School staff reported success in directly 
inviting specific families known to the school who met the inclusion criteria. Staff also 
talked to families in the playground/school gates and liaised with school staff including 
the Chaplain.  

• Families enrolling in prep, who had children aged 3-years-old: Potential families 
would be identified at enrolment and directly invited. Transition to Prep flyers, Prep 
open and orientation days were used to advertise KindyLinQ. 

• Social media/apps: School and KindyLinQ Facebook pages were widely used to 
promote the program. As were local community group pages, Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander community pages and personal staff pages. Three respondents use 
school-based apps such as “Skoolbag”. Social media, in particular Facebook, was 
perceived by staff to be very effective to draw potential families to the program. 

• Community advertising: Common examples of community advertising included 
distribution of flyers at local community sites such as Kindergartens, long day care 
centres, businesses, community centres, shopping centres, health centres, doctors, 
taxis, real estates, and libraries. Other local school newsletters were also used to 
advertise KindyLinQ. 

• Word of mouth: Namely, families who already attend the program often recommend 
the program to other families they knew and the wider community. 

• In person community contacts: These contacts included KindyLinQ school staff 
visiting community groups such as Indigenous advocacy and community groups, 
women’s shelters, child health nurses, local market meet and greet stalls, information 
stalls at local events and sitting at local community hotspots and talking to community 
members directly. Some KindyLinQ school staff networked with colleagues across 
different schools or early learning centres in their community.  

• Other initiatives: Other strategies included schools included hosting a “have a look 
day” in which families could come and see the program, conducting “bring a friend” 
sessions or attempting decrease competition by delivering on KindyLinQ on days in 
which local playgroups were not operating. 

The key strategies used for promoting continued engagement of KindyLinQ families into the 
program are shown in Table 29. These strategies ranged from specific program 
characteristics and components within their program (e.g., building positive relationships and 
providing a program that is welcoming, safe, and engaging) to targeted strategies for 
connecting with families outside the program (e.g., group emails and personal calls).  

The focus on these communications increased from Term 1 to Term 4, particularly the use of 
group emails, text messages and apps. Building a sense of community, for example through 
engagement with school events and special occasions, was viewed as increasingly useful in 
promoting continued engagement across the year.  
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What strategies have been most useful in promoting continued engagement of families 
into your KindyLinQ program? 

 

Engaging program  

(e.g., fun, interesting, age 
appropriate) 

Term 1: 54% - Term 4: 76% 
 

Building trusting 
relationships  

(e.g., with families, children) 

Term 1: 54% - Term 4: 68% 

 

Group communication  

(e.g., apps, text messages, 
emails) 

Term 1: 29% - Term 4: 61% 
 

Personal communication 
(e.g., individual phone calls to 
families) 

Term 1: 24% - Term 4: 34% 

 

Sense of Community 

(e.g., special occasions, 
sharing school events) 

Term 1: 5% - Term 4: 32%  

Connections with other 
supports  

(e.g., allied health)  

 Term 1: 5% - Term 4: 16% 

 

Welcoming environment  

(e.g., safe, friendly, warm, 
supportive) 

Term 1: 15% - Term 4: 18% 
 

Providing 
morning/afternoon tea 

Term 1: 7% - Term 4: 8% 

Table 30: Strategies for promoting family engagement in the KindyLinQ programs 

 

Specific strategies raised by KindyLinQ staff included: 

• Providing an engaging program: Engaging programs were described as those that 
included content was fun, enjoyable, age appropriate, based on children’s interests 
and for which children wanted to attend. 

• Building trusting relationships: Relationships included those between 
parents/guardians and staff, staff, and children, and between families themselves. 
The importance of relationships was identified in Term 1, but increasingly highlighted 
in Term 4. KindyLinQ staff described how relationships with families were achieved 
through providing a program that was supportive, welcoming, and non-judgemental. 
Relationships were strengthened by parental feedback and involvement in planning 
future KindyLinQ sessions. 

• Group communication: Schools used regular updates and “stories” through social 
media, apps, and newsletters. Schools described using two-way communication 
approaches with parents uploading activities and updates from home, as well as from 
KindyLinQ. Others used group SMS or chats to remind parents of upcoming sessions. 
The use of group communication strategies increased from Term 1 to 4.  

• Personal communication:  Personal communication included individual family 
phone calls, text, or emails to, and were identified increasingly of use from Term 1 to 
Term 4. KindyLinQ staff described checking in with families who had stopped 
attending. 

• Establishing a sense of community: Strategies included celebrating special 
occasions (birthdays, festivals etc.) and facilitating social events shared by 
participating families both during and outside of KindyLinQ sessions. A sense of 
community within the wider school community was described, including KindyLinQ 
families in school events (e.g., book week, NAIDOC week). 
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• Connections with other supports: Supports included allied health, child 
development and other community supports was seen as a tool for family 
engagement. Schools supported families to connect with local Kindergartens, 
facilitated visits from health professionals (e.g., nurses and speech pathologists), and 
connected families with emergency services and community groups. Staff described 
aiding families to access supports and services. 

• Welcoming environments: Staff emphasised creating physical and emotionally safe 
spaces for families. While early on (Term 1) schools identified the physical 
components of the program (e.g., playgrounds, gardens), by Term 4 staff exclusively 
identified the importance of the emotional and/or sensory experiences of the program. 
KindyLinQ environments that encouraged family engagement were described as 
those that were warm, safe, non-judgemental, supportive, welcoming, and friendly.  

Example quotes from KindyLinQ staff demonstrating use of these strategies are as follows:  

 
Providing an engaging program 

“Children loving us and the program and making sure their parents bring them 
whenever possible (as evident on a very stormy day last week where to our 
surprise all but one family attended as they were not given a choice not to by their 
children!” [KindyLinQ Teacher, North Coast] 

 Building trusting relationships 

“Building relationships with parents is crucial...if a parent does not feel welcome 
or comfortable, they will not continue to come no matter how good the activities 
are.” [KindyLinQ Teacher, South East Queensland]” 

 Personal communication 

“Personal contact with families when we haven't seen them two weeks in a row. 
E.g., email or phone call saying we are missing you at KindyLinQ. (KindyLinQ 
Teacher, South East Queensland) 

 Connections with other supports 

“We help them enrol into Kindergartens, we visit Kindergartens for them to see 
them firsthand and be part of a session” (KindyLinQ Teacher, South East 
Queensland) 

 

Spaces and resources 

Approximately 80% of KindyLinQ staff indicated that their school had appropriate indoor and 
outdoor spaces for their KindyLinQ program (Table 30). KindyLinQ sites were typically either 
stand-alone rooms or halls, or unused classrooms within the school. Many KindyLinQ sites 
shared a room or had a temporary room that was available for their use only on KindyLinQ 
days. Indeed, almost half of the KindyLinQ programs shared spaces with other programs, 
such as the PCYC, afterschool care, community halls, or had access to one half of a room 
(e.g., library). Five KindyLinQ school sites reported that they moved from shared spaces to 
their own designated KindyLinQ space by Term 4. 
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 Term 1 (n = 40) Term 4 (n = 39) 

 No Mixed Yes No Mixed Yes 

I have appropriate 
indoor spaces for our 
KindyLinQ program 

1 

(2.5%) 

10 

(25%) 

29 

(72.5%) 

1 

(2.6%) 

5 

(12.8%) 

33 

(84.6%) 

I have appropriate 
outdoor spaces for our 
KindyLinQ program 

0 

(0%) 

5 

(12.5%) 

35 

(87.5%) 

0 

(0%) 

6 

(15%) 

33 

(82.5%) 

Is this space used only 
for your KindyLinQ 
program?* 

21 

(52.5%) 

N/A 19 

(47.5%) 

22 

(62.9%) 

N/A 13 

(37.1%) 

Note. ‘No’ - all responders per school rated the statement ‘somewhat disagree’ or ‘strongly 
disagree’, ‘Mixed’ – responders’ ratings were a mix of agree, disagree, or neutral, ‘Yes’ – 
responders rated ‘somewhat agree’ or ‘strongly agree’. *Response categories are “Yes/No” 
only for this question. Based on N=25 responses at Term 4. 

Table 31: Number and percentage of schools with appropriate space for the KindyLinQ program 

A range of attributes were identified by KindyLinQ staff to characterise appropriate spaces. 
Included in these descriptions was access other school facilities – such as Prep playgrounds, 
art rooms, and the school library. 

For indoor spaces positive attributes included having: 

• Large, bright, indoor spaces specifically designated for KindyLinQ 

• Adequate amenities, such as tea/coffee facilities and suitable toilets that were easily 
accessible for families 

• Spaces where staff could set up and display children’s own artwork for the duration of 
the program.  

• Spaces that were specifically designated to KindyLinQ programs to minimise set-up 
and clean-up for each session and enable modifications of spaces to be age- or 
program- appropriate. 

For outdoor spaces positive attributes included having: 

• Parking areas close to the KindyLinQ room/building 

• Outdoor equipment 

• Spaces that were safe, engaging, and that provided a diverse range of educational 
and play activities for children.  

Of those who did not have adequate spaces, key descriptions included having: 

• A lack of appropriate all-weather indoor space (e.g., using semi-enclosed under cover 
space) 

• Spaces that were too small to accommodate families 

• Not having any outdoor space for families and children 

• Having indoor or outdoor space that were unsuitable for the age of the children or 
considered unsafe (e.g., water danger, no shade cover, uneven/sloping floors).  

• Not having access to adequate facilities, such as having no running water, having to 
walk 50 or more meters to access toilets, or having no toilets suitable for young 
children (i.e., adult size only).  
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Funding allocations provided by the DoE to KindyLinQ Pilot schools were used to purchase a 
range of program resources (see Table 31). Decisions on what KindyLinQ schools 
purchased were primarily based on perceived benefits for learning (e.g., age-appropriate, 
hands-on learning materials). School staff also considered family engagement, including 
purchase of affordable and accessible resources that could potentially be replicated at home.  

Purchases that enhanced the KindyLinQ environment were considered in decision making, 
including ensuring child sized furniture and comfortable places for families. Schools also tried 
to purchase resources that would be long-lasting and/or be used for multiple purposes.  

What resources have you purchased utilising the KindyLinQ funding provided by the 
Department of Education? 

 

Consumables 

Term 1: 100% - Term 4: 79% 

 

Adult and child size furniture 

Term 1: 48% - Term 4: 59% 

 

Indoor learning equipment 

Term 1: 100% - Term 4: 90% 

 

Outdoor play equipment 

Term 1: 50% - Term 4: 54% 

Table 32: Resources purchased using KindyLinQ funding allocations 

 

Specific resources purchased for KindyLinQ programs included: 

• Consumables: This included stationery, food for cooking, paint, cleaning materials, 
wipes, tea, and coffee, photocopying/printing materials such as printing of marketing 
materials for the KindyLinQ program, food for breakfast and morning meals for the 
children and/or supplies for families including welcome packs, hats, library bags, and 
‘COVID take-home’ packs. 

• Indoor learning equipment: This included books, age-appropriate toys, literacy, 
culturally specific toys/games, puzzles, art and craft equipment, equipment for 
fine/gross motor skills, musical instruments, and small animals/insects. 

• Outdoor play equipment and/or furniture: Both adult and child sized was 
purchased for KindyLinQ programs, along with storage equipment (e.g., bookshelves, 
cupboards, trolleys, plastic tubs), indoor or outdoor floor mats, and change tables. 
One school purchased an oven for cooking.  

Additional funding or resources was indicated as being received by over two-thirds of 
participating KindyLinQ pilot schools, including funding from parent and staff donations, 
purchases by KindyLinQ Teachers out of their personal funds, resources covered by school 
budget, and donations. Some schools acquired equipment and supplies from external 
sources such as local Members of Parliament, not for profit organisations, and local councils. 
Additional hours for KindyLinQ staff were funded by a quarter of schools to enable planning, 
networking, and support from teacher aides.  
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Example quotes demonstrating the importance of additional funds are as follows:  

 
“As I have been teaching a long time, a number of the items are my personal 
purchases. This includes adult chairs, cushions, mats, toys, storage, and other 
resources. I have spent a large amount of money on personal purchases both in 
the past and specifically for KindyLinQ.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, North Queensland) 

 “We are in desperate need of better storage options (and a bigger classroom) but 
with the need to purchase consumables to support our program there isn't 
enough money left in the budget...especially given the department did not provide 
funding other than wages this year.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, North Queensland) 

 “We have used school funds to purchase an extra hour each day for our teacher 
and support coordinator [EYSC]. After starting the program, we realised the 
teacher and support coordinator needed more time to prepare and pack away 
resources as the space is used by other community groups throughout the week. 
They also use this extra time to connect with families, the [Early Years] Network 
Coach, connect other KindyLinQ schools and collaboratively plan for future 
experiences.” (Deputy, South East Queensland) 

Key learnings and advice from KindyLinQ schools 

Identification of key learning and recommendations by those delivering KindyLinQ is an important 
source for understanding of critical success factors. In this section, data analysed from two sources 
is presented: (1) reports for Tranche 1 schools at Term 1 and all schools at Term 4 regarding their 
key learnings from implementing the KindyLinQ program in 2020 and 2021, respectively and (2) 
reports for all schools about what advice KindyLinQ staff would give someone setting up a 
KindyLinQ program at their school. Many of the themes that emerged as part of the analysis of key 
opportunities for improving the value and reach of the KindyLinQ program (see Key Opportunities 
section above) re-emerged in this section. To avoid repetition, therefore, we briefly summarise 
these themes and then discuss those that were uniquely identified within the current analyses. 

 

Key learnings 

The key learnings emerging across KindyLinQ staff responses are summarised in Table 32. 
There was considerable over-lap between responses collected from staff in Term 1 and 4. 

What have you learned from the KindyLinQ program?  

 

Importance of positive 
relationships 

Term 1: 68% - Term 4: 74% 
 

Importance of fine-tuning 
program delivery 

Term 1: 48% - Term 4: 32% 

 

Importance of clear 
communication  

Term 1: 36% - Term 4: 32% 
 

Importance of active 
promotion 

Term 1: 16% - Term 4: 21%  

Table 33: Key learnings from delivery of the KindyLinQ program36 

 

 

36 T1 = Term 1; T2 = Term 2. 
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Key learnings raised by KindyLinQ staff included the importance of: 

• Positive relationships. KindyLinQ staff described the importance of building positive 
relationships between (1) staff and families, (2) parents/guardians and child, and (3) 
families and the broader community. Prioritising relationship-building and community 
engagement was underpinning much of what KindyLinQ staff did, and planned to do, 
through their role in KindyLinQ. 

• Fine-tuning program delivery was a raised particularly by Tranche 1 schools, who 
were undertaking their second year of KindyLinQ. Responses suggested that staff 
were still learning about how to best run the program and were ‘fine tuning’ its 
delivery. KindyLinQ teachers spoke of the need to be flexible with the program’s 
delivery and adapt to the needs of children and their families. This was particularly 
true in the face of COVID-related lockdowns where community circumstances were 
continually changing. KindyLinQ staff also described the necessity of adapting the 
program over the course of the year to accommodate the developmental needs and 
achievements of attending children and families. 

• Clear communication. KindyLinQ staff described learning the importance of 
managing the expectations of parents and letting them know what they can expect 
the program to deliver and how it will run. Staff spoke about the importance of having 
clear and open communication with families and the broader community. 

• Active promotion of the program. KindyLinQ staff described that they had learnt 
the importance of using promotion strategies, including word-of-mouth and targeted 
strategies, to recruit and engage with families.  

Example quotes from KindyLinQ staff demonstrating key learnings are as follows:  

 

 
Positive relationships 

“Building positive relationships is the foundation for a successful program. 
Providing a huge variety of learning experiences and making the most of every 
opportunity to interact with a child is vital. Building relationships with the wider 
community and connecting kindy aged children with a formal kindy is vital. 
Incorporating Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander perspectives is also something 
that has been encouraging and enhances involvement, understanding and 
belonging.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, Metropolitan) 

 “Having supported two KindyLinQ programs, the importance of context is 
extremely relevant. If you understand and respond to this in an authentic way the 
outcomes can be very significant. The relational work, can never be understated 
and is the foundation on which the program is built.” (School Leadership, South 
East Queensland) 

 Fine-tuning program delivery 

“We have taken note of areas that could use some improvement. Fine-tuned the 
running of our day and activities we provide for the parents and children. 
Purchased resources that were required. Have been able to promote what the 
program is about now that we have a better understanding of its purpose.” 
(KindyLinQ Teacher, South East Queensland) 
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 Clear communication 

“I advised parents of the set-up of the day and our structure and the expectations 
so that we were all on the same page straight away, for example when I have 
circle time, while it is a soft entry to Kindergarten and we don't want to force the 
children to do anything, but strongly encouraging the parents to get the children to 
come and sit around the circle when we have this structured time of storytelling, 
rhymes, singing and dancing.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, South East Queensland) 

 “Importance of open communication between all parties involved - child, parent, 
teacher, school, community, and regional staff.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, Darling 
Downs South West) 

 “Don't assume, talk to families and listen.’ (KindyLinQ Teacher, North Coast) 

 

 

Advice for KindyLinQ programs 

The advice for those setting up KindyLinQ in schools reflected and extended some of the key 
learnings identified in the section above to provide practical suggestions to support program 
implementation. A summary of the different advice provided by current KindyLinQ staff, and 
reported in Term 4, is provided in Table 33. 

If you knew someone setting up a KindyLinQ program at their school, what advice 
would you give them? 

 

Establish relationships & 
connections 

KindyLinQ Teachers (38%) 
EYSC (48%)  
School leadership (30%) 

 

Build community 
partnerships 

KindyLinQ Teachers (28%) 
EYSC (30%) 
Leadership (30%) 

 

Provide flexible, child-led 
learning environments 

KindyLinQ Teachers (52%)  
EYSCs (30%)  

Make good resource 
decisions 

KindyLinQ Teachers (31%)  
EYSC (17%) 

 

Visit other KindyLinQ sites 

Teacher (17%) 
EYSC (17%)  
Leadership (11%) 

 

Employ skilled personnel  

KindyLinQ Teachers (7%) 
EYSC (4%)  
School leaders (37%)  

Table 34: Advice for those settings up a KindyLinQ program 
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Advice provided by staff for those setting up a KindyLinQ at their school were as follows: 

• Establish relationships and connections. Staff shared that it was very important to 
take time to get to know families, build good communication, provide support if 
needed, seek feedback, and embrace all cultures. It was also seen as important to 
get families involved in the program delivery, empowering parents to have a voice in 
the running of KindyLinQ.  

• Build community partnerships. Partnerships with childcare centres and 
Kindergartens were particularly advised, as were those with other community groups 
and organisations. 

• Create flexible and responsive learning environments. Advice included focusing 
on providing fun and engaging experiences, based on children’s interests. Staff 
highlighted the importance of being flexible and responsive in delivery. 

• Make good resourcing decisions. KindyLinQ staff advised that schools have (1) 
good storage as the KindyLinQ space was often shared, (2) an attractive and 
welcoming space, including a good outdoor area for families, and (3) resources that 
were affordable and replicable for families. It was also recommended that most 
learning resources are not purchased until the needs and interests of the group are 
established.  

• Visit other KindyLinQ sites. This was described as particularly useful if done when 
in setting up the program for the first time.  

• Employ skilled personnel. This included recruiting KindyLinQ staff well-suited to the 
role was the key to success of the program:  

 

Example quotes of advice suggested by KindyLinQ staff are as follows:  

 
Establish relationships and connections  

“Involve the families in running the program so they feel empowered and that they 
can support their children's learning not just the teachers.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, 
South-East Queensland) 

 “Be kind to the parents and help them to feel valued and safe.... Many of these 
parents have very difficult circumstances in which they have to navigate and 
KindyLinQ is a place they can come to, focus on their child where things are 
planned for them and enjoy them.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, Metropolitan) 

 Build community partnerships  

“Establish good community connections early.” (KindyLinQ Teacher, South-East 
Queensland) 

 Create flexible and responsive learning environments 

“Leave your Inhibitions at the door and your phone in your bag” (EYSC, Far North 
Queensland) 

 “To be prepared to "go with the flow" and provide open-ended activities. Be 
playful. Follow the lead of the children.” (Teacher, North Coast) 
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 Make good resourcing decisions 

 “Utilise the resources you already have then make purchases as you go along” 
(North Queensland) 

Employ skilled personnel 

“Recruit the right staff. If you have to wait to find them...wait.” (Deputy, North 
Coast) 

 

Summary of core elements for program success 

KindyLinQ program models were varied in terms of the resources, influences, and 
approaches that they applied.  

All schools implemented strategies to engage, recruitment and maintain connection families 
at the school and community level. However, far fewer schools used direct and personal 
contact with families, beyond the school setting, to recruit and encourage on-going family 
engagement. 

Spaces used for KindyLinQ were reported as adequate in most, but not all school sites, and 
seeking additional funding from beyond KindyLinQ sources was described as necessary for 
delivery of the program in approximately two-thirds of KindyLinQ schools. 

Data indicated several potential core elements for program success, these were: 

1. Positive relationships with families, schools, and community organisations 

2. Flexible and responsive, child-centred program content and delivery 

3. Skilled and knowledgeable KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSC.  
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Focus area 5: Are there particular models that lead to higher 
attendance and engagement by families? 

Analyses were undertaken to examine the association between key characteristics of the 
program models (as reported in Focus area 4) and attendance patterns across KindyLinQ 
schools to answer focus area 5.  

Analyses were only conducted for program model characteristics where there was sufficient 
variability to enable analysis of difference. A full list of all program characteristics examined is 
provided in Appendix 6. 

Four attendance outcomes were analysed and are shown in Figure 24. 

 

Figure 24: Attendance variables examined in relation to KindyLinQ program model characteristics 

 

Program models and KindyLinQ attendance 

Analysis of associations between program models and attendance outcomes have the 
potential to identify specific model characteristics that may act to enhance or reduce 
program engagement. However, it is important to note that all analyses presented are 
based on associations and as such ‘directionality’ of the relationship between program 
characteristics and attendance outcomes cannot be determined. Indeed, the direction of 
results in several of the analyses presented suggests that program models used by 
KindyLinQ schools may have been selected in response to the specific characteristics and 
challenges of families within the communities in which the school was situated. 

A small number of associations between reported characteristics of KindyLinQ program 
models and patterns of attendance were found and are summarised below.  
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1. Providing engaging programs for children and families in Term 1 was significantly 
associated with attendance rates. KindyLinQ schools with average attendance rates 
≥50% were significantly more likely to report using these strategies to encourage 
engagement with the program (p = .004; phi = 0.463; moderate relationship). 

2. Building a sense of community for children and families in Term 4 was significantly 
associated with attendance rates. Schools with average attendance rates ≥50% were 
significantly more likely to report using these strategies to encourage engagement 
with the program (pfishers=.005; phi = 0.45; moderate relationship). 

3. Informed by the cultural diversity in the community was associated with 
decreased retention of CALD children. KindyLinQ schools that reported a decrease in 
CALD children across the year were more likely to identify in Term 1 that their 
KindyLinQ program was informed by the cultural diversity in the community in which 
they were located (p = .034, phi = -.375 [moderate negative relationship]).  

However, schools that decreased in the number of CALD children attending their 
KindyLinQ program typically started with a significantly higher number of children in 
Term 1, with over four families per service (M= 4.12; SD= 2.34). While KindyLinQ 
schools that maintained or increased in the number of CALD children attending the 
program on average had less than one CALD child attending their KindyLinQ program 
at the start of their program (M= 0.89; SD= 1.45), p<.001. 

4. Building trusting relationships was associated with having a low proportion of 
children attending the KindyLinQ program from specific target subpopulations. 
Schools with a high proportion of children from specific subpopulations at Term 1 
were less likely to report building trusting relationships as a strategy for promoting 
continued engagement (p=.015; phi= -0.388; moderate negative relationship). It is 
possible that this finding reflects the increased difficulty in building such relationships 
with families from specific sub-populations, for example CALD groups where 
language and cultural barriers may be present. 

5. Sense of community was associated with having a low proportion of children 
attending the KindyLinQ program from specific target subpopulations. Schools with a 
high proportion of children from specific subpopulations were significantly less likely 
to report creating a sense of community as a strategy for promoting continued 
engagement (pfishers=.036; phi = -.383; moderate negative relationship). Again, this 
finding may reflect the difficulty in building a sense of community where families have 
more diverse family circumstances or increased needs.   

No significant associations were found between retention of children with a disability and any 
program model characteristics.   
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Learnings – evaluation outcomes 
This section provides a summary of insights for the three evaluation questions: 

1. Is there evidence to support the theory of change? 
2. Was the approach feasible? 
3. Is the approach ready to be evaluated in a trial? 

It covers key learnings, key challenges, and suggestions of ways in which these may be 
overcome in future research and practice. The section also describes the limitations that 
should be considered when reflecting on the key findings. 

Evaluation Question 1 - Is there evidence to support the theory of 
change? 

Yes. Findings from this evaluation show significant indication of change towards 
achievement of the key short-term objectives defined in the program logic (Figure 1). Key 
evidence against each of the defined short-term objectives is provided in Table 34. In 
addition, some emerging evidence of potential for change towards medium-term objectives 
was identified. This evidence is summarised in Table 35.  

In assessing evidence to support the theory of change it is important to reflect on how the 
program aligned with pre-defined inputs and implementation activities (Figure 25). 

 

Figure 25: Inputs and implementation activities as described in the KindyLinQ Program Logic 

Evidence indicates that all proposed inputs and activities were undertaken by DoE and the 
KindyLinQ pilot schools. The only notable exception related to the proposed attendance of 
child/children for six-hours per week. While many families registered into the KindyLinQ 
program across each term, attendance of six hours per week was not achieved for some 
families. Indeed, for most KindyLinQ schools the average attendance of families was typically 
less than 50% of families per week. Several key reasons regarding barriers to family 
attendance, as well as strategies for overcoming these, emerged during the evaluation.  A 
more detailed discussion of these is provided in the Evaluation Question 2 section below. 



 

 

Table 35: Current evidence for each of the KindyLinQ short-term objectives 

 Short-term objective Evidence37  Key findings Limitations 

1 Parents and children in the target 
cohort ‘register’ in the program 

Yes - Despite small drop, numbers of registrations remained 
stable throughout 2021 

- All regions achieved >5 registrations/school, and most 
regions achieved ≤12 children/school  

- 92.5% schools registered a minimum of 20% families from 
target sub-populations 

- Except for CALD families, registration across 2021 
remained stable or increased (e.g., refugee children, 
children with a disability) for sub-populations 

Tallies of children within the 
target sub-populations may 
be an overrepresentation 
due to potential for 
identification across multiple 
response categories and 
should be interpreted with 
caution. 

2 Parents and children in the target 
cohort regularly attend program 
sessions 

Maybe - 27.5% schools had an attendance rate average of 50% 
across the year 

- Average attendance per week/school was 42% 

Fidelity of 50% attendance 
across all sessions was not 
achieved and family-level or 
session-level data was not 
available. Implications of 
Covid-19 could have 
impacted attendance rates. 

3 Schools develop 
resources/content tailored to 
setting and aligned with EYLF 
principles (e.g., play-based 
learning program, formal lesson 
plans are not a requirement) 

Yes - All stakeholder groups reported the program employed 
flexible, child- centred programs 

- All but one school reported that the EYLF informed their 
KindyLinQ program 

- Some schools reported needing additional support 
regarding embedding the EYLF within their program and 
school site 

Data regarding program 
content and resources are 
based on KindyLinQ staff 
report. Direct observation 
was beyond the scope of the 
current evaluation but would 
provide stronger evidence 
regarding alignment with 
EYLF. 

 

37 Evidence is defined as: Yes= present in majority of KindyLinQ schools and/or evaluation participant responses and/or evidence of significant change across time 
consistent with the short-term objective; Maybe = evidence present in some KindyLinQ schools and/or evaluation participant responses and/or trend towards change across 
time consistent with the short-term objective; No = evidence is not consistent with this short-term objective. 
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 Short-term objective Evidence37  Key findings Limitations 

4 Schools implement practice 
aligned with principles, practices, 
and outcomes of the EYLF and 
tailored to setting / context (with 
the emphasis on supporting the 
family to strengthen their 
confidence in engaging with their 
child through a range of learning 
experiences) 

Yes - Belonging: KindyLinQ reported by many families as 
providing children opportunity to build confidence in 
interaction and relationships with other children, adults, and 
the school community 

- Being: Children report enjoying the KindyLinQ program and, 
through their photo-stories demonstrate engagement with a 
range of learning activities 

- Becoming: KindyLinQ is reported as providing 
developmentally appropriate, child-focused activities and 
opportunities 

Data regarding program 
content and resources are 
based on stakeholder report. 
Direct observation was 
beyond the scope of the 
current evaluation but would 
provide stronger evidence 
regarding alignment with 
EYLF. 

5 Children and families are satisfied 
with the program, are engaged in 
the activities when attending the 
program and feel connected and 
supported by the broader 
community 

Yes - Satisfaction in the KindyLinQ program was reported as high 
across all stakeholder groups 

- Child photo-stories show engagement with a range of 
program activities 

- Some evidence of support and connection (e.g., linkage to 
allied health services, Kindergarten programs) 

None 

6 Schools embed program into 
ongoing operations (e.g., school 
schedule, community 
partnerships, school 
communications) 

Yes - Start/finish times coordinated with school times 

- KindyLinQ programs reported having access to school 
facilities (e.g., libraries) 

- All schools used school sites as a point of recruitment into 
the program (e.g., emails, newsletters, and social media) 

- Some schools developed community partnerships with 
ECEC centres and Kindergartens 

None 

7 School staff (teacher, EYSC) are 
recruited, employed, and feel 
supported and well resourced 

Maybe - All schools recruited and employed staff into KindyLinQ 
Teacher and EYSC roles 

- Staff reported valuing the program and working as best they 
could with the resources available  

- 54% of KindyLinQ sites reported staff turnover in 2021 

- Limited time for planning (and set up/pack up) was reported 

A key theme identified within 
this evaluation was 
concerns about the level of 
funding for resources 
provided. This is discussed 
in more detail in Evaluation 
Question 2 below. 
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 Short-term objective Evidence37  Key findings Limitations 

8 Improvements in staff (school, 
teacher, EYSC) skills and 
confidence in relation to the 
program 

Maybe38 - Staff skills or confidence was self-reported as very high by 
KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSC in both Term 1 and Term 4, 
2021. 

- KindyLinQ Teachers and EYSC reported no significant 
change in skills or confidence from Term 1 to Term 4, 2021. 

Lack of improvements may 
reflect a ceiling effect due to 
the very high initial skills and 
confidence reported 

9 Increased intention to enrol 
children into Kindergarten 
programs including families being 
aware of the options they have for 
early learning for their children 
(including the option of an 
approved Kindergarten program) 
and feeling more confident to 
engage with Kindergarten / ECEC 
providers 

Maybe - Many participating KindyLinQ families intended to enrol their 
child into a Kindergarten program in 2022 

- KindyLinQ staff reported families indicating that participation 
in the KindyLinQ program encouraged their decision to 
enrol in Kindergarten the following year. 

While rates of intention for 
Kindergarten were high, it is 
not possible to establish 
within the current evaluation 
whether or how many of 
these families would have 
enrolled in Kindergarten in 
the absence of the 
KindyLinQ program. 
Solutions for evaluating 
change in intentions is 
provided in Considerations 
for Research below. 

 

38 Note that for this objective, despite a lack of evidence in improvement across time, an evidence rating of “maybe” was deemed as most appropriate as current evidence 
was of very high self-reported skills and confidence by KindyLinQ staff. 



 

 

Table 36: Current evidence for each of the KindyLinQ medium and longer-term objectives 

 Objectives Evidence  Key findings Limitations 

Medium Term 

1 Improved enrolment, attendance, 
and satisfaction of the program by 
parents and children in the target 
cohort 

Not yet Currently no direct or indirect 
evidence. 

Examination of differences between Tranche 1 
and Tranche 2 schools did not suggest any 
significant differences in parent satisfaction, 
recruitment, or attendance of KindyLinQ families.  

2 Improvements in parents’ skills and 
confidence, including in parent-child 
interactions 

Emerging Indirect, anecdotal evidence of families 
building skills and confidence in 
parent-child interactions through 
participation in KindyLinQ is present in 
reports from KindyLinQ staff and 
families. 

Direct evidence is not available. Measurement of 
parent skills and confidence before and after 
program participation was outside the scope of 
this evaluation. 

3 Better relationships between 
schools and families and 
communities 

Emerging Indirect, anecdotal evidence of families 
building relationships with schools 
through participation in KindyLinQ is 
present in reports from KindyLinQ staff 
and families. 

Direct evidence is not available. Measurement of 
relationships between schools and families and 
communities before and after program delivery 
was outside the scope of this evaluation. 

4 Increased enrolment in (4-year-
olds) Kindergarten programs or 
alternative ECEC options for 4-
year-olds 

Emerging Indirect, anecdotal evidence of families 
choosing to attend Kindergarten 
through participation in KindyLinQ is 
present in reports from KindyLinQ staff 
and families. 

Direct evidence is not available (see short-term 
objectives above). Kindergarten enrolments for 
Queensland was outside the scope of this 
evaluation. 

Long Term 

5 Decrease in percentage of 
Queensland children identified as 
developmentally vulnerable as 
measured by AEDC on transition to 
school 

Not yet Currently no direct or indirect 
evidence. 

Linkage to AEDC data was outside the scope of 
this evaluation. 

6 Sustained improvements in 
enrolment and attendance in 
Kindergarten or alternative ECEC 
options for 4-year-olds 

Not yet Currently no direct or indirect 
evidence. 

Tracking and analysis of Kindergarten 
enrolments for Queensland was outside the 
scope of this evaluation. 



 

 

Evaluation Question 2 - Was the approach feasible? 

Yes. There are clear indications in the diverse collection of data undertaken that the 
KindyLinQ program is highly feasible. This evaluation while presenting a broadly positive 
response from participating stakeholders provides directions for adjustments to the program 
to build on the current success and highlights opportunities to grow the program and achieve 
long-term positive outcomes for children and families. 

Participation in the evaluation process underscores the investment of stakeholders in the 
KindyLinQ program. The response rates on all aspects of the evaluation exceeded 
expectation, while the detail of feedback and the genuine engagement in providing directions 
for ongoing improvements and success of the program spoke to the high levels of 
stakeholder investment. Most participating stakeholders want this program to continue and to 
grow and gave honest and thoughtful accounts of success factors and challenges. 

Response of stakeholders to KindyLinQ, and most notably families and children, was 
overwhelmingly positive. Fidelity to structural features of the program was high and, 
alongside, schools and communities invested in providing additional resources. Some 
KindyLinQ sites faced greater challenges than others in establishing and maintaining fidelity 
and these variations provide points for further exploration. The fidelity criterion of 50% 
attendance of the registered families was a high expectation and one not met. Lessons from 
this finding direct specific attention to the needs of CALD families and generally to the 
localised variations in supports that may be required to achieve 50% attendance rates. The 
cultural identity of staff, language, and allocation of time to KindyLinQ staff to connect with 
community outside the allocated program time of six hours is a clear message emerging from 
this pilot implementation. 

The long-term goal of KindyLinQ is to ensure that children at higher risk of developmental 
vulnerability at entry to school access a high quality ECEC program. Such programs are 
defined as Kindergarten programs in standalone sites, within centre-based day care and, in 
some cases, on school sites. In moving beyond a pilot implementation to an efficacy trial 
explicit data on availability, accessibility, and acceptability of available Kindergarten 
programs, resourcing of the KindyLinQ program relative to context, and long-term child 
outcomes should be considered. 

These ideas are described in the next section as part of considering the direction for ongoing 
evaluation in an efficacy trial. 
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Evaluation Question 3 - Is the approach ready to be evaluated in a 
trial? 

Yes. The pilot implementation identifies significant promise in delivering positive outcomes 
for children and families. Indeed, stakeholders expressed concern that KindyLinQ would not 
continue. This evaluation identifies three dimensions of the KindyLinQ program design that 
should be considered as areas of refinement before commencement of an efficacy trial. 
These are outlined in turn below. 

Policy: The aim of KindyLinQ is to support a pathway to Kindergarten attendance as a 
mechanism to avert developmental vulnerability at school entry and promote positive 
educational pathways. This logic is predicated on three conditions not always met in the 
KindyLinQ sites: 

• Kindergarten is available. There is a Kindergarten in the local area. 

• Kindergarten in accessible. Available Kindergartens have sufficient places and 
barriers to access (e.g., transport, cost, paperwork) can be overcome. 

• Kindergarten is acceptable. The Kindergarten is culturally safe and enables and 
encourages parent participation (potentially including dual-generator models). 

Program: The program is designed to (1) support and encourage parent engagement in the 
culture of early education including positive awareness of the value of Kindergarten, and (2) 
support children’s development and learning in contexts of developmental vulnerability. The 
learnings from this evaluation identifies three areas for program refinement and additional 
supports: 

• Resourcing recruitment and sustaining attendance. By definition, the families 
KindyLinQ targets, for a diversity of reasons, are “hard to reach”.  

• Tailoring learning supports. Common to all KindyLinQ sites is a community risk of 
developmental vulnerability, however the families attending within different sites are 
diverse. Notable, services with high CALD populations may require additional 
supports to remain engaged in KindyLinQ. 

• Connecting to health agencies. The identification of children with additional needs 
in some sites may indicate the need for connection to allied health services to 
provide early intervention to support families and child development. 

People: The program design provided two staff members for six hours to deliver the 
KindyLinQ program to support vulnerable families as parents and their children’s 
development. The learnings from this evaluation directs attention to the fit of staff skills and 
resourcing of staff time to enable optimal developmental outcomes for children. The 
learnings from this evaluation identifies three areas for consideration in human resourcing: 

• Staff capacities. The selection of staff with appropriate skills and capacities for 
KindyLinQ generally, and the characteristics of the attending families, specifically, is 
required. Some teachers were not necessarily familiar with the EYLF and early 
years pedagogies and of how to support their children's development in a dual 
generation learning model. Most EYSCs were members of the school community, 
but not of the cultural or language community of attendees. A significant body of 
research highlights the importance of cultural identification as critical in sustaining 
engagement of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander and CALD families (The Smith 
Family, 2021; Thorpe et. al., 2012; Fenech & Skattebol, 2021). 
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• The opportunity to engage parents as educators. The focus of KindyLinQ was 
connecting children to early education opportunities, however parents also benefited 
from social connection and learning. Building on family engagement and enabling 
families both to learn and be leaders of learning (including language and culture) 
within the program may serve to include families and sustain attendance. 

• External supports. The role of the DoE regional office, school staff and community 
emerged as valued supports and might be further facilitated to enhance social 
inclusion and children’s development. 

If KindyLinQ is scaled-up, the DoE is positioned to enable a high-quality efficacy trial of the 
KindyLinQ program, focused on the following research questions: 

1. Does KindyLinQ improve child and parent learning and family culture of education? 
2. Does KindyLinQ increase the uptake of Kindergarten enrolment and attendance? 
3. Does KindyLinQ improve children’s developmental achievements at school entry and 

throughout schooling? 

Questions 1 and 2 require further data collection in the KindyLinQ and Kindergarten sites. 

Question 3 could be achieved through data linkage to AEDC data and to individualised 

student records employing techniques previously undertaken (Thorpe et. al., 2020; Potia et. 

al., 2020; Potia et. al., 2022). A simple summary of the analytic design focused on two 

hypotheses is presented in Figure 26. These two hypotheses are: 

Hypothesis 1: KindyLinQ has a direct positive effect on child outcomes. 
Hypothesis 2: KindyLinQ has an indirect positive effect via uptake into Kindergarten. 

Child outcomes at Prep could be the first outcome wave, noting that data linkage enables 

tracking throughout the school years. A comparison with a control group in these designs 

would be enabled by matching children with similar family characteristics who did and did not 

attend KindyLinQ in the Prep year schools attended by KindyLinQ participants.  

 

Figure 26: Potential design for future KindyLinQ efficacy trial 



   

 Pilot Evaluation Report | KindyLinQ                                                                                          103  

Evaluation Limitations 

This evaluation has several key strengths including application of co-design with the program 
developers (the DoE) in the initial stages of evaluation program development, independence 
of evaluation (enhanced by having E4L operate as a broker), and strategies to engage with 
various stakeholder groups and all KindyLinQ program sites. The inclusion of direct report 
from parent/guardians and children was an important strategy to ensure that family and child 
voices are captured within this report.  

There are, however, several key limitations to this pilot implementation that must be noted in 
interpreting the outcomes of this pilot evaluation. Many of these limitations are inherent to the 
specific approach selected for this evaluation, a pilot implementation and feasibility 
evaluation, and reflect the nature, size, and design of the program delivery within this pilot 
phase of the roll-out of KindyLinQ within Queensland. Four key limitations that should be 
considered are: 

1. Lack of control/comparison group – This evaluation did not include a control group 
or randomisation, and therefore was not able to formally assess program efficacy (see 
discussion regarding readiness for evaluation in a trial). 

2. Risk of respondent bias in family data – Reports from family participants (>170), 
including parents/guardians and children were higher than originally anticipated 
(>120).  However, these families are not randomly selected and likely to have some 
potential biases. For example, as the evaluation was conducted in English and relied 
on support and/or translation by KindyLinQ staff it is possible that families from CALD 
backgrounds are under-represented. It is also potentially the case that families that 
were unhappy or disengaged with the program may not have been approached or 
chosen to participate. Finally, while the role of the KindyLinQ staff in collection of 
family data was both necessary for feasibility and rapport with families, this may have 
also led to some families being more inclined to provide positive responses.  

3. No follow-up of non-attenders – This evaluation did not have a mechanism to 
examine the experiences of families who may have chosen to withdraw from the 
program. Future studies should consider the experiences of these families and their 
reason for non-continued participation.  

4. No assessment of family outcomes – This pilot implementation evaluation was 
conducted over one year (2021) and family reports were only collected within a single 
timepoint (Term 2-3). Baseline data of family’s intentions for Kindergarten prior to 
participating in the KindyLinQ program was therefore not available. As such, change 
across time for families and/or children were beyond the scope of this evaluation. 
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Future considerations 
The KindyLinQ program has engaged a diversity of families living in communities that have 
higher rates of developmental vulnerability and lower levels of engagement in early 
education. The success of the program is seen in highly positive feedback from stakeholders 
and family reports of onward intention to enrol in Kindergarten and administrative records 
documenting enrolments in Kindergarten. While the degree to which KindyLinQ is 
independently responsible for Kindergarten enrolments is uncertain, the positive feedback on 
the program and concern that it might be lost, testifies to community valuing of the program. 

Prior to further trials and upscaling of the KindyLinQ program, there are some key 
considerations for practice, research, and policy informed by this pilot evaluation. These 
considerations are outlined in this section. 

Considerations for practice 

Loss of CALD families – A key concern arising in our data was the loss of families from 
CALD backgrounds. While these families enrolled in the KindyLinQ program in substantial 
numbers, representing a quarter of all enrolments, they were also more likely to stop 
attending. Indeed 45 of the original 100 families registering for KindyLinQ and who were from 
CALD backgrounds left the program across the year. This finding directs attention to further 
consideration of the ways in which CALD families might be included, and their positive 
contribution sought. While there are a range of possible explanations and attendant solutions 
to the identified problem, one evident in our data relates to the role and identity of the EYSC. 

Role and identity of the EYSC – Consistent with prior research, relationships with target 
families within the community were identified as critical in engaging and sustaining family 
participation in KindyLinQ and enabling ongoing support to enrol in Kindergarten. Given the 
strong body of evidence that documents the importance of cultural identity of staff in gaining 
trust of more vulnerable families, the identity of the EYSC may be critical in success of 
enrolment (Fenech & Skattebol, 2021; Gide et al., 2021; Jackiewicz et al., 2011; Lamb, 2020; 
Leske et al., 2015). Additional time allocation for community networking within the remit of 
the EYSC, in addition to time allocated for interacting with children and families within the 
program, is likely an important investment.  

Identification of children with disability – From Term 1 to Term 4 there was a substantial 
increase in the number of children attending who were identified as having a disability. One 
possible explanation is teacher identification of concerns. Alternatively, the building of trust 
may enable families to consult with teaching staff. The identification of developmental 
concerns represents an opportunity for assessment and, as needed, early intervention. The 
potential to link allied health services into the KindyLinQ program for early intervention 
supports is an opportunity that might significantly improve children’s onward educational 
trajectories. 

Considerations for policy 

Resourcing of KindyLinQ – The time allocation for staff delivering the KindyLinQ program 
was limited and divided unequally between contact and non-contact hours. Increasing the 
time allocation would enable greater community engagement in order to recruit families, 
sustain attendance, tailor learning supports for community needs and connect with health 
agencies. There are also opportunities to consider more resourcing for planning and record-
keeping. 
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Workforce and capability building –Workforce planning and capability building is an 
important element of scaling a pilot program. In addition to recruitment and retention 
considerations, there are opportunities to more systematically build the capabilities of 
KindyLinQ school staff in relation to EYLF, early years pedagogies, cultural engagement, 
dual general learning models (including how to engage parents as educators for their 
children); enhance the role of regional staff and community organisations as facilitators to 
enhance social inclusion and children’s development; and, enact supports to mitigate the 
impact of school staff turnover. The regional offices held responsibility for training and 
ongoing supports and there were local variations in satisfaction with support. Learnings from 
this variation and some standard training supports may improve delivery and staff 
satisfaction. In particular, support with recruitment and in working with the EYLF emerged as 
key points for capacity building 

Pathways to Kindergarten – The success of the KindyLinQ program delivered on a school 
site is clear. Yet, for many families attending a Kindergarten program, the majority of which 
are not on school sites, may not be feasible. The absence of an available Kindergarten, or of 
a place within school sites, presents a problem of early educational pathways. Our data 
suggests that many families were willing to access a Kindergarten but experienced structural 
barriers. Barriers of cost, administration, language, and transport were also identified by 
families. Some families want to continue to attend a program with their child. Some families 
identified KindyLinQ as their only early education support and wanted to attend with their 4-
year-olds. Supports to attend Kindergarten and alternative models allowing parent 
attendance should be considered to overcome these barriers. Localised co-designed 
solutions are an approach that can be taken to support buy-in from families. 

Considerations for research 

Solutions to attendance barriers – While our evaluation identified the problem of 
disengagement of CALD families it does not identify root causes of the issue or provide 
solutions. Detailed and co-designed solutions examining preschool attendance patterns, 
enablers and barriers may deliver improved engagement. The approach recognises that the 
context of people and place may direct and affect the appropriate solution to overcoming 
barriers to engagement in early education.  

Child outcomes – This evaluation focuses on short-term outcomes across a single year. 
While rates of intention to attend Kindergarten were high, it is not possible to establish within 
the current evaluation whether or how many of these families would have enrolled in 
Kindergarten in the absence of the KindyLinQ program. A next step following this pilot 
evaluation is to consider undertaking an efficacy trial, which could incorporate data on 
medium and long-term child outcomes such as ongoing tracking of children’s progress into 
Kindergarten and beyond into school by exploiting data linkage capacity and undertaking 
comparisons with ‘like children’ who did not attend KindyLinQ, or who attended other early 
education and care programs.  The feasibility of a Randomised Control Trial may be limited 
by localised variation in populations, however, availability of total populations data that can 
track children beyond school entry presents the possibility of multiple comparison designs 
across the school years with the only requirement that child identifiers are obtained as part of 
the KindyLinQ and/or Kindergarten programs. Matched cohort designs also present as a 
design strategy. 
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Appendix 

Appendix 1 - Evaluation measurement domains and sources 

Domains Term 1 Assessment Consultation Interviews & 
Participant Voice 

Term 4 Assessment Tranche 1 items (included 
in Term 1 assessment) 

Engagement 
Quality  

Reaction, 
Perceived 
Value, 
Satisfaction 

Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Integration/Pedagogy  

Meeting community needs 

Satisfaction  

Accessibility  

Family needs 

Connection/partnerships 

Families: 

Satisfaction  

Accessibility  

Family needs 

Connection/partnerships 

Children: 

Children’s photo-stories 

Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Integration/Pedagogy  

Meeting community needs 

Satisfaction  

Accessibility  

Family needs 

Connection/partnerships 

Provides comparison between 
those who were and were not 
involved in Tranche 1 in 
analyses 

Fidelity  

Implemented as 
intended 

Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Program Structure - days per 
week, hours 

Staffing – qualifications, skills, 
backgrounds (Edu/EYSC) 

Staff recruitment – process and 
considerations (P/DP)  

Characteristics of family/children 

 Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Changes across year 

Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Changes from 2020 - 2021 

Early Education 
Pathways  

ECEC Attitudes 
& Intentions 

See Tranche 1 Families: 

Importance of ECEC, attitudes 
and intentions to attend ECEC 

Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Pathways – number of 
families looking to enrol 
children in ECEC program 

Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Pathways from 2020 – 
number of families they are 
aware of who enrolled 
children in ECEC program 

Engagement 
Quantity 

Registration & 
Attendance  

DoE: 

Registrations 

Daily attendance records  

 DoE: 

Registrations 

Daily attendance records  

DoE (as available): 

Registrations 

Daily attendance records  
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Notes. P – Principal; DP – Deputy Principal; Edu – Teacher/Educator; EYSC – Early Years Support Coordinator 

Table 37: Appendix 1 - Evaluation measurement domains and sources39

 

39 As this trial was a pilot and feasibility study only, the focus of the included measures was primarily on obtaining implementation and short-term evaluation outcomes. 
Collection of evidence specifically for Tranche 1 schools was obtained to examine some longer-term implementation challenges, strengths and outcomes for schools who 
were in their second year of the KindyLinQ pilot. 

Core elements 
for success  

Staff 
Confidence, 
Skills, Training 
& Support 

Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Training and support 

Edu/EYSC only: 

Level of confidence 

ROs: 

Training and support – what 
have been offered (by Central 
Office and to schools) 

 

Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Training and support 

Edu/EYSC only: 

Level of confidence 

Provides comparison between 
those who were and were not 
involved in Tranche 1 in 
analyses 

Implementation 
Models  

Effectively 
Implemented 

Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Community consultation 

Resource allocation 

Space  

Pedagogical approaches 

 Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Changes to 
program/approach across 
the year 

Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Changes to training 2020 to 
2021 

Learnings 2020 

Changes to program 
approach 2020 to 2021 

Feasibility  

Barriers, 
Enablers, 
Strengths 

Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Enablers (strategies) and 
barriers (challenges) to 
implementation 

Families/ROs: 

Enablers and barriers for 
participation (Families) and 
delivery (ROs) 

Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Enablers (strategies) and 
barriers (challenges) 
delivery 

Schools (P/DP; Edu/EYSC): 

Changes to/learnings from 
2020 



 

 

Appendix 2 – Parent and KindyLinQ staff survey items 

Parent survey questions  

Name of school 

What is the gender of your child?  

Male  

Female 

Prefer not to say  

What is your child's date of birth? 

How old are you (years)? 

What is your relationship with the child(ren) you attend KindyLinQ with? 

Mother 

Father  

Kin/Family  

Legal guardian  

Other  

Are you the person who looks after this child the most?  

Yes  

No 

What is the highest level of education you have completed?  

Never went to school 

Some high school 

Year 12 or equivalent  

Certificate/Trade certificate  

Diploma/Advanced diploma  

Bachelor degree  

Post-graduate degree  

Prefer not to say  

Were you born in Australia?  

Yes 

No 

Do you speak a language other than English at home?  

Yes  
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Parent survey questions  

No 

Are you of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander origin?  

No 
Yes, Aboriginal 
Yes, Torres Strait Islander 
Yes, both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander I’d prefer not to say  

How many children do you have in your care in the following age ranges?  

0-5 years old  

School aged (6-18)  

Older than school aged  

How many children come with you to attend KindyLinQ? 

1 

2  

3  

4+  

Does your child(ren) attend any other early childhood programs?  

Kindergarten  

Long Day Care  

Family Day Care  

Playgroup  

Other (please describe) 

Please tell us what you want for your child(ren)’s future. 

In this section we would like to know your thoughts and ideas about the KindyLinQ program  

What does your child(ren) think of KindyLinQ?  

Enjoys KindyLinQ?  

Talks about KindyLinQ at home  

Has made new friends  

Is learning a lot  

What do you think about KindyLinQ?  

I enjoy KindyLinQ  

I knew other families in 
KindyLinQ before joining  

I have made new friends at KindyLinQ  

KindyLinQ is easy for me to get to  
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Parent survey questions  

I feel more confident  

I would encourage other families to come to KindyLinQ  

KindyLinQ has helped me to understand and support my child(ren)  

I get ideas from KindyLinQ for activities I do at home  

Overall, how would you rate the KindyLinQ program that you and your child(ren) attend?  

 

What works well about KindyLinQ?  

What doesn’t work well about KindyLinQ?  

If you could change one thing about KindyLinQ, what would it be?  

Do you intend to send your child(ren), enrolled in KindyLinQ, to kindy (i.e., Kindergarten) next 
year?  

Yes  

No  

Maybe  

Where do you intend to send them?  

Are there any other places or programs you are considering?  

Table 38: Appendix 2a – Parent survey items 
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KindyLinQ staff survey questions40 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL T1  

ALL T4 

 Section B. Your KindyLinQ Program 

EDU T1 

EDU T4  Currently, how many three-year old children are registered in your KindyLinQ 
program?

EDU T4  Across the year, what is the maximum number of three-year-old that attended, any 
one of your KindyLinQ sessions? 

EDU T4 

EDU 

EDU 

EDU 

EDU 

EDU 

 

40 Key: ALL – All respondents received this question; EDU – Only Educators and EYSC received this this 
question; PRI – Only Principals, Deputies or Other nominate school leadership team members received this 
question; T1 Question asked in Term 1 survey only; T4 Question asked in Term 4 survey only. 
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KindyLinQ staff survey questions40 

EDU 

EDU 

EDU 

EDU 

EDU 

EDU 

EDU Please indicate on what days the KindyLinQ program is delivered at your school 

Monday 
Tuesday 
Wednesday 
Thursday 
Friday 

EDU 

EDU  

EDU  

EDU  

EDU  

EDU T1 

EDU T4 

EDU T4 

 Section C. Resources, Support, and Capability Development 

ALL Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements 
regarding the implementation of KindyLinQ program at your school:  

(Strongly disagree; somewhat disagree; neutral; somewhat agree; strongly agree) 

I have flexibility when implementing our KindyLinQ program 

I have felt well-supported to tailor our KindyLinQ program to our local 
community 

I have felt well-supported to tailor our KindyLinQ program to meet the 
needs of participating families 
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KindyLinQ staff survey questions40 

In general, I have felt well supported when implementing our KindyLinQ 
program 

I am confident in implementing our KindyLinQ program 

I have the right skills and experiences to implement the KindyLinQ 
program 

I have received appropriate capability development to implement our 
KindyLinQ program 

ALL When implementing your KindyLinQ program, how useful has the support from the 
following people been? 

(Unsure; not useful; somewhat useful, very useful) 

Principals/Deputies 
Regional staff 
KindyLinQ Teacher/ Early Years Support Coordinator 
Other school leadership team members 
Other KindyLinQ schools 

EDU Please describe the skills and experiences you draw on when implementing your 
KindyLinQ program.

ALL T1 What capability development would be useful to support your work in your KindyLinQ 
program?

ALL T4 In addition to the training currently provided, is there anything else that would be useful 
to support your work in your KindyLinQ program? 

ALL Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements 
regarding the space you may have utilised in the KindyLinQ program: 

(Strongly disagree; somewhat disagree; neutral; somewhat agree; strongly agree) 

I have appropriate indoor spaces for our KindyLinQ program 

I have appropriate outdoor spaces for our KindyLinQ program 

EDU Please describe the space(s) you use for your KindyLinQ program (e.g., library, hall, 
classrooms, online, etc.): 

EDU Is this space used only for your KindyLinQ program? 

EDU What other programs/activities use this space? 

ALL What resources have you purchased utilising the KindyLinQ funding provided by the 
Department of Education? 

ALL Please describe your decisions for these purchases: 

ALL Have additional funds or resources been provided to you for your KindyLinQ program? 

ALL Please describe the funds or resources: 
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KindyLinQ staff survey questions40 

PRI What was your main consideration when recruiting staff for your KindyLinQ program?

PRI T1 What support did you access when recruiting staff for your KindyLinQ program?

PRI T4 What support have you received when recruiting staff for your KindyLinQ program? 

ALL T4 Please indicate if you currently have staff in the following roles in your KindyLinQ 
classroom. (Yes/no) 

Early Years Teacher 
Early years support coordinator 
Combined roles of Teacher and Early years support coordinator 
Other 

All T4 Please describe the other roles 

All T4  Reflecting on the year, have there been any changes in staffing roles for KindyLinQ at 
your school.  If yes, please describe the changes and the reasons for these changes? 

ALL T4 Reflecting on the staffing set-up for KindyLinQ at your school over the last year, can 
you tell us about what has worked well and what could be improved? 

ALL How much have the following people/groups been involved in designing your 
KindyLinQ program? 

(Unsure; Not involved; Somewhat involved; very involved) 

School principal 
School deputies 
Other school leadership team members 
KindyLinQ teacher 
Early Years Support Coordinator 
Children 
Families 
Regional staff 
Kindergarten providers in the community 
Other community members/groups 

ALL What are the key reasons for families choosing to participate in your KindyLinQ 
program?

ALL What strategies have been useful to promote registration of families in your KindyLinQ 
program? 

ALL T1 What strategies have been useful to promote registration and continued engagement of 
families in your KindyLinQ program? 

ALL T4 What strategies have been useful to promote continued engagement of families in your 
KindyLinQ program? 

ALL 

(Unsure; Not challenging; Somewhat challenging; very challenging) 

Recruiting families to the program 

Recruiting families who KindyLinQ program is intended for 
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KindyLinQ staff survey questions40 

Connecting with Kindergarten programs (e.g., stand alone or located in 
Long Day Care services) 

Building community partnerships 

Creating a culturally safe program 

Sustaining attendance of families 

Accessing appropriate resources 

Enabling families to attend 

Empowering families to support their children’s learning 

Developing an intergenerational KindyLinQ approach for children and 
families 

ALL Please comment further on the challenges of implementing your KindyLinQ program:

ALL T4 Has COVID and subsequent lockdowns and restrictions affected your KindyLinQ 
program this year? 

ALL T4 Please describe how: 

 Section D. Engagement and Experiences  

ALL Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements 
regarding the KindyLinQ program at your school: 

(Strongly disagree; Somewhat disagree; Neutral; Somewhat agree; Strongly agree) 

In general, I am satisfied with the implementation of our KindyLinQ 
program 

The implementation of our KindyLinQ program aligns with my 
pedagogical approach(es) 

KindyLinQ is accessible for the families it is intended for 

KindyLinQ is a culturally safe space for families 

KindyLinQ develops the social strengths of children 

KindyLinQ provides new social connections for children in our 
community 

KindyLinQ develops the emotional strengths of children in our 
community 

KindyLinQ is enhancing children’s engagement in learning (T1 only) 

KindyLinQ is developing the learning capacity of children in our 
community (T4 only) 

KindyLinQ builds new social connections for families in our community 

KindyLinQ provides emotional support for families in our community 

KindyLinQ supports families to engage in learning in our community 
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KindyLinQ staff survey questions40 

KindyLinQ strengthens communication and interactions between 
families and their children. 

KindyLinQ has strengthened the connections between the families in 
our community 

KindyLinQ has strengthened the connections between families and 
approved Kindergarten services (e.g., stand alone or located in Long 
Day Care services) 

KindyLinQ has strengthened the connections between families and 
other child and family services in our community 

KindyLinQ has strengthened communication and interactions between 
families and their children 

KindyLinQ has strengthened the connections between children and our 
school (T4 only) 

 Section E. Have Your Say 

ALL In what ways is your KindyLinQ program informed by the community in which your 
school is located: 

ALL In what ways is your KindyLinQ program informed by the Early Years Learning 
Framework (EYLF)?  

ALL T4 Reflecting on the past year, what have been some key learnings from your KindyLinQ 
program? 

ALL What are the strengths of your KindyLinQ program? 

ALL What do you think could be improved in your KindyLinQ program? 

ALL T4 If you were providing advice for those setting up a KindyLinQ program at their school, 
what advice would you give them? 

ALL Is there anything else you would like to tell us about your KindyLinQ program?   

 Section F. KindyLinQ Tranche 1 (Term 1 only) 

ALL T1 Are you aware of any families who have decided to enrol their children into an 
approved Kindergarten (e.g., stand alone or located in LDC services) this year after 
participating in your KindyLinQ program in 2020? 

ALL T4 Are you aware of any families who have decided to enrol their children into an 
approved Kindergarten (e.g., standalone or located in LDC services) for next year 
(2022) after participating in your KindyLinQ program in 2021? 

ALL T1 How many families have enrolled their children into an approved Kindergarten in 2021 
after participating in your KindyLinQ program in 2020? 
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KindyLinQ staff survey questions40 

ALL T4 How many families have enrolled their children into an approved Kindergarten in 2022 
after participating in your KindyLinQ program in 2021? 

ALL Is there anything about these families that stood out for you?

ALL T1 What have you learned from the KindyLinQ program in 2020 and how has it informed 
your KindyLinQ program in 2021?

ALL Are you aware of any families who have decided to enrol their children into services 
other than approved Kindergartens?

ALL What services have these families chosen to enrol in? 

ALL T1 How did you find out about these families’ choices for their children in 2021?  

ALL T4 How did you find out about these families’ choices for their children in 2022?  

 Section G. About you 

ALL What is your gender? 

Man 

Woman 

Non-binary/Gender diverse 

Prefer not to say 

ALL What is your age in years? 

18-25 

26-35 

36-45 

46-55 

56-65 

66-75 

76 or older 

ALL What is your cultural background?   

ALL Are you of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander origin? 

No 

Yes, Aboriginal 

Yes, Torres Strait Islander 

Yes, both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

ALL Do you speak any language other than English at home?  
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KindyLinQ staff survey questions40 

ALL Please specify the language(s) you speak at home:   

ALL Do you use any language other than English as part of your role in your KindyLinQ 
program? 

Yes 

No, just English 

ALL Please specify the language(s) you use as part of your role in your KindyLinQ program: 

EDU What is the highest level of education you have completed?  

Primary school 

High school 

Certificate (e.g., Certificate I, II, III etc.) 

Diploma/Advanced diploma  

Bachelor degree  

Masters degree  

Ph.D./Professional Doctorate 

EDU Please specify your qualification (e.g., early education, social work) 

EDU What role(s) did you have prior to joining your current KindyLinQ program? 

Early childhood educator/ teacher at ECE services 

Teacher at schools 

Teacher aide in schools 

Learning support officer 

Studying/training 

Home duties 

Was not working 

Others-please specify 

EDU Do you have other jobs/roles in addition to your current role in your KindyLinQ 
program? 

EDU Please describe your other jobs/roles in addition to your current role in your KindyLinQ 
program: 

Table 39: Appendix 2b – KindyLinQ staff survey items 
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Appendix 3 – Response rates for KindyLinQ staff 

Staff Role Anticipated* Term 1 Term 4 Total 

School 
Leadership 

40 39 (16) 30 (7) 40 

KindyLinQ 40 37 (7) 33 (3) 40 

EYSC 40 29 (4) 30 (5) 34 

Total 120 105 (27) 93 (15) 120 

Note. *Anticipated N’s were based on estimates reflecting the number of staff within each role 
across 40 KindyLinQ schools.  

Table 40: Appendix 3 - Anticipated versus response rates for evaluation by KindyLinQ staff role 
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Appendix 4 – Characteristics of participating parents/guardians 

Demographic 
category 

Participant N % 

Caregiver status  Mother 155 89 

  Father 10 6 

  Kin 7 4 

  Legal guardian  1 1 

  Other 1 1 

Education  Never went to school  1 1 

  Some high school  24 14 

  Year 12 or equivalent  35 20 

  Certificate/Trade Certificate 40 23 

  Diploma/Advanced diploma 28 16 

  Bachelor 32 18 

  Post-graduate 6 3 

  Prefer not to say / blank 8 5 

Country of birth Australia  122 70 

  Elsewhere 52 30 

Language  English  126 72 

  Language other than English  48 28 

Aboriginal or Torres 
Strait Islander 

No 164 94 

  Yes - Aboriginal  5 3 

  Yes - Aboriginal & Torres Strait 
Islander  

3 2 

  Yes - Torres Strait Islander  1 1 

  Prefer not to say 1 1 

School Region  Central Queensland  11 6 

  Darling Downs South West 12 7 

  Far North Queensland  13 7 

 Metropolitan  34 20 

 North Coast 37 21 

 North Queensland  13 7 

 South East Queensland 54 31 

Total participants   174 100 

Table 41: Appendix 4 - Characteristics of parents/guardians who completed the online survey (n=174) 
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Appendix 5 – Proportion of parents/guardians not intending to send 
child to Kindergarten 

Demographic Not 
intending to 

attend 

Total number 
of participants 

% not 
intending to 

attend 

Geographic Area 
   

Central Queensland  2 11 18 

Darling Downs South West 4 12 33 

Far North Queensland  1 13 08 

Metropolitan  1 34 03 

North Coast 5 37 14 

North Queensland  1 13 08 

South East Queensland 9 54 17 

Gender of child  
   

Male  12 82 15 

Female 11 91 12 

Prefer not to say  0 1 0 

Parent/Guardian education level 
   

Bachelor/ Post-graduate 2 38 05 

Diploma/Advanced Diploma 5 28 18 

Certificate/Trade Certificate 7 40 18 

Year 12 or equivalent  4 35 11 

Never went/Some high school  4 25 16 

Prefer not to say / blank 1 8 13 

Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander  
   

Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander  5 9 56 

No  18 164 11 

Prefer not to say  0 1 0 

Language spoken at home  
   

English spoken at home 18 126 14 

Language other than English spoken at 
home  

5 48 10 

Country of birth  
   

Born in Australia 17 122 14 

Not born in Australia  6 52 12 

Total  23 174 13 

Table 42: Appendix 5 - Proportion of parents/guardians not intending to send child to Kindergarten the 
following year 
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Appendix 6 – Program characteristics examined for association 
with family attendance patterns 

Question Theme identified Response 

How did you decide on the timing of your 
KindyLinQ sessions? a 

… due to parental needs Yes/No 

… due to child needs Yes/No 

… due to staff availability  Yes/No 

… due to leadership decisions Yes/No 

… due to the space being 
available 

Yes/No 

What strategies have been useful to promote 
registration of families in your KindyLinQ 
program? 

Personal contact Yes/No 

What strategies have been useful to promote 
continued engagement of families in your 
KindyLinQ program? 

Engaging program Yes/No 

Building trusting relationships  Yes/No 

Group communications Yes/No 

Personal communication Yes/No 

Sense of community Yes/No 

Connections with other supports Yes/No 

Welcoming environment Yes/No 

Providing morning 
teas/afternoon tea 

Yes/No 

In what ways is your KindyLinQ program 
informed by the community in which your 
school is located? 

Cultural diversity Yes/No 

Family needs Yes/No 

Communication and interactions Yes/No 

Community organisations Yes/No 

Whether the KindyLinQ program employed either KindyLinQ Teacher or EYSC 
that self-reported as CALD or Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 

Yes/No 

Note. a Term 1 only measurement 

Table 43: Appendix 6 - Program characteristics examined for association with family attendance patterns 


