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1. Introduction
“Although educational policy might seem remote from classroom life, it has become a major shaper of what and how we teach, and it is not likely to go away.”  - Timothy Shanahan (Shanahan, 2014: 7)
Top-down systemic change has been one of the defining features of state-funded education in the United Kingdom for at least the last three decades. As Frost et al. note in their book “Teacher-Led School Improvement”, since the passage into law of the Education Reform Act of 1988, teachers’ roles “have been dominated by the requirement to implement externally driven initiatives” (Frost et al, 2000: 1). The introduction, for instance, of a national curriculum and the establishment of new professional and regulatory bodies, have each had a major impact on education provision across the country. 
Following the devolution of education policy to Wales in 1999, this trend of centralised reforms has continued. But, as the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) noted, the national debate about the quality and future of education in Wales has been given particular urgency by the disappointing performance of Welsh pupils in the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) tests (OECD, 2017: 24). Those results have focused attention on what schools are – and, indeed, should be – doing to improve the literacy and numeracy of their pupils. 
This essay will evaluate the approach taken by one secondary school in South Wales (hereinafter referred to as School X) in addressing this national policy priority. In particular, the paper will critically consider School X’s overall strategy for improving the literacy of its students in light of national guidance and policy as well as academic research in this area. 
*
The remainder of this essay will be divided into five sections. Section 2 will place issues in context by providing an overview of literacy levels within the school and giving more detailed consideration to the question of why literacy in schools has assumed such importance within Welsh education. Having established the strategic importance of the issue, Section 3 will then look in greater depth at what literacy is and why a whole school (or cross-curricular) approach is of such crucial importance. It will also provide an overview of best practices and pedagogical strategies for raising adolescent literacy levels.  In Section 4, I will review existing evidence and guidance on how effective schools plan and implement strategic school improvement initiatives. The key findings of the literature review outlined in these sections will then be applied in Section 5 to an evaluation of School X’s strategy for raising literacy standards. Finally, the essay will conclude with evidence-based recommendations for the governors and senior management team of School X to consider. Particular attention will be paid to what can be done to embed a cross-curricular approach to literacy as well as steps the school could take to ensure preparedness for the adoption and roll-out of the new Welsh curriculum, which has literacy at its core.


2. Local and National Context
School X is a secondary comprehensive school in South Wales with fewer than 600 pupils. Situated in one of the 50% least deprived areas in Wales (Stats Wales, 2014), it has an extensive catchment area that covers a large rural area and a city that has recently experienced a decline in manufacturing (Estyn 2012, Appendix 2). According to the 2011 census data, approximately 22% of 16-65 year olds in the area are able to speak, read and write in Welsh (UK Census Data, 2011). 
Estyn has reported that the percentage of pupils entitled to free school meals is lower than the Welsh average for secondary schools and also noted that the same applies to the number of students with a statement of additional learning needs (Estyn 2012, Appendix 2). However, when one looks at the total number of pupils with additional learning needs at the school, it is significantly higher than the 20% average for Wales (ibid.).
Pupil performance on key indicators for Key Stage 4 has seen positive development since Estyn’s core inspection of 2012, when School X was placed on the list of schools requiring significant improvement (Estyn 2012, Appendix 2). At key stage 3 too, the proportion of pupils attaining the core subject indicator has also improved annually since the core inspection (Estyn 2015, Appendix 3). However, many pupils enter School X with low levels of literacy and numeracy. According to data provided by the school, 26% of the current Year 7 cohort have a reading age below the functional literacy age of 9.5 years.  Although Estyn reported this figure at 44% in 2012 (Estyn 2012, Appendix 2), it is not possible to compare these numbers directly as the National Reading Test had not yet been introduced. 
Unfortunately, it is also not clear whether direct comparisons could be made with national data from the Welsh Government, which shows that in 2018 around 13% of key stage 3 pupils achieved a score below the level of functional literacy. The reason for this is because the measure of functional literacy used in the national data set is a score below 85 on the standardised National Reading Test and it was not possible to ascertain whether or how this related to the reading competency expected of a 9.5 year old child. 
Difficulties in making comparative assessments of literacy levels is also a problem that consistently crops up when working with international data sets. Shilvok, for instance, identified “cultural and linguistic biases and variation in methods of measurement over time” as factors complicating this type of analysis (Shilvok, 2004: 201). But despite these necessary caveats, one of the consistent messages from the Chief Inspector of Education and Training in Wales over recent years has been that pupils need better literacy skills (Estyn, 2015: 1). 
One of the main sources of evidence cited in support of this position are the results of the OECD’s PISA survey. Indeed, as the Welsh Government recently acknowledged in its 2017-2021 Action Plan for education in Wales, while “PISA cannot measure everything, there is widespread agreement that what it does measure is important.” (Welsh Government, 2017: 3) But what is PISA, and what, indeed, does it measure?
*
PISA is a triennial survey measuring the achievement of 15-year-old pupils in reading, mathematics and science. (OECD) Although there is a strong correlation between PISA scores and GCSE grades, Jerrim and Shure point out there are important differences in the test administration mode, the stakes and perhaps most importantly, the question style and the skills assessed  (Jerrim & Shure, 2016: 24). They note that “[w]hereas GCSEs examine pupils’ knowledge of national curricula, PISA attempts to measure young people’s ‘functional skills’ – their ability to apply knowledge to solve problems in real world situations” (ibid.). Moreover, PISA questions “typically require a greater amount of reading than GCSE exams...particularly in science” (ibid.). In the words of the Welsh Cabinet Secretary for Education, Kirsty Williams, PISA “asks the questions that employers demand we answer.” (Welsh Government, 2017: 1)
Wales has participated in PISA surveys since 2006 and consistently faired poorer than other countries in the United Kingdom; furthermore, it has achieved lower scores than most other European countries in reading, maths and science (Estyn, 2015: 1). In their detailed analysis of the 2015 results, Jerrim and Shure note that there are 22 other countries where the average reading score is more than 20 points higher than in Wales (Jerrim & Shure, 2016: 85).  Moreover, one fifth of all 15-year-olds in Wales lack basic reading skills, with the highest-achieving Welsh pupils remaining “more than 20 PISA test points (eight months of schooling) behind the highest achieving pupils in 32 other countries” (ibid.). 
There does not appear to be any clear explanation for these results or their consistency since 2006. What is clear, as Graham Donaldson observed, is that the combined evidence from PISA surveys, GCSE performance and Estyn evaluations “remains a significant driver for change” (Donaldson, 2015: 9-10).
This, however, still leaves open the question of why these results matter? Why does literacy matter?
A review of the literature on this question alone would be enough to comply with the word count for this assignment. However, for present purposes, a brief overview will suffice. In short, there is general consensus that - 
i. Literacy is a decisive factor in educational achievement in all subject areas (Shilvock, 2004: 200; Ritchie & Bates, 2013: 1301) and facilitates lifelong learning (Jerrim & Shure, 2016: 86.);
ii. There is a significant positive association between childhood reading achievement and socio-economic status in adult life (Ritchie & Bates, 2013: 1305);
iii. Greater levels of literacy in a society is associated with national economic growth and prosperity (Shanahan, 2014: 11; Jerrim & Shure, 2016: 37);
iv. Literacy (in particular, scientific literacy) is key to producing individuals with the skills necessary for meeting the global challenges of our time, including “providing sufficient water and food, controlling diseases, generating sufficient energy and adapting to climate change” (Jerrim & Shure, 2016: 19; Moje, 400); and, finally,
v. Literacy also plays an important role in equipping individuals with the skills they require to navigate successfully through the complex personal, domestic, civic and professional dimensions of adult life in our rapidly changing, information-based world (Moje, 400; Shanahan, 2014: 8; and Shilvok, 2004: 200).
The literature also includes claims that literacy can help to foster empathy and build social cohesion (Shilvok, 2004: 200) and even that is linked to positive health outcomes (Jerrim & Shure, 2016). Indeed, it is precisely because literacy is so widely seen as a social panacea that it has received such sustained levels of political interest and come to be “universally acknowledged” as one of the “essential foundations of education” (Donaldson, 2015: 18).
The Welsh Government has had a strong focus on literacy since 2012 when it published its National Literacy and Numeracy Programmes (NLNP). These strategic, learner-centred action plans (which were later consolidated into a single document) were aimed at ensuring “progression in literacy and numeracy for all” and “supporting all teachers to be effective teachers of literacy and numeracy”. (Welsh Government, 2016: 3). One of the measures launched in 2013 as a result of the plan was the national reading tests which all learners between Year 2 and Year 9 were required to take on an annual basis (ibid.). It was the first standardised method for assessing literacy in Welsh education history (Estyn, 2015: 1). In the same year, the Government also introduced the National Literacy and Numeracy Framework (LNF) which set out expected outcomes for 5 - 14 year olds in literacy and numeracy (Welsh Government, 2016: 6). While it may be too early to judge the effectiveness of these measures (OECD, 2017: 24), the Welsh Government has sustained its commitment to the reforms and sought to ensure effective implementation of a range of related initiatives.
By far the most ambitious of these is its adoption of Graham Donaldson’s “widely supported” recommendations for a transformational new curriculum (Welsh Government, 2017: 17). In its Action Plan for 2017-2021, the Government makes clear that the new curriculum will seek to “ensure that all are focused on higher standards of literacy and numeracy” (ibid.). But the implications of Donaldson’s recommendations are potentially more far-reaching than previous reforms; “it is not just a matter of changing the content of lessons” (ibid). Donaldson has redefined the purposes of education, identifying four core principles that will lay the foundation for teaching and learning in Wales and inform national and local educational priorities in the future. 
Literacy underpins all four of the purposes Donaldson has identified, but substantially contributes to realising two of them specifically, i.e.: creating “ambitious, capable learners ready to learn throughout their lives” as well as “ethical, informed citizens ready to be citizens of Wales and the world”. (Donaldson, 2015: 29). This becomes particularly clear when Donaldson discusses how these purposes will be demonstrated in practice. Ambitious, capable learners are pupils who take on challenge, ask questions, solve problems, research, analyse, interpret and are able to communicate ideas and information effectively (ibid.). Ethical, informed citizens also seek out knowledge; they try to understand the world around them as well as their place in and impact on it (ibid.). In view of the key role literacy plays in thinking, learning and communicating, it is arguable that is has never been more central to education policy. But, as we will see in section 3, what is meant by literacy, and who is responsible for teaching it, are by no means clear cut.
3. Review of Literature on Literacy
In ‘What is Literacy: The Power of Definition’ Keefe and Copeland comment on how often literacy is discussed in literature without explicitly defining what is meant by it. (Keefe & Copeland, 2011: 92). Steering shy of a definitive statement themselves, the authors review a series of definitions, including -
· A United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) definition, which confines literacy to a person’s ability to read and write with understanding;
· The Experimental World Literacy Program definition, which characterises functional literacy as the ability to use “reading, writing and calculation for [an individual and his/her]...community's development"; and,
· PISA's definition of literacy, which emphasises "an individual's capacity to understand, use and reflect on written texts, in order to achieve one's goals, ...develop one's knowledge and potential and...participate in society". (Keefe & Copeland, 2011: 93)
My own understanding of the concept is probably most closely aligned with that offered by Shilvok (2004). What Shilvok’s definition has in common with those described above is its emphasis on both the functional and social aspects of literacy. Shilvok’s (somewhat tentative) view is that literacy might be thought of as “the ability to read and use information and to write appropriately for a range of purposes.” (Shilvok, 2004: 201). Unlike other definitions though, Shilvok integrates oracy (speaking and listening) and critical thinking into the scope of the term (ibid.). 
This is also the view of literacy underpinning the LNF which sets out the skills in oracy, reading and writing that Welsh learners will be expected to master between the ages of 5 and 14. Guidance issued by the Welsh Government to support implementation of the LNF expressly defines literacy. Given its importance to the issues under consideration, it is worth citing here in full: 
Literacy is the use of language skills in daily activities at school, at home, at work, and in the community. It involves both using literacy skills and knowing how to use English and Welsh. Literacy describes a set of skills, including speaking, listening, reading and writing, which enable us to make sense of the world around us. Literacy is not narrowly about the mechanics of being able to decode the words on a page or write a grammatically correct sentence, although these are essential skills in their own right. It is about the skills needed to understand written and spoken language, to interpret what has been written or said, and draw inferences from the evidence that surrounds us. It is also about being able to communicate in our turn – fluently, cogently and persuasively. Literacy is based on reading, writing and oral language development across all subject areas.  (Welsh Government, 2013: 16)
The cross-curricular or whole school approach outlined here is crucial and echoes William Gray’s famous dictum: “Every teacher is a teacher of reading” (Moje, 400). The effectiveness of this approach was confirmed by Estyn in 2015 following a survey of a representative sample of schools in Wales. Estyn found that schools which were doing the most to improve pupils’ literacy were “the ones that [had] good whole-school plans...in subjects across the curriculum” (Estyn, 2015: 15). They consistently embedded literacy into learners’ everyday experience - no matter what classroom they were in.
But the literature reviewed for this essay goes further than merely highlighting the importance of a cross-curricular approach. It demonstrates just how essential it is. 
Many authors have sought to draw a distinction between general or content literacy, on the one hand, and disciplinary literacy on the other. None, however, have done it with as much clarity as Timothy Shanahan. Shanahan described general or content literacy as referring to those skills, knowledge and abilities that can be applied across disciplines: e.g. “fundamental vocabulary and reading comprehension, grammar, spelling...and the like” (Shanahan, 2017: 21). But he also pointed out that literacy also differs from subject to subject. Not only does each discipline have its own specialist body of knowledge (or content), it also has its own specialised vocabulary and grammar as well as its own way of constructing and critiquing knowledge in that discipline (ibid.: 19). 
On the surface, this distinction may seem to be of academic interest only. But it does have practical implications for how literacy is approached in schools. If literacy is only thought of as content literacy, it is easy to see how lead or even sole responsibility for school-based literacy interventions would fall to teachers of English. But as Shanahan points out English teachers also have their own disciplinary literacy teaching responsibilities (ibid., 21). “Metaphor, symbolism, allusion [and] theme,” for example, "are the stuff of disciplinary literacy in literature” -  specialisms students are unlikely to encounter in mathematics and science (ibid.). On the other hand, “a disciplinary literacy skill, such as comparing multiple accounts of an event, is of specific value in the study of a specific discipline—in this case, history” (ibid, 22).  
Perhaps because this knowledge is tacit, Shanahan notes, teachers are often not aware of their responsibilities to teach these skills to their pupils (ibid.). Brozo and Fisher suggest that teachers may also be tempted to stick with the status quo if they feel overwhelmed by the requirement to implement new strategies for raising literacy levels (Brozo & Fisher, 2010: 74). Whatever the reason, both writers are agreed on the importance of comprehensive staff development to the implementation of literacy interventions within schools, and the need for headteachers and department heads to provide appropriate support (Shanahan, 2014: 22; Brozo & Fischer, 2010: 74).
Good practice also suggests that it is better for both teachers and students to stick to a small number of literacy initiatives. These provide consistency and a common set of school wide experiences for both learners and staff as well as allowing them to develop expertise on the particular set of strategies being implemented (Brozo & Fischer, 2010: 74). It is also clear that this may be to the school’s advantage as the array of initiatives to choose from may be overwhelming.
Estyn (2015) and Brozo and Fisher (2010), for instance, have compiled exhaustive lists of strategies that successful schools have used to improve literacy across all subject areas. The table below provides a summary of the most common initiatives identified in those sources.
	Classroom Strategies
	School Wide Initiatives
	External-Facing Initiatives

	· Exposure to a variety of quality writing
	· Appointing a literacy coordinator
	· Sharing best practice with other schools

	· Sustained silent reading
	· Identifying cross-curricular opportunities for development of literacy skills
	· Early identification of pupil’s literacy


	· Vocabulary strategies

	· Whole-school marking policy
	· More productive links with primary schools

	· Questioning

	· Lesson observations
	· Summer literacy and numeracy schemes for new students in transition from primary

	· Paired and group reading
	· Book scrutiny
	

	· Role play to model oral responses before writing

	· Using annual reading test data to monitor progress and identify areas of poor performance
	

	· Higher order reading skills 
	· Schemes of work with clear links to LNF
	

	· Speaking frames
	· Schemes of work quality assured by literacy coordinator
	

	· Extended writing

	· Learning Support Assistants included in planning activities
	

	· Redrafting writing

	· Literacy working groups to help coordinate and raise awareness amongst staff
	

	· Self- and peer-assessment.
	· Literacy walls in schools.
	

	· Classroom displays
	· Literacy policy
	

	
	· Literacy training on Inset days
	

	
	·  Additional support classes in Year 7 for pupils whose work is below the expected level
	

	
	· Language workshops to help pupils catch up.
	

	
	· Literacy resources on school’s intranet
	

	
	· Literacy toolkit for staff
	



We will return to these best practices again in Section 5 of the essay when evaluating the effectiveness of School X’s Development Plan. But before then we must first consider how effective schools plan and implement school improvement initiatives.
4. Review of Literature on School Effectiveness and Development Planning
If we were to take Fullan’s word for it, change in education is ultimately dependent on what teachers do and think. “It’s as simple and as complex as that.” (MacGilchrist et al., 1997: 1) As tempting as this view is, it would appear to be contradicted by the vast amount of literature on what makes a school effective and how best to bring about changes or improvements in schools. It is important that we examine these questions in some detail because they go to the heart of the assumption underlying this assignment: i.e. that schools can make a difference in the lives of their pupils; that they can improve standards of literacy; and that some schools are more effective at doing this than others. It is only once we have a thorough understanding of these issues that we can move on to evaluate School X’s own plans for raising the literacy of its students.
One of the main cautions emerging from school effectiveness literature is that schools cannot compensate for socio-economic inequalities in the communities they serve. As Mortimore and Macbeath put it: 
"Schools may require, but cannot provide, the prior childhood experiences that lay the foundations for success. They can seek, but cannot vouchsafe from parents, the promise of continuing support for children’s emotional stability and academic achievement. Without that, children can find themselves swept along by a sequential age-and competence-related curriculum and...a self-generating downward spiral of low self-esteem, low achievement and reduced motivation.” (Mortimore & Macbeath, 2003: 234)
This is worth considering as it poses big questions about what affects academic outcomes for pupils and whether these are factors under the control of schools. The good news arising from decades of studies on the matter is that schools can make a difference for the better and that while social background plays a strong influential role, schools can promote educational progress and social mobility. (Mortimore & Macbeath, 2003: 235; MacGilchrist et al., 1997). Equally (if not arguably more) significant, is the fact that good teachers and good departments have an even greater effect on pupil outcomes than schools: i.e. all other factors being equal, a good teacher or department has a bigger impact on pupil outcomes than the effectiveness of a school (Mortimore & Macbeath, 2003: 235-245).
We will return to this point again in Section 5, but for present purposes let us consider what the literature tells us about the characteristics of effective schools, for as Mortimore and Macbeath note: “all students tend to perform poorly in ineffective schools” (ibid.).
A comprehensive review by the Office for Standards in Education, Children's Services and Skills (OFSTED) identified 11 key characteristics of effective schools, namely: 
· Professional leadership, 
· Shared vision and goals; 
· A learning environment; 
· Concentration on learning and teaching; 
· High expectations; 
· Positive reinforcement; 
· Monitoring progress; 
· Pupil rights and responsibilities; 
· Purposeful teaching; 
· A learning organisation; and,
· Home-school partnerships. 
(Mortimore & Macbeath, 2003: 236; MacGilchrist et al., 1997: 2).
What is interesting to note here is how well these criteria map onto the 5 inspection areas in Estyn’s Common Inspection Framework; to wit: standards; well-being and learning; teaching and learning experiences; care, support and guidance; and, leadership and management (Estyn, 2017). This suggests that any attempt to make improvements in schools is more likely to be successful if it addresses issues that fall within the scope of at least one these broad school effectiveness criteria. I do not mean to suggest that that there is a set recipe for achieving improvement that any school is able to cook up at will. The point here is simply that if the aim of improvements initiatives is to make the school more effective in its mission to educate pupils, then those improvement initiatives are more likely to be effective if they are targeted at what we know makes schools more effective.
It should also be made clear that the kind of school improvements under consideration here are sustained, systematic efforts – i.e. the kind of initiatives  MacGilchrist et al. described as aiming to “change...learning conditions...[in] schools with the ultimate aim of accomplishing educational goals more effectively” (MacGilchrist et al,. 1997: 8). In other words: significant rather than piecemeal change; the kind of change that requires effective planning.  
The literature reviewed for this essay drew an important distinction between strategic plans and school development plans. Strategic planning is the process by which organisations define their vision for the future and then develop strategies “to align [their] resources with environmental opportunities and threats in such a way as to achieve [their] mission in the most effective way” (Rutherford, 2009: 2). According to Fidler, the key features of strategic plans in educational settings are that they are long-term and take account of future trends outside the school, as well as the school’s present and future resources” (Fidler, 1996: 111). While school development plans certainly share many of the same features as strategic plans (both prioritise areas for development, and lead to implementation of SMART measurable actions), there are also key differences. Fidler notes that strategic plans are more forward-looking: they rely tools like SWOT (Strength, Weakness, Opportunity, Threat) and PESTL (Politics, Economic, Social, Technological, and Legal) analyses to spot future influences and opportunities (Fidler, 1996: 131-132). They are also more outward-looking than development plans in that they are informed by the views of external stakeholders (ibid.). In short, “strategic planning can be regarded as a deeper, more comprehensive form of development planning” (ibid.). 
In Wales, all schools are required to publish a School Development Plan that sets out their strategy for improvement over a 3 year period and must be compliant with the Regulations published by the Welsh Government (Welsh Government, 2014). Those regulations stipulate that school development plans must set out how the school is addressing, amongst other things, the national priorities of “raising the standards of education in relation to literacy” (ibid., 3). They also require schools to show how they intend to develop their staff in order to meet the school’s priorities and targets, as well as how it will improve outcomes for learners (ibid., 3) The regulations thus appear to be broadly aligned with best practice in the literature. As MacGilchrist et al. note, the kind of development plans that work are those where “leadership of the improvement efforts was shared amongst a number of teachers [and]....the main focus of the plan was pupils’ learning – their progress and achievement.” (MacGilchrist et al., 1997: 17).  
Planning for improvement is, however, only part of the equation. How those plans are implemented is an entirely different matter. Managing change is no easy feat. Rutherford notes that too often organisations rush to implementation of their plans before considering the context within which the change is happening, whether the whole organisation is truly committed to the change or even if the organisation has the capacity for change (Rutherford, 2009: 3). 
As in other organisational contexts, one of the biggest obstacles to change is the culture of the organisation concerned. MacGilchrist defines school culture as being expressed in practice through the kinds of professional relationships teachers have with each other and pupils, as well as in how hierarchical a school's organisational arrangements are (MacGilchrist et al., 1997: 11). Though hard to pin down definitively, a number of factors have been identified which seem to influence school culture in one way or another, e.g.: organisational processes; strategies, goals and philosophies; as well as the unconscious beliefs and biases of staff. (Fidler, 1996: 113). But the strongest influence on culture identified by this review appears to be organisational structure. As Mortimore and Macbeath put it: “Structures without an underpinning culture of improvement are doomed to be ineffective. [Similarly] strong cultures without sustaining structures will not survive” (Mortimore and Macbeath, 2003: 236).
With all of these ideas in mind, let us turn now to an evaluation of School X’s School Development Plan.
5. Evaluation of School Development Plan
The school’s Development Plan is broadly in compliance with the regulations issued by the Welsh Government. It identifies clear priorities and targets for improvements over a 3 year period that are aligned with national priorties, including raising standards of literacy and numeracy. For each priority, the school has identified responsible individuals and assigned specific timeframes for implementation as well as success criteria against which implementation can be monitored. It would also appear that the school has scheduled in regular progress checks of performance against plan. All of this is consistent with Estyn’s very positive finding in its 2016 follow up inspection that -
“the school has worked successfully to increase the scope and rigour of self-evaluation. More effective self-evaluation and subsequent planning for improvement has contributed to improvements in nearly all of the key indicators at key stage 4 and in other important aspects such as the quality of teaching. Leaders at all levels now have a clearer and more accurate picture of the school’s strengths and weaknesses. As a result, they are able to prioritise key areas for improvement more effectively. Most leaders, especially at senior level, have a better understanding of data and use this well to track pupil progress carefully and to implement timely interventions.   (Estyn 2016, Appendix 3).
Another positive aspect worth noting about the school’s development plan is that it identifies priorities in each of the 5 Estyn inspection areas. As noted above, the inspection criteria are closely aligned to what the literature has identified as the characteristics of an effective school. Furthermore, the plan focuses in on a small number of initiatives. Properly executed, this should allow the teachers and pupils the opportunity to develop familiarity and expertise with the methods being used.
There were, however, places in which the school’s plan could be improved. Some of the targets it listed next to key priorities on the plan would be more accurately described as actions. Moreover, while some of those actions were unpacked into greater detail later on in the plan, not all of them were. For instance, in its development plan School X identifies the need to improve literacy at Key Stage 3. It realising this goal, the school identified the following actions (incorrectly described as targets in the plan): 
· Use National data effectively to identify pupils who require further literacy intervention (specifically those with reading scores between 90-110);
· Develop and implement a variety of strategies which focus on improving oracy, writing and reading in years 7 and 8;
·  Use Lesson Observation procedures to collect and challenge pupils progress in skills; and,
· Plan opportunities for working with primary schools in cluster to support literacy and numeracy development.
However, in the section of the plan detailing implementation responsibility and timeframes for these objectives, only the first two objectives are touched on.
Turning now to the detail of the school’s plan to raise standards of literacy, two key themes emerge. The first is that the school’s priorities for raising the literacy standards of its pupils are phrased in such a way as to place primary responsibility on the English Department. None of the specific interventions identified (implementing a computer-based reading comprehension programme called Lexia Core 5, early identification of literacy needs, and embedding the LNF in schemes of work) seek to integrate literacy into the teaching of other subject areas. Moreover, the literacy coordinator (who has day-to-day responsibility for implementing the relevant actions identified) is an English teacher. In short, the school appears to have defined literacy narrowly as content literacy.
The final theme to emerge is that the plan does not make a clear enough link between its literacy initiatives and staff development. As noted previously, one of the keys to adopting a whole school approach is ensuring that staff are appropriately trained and supported to play this role. There is an opportunity to link this to another objective listed in the plan – namely, to develop and implement whole school strategies for sharing good practice in Teaching and Learning (School Development Plan, Appendix 1). The school already has bi-weekly Teaching and Learning sessions at which cross-curricular literacy opportunities could be mapped and staff could explore strategies for integrating disciplinary literacy techniques into schemes of work for each Area of Learning. The new Donaldson curriculum will certainly require School X to begin working in this way, and so any action taken now will help build capacity within the organisation to make the necessary changes to ways of working and organisational culture when the time comes.
6. Recommendations
In conclusion, it is recommended that staff and governors of School X consider -
1. Embedding a whole-school literacy by -
a. Making literacy coordination a senior leadership team function; and,
b. Mapping cross-curricular opportunities to literacy intervention work;
2. Developing staff capacity to implement a whole-school literacy approach by -
a. Using Teaching and Learning Sessions to explore how disciplinary literacy approaches could be integrated into schemes of work for each Area of Learning;
b. Identifying opportunities for literacy-focused INSET days;
3.  Revising the School Development Plan accordingly. 
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