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This essay will explore the issue of ensuring that the best use of strategies will lead to pupils developing high-quality skills, specifically focusing on strategies to improve feedback for improvement. To address this issue, I will analyse and review the initiatives put forward by School X to raise the performance of the pupils learning through feedback. I will refer to the School Improvement Plan (SIP) and the Departmental Improvement Plan (DIP) for Religious Studies (RS) as well as key research and literature. 
School X is an English 11-19 comprehensive school situated in the north-west of Cardiff. School X has 1,263 pupils on roll (Estyn, 2018). The Welsh Government (2013) present that in 2018, 8.3% of pupils were eligible for free school meals, this figure shows it is below the national average of 17% (Estyn, 2018). The school budget per pupil in 2018 was at £5041 (Welsh Government, 2013). School X was last inspected by Estyn in February 2018 where they were awarded excellent in all areas of the inspection (Estyn, 2018). Since 2017, School X is in the green category as it is evident through the Estyn (2018) report and Welsh Government (2013) that the school requires the least amount of support for improvement. 
School X has a detailed SIP put in place to help improve the quality of provision which will lead to the highest standards achievable for all pupils. Estyn (2018, p.10) have stated in their report that “a wide range of stakeholders” contribute to the SIP, including senior leaders, teachers and the governing body. School X has put together a long-term SIP of three years where targets for improvement are modified and reviewed periodically. The SIP is strategically planned with four strategic objectives. Each strategic objective has prioritised objectives within them for School X to focus on in order to achieve their goals. Firstly, each prioritised objective has ‘actions’ put in place that informs the school what they can do to achieve the prioritised objectives. Secondly, the SIP includes who will monitor the actions to view if progression is made towards the prioritised objectives. Thirdly, School X has placed a budget in the SIP to carry out the actions to achieve the prioritised objectives. Lastly, the SIP includes how School X will monitor and check progression for each of the prioritised objectives, this shows how improvements are measured in the school. (See appendix A). 
School X’s DIP has the same structure as the SIP where the prioritised objectives are the same. However, the actions are different based on the areas for improvement in the RS department that teachers have identified. In the latest inspection Estyn (2018) completed, they have stated that the DIP is well-built based upon self-evaluation. Additionally, targets set in the DIP are measurable and the actions are well-considered that will result in a successful drive to improvement (Estyn, 2018, p.10). This shows how well School X plans the DIP closely to the SIP to create a successful learning environment. (See appendix B). 
An important aspect for any school to succeed in the best educational interests of their pupils must have a plan to get there (Ong, 2016). For School X to reach their goals, strategic planning is put in place. Strategic planning is the key element that determines the direction of the school (Chambers et al. 1996). Strategic planning enables the school to track the changes happening in the world, as well as the predicted changes (Chambers et al. 1996). The outside changes and predicted changes allow the school to view what impact it would have on the school and its pupils (Chambers et al. 1996). Davies and Ellison (1999, p.12) agree to this, as they establish that strategic planning involves the process of matching the school’s activities to the emerging environment. For strategic planning to take effect the school must consider its strengths, its areas for improvement in order for growth, using new ways of doing things and the implications for change throughout the school (Chambers et al. 1996). Chambers et al. (1996) further identify four components to strategic planning that include vision, goals, educational strategies and resource strategies. It is clear to see that School X has successfully embedded the four components into their SIP and DIP. 
However, strategic planning can have a negative impact on the school. Davies and Ellison (1999) outline that classroom practice is less effective when the strategic plan is too thick. This suggests that when the strategic plan is implemented it is created too thick with information that makes targets for improvement hard to follow. Therefore, this can result in the classroom practice being less effective. Furthermore, Davies and Ellison (1999) identify that strategic planning has become too detailed that it cannot be used as a working document. Additionally, they express that the strategic plan should be an easy read plan (Davies and Ellison, 1999). This agrees to the above suggestions as strategic plan loses the purpose of a plan, as a plan should be easy to read and to follow. This could also be destructive to a school that has a thick and detailed strategic plan as it could result in the teachers not fully reading it or understanding it. This supports the above studies as it could then make the classroom practice less effective as targets for improvement are not being achieved. 
On the other hand, Davies and Ellison (1999) suggest that reports from inspections have resulted in schools being encouraged to create a three-or five-year strategic plan. This could suggest why planning is thick and detailed as schools would need improvements put in place for the upcoming years. Moreover, as we live in a generation where things are rapidly changing which includes the change in educational environment, having a long-term plan that has detailed targets for improvement will allow the school and its teachers to be prepared for the future. This is also supported by Ong (2016) as she identifies that a strategic plan will provide a sense of direction for the school’s future. Additionally, Chambers et al. (1996) also agrees, as they express that long-term planning requires time, energy and commitment. Askew (2000) further supports this as she indicates that there should be time for experimentation that will allow the school to try different things and consider new approaches. This would also enable the school to trial and error targets for improvement as a failure through trial and error is an essential part of learning (Askew, 2000). This suggests that long-term planning will allow the school to take time, have energy and commit to experimentations of the targets for improvement that agrees with Chambers et al. (1999). This will enable the school to see if they are making an impact on pupils learning and consider new approaches if they are not. This also ensures that target for improvements are not hastened through short-term planning. Likewise, School X has a three-year SIP and DIP that suggests quality practice will allow time, energy and commitment when implementing the targets within the classroom. From observing in School X, it is evident that targets for improvement in the SIP and DIP are being put into action. This goes against the above studies of Davies and Ellison (1999) that suggest the plan is too detailed and thick which will make the classroom practice less effective. From observing School X’s classroom practice and reading the SIP and DIP, it is clear to see that the school and its teachers follow the prioritised objectives and actions set for improvement, thus, disagree with Davies and Ellison (1999). 
In contrast to evidence which presents the benefits of long-term strategic planning, an alternative perspective illustrates that economic, technological and educational change has gathered a dramatic pace (Davies and Ellison, 1999). This suggests that the approach of strategic planning would be ineffective because of the increasing rates of change (Davies and Ellison, 1999). This indicates that putting a long-term plan in place for these purposes could be unpredictable as pupils could be working with technology that has not been invented yet. This is also supported by Fidler (1996) as he expresses that long-term strategic planning is not required due to the unpredicted environment that agrees with Davies and Ellison (1999).
However, not all research shows that strategic planning is unpredictable due to the environment as Krenek (2013) suggests that long-term strategic planning will enable the school to have a focus, this includes having visions and goals which relates to the above studies of Chambers et al. (1996). Studies show that although we do not know what the future will bring, there are current trends and indicators that will help to provide a plan for quality education for the pupils in the future (Davies and Ellison, 1999). Moreover, as Chambers et al. (1996) identified that long-term planning includes goals and targets that allow the school to plan what they want to achieve in the future. Therefore, the current trends of society can have an impact when goals and targets are implemented for the strategic plan. This could help provide a plan for the educational change that can have an effect to pupils learning in the future that agrees with Davies and Ellison (1999). Not to mention, School X devised the SIP and DIP from 2017-2020 and upon Estyn’s latest inspection, they indicated in their report that, “a successful programme of improvements has resulted in an environment that is highly conducive to learning” (Estyn, 2018, p.10). This suggests that although things are rapidly changing, long-term strategic planning has worked effectively within School X so far. This also indicates that goals and visions that schools strategically plan for are beneficial as even though economic, technological and educational changes are happening, School X has proven that long-term planning ensures quality education. This has been evident through their Estyn report where they have received excellent judgements that goes against the above studies of Davies and Ellison (1999) that indicate long-term strategic planning is unpredictable due to the environmental changes. 
Davies and Ellison (1999) identify that senior leaders of the school must develop insights into the future planning first, then lead teachers in developing an idea of the type of provision needed for improvement. This suggests how School X has created a top-down approach by devising the SIP first then the DIP. 
However, Chambers et al. (1996) suggest that teachers can begin to lose sight of long-term objectives due to the distractions of completing day-to-day activities. This indicates what is written in the SIP could be overlooked by the teachers as they may begin to focus on the day-to-day activities that they see in their department that need improving. This suggests that schools should have a bottom-up approach where the DIP is implemented first then the SIP. The bottom-up approach allows departments to have the opportunity to come up with visions and goals to improve areas within their department as they teach those classes daily. Whereas, the top-down approach does not allow this as senior leaders put in developing provision for the school (Davies and Ellison, 1999). Thus, the above studies of Chambers et al. (1996) indicate that teachers can go off track and lose sight to long-term objectives put in place by the school due to the everyday activities in their classes, which shows the negative impact of a top-down approach. 
Having said that, Chambers et al. (1996) show that the more people involved and empowered, the more likely the plan is to be successful. Additionally, Davies and Ellison (1999) express that the process is led by the school’s senior leaders and would require staff to be involved in agreeing with the targets and a commitment to achieving them. This indicates that senior leaders of the school and teachers create targets that all teachers in each department can commit to. Thus, suggesting that departments are involved when implementing the targets for the SIP and DIP. This disagrees to the above studies of Chambers et al. (1996) as they suggested that teachers would lose sight of objectives with a top-down approach. However, as every staff in the school is involved, it suggests that targets are created as a team in order for the school to achieve them. This is seen by School X where senior leaders and teachers have come together to devise a top-down approach of the SIP and DIP, this is also identified in School X’s Estyn (2018) report. Estyn (2018) indicates that senior leaders and teachers have made a valuable contribution to the SIP. Furthermore, they have stated that the DIP builds well on self-evaluation where measurable targets are considered for improvement (Estyn, 2018). Thus, disagrees to the above studies of Chambers et al. (1996) as Estyn’s (2018) report on School X suggests that a top-down approach has a positive effect on the school. 
The focus on pupil progress and their achievement is the key objective for schools that is supported through learning and teaching strategies (Davies and Ellison, 1999). Therefore, the focus will be on the prioritised objective in the DIP where the action for School X’s RS department states, ‘trial and develop strategies to improve feedback for improvement including dedicated improvement and reflection time (DIRT)’. 
Feedback is specific advice given by a teacher to a pupil on how to make improvements in areas of their work (Didau, 2017). Hattie expresses that feedback is the most powerful influences on learning and achievement (Didau, 2014). Furthermore, Askew (2000) also identifies that feedback contributes to progress in learning through formative assessment. This includes activities being undertaken by pupils to help them learn effectively, including reflection on performance and self-evaluation time (Dixon and Worrell, 2016). Gardner (2006) identifies that comments given in feedback are useless unless pupils can do something with them. Therefore, Quigley (2013) suggests that when teachers give pupils targets to improve on then DIRT is the next crucial step where pupils must spend the time to improve on that feedback. The most important part of DIRT is the time given to pupils to reflect on feedback, for them to analyse, grasp their targets and to ask questions for them to progress further (Quigley, 2013). Thus, Didau (2014) indicates that ten minutes should be spent on pupils to improve their work. Furthermore, Dylan Wiliam agrees with Didau (2014) as he also identifies that feedback should be more work for the recipient than the donor (Didau, 2014). Wiliam suggests that if it has taken a minute for a teacher to mark and give feedback then that should result in the pupil to take ten minutes to improve on that feedback (Didau, 2014). DIRT allows pupils to act on this feedback for improvement. Additionally, Didau (2012) expresses that feedback should happen during the time pupils are engaged, therefore, he suggests that feedback should not come at the end but during the start of the lesson. This suggests that DIRT is more effective at the start of the lesson when pupils are more engaged which will enable them to reach their Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD).
During observations, it was clear to see that School X is taking forward the targets in the DIP as I have seen DIRT effectively take place at the start of the lesson that agrees with Didau (2012) as he suggests this is the time pupils are more engaged. Furthermore, it is evident that School X is using effective lesson time to reflect and improve on work using ten minutes for DIRT that also agrees with Dylan Wiliam (Didau, 2014) and Didau (2014). Additionally, School X’s Estyn (2018, p.4) report also identifies that pupils respond well to their teachers’ comments and improve on their work by re-drafting or expanding on their responses. This suggests that School X is carrying out their area of development in the DIP successfully by including DIRT in their lessons for pupils to progress, this has been evident through observations and through their Estyn report. 
On the contrary, Quigley (2014) implies that pupils should spend more time responding to feedback, than the teacher writing the feedback that agrees with Dylan Wiliam (Didau, 2014). However, Quigley (2014) indicates that pupils need time to do this and make feedback something that feels forward. Additionally, feedback should not be a one-off event that is never revisited as teachers will not see the desired impact on pupils learning (Quigley, 2014). This suggests if pupils have not finished due to DIRT being allocated ten minutes then that will result in them not closing their learning gap, this will also enable them to not feel forward. Didau (2014) indicates that confidence is key and if pupils lack feeling forward within their learning then they will struggle as their learning gap is not closed which will leave gaps in their knowledge and understanding. Furthermore, Didau (2014) also shows that progress cannot take place in one lesson, therefore, it will need to be revisited. This expresses that if teachers do not revisit DIRT, then it will be unlikely to see the desired impact on pupils learning. Gardner (2006) agrees with Quigley (2014) and Didau (2014) as he identifies that feedback should close the gap between actual and desired performance, and key issues are raised on whether this has occurred. This suggests that ten minutes for DIRT is not enough for pupils to improve work as they could have improvements of re-drafting whole pieces of work. This would require more than ten minutes to address and improve on for pupils to achieve the actual and desired performance to close their learning gap. Clarke (2005) agrees with the above studies as she identifies that pupils are not given enough time to read feedback comments and to make any improvements. This supports the literature above that shows how DIRT is not effective for pupils to improve on feedback as it is rushed that does not allow pupils to progress. Clarke (2005) further implies that not enough time is given to pupils to make any improvements in their work as teachers feel pressure to move on to the next topic. Didau (2014) also agrees with Clarke (2005) as he suggests that if feedback is not perfect, it is not finished. He implies that teachers want to move on with the curriculum that does not give enough time for pupils to improve on feedback resulting in it being uncompleted and not perfect (Didau, 2014). This indicates that teachers do not consider DIRT to be significant as they feel that moving on with the curriculum is more important than allowing pupils to address improvements which will close their learning gap. By moving on with the curriculum and not allowing considerable time for DIRT will affect pupils in the long-term as this will result in them not reaching their ZPD. Additionally, pupils will not have confidence and feel forward in their learning due to the lack of time for DIRT that agrees with Quigley (2014) and Didau (2014). In addition to the key research above that identifies how DIRT is not effective, Clarke (2005) further implies that pupils may not focus at the start of the lesson during DIRT as they are talking, or it causes a chaotic start to the lesson. Quigley (2013) agrees with Clarke (2005) as he also identifies that letting pupils loose to improve their work allows disruption and talking to occur. This disagrees to Didau (2014) as he expresses that pupils are more engaged at the start of the lesson. Whereas, Quigley (2013) and Clarke (2005) identified pupils having DIRT at the start of the lesson can be chaotic. This suggests that no improvements to work are made due to disruptions that do not close learners’ gap. This would also be a waste of lesson time as no learning is occurring, therefore, shows no progression if disruption is taking place instead of improving work. 
Davies and Ellison (1999) suggest that schools need a system to monitor and check progress for the planned outcomes in the plan. They identified that monitoring progression has been neglected in schools (Davies and Ellison, 1999). However, School X have stated in their DIP that high standards have been seen in work scrutiny. This means that School X has not neglected monitoring and check for progression of their targets, as this has been evident during observations where book scrutiny’s have taken place. Book scrutiny’s allows departments to view that progress is taking place in pupils learning and that their work is up to date. Didau (2014) agrees to this as he expresses that book scrutiny gives an indication whether feedback is having an impact on pupil’s progress where they have addressed it during DIRT. This shows how pupils in School X engage during DIRT with ten minutes. This contradicts to the studies of Quigley (2014), Didau (2014) and Clarke (2005) that suggested pupils are not given enough time to improve on feedback, whereas, School X have good progression using DIRT effectively as mentioned in their DIP. However, during DIRT, it has been evident that pupils do talk that agrees with Clarke (2005) and Quigley (2013). Despite this, School X’s Estyn (2018, p. 7) report identifies that teachers capture pupil’s attention immediately and gets them back on task. Additionally, Estyn (2018) also suggests School X sets beneficial tasks for pupils to improve specific aspects of their work. School X then monitors pupil’s responses to check for understanding (Estyn, 2018). This indicates that although pupils can go off task during DIRT, teachers are able to stop any disruption and encourage pupils to continue working in order for them to progress. This has been visible through book scrutiny’s where pupils have made progression in their learning from DIRT. 
However, Allison and Tharby (2015) indicate feedback is required in some way so that pupils can think about how to develop their knowledge and skills further. Additionally, self-evaluation should contribute to raising the quality of education and standards of achievement (Donaldson, 2015). This suggests that feedback is an important factor even if it consists of ten minutes as it raises the opportunities for pupils to achieve and develop further understanding. Additionally, feedback comments are useful when pupils act upon them which enables pupils to close their learning gap (Welsh Government, 2010). It is clear to see that DIRT has been effective in School X during observations and book scrutiny. This also agrees with Clarke (2005) as pupils will need opportunities to make improvements to close their learning gap. A theory that explores closing the learner’s gap is developed by Vygotsky (Bates 2016). Vygotsky believed that people learn from the most knowledgeable other (MKO) (Bates, 2016). Vygotsky identified that when learners are in the ZPD, they develop an understanding of the subject that may have been beyond their level of understanding (Bates, 2016). However, with the support from the MKO, a learner can reach their ZPD that is also known as “scaffolding”. Bruner (2006) also agrees with Bates (2016) as he implies that the ZPD is what a learner can do on its own and what a learner can do with hints and aids from its teacher. Askew (2000) agrees with the studies above as improving on feedback comments allows pupils to make sense of their work and how they can develop, that also results in them reaching the ZPD. This shows how pupils improving their work can be effective with the teachers being the MKO providing feedback to the pupils and scaffolding them during DIRT for them to reach the ZPD. Reaching the ZPD is also effective as pupils’ knowledge and understanding is developing, making them successful through education. This also agrees with Didau (2014) and Dylan Wiliam (Didau, 2014) as they suggest that ten minutes should be given to pupils to improve work which has been identified in School X. Although, improving on feedback is considered a vital part of learning, the studies above have shown that pupils need more time to do this. Clarke (2005) implied that teachers feel the need to move on with the curriculum, therefore, DIRT can also be completed at home. This will allow teachers to teach the next part of the curriculum during lesson time as pupils can make improvements to work for homework (Clarke, 2005). Lucas (2006) supports the views of Clarke 2005) as he believes that parents can get involved in their child’s learning which will enable them to feel confident in their work. This suggests that parents can also be known as the MKO that scaffold their child to help improve their work with the feedback comments provided by the teacher. To further understand parents being the MKO, Lucas (2006) implies that parents are effective learning coaches that coach their child on how to improve on feedback. This shows that pupils can reach their ZPD at school as well as at home with the support of parents being coaches, in Vygotsky’s term the MKO. Additionally, Estyn’s (2018) report on School X expresses that the school has a strong relationship with families. This shows the positive impact of pupils completing DIRT at home, as any issues concerning the pupils progress reaching the ZPD would be informed to the school.
Although DIRT can be beneficial at home, it can also cause danger to a pupil’s learning as many parents do not feel confident in literacy (Lucas, 2006). Pupils could have improvements to re-draft essays where parents would be no help due to poor literacy skills and lacking confidence. Thus, suggests that parents would not be the MKO and ‘coach’ as they are unable to scaffold their child that concludes in them not reaching the ZPD. This indicates that pupils would benefit completing DIRT in school for ten minutes where they are able to ask the teacher for guidance and get scaffolded, than getting no guidance from home as parents do not feel confident in literacy. Furthermore, if pupils do not understand the teacher’s comment then it would be difficult to address and improve feedback at home (Clarke, 2005). Issues could arise where parents are also not able to inform pupils of what the comments say as they could have poor literacy skills as mentioned previously (Lucas, 2006). This results in pupils not improving work at home as they are unable to understand teachers’ comments, therefore, are unable to reach the ZPD. This also suggests that pupils are unable to progress in their learning as teachers could have moved on with the curriculum where more learning has occurred, that leaves pupils unable to ask about the previous topic learnt (Clarke, 2005). Furthermore, Quigley (2014) identifies that dialogic feedback is the most useful feedback and sometimes pupils do not understand how to apply feedback when improving work, therefore, need help (Didau, 2014). This suggests if DIRT is completed at home then pupils are unable to ask questions to the teacher about how they can improve their work. This shows how the teacher can benefit the pupils learning and be the MKO more than the parents as they are the ones teaching those pupils and have strong subject knowledge. This also suggests that if pupils do not understand how to apply feedback, then having dialogic feedback with the teacher can be beneficial as they can scaffold pupils. However, dialogic feedback is limited at home as pupils cannot ask questions for DIRT which would yet again leave them unable to reach the ZPD. This defeats the purpose of DIRT as it is a time where pupils improve, understand and ask questions on their work from the mistakes that they did in order to gain knowledge and understanding. 
DIRT is completed for ten minutes at the start of the lesson in School X that is evident to have a positive impact on pupil’s progress and how they have reached the ZPD. Estyn (2018) identified pupils progress is well monitored to the responses they complete for feedback. This suggests that School X is effectively active in progressing their DIP target as this has also been observed in lessons. Thus, shows how DIRT is more effective in school than at home which disagrees with Clarke (2005) and Lucas (2006).  
On the other hand, dialogic feedback is identified as the most powerful form of feedback as it is tailored to the individual’s needs (Clarke, 2005). This shows that having dialogic feedback with a pupil allows them to focus on the learning issues (Welsh Government, 2010). This suggests that dialogic feedback is just as significant as written feedback as pupils can progress further by having a dialogue with the teacher during DIRT. Teachers can assist pupils during DIRT by having dialogue that develops their knowledge and understanding. This demonstrates how DIRT is effective at school as pupils are scaffolded by the teacher from having dialogue that enables them to reach the ZPD. Black and Wiliam (1998) agree with Clarke (2005) and the Welsh Government (2010) as they also indicate that the dialogue between the teacher and the pupil is important, as the learner can talk about their understanding in their own ways that make sense to them. Black and Wiliam (1998) consider this a significant aspect of feedback as the teacher can respond to the pupil and re-orient their thinking to the right direction for them to improve their work correctly that will close their learning gap. Additionally, during DIRT, teachers can come around to put aids in place to those that require it, this will close learners’ gap by having a one-to-one dialogue as this is identified as the most effective way of pupils reaching their ZPD (Clarke, 2005). Furthermore, Askew (2000) agrees with Black and Wiliam (1998) as she identifies that pupils have a greater sense of control when having a dialogue with the teacher as it brings responsibility towards their learning. This presents the importance of teacher and pupil dialogue during DIRT as this would be limited if pupils were to complete DIRT at home. Additionally, this would cause barriers to pupils learning by not having a dialogue with the teacher that disagrees to the literature above that suggests DIRT is effective at home. Moreover, best questions provoke thought, therefore, questioning pupils and giving them a sense of direction on how to improve their work during DIRT in the lesson can benefit their learning (Didau, 2015). This is achieved by teachers questioning pupils, leading them to understand their work. DIRT is also more effective in school than at home as it encourages pupils to discuss comments in their written feedback with the teacher (Didau, 2014). Furthermore, dialogic feedback between the teacher and pupil during DIRT clears any misunderstanding and assumptions pupils have that teachers can address so that pupils can improve their work and reach the ZPD (Didau, 2014). This demonstrates the significance of DIRT as although it takes lesson time, it is an integral part of teaching that allows the teacher to assess pupil’s progress on what pupils have learnt and how they can improve. DIRT also allows pupils to view how they are learning and where they have gone wrong and by seeing teachers comments on feedback enables pupils to address their mistakes. Dylan Wiliam agrees to this as he identified that this type of assessment is a bridge between teaching and learning that results into finding out if learning has occurred and pupils have reached the ZPD (Donaldson, 2015). 
School X demonstrates DIRT in lessons where dialogue between teachers and pupils has been evident, this supports the literature above showing the positive impact of dialogue during DIRT. School X’s Estyn (2018) report implies that the quality of teaching and learning is excellent and has a significant impact on the pupil’s progress. This suggests how dialogic feedback is a beneficial way for pupils to reach their ZPD, as DIRT gives the opportunity to address any issues regarding their improvements with the teacher. However, during observations, it was also clear that classes can go off task and cause disruption while the teacher is having a one-to-one dialogue with the pupil during DIRT, this agrees with the studies of Clarke (2005) and Quigley (2013). This leads the class being off task in improving work until the teacher has finished giving dialogic feedback with the pupil and pays attention to the whole class. However, it has also been evident in School X that teachers pause the dialogue with the pupil to pay attention to the class and remind them of the focus on DIRT that engages pupils back on task. Estyn’s (2018) report implies that teachers motivate and inspire pupils to achieve their best. This has been demonstrated through DIRT where passionate teachers have strived their hardest to develop pupil’s knowledge and understanding and see pupils progress. This is so that pupils can reach their ZPD and achieve successful outcomes from their learning.  
DIRT has proven to be a formative assessment strategy that raises standards of performance of teaching and learning within the classroom for School X (Smith, 2003). However, the literature above indicates that not enough time is given to pupils to improve their work. Appropriate time should be given to pupils to reflect on how they can improve work (Spendlove, 2015). Donaldson (2015) agrees to this as pupils should be engaged and have responsibility on their own assessment and in order to do this they need time. A recommendation that would drive this initiative forward for DIRT in School X is to include one or two lessons per term to improve on any pieces of work. This would allow pupils to spend quality time for the entire lesson to remain focused on improving work rather than rushing if they are given ten minutes. Mrs Humanities (2015) identifies that allowing pupils to spend an entire lesson for DIRT per term helps pupils to build the skills and consider what they need to do to improve and how they can progress. Furthermore, Nobile et al. (2017) expressed that displays of pupil’s work generate a sense of belonging to the classroom that recognises the importance and contribution of pupil’s work. Thus, DIRT displays would be an initiative that would also make DIRT effective in School X. By displaying the process of DIRT and exemplars of ‘what a good one looks like’ (WAGOLL) will allow pupils to visually see models of excellent improved pieces of work. This can be set as models for pupils to view how others have acted upon teachers’ feedback on how to improve work. Estyn (2018) identified that School X has stimulating displays to support learning in the school. However, during observations, it was clear to see that there were no DIRT displays and DIRT is the strategy School X have devised as a target in their DIP. Therefore, a recommendation that would drive DIRT forward would be to display models of pupil’s work in the classrooms. Quigley (2013) supports my recommendations as he believes that presenting outstanding exemplars of pupil’s work will give pupils high standards within their work. Mrs Humanities (2015) agrees with Quigley (2013) as she suggests that DIRT displays are an excellent way to show off outstanding examples of pupil’s work. This demonstrates what the teacher is looking for from the pupils during DIRT and how feedback is applied by modelling WAGOLL’S on displays. Furthermore, RS is not the only subject in School X that uses DIRT to improve work. Therefore, creating DIRT displays with WAGOLL’s across all subject classrooms can bring a positive impact when pupils improve their work. 
To conclude, it is evident through key research, literature and School X’s Estyn (2018) report that DIRT is as an effective strategy that School X has implemented in their DIP to develop high-quality skills to improve feedback for improvement. It is clear to see that School X is successfully taking this target forward as its effective practice has been seen in the classroom during observations.
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