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	Targed/target
	Yr hyn yr wyf wedi'i wneud yn yr aseiniad hwn
What I have done in this assignment...


	[bookmark: cysill]Targed/Target 1
	More critical engagement with perspectives that challenge your hypothesis. Consider alternative interpretations of the data generated.

	I sort out a wide range of literature to review and attempted to present conflicting views. 

	Targed/Target 2
	Revise correct methods for Harvard referencing, including citation of authors in the body of a text.

	I revised referencing using the university referencing handbook. 

	Targed/Target 3
	Repeated written inaccuracies include comma splicing and the use of the apostrophe.

	I proofread my work for inaccuracies. 




The following report will critically evaluate and assess the impact of an action point that was developed through a strategic planning process. School X is a recently established 3-16 English Medium school in the South Wales area. The school serves an area that is ranked fifteenth out of 191 of the most deprived LSOA’s in Wales (Welsh Government, 2019). For the academic year 2018/2019, the school had 1301 pupils, 28% of whom received free school meals (FSM) and an attendance rate of 93.8% which was in the first quartile in comparison to Wales’ overall average attendance. 

The school’s Strategic Improvement Plan (SIP) is structured using three key priorities for improvement that have been identified. School X’s first key priority outlined in the SIP for 2019/2020 is to achieve excellent standards, the action point that will be discussed is to improve NNT [National Numeracy Test] quartile position. The specific target identified within this action point is to raise standards above that of the Local Authority average and Wales’ average respectively.  

School development planning is a continuous cycle of reflection, identifying areas for improvement, devising approaches for improvement, implementing approaches, and evaluating and assessing the impact of actions taken (Welsh Government, 2014). The components of effective school development planning that frequently appear in the literature are; self-evaluation within an evidence-based framework, setting suitably challenging and specific goals, and data-driven decision making (Welsh Government, 2014; Schildkamp, 2019; Hanover Research, 2014; Sinay, et al., 2016).  

Self-evaluation is the process of reflecting on prior performance that forms the foundation of school improvement planning (Welsh Government, 2014). Schools assess their current performance as a means to set targets to improve in the future (Vanhoof, et al., 2009). A cyclical approach is often taken to plan, implement and evaluate teaching and learning (Cheng, 2011). Kyriakides and Campbell (2004) state that the participation of stakeholders in a school’s self-evaluation meaningfully differentiates the process from other forms of evaluation. David and Rudd (2001) posit that school improvement is highly contingent on a school’s ability to self-evaluate. Cheng (2011) suggests that effective strategic planning is predicated on a school’s capacity for self-evaluation.

The validity of self-evaluation has been contested, with resulting judgements being deemed unreliable (Scriven, 1991; Madeus, et al., 1983). The reliability of results may be supplemented by external evaluations, including co-operative review and discussion of results with the external body (Kyriakides & Campbell, 2004). A key component of effective self-evaluation is the collection and use of qualitative and quantitative data (Welsh Government, 2014; Cheng, 2011). Self-evaluation that is data-driven may have greater reliability and validity as well as the possibility of benchmarking certain data against that of other schools (Welsh Government, 2014; Schildkamp, 2019). While the value of self-evaluation is widely recognised, the quality can be disparate between schools (Vanhoof, et al., 2009). Self-evaluation is said to require a positive attitude by participants in order to be useful (McBeath, 1999; Vanhoof, et al., 2009). There is some evidence to suggest that teachers generally do not view self-evaluation positively (Schildkamp, 2007; Vanhoof, et al., 2009). Self-evaluation has been viewed as an outside imposition, a strain on teacher’s autonomy and as added paperwork (Vanhoof, et al., 2009).

Data is key to the strategic development planning process and school improvement as a means of identifying areas for development (Welsh Government, 2014; Schildkamp, 2019). The purpose of data collection is two-fold: to provide accountability measures to external bodies and to inform school improvement processes (Van Geel, et al., 2016). The process of school improvement may begin with data collection and analysis, leading to the development of targets. Alternatively, data is collected to measure progress against existing targets and new targets are developed from this point (Schildkamp, 2019). 

Once data has been collected it must be analysed and interpreted to identify strengths, potential areas for development and their possible causes (Marsh, 2012; Vanlommel, et al., 2017; Schildkamp, 2019). Interpreting data and making conclusions that inform improvement targets can be a challenging part of the process (Brown, et al., 2017; Schildkamp, 2019). Eynon (2013) posits that all data is socially constructed therefore data collection is inherently biased. This extends to data analysis as individuals bring their own biases, preconceptions, and beliefs to the process (Datnow, et al., 2017). 

The use of data-driven decision making has been found to improve pupil achievement (Van Geel, et al., 2016; Poortman & Schildkamp, 2014; Campbell & Levin, 2008). Penuel and Shepard (2016) argue that achievement should not be judged entirely on the basis of standardised tests or summative assessments. Data exploitation such as ‘teaching to the test’ is found where there is an emphasis on improving summative assessment standards for accountability purposes (Booher-Jennings, 2005; Datnow & Park, 2018). Brown (2015) contends that evidence-based teaching synthesises formative data, summative data, and research. Data can sometimes have an impact on practitioners' conceptual understanding, yet this does not translate into the school improvement process (Farley-Ripple, et al., 2018). 

The SIP outlines in detail how targets will be met, and resources allocated within the context of the school’s key priorities (Welsh Government, 2014). Targets are developed so that there is clarity among stakeholders regarding what explicitly needs to be achieved and the means by which to achieve it (Newman, 2012). Targets for improvement agreed to by the governing body must be appropriately challenging and achievable (Welsh Government, 2014; Hanover Research, 2014). Targets that are unrealistic given the school context, resources available or time constraints, may cause demoralization within the school community. Therefore the process of how targets are set is also critical (Sinay, et al., 2016; Terpstra & Rozell, 1994; Hanover Research, 2014). 

The involvement of teachers and stakeholders in the development of targets may increase their commitment to the targets and the likelihood of achieving the targets (Sinay, et al., 2016; Robinson & Timperley, 2007; Oyedele & Chikwature, 2016). Ewy (2009) argues that effective strategic planning requires the participation of competent teachers. Ackoff (1970) contends that the process of involving staff in strategic planning is valuable in and of itself. However, there is some evidence to suggest that teachers do not fully comprehend strategic development planning therefore may be limited in what they can contribute to the goal-setting process (Oyedele & Chikwature, 2016). Increased professional development surrounding strategic development planning may be necessary to ensure teachers and staff can substantively contribute to the process (Pang, 2003; Ren, 2007; Wang & Hua, 2008; Cheng, 2011). 

Sinay et al. (2016) argue that when developing school improvement targets, equitability should be a key consideration to ensure that appropriate support is given to pupils and intersectional inequalities are addressed in order to close the achievement gap. The use of strategic development planning to address the achievement gap is seen to be limited as schools “inevitably reflect the massive inequalities that exist within British society” (Dyson, et al., 2010, p. 39). Caputo & Rastelli (2014) suggest that when planning to improve pupil achievement, the specificity and detail of targets, as well as the targets being highly contextualised to the reality of the school is of importance to ensure the achievability of targets. 

Improving the standards of Numeracy education is one of Wales’ national priorities, as such strategic development plans must outline how schools will address this priority (Welsh Government, 2014). National Numeracy Tests (NNT) for KS3 pupils are conducted in Welsh secondary schools, with the results being used to develop teaching (Welsh Government, 2016). Intervention approaches and strategies intended to improve numeracy often use data to identify areas for improvement. Strategies then either align teaching to learner’s individual needs or implement a general research-based approach for all learners (Doig, 2001). 

School X began developing their 2019/2020 SIP in September 2019, by reviewing the 2018/2019 results, conducting standards meetings, self-review and appraisal meetings, and Departmental self-evaluations. School X uses a self-evaluation procedure that is based on looking at current provision and answering a series of questions, ‘how are we doing?’ ‘how do we know?’ ‘where do we want to go?’ etc. This procedure has previously been used by Scottish schools (Croxford, et al., 2009). The Mathematics and Numeracy departmental self-evaluation for 2018/2019 judged the standards of progress in skills as good overall. The descriptor of ‘good’ is that there were strong features, although minor attitudes may need to be improved. This judgement was based on GCSE results, KS3 results, and NNT results. 

The NNT results for both procedural and reasoning were found to remain stable. The NNT 2018/19 test results are as follows: pupils in Years 7 and 8 scoring in the 85-115 range was 72%, Pupils in Year 9 scoring in this range was 79%. The National average for pupils scoring in the 85-115 range was 68.3% in Years 7 and 8, 67.7% in Year 9 (National Pupil Database, 2019). Local Authority data was unavailable at the time of the Departmental self-evaluation. Group skills reports using NNT results for each year group were then analysed and key areas in which Numeracy skills needed be developed were identified at both cohort and school level. Mathematics assessment data is also used to inform individual learner’s progress against Numeracy learner outcomes, with pupil self-evaluation, pupil interview, work scrutiny, moderation and teacher feedback informing key areas for development. For example, the key priorities identified for Year 7 based on analysis are improving performance on the NNT in the strands of length, mass, capacity and fractions, decimals, percentages, and ratio. 

The department judged their capacity for self-evaluation and improvement planning as good, evidenced by learning walks, book scrutiny, pupil discussion, departmental spreadsheets and departmental minutes. The areas for improvement were identified as self-evaluation needing to become a document more driven by the whole department as the Department Head currently takes responsibility for preparing the report. This aligns with Vanhoof, et al. (2009) who highlight that school leaders are more likely to view self-evaluation as valuable than teachers who are less involved in the process. The other target for improvement was ensuring that SMID data is accurate to enhance the efficiency of data analysis and setting targets for improvement. Schildkamp (2019) highlights that teachers tend to favour formative assessment and informal data, thus analysing and drawing conclusions from formal data can be more challenging. 

The whole School evaluation report (SER), Departmental improvement plans (DIP) and the SIP for 2019/2020 were completed by the end of October, along with updated benchmarking data. The action point to Improve the NNT quartile position was developed through analysis of the benchmarking data, SER and DIP by the Senior Leadership Team (SLT). The target ‘to improve NNT results standards above that of the Local Authority and Wales’ did not appear in the DIP, although several of the strategies and actions that have been outlined in order to meet the target did appear in the DIP. One possible explanation for this discrepancy is that SLT has more experience analysing data and using it to formulate action points than Department Heads (Schildkamp, 2019; Datnow, et al., 2017; Cheng, 2011). Alternatively, as improving Numeracy is a national priority this may be an accountability target as it is necessary to demonstrate improvement to external bodies and stakeholders (Schildkamp, 2019; Sinay, et al., 2016). Strategic improvement targets can often be influenced by governmental policy priorities and the political climate of the era (Schildkamp, 2019; Sinay, et al., 2016; Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2012). Sinay, et al (2016) have criticised target setting that is influenced by the political climate and test scores. The tension between using data from tests as a diagnostic tool for improving teaching and learning should be considered within the broader context of increased accountability for schools (Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2012). 

The target is connected to a key priority, strategies and actions that will be implemented are stated, the intended outcome is described and progress reviews to evaluate and monitor progress towards the target are scheduled, as illustrated in Appendix 1. This aligns with Rader (2005) who suggests that targets are more achievable when they are operationalised. Improving the NNT quartile position may be considered not a very specific target and possibly a little board (Sinay, et al., 2016). Instead of tying improvement to the LA and Wales’ average, which changes year on year, specifying a percentage increase in test scores or improving performance scores in specific strands of the test may be easier to measure and achieve (Locke & Latham, 2002; Sinay, et al., 2016). There is some evidence to suggest that strategic planning failures are often attributable to a lack of accurate data and staff being insufficiently involved in the planning process (Zhang, 2007; Chu, 2007)

In February of 2020, the first SIP Review of targets was conducted. Evidence from lesson observations, book scrutiny, meeting minutes, learner outcomes and data analysis, was used to assess progress towards the target. At this point in the school year, some of the strategies had not yet been implemented. For example, as pupils do not take the NNT until after Easter they had not yet been given the learner outcomes and Numeracy toolkit therefore the impact of this strategy could not be evaluated. Analogously, the use of RUCSAC as a consistent approach to numerical reasoning across the school had not been fully implemented by the time of the first review. That is possibly due to the fact that the school had more than 30 new teaching staff start in September 2019 and the shared vision for numeracy and numeracy approaches had not yet been fully communicated. It is necessary to consider the role and capacity of individual teachers to implement approaches in order to meet targets (Bell, 2002). 

The overall impact of the strategies and approaches taken is difficult to evaluate at this point, as determining whether the target has been met is contingent on the NNT scores for 2020 and pupils have not yet taken the tests. The process of developing the action point “Improve NNT quartile position” included several of the elements of effective strategic development planning. Both the departmental and whole school self-evaluations were robust and analysed both quantitative and qualitative data. The areas for improvement identified in the DIP align with recommendations drawn from research. Teachers should be included in the self-evaluation and planning process in order to foster a collective commitment to the strategic development targets, to utilise their expertise on the school context and as a means of enhancing teacher professionalism (Cheng, 2008; Cheng, 2011; Vanhoof, et al., 2009). 

The target was developed through data-driven processes and informed by analysis. Within the school, there appears to be a positive culture surrounding data as a tool for improvement as well as for accountability purposes. In the future, continuing professional development concerning data use in strategic development planning would enhance teachers' skills and ability to contribute to the process while also further strengthening the culture of data-driven decision-making being developed (Schildkamp, 2019; Datnow & Hubbard, 2015). There is also room within the data collection process and development of the target, to outline how the needs of pupils who require enhanced provision and pupils from adverse circumstances will be met, to achieve the target (Sinay, et al., 2016). 

There is a tension between setting targets for accountability purposes and targets that focus on improving pupil learning. However, a balance appears to have been struck between the national priority to raise standards of numeracy and to improve provision and teaching to benefit learners. The extent to which stakeholders have been involved in the development of this action point, in particular, was unclear based on the evidence collected for this report. Research suggests that input from stakeholders is necessary to build an attitude towards improvement that celebrates good-practice as well as accounting for pupil achievement and test scores (Park, et al., 2013). 

In conclusion, School X’s strategic development planning process has some strong features and some areas for improvement within the process itself. The SIPs targets are informed by self-evaluation, data and an overall vision of achieving excellent standards. The effectiveness of strategic planning relies on a complex set of variables, which is also true of teaching and learning generally. In my future teaching practice, I will avail myself of every CPD opportunity to enhance my data analysis skills in the context of strategic development planning. As a Mathematician, I feel that this could be an area of strength and very beneficial to my teaching practice (Schildkamp, 2019).
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Objective 7: Improve NNT quartile position

#
Eidence T evauaton: esson bservations;book eliny mites; Ovtcomes 4ot vyt
Targetfor improvement (Where | Actons/Tass/Suategies How wil | Led | Resourc | Wiletones iow willw know e v been succesfal?
dowe want o go?) we make it happert) by | e | & TTENDED OUTCOMES (What FrogressRevew T Progress
Cost )| Monkorog | ', ok ke when we gt Review2
JTES theret)
Standards above thatof the LA | 1. Establh appropriate courses Stff | Ongoing | 1. Raising Standarcsat ks3
and Wales in Mathematics Time 2. Improvementin NNT
Supply resuhts

2. Run Numeracy intervention
groups for targeted puplls in
Vears8and 9

3. More ffective cross-
phase working

3. Continued provision for
numerical reasoning within
Maths

4. Continued provision for
numerical reasoning across
the school

5. Puplls provided with
appropriate learner
outcomes and numeracy
toolkitprior o NNT tests.

6. Fullyimplement Hegarty
Maths across all Year groups

7. Introduction of PIXL
strategies to al pupils

o Useofnucsacasa
constent spprosto
el ressonng s | I
umenea!





