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	Target
	What I have done in this assignment...

	[bookmark: cysill]Targed/Target 1
	Synthesise your own supported arguments based on literature.
	I have aimed to advise and support my arguments with literature to make the point more credible.



How a school develops one aspect of its SDP: a report that critically reflects on the actions, impact and evidence base.

Introduction
In this report, I will be examining and discussing the school development plan process within a school context. This will lead onto an examination of a particular aspect of the plan which will be on the topic of additional learning needs (ALN). I have chosen this topic because it is an area of personal interest and there will be changes occurring within this area in due course that I believe make ALN a relevant and important topic to research. The aforementioned changes will be discussed later on in this report. 

In this report, I will not disclose the name of the school to abide by BERA Guidelines (2018). The school is an English-medium comprehensive school for pupils of ages 11-16 situated in South Wales. The percentage of pupils eligible for free school meals is approximately 29% and approximately 34% are statemented as having special education needs. Additionally, approximately 15% of pupils have English as an additional language (Estyn, 2020).

Literature Review
A school development plan (SDP) is a strategic plan composed of the goal of school improvement advised by external and internal evaluation (Agi, 2017; Hanover Research, 2014; Welsh Government, 2014). It also outlines the resources needed, both human and material, for the action points to be implemented. It is paramount that the SDP contains clear timescales, actions and responsibilities for each action point to ensure accountability and to monitor progress. Wales has a requirement that schools address the national priorities of literacy, numeracy and poverty, as well as any other priorities which have been identified prior in a three year cycle (Welsh Government, 2014).
Firstly, when developing a SDP, the school development planning cycle must be considered. The Welsh Government (2014) advises a four-stage cycle composing of: self-evaluation; strategic planning; making improvements; and reviewing impact. Before this cycle begins, the school’s vision is considered so that it can be implemented throughout each stage of the cycle. This is important because the cycle sets out to practically achieve the school’s vision through each stage. However, Hanover Research (2014) offers a slightly different cycle composing of: setting the direction; revising the plan; monitoring the plan; evaluating success; and analysing the data. In this cycle, setting the direction is the equivalent of considering what the school’s vision is within the Welsh Government (2014). Although the two cycles appear different on the surface, the underlying principles remain the same because they seek to accomplish the same goals. This is an important agreement in literature because it shows the relevance of developing a SDP due to these sources being published independently of each other. It further solidifies that the Welsh Government has incorporated a well-informed structure to advise schools.

Secondly, key elements of the four stages of the cycle set out by Welsh Government (2014) will be inspected, beginning with self-evaluation. School self-evaluation (SSE) is a strategy used alongside external observations, with the aim of informing strategies for self-improvement (Cinkir and Kurum, 2019; Chen et al. 2019; De Maeyer, Faddar and Vanhoof, 2018). This can be a powerful tool if used correctly because the teachers and stakeholders involved in the school can provide feedback on key issues to provide insights because they are so heavily involved. However, this is based on staff being honest with their opinions, and display no bias when answering questions and giving opinions. Bias reduces the credibility, and benefits, of the whole approach, which has been noted by De Maeyer, Faddor and Vanhoof (2018), where they use the term ‘socially desirable responding’. This occurs when those involved in research present ‘overly favourable self-descriptions’ which can skew data and wrongly inform the SSE. This approach requires the desire by staff, and the school, to want to improve. If those involved have no desire for improvement, it is rendered almost obsolete (De Maeyer, Faddor and Vanhoof, 2018). However, if all stakeholders are involved and led by the headteacher, and have all the necessary resources, such as training and time, then a successful SSE can be established (Chen et al. 2019). Etkins and Grimes (2009) state that schools perform at their best when all stakeholders are involved in the SSE process, which agrees with what De Maeyer, Faddor and Vanhoof (2018) have said. Consequently, this displays a concurrent census on stakeholder involvement’s importance on the SSE.

Thirdly, data plays an important role in the SDP process because it can be used to fuel decisions made by stakeholders. It has been suggested by research that valid data can aid school development, increase learning and can support teachers’ professional development (Qvortrup, 2019; Schildkamp, 2019). Data can provide a strong method of minimising human error when attempting to implement a new strategy. Failure to consult data can result in unnecessary resources being used and spent to combat a problem, when the real issue lies elsewhere (Qvortrup, 2019). Data can highlight the problem far more effectively and be interpreted to advise what plans need to be implemented for improvement. To strengthen the argument for the importance of data, Cheng (2013) states that ‘the reasons for the failure of strategic planning are a lack of reliable data and information’. This shows that data not only minimises errors, but is a key factor in advising the strategic planning of the SDP. Cheng (2013) further elaborates and mentions that schools can improve their strategic planning process by using knowledge they possess, as well as data and information, to support staff and stakeholders’ continuous professional development. Brighouse and Woods (1999) note that governors are important in SDP development because they can provide a strategic view for the direction of the school. As they are not present in the school on a daily basis, it enables them to provide a less biased view of the ongoing development of the school because this creates an objective standpoint purely based on the presented evidence. This gives them the ability to be more critical of the results that they see because they have less personal involvement in the physical implementation of the action points. However, like any other stakeholder, individuals are susceptible to inherent bias, so it is still important for governors to discuss their opinions with the headteacher and other senior members of staff to obtain a viewpoint which encompasses all areas. Governors are vital in measuring the impact of the SDP (Welsh Government, 2014). The SDP should be annually reviewed and updated, at the minimum, and the governing body should monitor and review each aspect of the SDP at this stage (Welsh Government, 2014). This is to inspect the progress of each area of the SDP so that the next year’s SDP is well-informed with complete information. There is a responsibility on key staff to be involved in the review process so that it is as accurate as possible.

Finally, in addition to the priorities outlined by the Welsh Government (2014), it is necessary to consider outlining plans for the area of ALN. The importance of this has led to the passing of the Additional Learning Needs and Education Tribunal Bill (ALNET Bill) in 2017 and the Welsh Government (2018a) has outlined the steps that schools needs to take into account when undergoing their planning. This includes the introduction of the individual development plan (IDP), which replaces any previous plan a learner with additional learning needs may possess. It also places greater emphasis on pupil and parental involvement in advising IDPs. It now covers learners up until they reach the age of 25. Furthermore, the Welsh Government (2018b) has released a document outlining support for schools, which aims to make it easier for schools to implement the Bill. This document is important because it shows that the Welsh Government (2018b) followed processes similar to a SDP because it was advised by stakeholder views. This agrees with Brighouse and Woods (1999), and Welsh Government (2014) which gives it even further credibility.


Developing an Action Point
Similar to the aforementioned section, I will consider the four points outlined by the Welsh Government (2014). With the implementation of the ALNET Bill (Welsh Government, 2018a) coming into fruition soon, there has been a demand for schools to prepare a plan to enable this process. Taking this into consideration, I will now discuss how the school has prepared for and included this in their SDP.

Prior to beginning any implementation, it was important for the school to evaluate themselves to highlight areas which need to improve or remain the same. As this is a specialised area, the staff involved within the additional learning needs department discussed what needed to be done and the final actions implemented were created by the ALN co-ordinator (ALNCo). This process showed that stakeholders were taken into account when developing the points as outlined by Chen et al (2019), Etkins and Grimes (2009), and De Maeyer, Faddar and Vanhoof (2018). The SDP stated that all primary schools in the cluster should use a consistent approach in the development of IDPs so all pupils will have the same data available upon transition from key stage two to key stage three. This is an important on a practical standpoint because having different pupils at different stages of the plan induces further workload on the staff, thus limiting their ability to work on implementing other areas. The school was guided by their self-evaluation in this area because they had been using this practice in a previous iteration of the SDP, so maintained good practice. The SDP has a timescale for the implementation of this process that can be used to place accountability on those involved in this process, to ensure that the plan has been addressed. This aligns with guidance from Welsh Government (2014). 

Expanding on involving stakeholders, the school wants to work on its pupil and parental participation as per guidelines by the Welsh Government (2018a). Pupil and parental participation are used in constructing IDPs and the annual review process, where all key stakeholders in a pupil’s education attend a meeting to discuss the current plan and advise any updates or changes to it. It is an integral part of the IDP process and the ALNET Bill because IDPs are unique and personal to individuals, so it is important that the learner and stakeholders, such as parents, are involved in the process and their views are taken into account. Similar to the prior paragraph, the school is following the advice of Chen et al (2019), Etkins and Grimes (2009), and De Maeyer, Faddar and Vanhoof (2018). In the composition of IDPs, other stakeholders are involved, such as class teachers. It is important for teachers to be involved because they can provide insight into the pupil’s behaviour to form a complete picture of the pupil and to give the most well-rounded overview possible for IDPs. This involvement includes providing data which the ALNCo can inspect to advise the IDP further. If the pupil has an exclusive teaching assistant, they would be involved instead. Both the teachers and the teaching assistants are required to provide data on all pupils with ALN to further advise this process. The compilation of all these aspects aligns with Qvortrup (2019) and Schildkamp (2019) on data utilisation in the SDP because the school is using data from stakeholders to advise the student’s learning. Additionally, it aligns with what Cheng (2013) mentions about the minimisation of error because the school is utilising a comprehensive level of data, which decreases the likelihood of error. This demonstrates how the school has shown careful consideration when developing and devising this action point because they have relied on data and stakeholders to fully inform their decision making.

Finally, this action point’s impact is measured by inspection of all IDPs. They are scrutinised to ensure that there is no incomplete information and to ensure that they are all up to the correct standards ahead of the ALNET Bill. This process is done on a termly basis to ensure that the school is on track to meet its deadline. The ALNCo plays a key part in this because once all IDPs are inspected and made up to standard, they are required to present a report to the senior leadership team and governors so that this progress can be monitored, and its impact evaluated. 


Reflection and Evaluation
Upon inspection of how the school has implemented this particular aspect of the SDP, I rate the school highly, but there are some areas which I believe the school could improve on. I will begin by highlighting what the school has done and then move on to my suggested improvements.

I believe that the school’s strategic planning was excellent. The school fully incorporated stakeholders into developing their strategic planning, which was advised by Chen et al (2019), Etkins and Grimes (2009), and De Maeyer, Faddar and Vanhoof (2018), in addition to being led by the ALNCo in their field of expertise. The school showed strong leadership skills at all levels in developing this point because key stakeholders were involved at all levels, which demonstrates a unified approach. The only point which I could suggest any possible improvement on is in providing more specific timescales rather than using the term ‘termly’. I believe that by providing a more concrete deadline, the school would benefit because it would allow key stakeholders to monitor progress more closely which is also suggested by Welsh Government (2014). Additionally, I believe that the school self-evaluation was very strong because the school had clearly evaluated what had worked in previous years and used this to advise their future practice. The staff in the school showed clear desire for improvement, which eliminated the problem presented by De Maeyer, Faddar and Vanhoof (2018) when staff do not have a desire to engage. However, I cannot make a judgement on the bias of staff in the construction process of the SDP because I was not involved. I can say that the ALN staff were very critical of all processes which eased any possible concern.

Secondly, I believe that the data analysis performed by the school was exemplary. All decisions were informed by data which had been collected in extensive capacity and advised all decisions made. This was a perfect example of what Qvortrup (2019) and Schildkamp (2019) advised and I have no suggestions for improvement.

Stakeholder involvement was generally very good. Key stakeholders such as pupils and parents were well informed of all information regarding IDP involvement, which is suggested by Welsh Government (2018a), and was an area which I was incredibly impressed with. However, I feel there was a lack of communication towards teachers because when I spoke with class teachers, they were not well-informed on the process. I believe that by informing teachers of what exactly was required of them when it came to supplying data for an IDP that it would run more smoothly and benefit all stakeholders involved in the pupil’s education.

Finally, I believe that the methods of measuring the impact of the implementations was strong. All IDPs were evaluated termly, which ensured that the school was on track to convert all pupils onto the new IDP system prior to the deadline set by Welsh Government (2018a). They were scrutinised by the ALNCo, who is the expert in this area, in order to ensure that they were at the correct standard. My only suggested improvement is that a second stakeholder is involved in this evaluation process so that the chance of a biased opinion is eliminated.

Conclusion
In conclusion, this report has enhanced my knowledge and understanding of the SDP process. It has enabled me to research the area extensively and provided me with insights into the planning within the school to produce it. Furthermore, it has expanded my awareness of the requirements within schools in preparation for the ALNET Bill. This report has shown me the nuances of what makes a successful SDP and how to advise improvements. I will utilise this to inform my future practice because I have the aspiration of becoming a head of department, where I will be more heavily involved in the SDP process. I believe that having an understanding of this is vital to becoming a successful teacher because it allows you to be critical of the decisions made concerning school improvement. Possessing this knowledge prepares you to help advise the process regardless of your position in the school.
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