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School X’s English Departmental Improvement Plan (DIP): A critical account of progress within the new literacy initiatives.

[bookmark: _GoBack]This paper addresses strategic planning for improved literacy within School X and its English Department. Literacy is defined as a collection of transferable skills, incorporating oracy, writing and reading that are embedded internally and used in various contexts (UNESCO, 2005:149). Consequently, this is an essential skill due to its continuous daily use, forming learning foundations throughout childhood and into adulthood in diverse situations, modes and mediums (Donaldson, 2015:18). Crucially, schools must build secure, accurate literacy as an entrenched key skill, in line with the Literacy and Numeracy Framework (LNF). While literacy is fundamental, this paper shows that educational intervention is required to increase national and local authority literacy levels, so that progress can be continued into adulthood (Welsh Government, 2010, Donaldson, 2015:28). Additionally, School X’s current Estyn report shows ‘Excellent’ across the criteria except for ‘Learning Experiences’ and ‘Teaching’ which includes providing for skills (Appendix 1.0). Consequently, the English Departmental Improvement Plan (DIP) has clearly marked literacy as a core strategic intent (Appendix 2.0).
The DIP, published September 2018, responds to the recent School Improvement Plan (SIP). The DIP initially overviews the Estyn report outcomes (Appendix 1.0) along with the SIP’s vision and improvement priorities. This results in the detailed creation and consideration of three core strategic intents with corresponding subthemes in Standards, Teaching/Learning Experiences, and Leadership and Management. As this paper specifically explores literacy, the main section of focus is Standards Theme 1.3: Standards and progress in skills, to raise standards in literacy skills (Appendix 2.0).
	Theme 1.3 is crucial, highlighting the department’s understanding of embedded literacy and recognition of improvement areas. This section is well planned and considered, exploring detailed intended strategies, focused and time-bound on achievement. The theme stresses staff who have lead responsibility in attaining these intents such as the Literacy and the Key Stage 3 (KS3) co-ordinators. Like the LNF (Welsh Government, 2013:16) and Donaldson (2015:40), the DIP emphasises that beyond lead staff, the whole department have accountability in achieving the literacy intents. This calls to attention that literacy should not be the remit of individuals, but teachers working in collaboration to implement progressive literary skills (Welsh Government, 2013:16). Ensuring that the department is fully engaged with awareness of this strategic intent, meaningful CPD implications are considered such as departmental time to share, evaluate and develop valuable strategies collectively. Moving forward, the DIP deliberates effective resources to fulfil the aims and intents. It then recognises a clear success criteria such as improved pupil progress, including how they will monitor and evidence progression through tracking reports and end-of-year examination outcomes. 
Overall, this strategic intent and the DIP more generally is well considered and structured efficiently to ensure all pupils experience literary progression throughout education. However, it should be noted that the document is officially the ‘Draft Departmental Improvement Plan’. The department allow flexibility to adapt and evaluate sections of the DIP as required, should the plan not satisfy areas highlighted as the pupils’ needs progress. Accordingly, this positively recognises the department’s liberal, open approach to continuous critical consideration rather than a fixed, regimented document. 
The DIP is formulated from a top-down method, influenced by the SIP created by the newly appointed Headteacher. Likewise, the strategic planning of the SIP was not created heedlessly, but with diligent consideration of various influential sources. The DIP has evident connections to the SIP. Both have been informed by national and local priorities, considering improved literacy skills and the provision of the Literacy and Numeracy Framework (assessment and reporting) (Welsh Government, 2013) to be of great importance. Furthermore, the SIP’s emphasis on literacy was also created with the Estyn inspection report as a prominent source of reference during strategic planning. The DIP’s literary focus, Strategic Intent 1.3 (Appendix 2.0), has been elected for improvement based upon the SIP’s 2018 Self-Evaluation findings which states a need to improve writing literacy skills across KS3, 4 and 5. Additionally, it calls for literacy development in boys’ outcomes across all subjects at KS4. Therefore, while this emphasises the importance of addressing literacy, it furthermore highlights layered complexities that literacy incorporates three key areas (oracy, reading and writing), together with gendered differentiation. Positively, the DIP can be commended for recognising this within the SIP and thus utilising it to develop its own Strategic Intent 1.2 (Appendix 2.1) which aims to close the gap on KS4 gender performance in writing. 
Other areas of the SIP and its Self-Evaluation that have been documented and embedded into the DIP are ensuring meaningful literacy provision by means of resources and intervention schemes. The DIP advocates this and thus entrenches key intended resources in Strategic Intent 1.3 (Appendix 2.0) such as standardised rubric developments with agreed ‘non-negotiables’ that can be used as cross-curriculum tracking references.
Again, the SIP introduces itself as a ‘Draft’ document, stating it will provide a flexible framework of strategic intents that may change as they evaluate and review provision. Therefore, this reflects the school’s progressive vision reflected throughout the school departments, especially within English. Therefore, this evidences that the English Department fully respects and parallels the school’s visions for literacy and hence carefully considers the SIP throughout their strategic planning and development of the DIP.
	There are current and fast-moving changes within Welsh educational policy, such as the upcoming implementation of the Donaldson Report (2015) with increasing emphasis on literacy within English’s Area of Learning and Experience (Donaldson, 2015:39-40). Thus, both the school’s and department’s improvement plans encompass vast intended outcomes, reflective of the school’s, local authority’s and nation’s values and beliefs. Through competitive economic market theories influencing public sector management strategies (Logan and Sachs, 2005:34), schools and departments are facing increasing pressure to meet expected targets to achieve successful transformation (Rutherford, 2009:9) above other schools. But this cannot be done so fleetingly without thorough diligence (Rutherford, 2009:1). To meet improved outcomes and observe progressive change within the school’s and department’s standards, approaches must be meticulously prepared with available and appropriate resources and opportunities (Rutherford, 2009:9). Intrinsically, this emphasises the vital role of strategic planning in literary enhancement. Strategic planning has been defined in multiple ways, but the definition is grounded on principles of standardised and focused attention, carefully considering other schools’ conclusions, external and environmental factors and the availability of resources to achieve successful results and improvement (Rutherford, 2009; Chance & Williams, 2009:38-39). 
	School X clearly show strategic planning and prior collection of knowledge before formally drafting their SIP and DIP. One key example is the use of the self-evaluation rubric addressed in the SIP. Self-evaluation prior to creating the SIP allows the school to be accountable and self-aware, whereby uncovering areas of strength and improvement increases knowledge of action points in developing a purposeful strategic plan (Chance & Williams, 2009:45). This distinctly follows the importance of process and prior preparedness in strategic planning. The school’s strategic planning team are aware of their role and the mandates put forward by the Welsh Government education policies, and thus use the self-evaluation to assess internal/external opportunities as well as identifying strategic issues that can be addressed when the plan is developed (Bryson, 1988:74-76). Despite the long-standing date of this research, following this process for strategic planning is beneficial for School X as it demonstrates capacity of ‘learning to plan’ so that they may ‘plan to learn’ (Rutherford, 2009:9). 
Progressing into further stages of strategy development (Bryson, 1988:77) the school’s Literacy Co-ordinator actively involves themselves within pioneer schools. This allows School X and the departments to view other schools’ resources and their impact on improved literary accuracy. From observations, School X consider their internal/external opportunities and decide if it would be beneficial to utilise such strategies. Consideration of the school’s capacity and opportunities is crucial during strategic planning (Rutherford, 2009:8). What may be successful in one school will not be generalisable to all schools due to factors such as administration budget and catchment rates of FSM. One additional factor which will be further explored as a possible area of improvement at School X is the commitment to change and teacher reluctancy in policy review and implementation in areas such as literacy across the curriculum. Hesitancy to commit to change processes can consequently hinder the progression and effective completion of strategic plan outcomes (Rutherford, 2009:8-9).
Nonetheless, the SIP and DIP are prepared tactically with prior attentiveness and publicised in an accessible medium for all staff. The plans are presented with easily comprehendible language and structure, explaining the school’s current relation to educational policy, intended end-goals, and by what means they expect to achieve these goals. Clearly defining end-goals and intended outcomes are key to efficient strategic planning, maintaining purpose-orientation and reasons for change (Bryson, 2018:44) which may perhaps encourage teacher commitment. To demonstrate thorough planning and consideration of future outcomes, teachers must also be aware of clear success criterion which will highlight at what point the end-goal been achieved (Bryson, 2018:271). Clearly marked actions, resources and success criterion can be seen throughout the school’s SIP and DIP which should therefore benefit the future visual progression of the developed literacy strategies.
As previously defined, literacy is multifaceted, incorporating accurate knowledge and implementation of reading, writing and oral skills utilised in multiple contexts and genres (Welsh Government, 2013:16). Such skills are required throughout a learner’s life, with Welsh Government emphasising its importance in progression into future employability (Welsh Government, 2013:2). By directly connecting literacy to future workforces and ‘enterprising, creative contributors’ (Donaldson, 2015:31) of society, literacy is given clear, essential purpose beyond the classroom environment and resonates with past research which calls for English teachers to be responsible for preparing students for ‘adult needs’ (Cox, 1989).
[bookmark: _Hlk534631114]It is therefore concerning when levels of literacy are in decline. Causes of low literacy are complex, considering multiple negative influences such as internal classroom teaching and dynamics, as well as external factors of a lack of family intervention and changing contemporary society (Whiteman, 2013:14). In support, further research agrees that family involvement in literacy has proven to increase and maintain literary skills (Cummings et al., 2012:27-28) therefore suggesting that lack of literary opportunity in the family can impact low literacy levels. Much research additionally attributes low literacy to family’s economic deprivation (Estyn, 2014:5; Wales Centre for Equity in Education, 2014:21). However, the SIP and DIP do not currently assess this aspect in detail and would therefore be presumptuous to delve into familial economic deprivation and FSM in relation to School X at this time. An ever-increasing reliance on a technological society has also been argued to lower literacy attainment in reading comprehension and writing (Bus et al., 2015; Cingel et al., 2012). However, so long as teachers remain digitally competent as Donaldson (2015) suggests, teachers can effectively and appropriately utilise contemporary equipment and culture in the classroom to aid literacy levels through presenting, researching or creating text through technology (Kervin et al., 2013:141-143; Xu and Chen, 2016). 
	If such causes persist, low levels of literacy skills can be problematic for students during and post education. For instance, a lack of literacy skills restricts students’ access to an elaborated code, the ability to convey yourself in a detailed and constructed manner (Bernstein, 1964), which is argued a necessity to achieve success within education such as reading/writing coherently and critically in exams (Pirttimaa et al., 2015:14). Moreover, literacy levels appear to correlate to levels of employment (Welsh Government, 2010) therefore demonstrating that low levels of literacy can hinder one’s ability to access the workforce (Windisch, 2015:25) such as completing interviews or job applications.
	It is for such reasons that the Welsh Government have created the National Literacy and Numeracy Programme (NLNP) concerned with addressing the low levels of literacy amongst students (Welsh Government, 2017a:12), which can also be reflective of the Welsh adult workforce despite the improvement from 2004 (Welsh Government, 2010). Measures involved include the LNF and the Donaldson Report which aim to improve lower literacy results within Welsh secondary schools, the lowest in the UK (Topping, 2017; OECD, 2015). Contradictorily, it must be recognised that Topping’s (2017) findings were not fully generalisable to Wales due to its reduced sample size compared to other nations. 
	Nevertheless, it has been found previously that differentiation such as gender and sociocultural factors play a strong role in literacy attainment and achievement (Linnakyla, Malin & Taube, 2004). However, the DIP and SIP omit sociocultural factors such as FSM, giving emphasis to gender and the school’s current levels of boys’ literary underachievement. Hence, this section will focus upon the differentiation of gender as a core strategic intent of the DIP (Appendix 2.1). Recent results show that boys’ attainment in literacy falls behind that of girls’ (Welsh Government, 2017a:87&94). This is not just a national, but a global concern, with PISA demonstrating similar outcomes (OECD, 2015). Possible explanations include hegemonic masculinity and that boys are socialised to accept girls are more “suited” to creative literacy due to stereotypical gendered attributes (Watson, Kehler & Martino, 2010:357; Wilhelm & Smith, 2012). Other reasons include that the current curriculum of reading material does not connect to the boys’ interests and aspirations, reducing motivation to learn literacy due to a lack of purpose and meaning (Yeung & Curwood, 2015:22). In evaluation, although this research is not in Britain, literacy in boys is a global concern and thus countries such as Australia are employing similar literacy and numeracy programmes that the United Kingdom and Wales can reference. Therefore, as an additional layer of literacy, it is vital to explore differentiation to observe an increase in school’s levels of literary attainment. 
The Welsh Government hope that the LNF (2013) and Donaldson Report (2015) will be an appropriate reaction to addressing literacy. The LNF (Welsh Government, 2013:16-19), reinforced by Donaldson (2015:40) explains that subjects should present opportunities to access all three strands of literacy in multiple ways such as discussion (oracy), response and analysis (reading), and meaning, purpose and readers (writing). While implementing this policy into ‘Languages, Communication and Literacy’ (Donaldson, 2015:48) classrooms may be more straightforward; content focused areas such as ‘Mathematics and Numeracy’ (2015:49) can find this more challenging and therefore require close support and guidance from the Literacy co-ordinator (Friedland, McMillen & Hill, 2011:58). Without support, teachers can become disengaged from policy and believe they are incapable of incorporating literacy skills into their subject (Adams & Pegg, 2012:152).
Both the LNF and the Donaldson Report highlight that all subjects and teachers are responsible for giving prominence to literary accuracy (Welsh Government, 2013:16; Donaldson, 2015:40). Positively, this progresses away from the assumption that the English Department, whose subject focus is understanding and evaluation of the English language across various genres, have sole accountability in guiding and instilling accurate literary comprehension and implementation. Yet, it could be argued that the recent ‘Areas of Learning’ established by the Donaldson Report (2015:43-51) which categorises literacy mainly within the ‘Languages, Communication and Literacy’ area therefore compartmentalizes and thus contradicts the collaborative approach. 
Nevertheless, teaching literacy therefore can be approached through a variety of curriculum classrooms in various activities. Some lessons can be explicit in addressing literary skills as its sole learning objective. As such, lessons may involve principles such as review, error correction and questioning for practice which activates our cognitive thought process to access learning (Rosenshine, 2012). Such approaches, guided by scaffolding and support are highly behaviourist in nature, forming learnt responses from given stimulus (Pritchard, 2009:6). For instance, classical conditioning and repeated practise could teach a student, almost as an effortless reaction, that a capital letter (response) appears after a full stop (stimulus) (Pritchard, 2009:6). Furthermore, by consistently reviewing and error correcting inaccurate literacy, this acts as operant conditioning in that accurate literary use will result in positive reinforcement and praise, whereas inaccuracy results in negative marks to demonstrate adverse literary behaviour to be opposed (Pritchard, 2009:7). Utilising behaviourist learning for literacy has shown positive results in the past for increased progression (Pritchard, 2009:12-13) and is therefore considered a viable tool. 
	Alternatively, it can be argued that literacy, and what defines accurate literacy occurs socially by means of our interactions with others and therefore literacy should be taught from a social constructivist approach (Oldfather & Dahl, 1994:141). In practise, students should be fully immersed in language, encouraged to discuss and debate spontaneously regarding opinions of a novel for example (Oldfather & Dahl, 1994:145) which would enhance a students’ skills in collaboration alongside comprehension (Donaldson, 2015:40). Though dated, other works similarly recognise approaches where students create engaging literary accurate text seen in society such as newspaper articles or advertising posters to demonstrate learning (Pritchard, 2009:30-31). These activities are practical and highly motivational in developing literary accuracy (Oldfather & Dahl, 1994) and yet are more implicit in their teaching of literacy as they are embedded within active learning tasks.
Specifically, regarding School X’s literacy, it is key to note that School X’s most recent Estyn inspection reported the school as Excellent (Estyn, 2016). Therefore, while this paper addresses reasons and suggestions to improve, current progress of the school is highly praised. Nonetheless, the school must strive to achieve excellence in all aspects of school life. Thus, literacy is the core focus of this evaluation’s area of improvement because this topic is categorised within ‘Learning Experiences’ and ‘Teaching’, both of which were categorised as ‘Good’ rather than ‘Excellent’ in the Estyn inspection report data (Appendix 1).  Provision for progressive literary outcomes are high within the school, with well positioned intervention programmes for those not achieving their targets in literacy (Estyn, 2016:6).
	However, while the out-of-class provisions are available for all teachers to utilise, the key reason why literacy does not meet the ‘Excellent’ standard is that “many” but not all teachers are providing in-classroom opportunities to develop their literacy skills (Estyn, 2016:7). Resultantly, this demonstrates that teacher resistance to embed literacy more firmly within the classroom is a current area for improvement. Alongside Estyn, the departmental self-evaluation review recognises that literacy attainment targets, specifically in writing and oracy have slowed and declined. Hence, while they are still in line with competing external outcomes, written and oral literacy must be addressed and improved before results fall beyond current Local Authority (LA) and National outcomes, affecting the school’s ‘Excellence’ as a result.
The DIP and SIP have planned appropriately to the evidence presented within reviews and reports, with visible implemented responses at a classroom level. For instance, to address Standard 1.3 in establishing common KS3 literacy behaviours, the English department have introduced eight initial lessons throughout KS3. These classes specifically focus on spelling, punctuation and grammar (SPAG) performance in writing, with literary accurate presentation of appropriate sentence structure. Commendably, this strategy was created through effective staff development time, a recognised resource in the strategic intent, which allows for the teachers to implement consistent lesson approaches in addressing targeted needs of improvement (Hodges, 1995:4). KS3 have responded positively to the new eight lesson literary focus. Additionally, the English department praise the implementation of this strategy as verbally, teachers report that they can visualise literary progression and accuracy within their students’ work. This is quantitatively reflected within improvements of KS3 levels and recent tracking data of classwork as well as formal written assessments.
	In order to provide consistency, aid progression and retain literary accuracy to memory beyond the initial lessons, the department can be praised for their employment of multiple standardised scaffolds shared to other departments. For example, the Literacy Co-ordinator has developed a list of “non-negotiables”, four literary techniques that should always be addressed such as full stops. These “non-negotiables” have then been presented on a classroom table placemat which all students can see throughout the lesson (Appendix 3.0). Further physical scaffolds include the use of writing structure mats to demonstrate appropriate formality and paragraph construction (Appendix 4.0). All work is then reflected upon through reinforced rubric mats which highlight literary expectations to reach target assessment levels (Appendix 5.0). Easily accessible mats are effective in supporting students’ confidence in independently progressing language and literary skills (Woodcock, 2005:13). Additionally, establishing common literacy skills across the school emphasises content literacy (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2012) and behaviourist teaching through reinforcement and repetition (Jordan, Carlile and Stack, 2008:24&26). Notable improvements in KS3 levels and recent term 1 tracking can reflect the productive use of placemats for scaffolding which allow students to achieve and practise more precise literary skills. 
[bookmark: _Hlk533769688]While this analysis concludes the scaffolds are effective and in line with the SIP and DIP, there is no clear time where it is deemed appropriate to remove the scaffolds. Resultantly, students are using these scaffolds in Key Stage 3 and 4 with no differentiation according to ability or progression. Thus, it can be argued that pupils may become over-reliant on scaffolds to form literary accurate written text or restricted in higher literary progression. This therefore could be problematic during individual, closed book examinations when scaffolds are removed. Furthermore, teacher feedback recognises that there is an over-reliance from teachers in other departments on providing the scaffolding, yet not utilising them appropriately. On occasion, the placemats are provided for students to copy. This does not allow in-depth learning, thus producing unreliable inaccuracies in student’s marked literacy skills. Similarly, rubric mats can form confusion through arbitrary differentiation of level terminology (Didau, 2014). Simply affording these mats to students is not enough to ensure literary learning. According to behaviourism, the information must be related to current and prior learning on multiple occasions to ensure literary knowledge is rehearsed, encoded and stored in a student’s long-term memory (Jordan, Carlile & Stack, 2008:45). An encoded scaffolding strategy means that students develop a longstanding knowledge of literacy that can be used throughout their life rather than a short-term result which only allows limited capacity for literary knowledge (Jordan, Carlile & Stack, 2008:45).
[bookmark: _Hlk534197344]	The largest departmental response to literacy is the complete re-design and application of the English Schemes of Work (SoWs). In line with the DIP, careful deliberation of literary opportunities has included additional reading, writing and oracy tasks, along with additional Directed Independent Reflection Time (DIRT) through peer or self-assessment. This is admirable, as with support from scaffolded reference to the rubric mats, students can self-reflect on their work, correcting any inaccuracies they encounter before setting personal goals for literacy growth and performance. Allowing reflection and self-selected goals has shown to increase motivation and academic outcome (Travers, Morisano & Locke, 2015). Classroom observations support this, therefore the DIPs approach could successfully promote literary progress at a classroom level. With only one term to critically assess, it could be argued too presumptive to comment on the progress of the newly developed SoWs. However, it appears through classroom observations, student/teacher feedback, and collected data that students are engaging positively. Classes are using and practising multiple aspects of literary skills through reading, writing, speaking and listening in a variety of mediums. Through student DIRT time and self-assessment, students across key stages are recognising their literary strengths and areas for improvement, thus demonstrating individual goal-setting in addition to a participated interest in academic progress and achievement (Travers, Morisano & Locke, 2015). The recent response to mock KS4 outcomes validates how students have utilised DIRT time efficiently to produce literary accurate corrections and further goals for their upcoming GCSEs.
The DIP’s visible implementation of newly developed SoWs aimed to be ‘challenging and engaging’ to increase literacy skills (Appendix 2.0). This is proving successful, utilising motivational social-constructivist tasks (Oldfather & Dahl, 1994). For example, the curriculum involves a Year 9 SoW researching, discussing and debating views of contemporary war before writing a persuasive argument demonstrating opinions supported by conventional evidence as to whether war can ever be justified. This SoW invites opportunities to enhance literacy skills in meaningful, collaborative forms. It is student-centred, valuing views and opinions as well as self-selected evidence, and allows them to express themselves on a purposeful topic through oracy, reading and writing (Oldfather & Dahl, 1994:147). In addition, other SoWs incorporate tasks such as formal email writing regarding controversial topics such as vandalism. Not only does this effectively embed literacy into digital competency through technological text creation (Kervin et al., 2013:142) but develops formal literacy expression in different media required during employment (Donaldson, 2015:31&41; Welsh Government, 2013:2), thus fulfilling the purpose of ‘adult needs’ (Cox, 1989). Therefore, the DIP supports that a refreshed literacy curriculum, through SoWs and lesson plans, promotes motivated learners and teachers who will be more engaged with purposeful literary experiences and thus more determined to progress literary accuracy (Oldfather & Dahl, 1994:147; Welsh Government,2017a:7-9).
	Other considerations of the SoWs in the DIP but not yet implemented move beyond Strategic Intent 1.3. In Intent 1.2, the department have begun to design a SoW targeting a ‘boy only’ class which would target underperforming boys within KS4. It has been suggested within department time and the DIP (Appendix 1.2) that lessons would include mostly practical literacy tasks, which positively aim to challenge and engage boys in a hands-on, practical approach (James, 2015). It would also include opportunity for the boys to choose what book they read, which has shown to enhance students’ interest in reading literacy (James, 2015). This shows informed decision-making, adjusting literacy learning based upon research that claims genders favour particular classroom strategies and learning styles (Bannister, 2017). This connects directly to additional research which argues activating boy’s motivation by instilling popular culture and technology could result in more purposeful and successful literary attainment (Yeung & Curwood, 2015:26; Xu and Chen, 2016). Alternatively, the department can be argued misinformed by research, as former studies disregard neurological gendered differences in learning capacities and styles (Buckley, 2016) and thus encourage the movement away from single-sex classrooms which reinforce segregation (Eliot, 2013). Furthermore, tailoring a ‘boys’ curriculum reinforces and normalises an assumption of hegemonic masculinity (Watson, Kehler & Martino, 2010:359-360). Similarly, the suggestion of a ‘boys-only’ class, while would specifically address the learner needs, could prove unbeneficial and form stereotypical assumptions of gendered learning practices (Watson, Kehler & Martino, 2010:359). Therefore, this must be considered cautiously in future steps towards literary progression. Nonetheless, productive considerations of the ‘boys only’ curriculum have concluded this is still advantageous but is not currently equipped to be implemented without further research and therefore this analysis cannot remark on recent progress of boys’ literacy progression in comparison to girls.
	A final notable response in the English department is to consider a ‘Triple Literacy’ approach between English, Welsh and French (Appendix 2.2). The exploration of Triple Literacy would encourage multi-lingual collaboration of common themes and thus demonstrates the department’s progressive and contemporary approach to addressing literacy development. This strategy is encouraged by Estyn and valued by the Welsh Government to identify literary connections and development opportunities between languages (Welsh Government, 2011) such as similar word families and origins. Furthermore, research shows that identifying interrelated complexities reinforces a cross-curricula pedagogy rather than classes in isolation (Llewellyn-Williams & Laugharne, 2013;292), a collaborative movement that Donaldson (2015) believes will enhance students’ learning and comprehension of literary skills as a result. 
One key aspect to note is that the English department have recently reviewed the DIP and concluded that the implementation of ‘Triple Literacy’ is not beneficial to the students literary learning at this time. The Head of Department (HoD) noted that upon discussion and reflection with the Welsh and French departments, the current learning needs of their students differ too dramatically regarding current topics covered in lessons and focused areas of improvement. Therefore, notwithstanding Estyn and Welsh Government encouragement, to date, no strategies for ‘Triple Literacy’ are being designed or implemented. As such, the department can be criticised for disregarding Governmental recommendations to improve literacy. Yet more importantly, the department should be praised for utilising strategic planning appropriately through thorough negotiation of internal opportunities (Bryson, 1988; Rutherford, 2009) to come to this informed decision, rather than implementing an unprepared and unbeneficial strategy.
The English department have demonstrated successful strategic planning and progress throughout the strategic literacy intents. This is resultant of commitment and dedication from the department staff to connect with preceding research. The HoD for instance specifically recognised the current and upcoming work of Skinner (2019) to frame and shape literacy lessons specifically targeting SPAG in the first initial lessons of the academic year to ensure firm foundations of literary accuracy before exploring more critical topics. Additionally, the department’s positive literary progression can be, like Pritchard (2009:12-13) commends, due to their utilisation of behaviourism to further entrench recognised literacy skills to memory. Specifically, the HoD noted his use of Rosenshine’s (2012:13) research when dedicating DIRT time for the implementation of operant conditioning by means of consistent review and correction of errors in ‘non-negotiables’, scaffolded by the newly developed placemats. This resultantly has seen students develop their knowledge and application of more sound and automatic literary accuracy. 
Wide availability of DIRT time and placemats across all subjects, including content-area subjects, supports a whole-school standardised definition of literary accuracy and skills (Friedland, McMillen & Hill, 2011:64; Shanahan & Shanahan, 2012). Students use the same scaffolds between classes, thus supporting Donaldson’s (2015) aim of an interconnected education system striving to achieve corresponding aspirations. However, by the HoD re-evaluating and declining the use of ‘Triple Literacy’, this contradicts Donaldson’s (2015) Areas of Learning. It is suggested that ‘Languages, Communication and Literacy’ subjects interconnect simply, however, the department felt that the end-of-year outcomes and topics could not be joined effectively with Welsh and French. Hence, this brings forward the question, is categorising subjects into an ‘Area of Learning’ too optimistic when considering specific literacy learning?  
As mentioned above, it can be recommended to the English department that should they continue with strategic intent 1.2 (Appendix 2.1), they should do so vigilantly, with awareness of hegemonic assumptions. It could be more beneficial to present opportunities to engage with gender issues and social inequalities through a range of contemporary literary materials (Watson, Kehler & Martino, 2010:360). This would be highly engaging and purposeful to literacy while also addressing ‘Identity and Culture’ within Education for Sustainable Development and Global Citizenship (Welsh Government, 2017b). 
Another way to further enhance the literary skills amongst boys and the students more generally could be the implementation of social learning theory by means of increased vicarious reinforcement (Bandura and Walters, 1963) of literacy by teachers to increase self-belief and aspirations. Research shows that if teachers show significant attention to students’ perception of their literary competence, pupils become more motivated to reach academic literary achievement (Pajares, 2003). School X already aim to appoint Welsh Language Champions amongst their students to identify and praise Welsh language proficiency. Furthermore, the NLNP recognises modelling effective practice in teachers through LNF champions in schools (Welsh Government, 2017a:4). Therefore, it could be possible to utilise students to model effective literacy as pupil LNF Champions. This would encourage self-belief and motivate other students to aspire to LNF Champion status. Yet, while high aspirations from parents, teachers and pupils are important, contradictory research suggests aspirations do not impact levels of attainment (Cummings et al., 2012). Thus, this suggestion should be piloted before fully implemented. 
	Moving forward, teacher LNF Champions (Welsh Government, 2017a:4) is one possible solution to engage and encourage current teachers who are reluctant to initiate literacy within their subjects across the curriculum. By the Literacy co-ordinator assigning a Champion in each department, this shows a whole-school sense of togetherness to reach an agreed end-goal which is motivational. Furthermore, an LNF Champion would act as a role-model for other teachers who they can perhaps relate more closely as a teacher of the same department and attempt to equal with support and guidance. While the staff have access to resources such as the ‘non-negotiables’ placemat, most reluctance to engage with literacy strategies derive from unawareness of how to integrate resources into the classroom in a purposeful and smooth transition (Friedland, McMillen & Hill, 2011:58). Hence, the Literacy co-ordinator should, in collaboration with content-focused departments, develop examples of strategies and activities that can be used effectively in the classroom, based on findings from previous action research (Friedland, McMillen & Hill, 2011:64). This will increase teacher confidence while reducing reluctancy in delivering literacy in content-focused lessons across the curriculum. Additionally, at this stage the Literacy Co-ordinator could employ disciplinary literacy (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2012) to further aid content-area subjects in specific literacy skills. The Literacy Co-ordinator has verbally suggested aspects of disciplinary literacy such as aiding the Science department to teach ‘writing to instruct’ during scientific experiments, however no intents have been placed within the DIP or SIP currently therefore this could be explored further in the future.
	To conclude, School X is high achieving across all aspects of learning. To date, the observably implemented SIP and DIP strategies have proven successful, demonstrating improvement in literary accuracy across the school. The school and the English department recognise their literary weaknesses and thus utilise their strengths to meticulously plan and implement strategic intents which are currently showing progress. With reviews, recommendations and evaluation, School X will continue to demonstrate literary improvement through strategies and outcomes which other schools may wish to implement.
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