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Successful Futures marks a radical departure from the curriculum of the last century and provides an opportunity to build a new curriculum for Wales which is fit for the 21st Century and beyond.
i. Literature review
During this literature review my intention is to research and reflect on a variety of approaches to curriculum development alongside the opportunities and challenges each one brings. I aim to develop a constructive and analytical view in order to support and drive curriculum development in my setting in line with Curriculum for Wales 2022 (CfW).  Since the release of the draft Curriculum for Wales in April 2019 there has been great debate about the most coherent way to design a curriculum for the future learners of Wales that “will best meet their present needs and equip them for their future lives” (Donaldson, Successful Futures 2015, P. 5).  Through a variety of national and international literature, I aim to develop a fuller understanding of what curriculum design could be and evaluate the different models and processes that national and international governments have employed during their reforms on curriculum design along with their challenges and opportunities.  Whilst there is a widening range of research and documentation on the topic of curriculum purpose and design, my aim is to focus on those that concentrate on Wales, Scotland, New Zealand, and general reflections on the principles of curriculum design.  The reason for focussing on Scotland and New Zealand is the similarity of reviews conducted on their old curriculum compared to that in Wales and there is much to learn from the paths that they followed and the decisions that they made.  Much of the literature I have engaged with has been fraught with debate over a knowledge-rich curriculum or that of a skills-based curriculum; however, there is also evidence of a developed understanding of the “relationship between knowledge and skills” (Donaldson, 2019) and that “skills are the ability to use knowledge” (Benney, 2019).  This suggests that one cannot exist without the other, that they go hand in hand and this is therefore an avenue for investigation throughout this review. 
What is a Curriculum?
Before embarking on how different countries have designed their curriculum, it is paramount to investigate the varying definitions of what a curriculum is.  There are many ideologies that are current in defining curriculum and all evoke a different purpose.  Therefore it is vital to understand these purposes in line with the vision of curriculum for the 21st century.  
Whilst over time there have been many discussions about what curriculum is, right back to the Haddow Report 1926, it seems that there is still a widening degree of thoughts with no mutual definition of what the word curriculum actually means.  However this section of the review will present the views of curriculum from the literature read.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]The meaning of curriculum can be described as “a framework of subjects to be taught over a defined period” (Donaldson, Successful Futures 2015, P. 5) which is “often framed in terms of the key skills, capacities or competences that will be developed in children and young people” (Donaldson, Successful Futures 2015, P. 5).  To some extent this is reiterated when curriculum is described by William as;
The educational experiences that are planned for learners in educational institutions.  The term appears to have been first used in Scottish universities in the early seventeenth century as a description of the collection of courses followed by students.  (William, 2013, p. 7).
Both of these ideas suggest that experiences should be planned for to provide a journey for the learners and this is reinforced by describing curriculum as “a means to an end, rather than an end in itself” (Tyler, 1949, p. 1).  This would suggest that curriculum should be seen as the vehicle on which learners will get to the end and not what the learners will look like as a ‘finished product’.  This journey ideology is echoed in the writing of Mark Priestly Curriculum: concepts and approaches where he defines curriculum as “a course of study......conveying the notion of going somewhere in a predefined direction” (Priestly, 2019).  This in itself can be seen as a challenge as learners are all starting from different points and have had different experiences suggesting that the current curriculum is no longer viable and their journeys will and should be quite different.  This is something to be considered carefully when looking at curriculum development and further research will need to be conducted as to the best way forward.
In support of this definition of curriculum Mary Myatt introduces the idea that every child is deserving of “a proper curriculum, grounded in the knowledge, concepts and overarching ideas of individual subjects” (Myatt, 2018, p. 11).  This again reiterates what Donaldson expressed, that curriculum cannot consist of just knowledge but that it should strive to make links between knowledge, skills and experiences for a more holistic approach.  Whilst reviewing what curriculum is and considering the views put forward so far it is important to understand that 
There are three important things to keep in mind about the curriculum.  The first is that it is both more complex and simpler than we have come to think.  The second is that its status and content now have a higher profile than in recent years.  And the third is that it is never going to be possible to do it all.(Myatt, 2018, p. 16).
This first point could be attributed to CfW 2022 (Curriculum for Wales 2022).  It could be argued that it is more complex as the curriculum will now be ever-changing in line with the vision of Successful Futures 2015.  No learner will have the same experiences year on year as their ‘needs to be ready for their life’ when they leave school will be ever-changing and this in itself displays its own challenges in the form of professional development, time and finances for schools.  In contradiction, it could be simpler as learners will get what they individually need meaning they will be following a progressive journey for them rather than falling into a ‘tick box’ of expectation.  Also, it could be said that it is simpler as at the heart of the CfW are the ‘Four Purposes’ and that should be the starting point for curriculum as;
The purposes of the curriculum in Wales should be that children and young people develop as:
· ambitious, capable learners, ready to learn throughout their lives
· enterprising, creative contributors, ready to play a full part in life and work
· ethical, informed citizens of Wales and the world
· healthy, confident individuals, ready to lead fulfilling lives as valued members of society
(Draft Curriculum for Wales, 2019)
Point two could not be truer at this current time.  With the publication of Successful Futures in 2015 and the draft CfW in April 2019, the spotlight is very much on Wales to get it right.  This does not imply that it is currently been done incorrectly, but to reinforce that it is the right thing to do for the future.  Focus has very much been on pioneer schools and a variety of stakeholders who have been involved in building the new CfW alongside Welsh Government.  This has now moved forward to the implementation of innovation schools with the aim of them trailing CfW in its full sense before it becomes statutory.  Involvement of schools at the development stage has been suggested to be crucially important as it ensures that there is a voice from teachers who will be delivering CfW and allows for reflection before implementation.  However, in our trust group we had discussions about the implications of a group of schools having taken on the role as pioneer schools and did this then portray them as ‘super schools’ who were further ahead than those that had not been pioneer schools and there was an element of ‘playing catch-up’.  Would this mean that they would have a deeper understanding and others would be devoid of professional development?  This raises the question and further need for research on how can those schools who are not pioneers/innovation schools be at the same level to ensure a consistent delivery of CfW.  
In more basic terms, curriculum could be described as “what the children need to learn” (Waters, 2013, p. 267).  Mick Waters also goes on to say;
The problem with the curriculum is that it can get too complicated.  Over time we have added too much to what children need to learn and therefore we have an uncertain agenda of what children should be learning in the twenty-first century. (Waters, 2013, p. 270).
With this in mind and thinking about the debate between knowledge and skills you would be mistaken to assume that this is not a political process as central to curriculum planning is the debate about value and many people challenge what they believe to be of value.  Priestly (2019) notes there is wide ranging discussion about what should be included but that it should be considered highly to have at the centre a thought and discussion over who the curriculum is for and who should choose its content.  Priestly (2019) goes on to say that there is a belief that there is more value in content that is evolved from what the child needs but in contrast that content should revolve around pockets of knowledge which would have more value for learners.
In conclusion, literature reveals that there are differing opinions on what should hold the most importance; however, the underpinning idea is that it is a balance of knowledge, skills and experiences that are planned to support the learning of children and young people.  
Curriculum design: what is the best approach?
The next step from what is curriculum is to the different types of curriculum and what is considered important when developing curriculum.  
Eisner (1985) notes that there is the explicit curriculum which derives of what you teach, the implicit curriculum which is hidden and the null curriculum which consists of what you don’t teach or decide to skim over and this last curriculum has a very political tone to it.  This identifies as an area of further research as it is important to develop a holistic curriculum that encompasses all the knowledge, skills and experiences that the children need.  We need to question and discuss further if CfW will provide this holistic curriculum.  
When thinking about planning a curriculum you should consider the suggestions that there are:
Three archetypal curriculum planning models and that each model is inextricably linked with both underlying purposes and conceptions of knowledge, as well as pedagogy.  Kelly’s (1999) models are:
Curriculum as content and education as transmission
Curriculum as product and education as instrumental
Curriculum as process and education as development (Priestly, 2019).
Priestly (2019) describes these three models as suggestions for where you could start planning a curriculum and it is dependent on what you want to achieve as to which one you would use as your starting point.  There is an understanding that just because you start with one it does not mean that you are ruling the others as unimportant but not at the forefront of where you are going.  In short these models provide you with the following:-
· content driven – forms of knowledge that are of value – what you want the learners to know.
· product driven – start planning with outcomes or objectives – what you want the learners to know or achieve.
· process driven – based on intrinsic principles or procedures that allow for flexibility.  What you want the learner to become, a learning process.  
Based on these models suggested by Kelly (1999) it would seem that CfW is modelled on the process driven curriculum and that this should be our starting point.  As suggested by Priestly (2019) it is important to maintain that this is not implying that content or product is not viable just that they are not primary to the starting point of the curriculum but a secondary element.  Further evidence to support the basis of CfW being a process curriculum is the fact that it focuses on what you want the learner to become and intrinsic principles and this links directly to the ‘Four Purposes’ which are at the heart of the CfW.  
Taba (1962) suggested a seven-step model for the development of a curriculum.  The steps included diagnosing needs, formulating specific objectives, selecting content, organising content, selecting learning experiences, organising learning experiences and evaluating.  This model included some priority things to consider such as ensuring that the learner was at the centre of any curriculum development, understanding that you have to have more than just knowledge to make up your curriculum and finally the inclusion of pedagogies and understanding.  When you look at the seven steps in more detail it could be argued that Welsh Government along with the pioneer schools have already completed the curriculum design steps one, two and indeed step seven with the production of their documents Draft Curriculum for Wales 2022 (April 2019) and Assessment proposals to inform the development of statutory guidance (Welsh Government April 2019).  It is clear that this model suggested by Taba (1962) has included all elements of what Kelly (1999) described as the three models for curriculum planning, however, the model suggested by Taba (1962) is clearly suggesting to start with the needs of the learner which could be interpreted as their needs for the future bringing it in line with a model for a process curriculum including elements of content and product.  As it was made clear in my previous section the importance of a balance between knowledge, skills and experiences so it is made clear here that again all three suggested models play a part in effective curriculum design.  It is suggested that it is the planning of learning experiences that are of grave importance:
The selection of content does not develop the techniques and skills for thinking, change patterns of attitudes and feelings, or produce academic and social skills.  These objectives only can be achieved by the way in which the learning experiences are planned and conducted in the classroom. (Taba, 1967, p. 11).
Whilst some may see steps one and two completed above by Welsh Government and pioneer schools as the most important, it is suggested by Taba that actually it is steps three to six in the seven step model she put forward that are the most important.  This brings into question the agency and autonomy of teachers and leads to the discussion of whether all teacher have the skills, abilities or desire to develop the content and learning experiences to the level needed and to evoke the change needed to aspire to CfW.  
Having considered the seven-step model provided by Taba it is important to look at other models to compare and contrast.  George Box, a statistician, claimed that “essentially all models are wrong, but some are useful” (William, 2013, p. 15) so considering a model by Dylan William (2013) was essential in order to compare and contrast.  William (2013) also suggested that there were seven principles to curriculum design and identified these as balanced, rigorous, coherent, vertically integrated, appropriate, focused and relevant.  @LeadingLearner (2019) went on to synthesise these from the document Principled Curriculum Design, Dylan William 2013.  He suggested that the seven steps represented the following:
Balanced – promotes intellectual, moral, spiritual, creative and emotional as equally important.
Rigorous – seeks to develop an intra-disciplinary habits of mind, the subject matter is taught in a way that is faithful to its discipline.
Coherent – makes explicit connections and links between different subjects/experiences.
Vertically integrated – focuses on progression by carefully sequencing knowledge, provides clarity about what getting better at the subject means.
Appropriate – looks to avoid making unreasonable demands by matching level of challenge to a pupil’s current level of maturity/knowledge.
Focused – seeks to keep the curriculum manageable by teaching the most important knowledge, identifies the big ideas or key concepts within the subject.
Relevant – seeks to connect the valued outcomes of a curriculum to the pupils being taught, provides opportunities for pupils to make informed choices.  (Tierney, @LeadingLearner, 7 Principles of Good Curriculum Design, 2019).
William (2013) notes that designing a curriculum with all seven of these principles working in harmony would be almost impossible and explains that he has designed these principles as a guide to support schools when investigating how to move forward with their current curriculum.  However, when scrutinising these in closer detail it is clear to see that they encompass the process driven model as previously discussed and promote an inter-disciplinary model, also an important model to use when reviewing present curriculum.  
Whilst Taba was published in 1962, other literature reviewed in this section is more up to date and therefore provides a current view in line with recent changes in education.  
In conclusion, curriculum and what it should contain and promote can be summarised from an educational dictionary as:
The total structure of ideas and activities developed by an educational institution to meet the learning needs of students, and to achieve desired educational aims.  Some people use the term to refer simply to the content of what is being taught.  Others include also the teaching and learning of methods involved, how students’ attainment is measured and the underlying philosophy of education. (Rowntree, 1981)
Curriculum for Excellence (CfE) – Scotland
It is vital to look at national comparisons with regards to curriculum development and it makes most sense to look at the CfE as Donaldson was also involved in reviews of their previous curriculum.  Therefore, it is interesting to make comparisons to date of how the new curriculum has been developed in Wales and also to highlight any weaknesses that can be learnt for the implementation of CfE.  
CfE resonates many international changes in curricular policy with its need to concentrate on skills and competencies and putting a bigger focus on pedagogy surrounding curriculum and encouraging teachers to have more autonomy and be “agents of change” (Priestly & Minty, 2013, p. 1).
One major problem that can be identify in Priestly & Minty’s document Curriculum for Excellence: A brilliant idea but... focuses teachers as agents of change.  
CfE certainly represents a shift from the perspective culture of the previous 5-14 curriculum, towards a more developmental approach which positions teachers as agents of change and professional developers of the curriculum.  (Priestly & Minty, 2013, p.1).
It was proven to be problematic for many reasons.  Priestly, Robinson and Biesta (2012, p. 101) suggested that it was an irony for teacher agency to be simply expected in the light of the curriculum being presented to them and on the proviso that they were not given time or resources, it was questioned how effective teacher agency would be and if it had been given enough thought into promoting it more positively to teachers.  In addition, following research carried out by Baumfield et al., 2010 at the University of Glasgow it was suggested that despite changes to the curriculum, with no changes to the use of attainment data teachers still had great accountability and therefore were not put in a comfortable position about being ‘agents of change’.
Following the research undertaken in 2011 with a selection of primary and secondary teachers and head teachers within an associated group called the ASG cluster the following discrepancies were also raised.  Whilst this might be seen as a small quota of schools to conduct research with it was the small group that had interviews but an online survey was also conducted later in 2011 of all schools in Scotland providing a more comprehensive sample to draw conclusions from.  
It was highlighted that “there was widespread engagement by teachers with CfE” (Priestly & Minty, 2013, p. 10), however, implementation was welcomed by some as they had started to develop a common understanding of terminology but others only began to engage with it once it arrived in 2010 and this led to difficulties from school to school and indeed within schools with one teacher commenting
Individual teachers and departments were at varying points in development.  For example, she and her departmental colleagues had spent time developing a shared understanding of the terminology relating to reporting.  Colleagues in other departments had not held the same discussions.  In this case, lack of clarity and consistency resulted in a return to the old style of reporting to parents. (Priestly & Minty, 2013, p. 11)
Implementation problems also arose in the light of teachers being asked to “think differently and to avoid returning to old ways of working” (Priestly & Minty, 2013, p.13).  Teachers expressed that this was extremely difficult when CfE was first implemented but could this be because changes were not equally dispersed across schools and there was not a deep enough understanding of the pedagogy especially as it was rolled out with no support given beforehand.  In addition, everyone was expected to implement CfE at the same time with no phased implementation it was easier to do what they had always done.  Without the use of pioneer schools, as has happened in Wales, professional development and sharing was a missing step and this could also have caused issues with the implementation.    
It is argued that CfE could be a process driven curriculum with its reference to the Four Capacities as these highlight and bring to the forefront what the learners will become in the future.  However, 
The four capacities do not go beyond a set of general principles.  There is little attempt in the curriculum to unpack these further, delving into deeper, underlying purposes of education. (Priestly & Humes, 2010, p. 18)
Despite many CfE documents, there seems to be very little reference to any philosophical ideas which are said to be “a necessary precursor to planning a curriculum” (Lawton, 1973).  The provisions of Education (Scotland) Act of 2000 had identified five national priorities for education in consultation with a wide range of stakeholders and therefore maybe it was considered that there was no requirement to revisit principles.  In addition to this, there is differing cultural values in Scotland where it is perceived that there is social class factors that are at play but this is explained as “underachievement, poverty of aspiration and low expectations by teachers” (Priestly & Humes, 2010, p. 19).  This in itself undermines the Four Capacities, especially the reference of becoming successful learners.  If it is seen acceptable that there will be underachievement then CfE and the pedagogy and implementation surrounding it have failed.  In Battle Hymn of the Tiger Teachers The Micheala Way (2016), this underachievement linked to social status is discussed using ‘The Matthew effect’, which assumes that learners from poor and illiterate homes usually don’t move on from being poor and illiterate and that gap between them and their peers usually gets bigger.  It should be argued that it is the role of educators to provide the learning experiences and opportunities needed in order to bridge the gap between social factors and CfW promotes itself as aiming to do that.
Due to underdeveloped understanding of pedagogy and environment, CfE fails to hold itself up as a process curriculum as it holds no detailed information or provision with regards to strategies of teaching or how to implement it and content as knowledge is seen to take a high priority within policy documents.  In contrast, it does however; boast the Four Capacities and references content as experiences and outcomes.  Earlier documents provide the promise of becoming wholly concerned with what young people should become and offering teacher agency to break away for the previous curriculum,  However, in contrast, later documents lead to that freedom being taken away and “rendering classrooms predictable, limited and uncreative” (Preistly & Humes, 2010, p. 28)
New Zealand’s Curriculum Framework (NZC)
New Zealand underwent a lengthy review of their curriculum between 2004 and 2007 
Which involved many stakeholders including students, teachers, principals, advisers, and academies in the development of trailing and response to a draft curriculum in 2006 and the subsequent revisions in the 2007 final version. (Priestly & Sinnema, 2014, p. 10).
The new curriculum was set out in a single document with key competencies highlighted, a section on pedagogy and the movement of achievement outcomes as guidelines rather than statutory.  With the focus on key competencies and pedagogy you could be lead to believe the NZC was indeed a process curriculum.  However, 
The NZC continued the tradition of using domains of knowledge as a curriculum organiser – while guidance suggested those domains not be required as the structure for delivery of the curriculum, learning areas persisted as a means of organising achievement objectives. (Priestly & Sinnema, 2014, p. 10).
Despite the perceived conflict in the NZC between it being a process curriculum or a knowledge curriculum, it was revealed in an evaluation carried out by Sinnema in 2011, that primary and secondary teachers were reacting positively to the new curriculum and were extremely active in their willingness to implement it.  This proved to become more difficult when new policy was released outlining national standards for reading, writing and mathematics.  With the Ministry of Education stating these new policies were there to provide back up to the new curriculum, teachers understood this to be a challenge of their ability to be autonomous and to move forward with the broader curriculum that they had been provided with in 2007.  
There is further evidence to support the notion that NZC did in fact place more emphasis on knowledge as a starting point rather than process.  Priestly & Sinnema (2014) discovered after comparison of CfE and NZC policies that in fact most policy documents related to new curriculum put knowledge as an extremely high level of prominence, suggesting that this indeed was the important and therefore starting point and driving force behind their new curriculum.  Specifically in the NZC, knowledge is the first purpose stated and comes before competencies and values therefore suggesting that a process curriculum is not the starting point for curriculum development.  This is further reinforced when “more than 60% of the mentions of knowledge were in the section that outlined specific outcomes (as opposed to more general documentation that related to subject areas) (Priestly & Sinnema, 2014, p. 16).
There is evidence to suggest that there is no clear identification of the importance of knowledge in a coherent manner across a range of documents.  
The importance of knowledge is certainly present in statements of curricular intent, but not consistently so – there is a lack of alignment in positioning knowledge within and across the curriculum documents .(Priestly & Sinnema, 2014, p. 22).
The inconsistent nature of the purpose of knowledge within the NZC leads to a state of confusion about the purpose of the curriculum.  Is it a process or knowledge driven curriculum?  Perhaps it could be argued that there should be a ‘golden thread’ of consistency going through all policy documents to make this clear to those that are required to implement it which would in turn result in a greater understanding of the principles, pedagogies and purpose behind the NZC.  
It is clear that there is a large emphasis on gaining knowledge in the NZC but there is very little clarification as to what content should be delivered, what knowledge is most important or indeed the process that should be adopted.  As previously mentioned, the location of knowledge ahead of other pedagogy in policy documents leads to confusion for those that are implementing the NZC.  In short, “knowledge will be downgraded in practice, through inconsistent approaches to specifying content that is then potentially not fit for curricular purpose” (Priestly & Sinemma, 2014, p. 29).  
Conclusion
In conclusion, the importance of having a clear vision before embarking on curriculum design is essential.  So as to avoid the confusion and misunderstanding observed in CfE and NZC, schools and their teachers needs to be profoundly aware of the different types on curriculum and be secure in the fact that the literature suggests that a curriculum is best planned with the learner at the heart.  Professional development to further understanding of pedagogy and the wide range of teaching strategies should be embedded into any journey of curriculum design.  Whilst the evidence in the CfE and NZC curriculums showed that knowledge was important, they failed to pin down the type of knowledge and therefore this caused confusion.  Further research should be done on the development of knowledge organisers and how they promote the development of schema to ensure an appropriate place for knowledge in the curriculum.  How to get the best out of knowledge organisers in your classroom by Jon Hutchinson and The Curriculum Gallimaufry to coherence  by Mary Myatt provide further discussions on this topic that would support the development of appropriate and ‘powerful knowledge’ in curriculum development.  Both CfE and NZC began to grow with purpose and intention of being a process curriculum with their four capacities and key competencies but it should be noted that a lack of understanding in pedagogy and confusion over the role of knowledge within policy documents muddied the water causing purpose to be confusing.  It is important that further research should be done on other countries that have successfully implemented a process curriculum to ensure the policy and procedure are rooted correctly before embarking on curriculum design.  



ii	Contextual Study
During this section it is my intention to reflect on the learning visit that I conducted to School A in order to research the challenges and opportunities for the implementation of the Curriculum for Wales.  As a senior leader at my current setting and a member of the governing body, the aim of the learning visit was to observe and gather information about another setting is moving forward with the implementation of CfW and to discuss their challenges and opportunities with a view to using these to support and drive the implementation of CfW in my setting.  The intention is to discuss the steps forward that they have made and reflect on these in the light of CfW.  
School A
School A is not a pioneer or innovate school but has taken the bold step to move forward with beginning their implementation of CfW and is planning and trialling their own approach.  
They have worked on creating a holistic view as is called for in CfW, making clear links between their vision, curriculum and professional learning and involving all stakeholders in this process.  It is claimed that these three elements triangulate their ability to prepare for the new curriculum.  This was identified as majorly important by Donaldson in A curriculum for Wales– a curriculum for life (2015) where he discussed that success would very likely be dependent on the way in which changes were moved forward.  He highlighted the need to “ensure that implications for professional development, leadership and accountability are fully understood” (Donaldson, 2015, p.3).  If approached correctly this triangle model could prove to be an opportunity for all schools to use as a starting point to ensure they lay firm building blocks in developing their new curriculum using CfW.  Whilst this is seen as an opportunity to establish these secure groundings there is potential to overlook this important step and delve straight into ‘what should we teach?’ which would in itself cause a challenge as you are then designing a curriculum where all stakeholders are not clear about the purpose therefore causing problems with implementation.  
Isolating the point of professional learning above, School A, regularly conducts INSET and Professional Learning and Development sessions which include teaching and TA staff ensuring that there is a common view and understanding throughout the school.  These sessions have revolved around discussions of varying elements of the CfW but at the forefront has been the need to understand the purpose and philosophies behind it, in essence understanding not just the ‘what’ but arguably more importantly the ‘why’.  The importance of all staff being involved at all steps of the process is invaluable, however, this does present with its own challenges such as allocating time and finances to facilitate the number of staff that could be involved.  
Planning in School A is wholly centred on the needs of their pupils in their context and there is an importance placed on authentic contexts for and within learning.  With the child at the centre, their planning consistently starts with the Four Purposes, What Matters and is linked to any appropriate achievement outcomes and all this before even contemplating the learning through class based activities.  This element of planning has allowed for a ‘slowliness’ to learning which has enabled learners to deepen their understanding and apply their skills.  A question here could be ‘how slow is slow?’ and this could be answered by accepting  “We are not talking here about going at a snail’s pace, but at the appropriate pace for deep learning” (Myatt, 2018, p. 48). It is also important to consider that this way of planning ensures that,
By slowing down and going deeper, we not only make things more meaningful for children, we are also able to select fewer resources, which  we explore in depth, rather than racing through a pile of irrelevant material.  (Myatt, 2018, p. 49)
This level of ‘slowliness’ ensures opportunities to make connections and transfer knowledge which again deepens understanding further, whereas, at present learning is often jumping from one aspect that needs to be learnt to another.  It could be argued that the suggestion of not ‘racing through a pile of irrelevant material’ which teachers have to produce would free up that time to focus on the more important deepening of learning.  Challenges here are the capability and willingness of teachers to change to adapt to this model of planning.  Historically, it has been about planning to achieve objectives, planning activities to tick a box to say it can be done and the speed at which things have had to be done in order to achieve everything expected.  A change in pace and pedagogy towards starting points for planning will prove a challenge for some staff.  However, there is the opportunity here to develop professional learning and mould this change to ensure that all staff develop a shared understanding of how to plan and create this ‘slowliness’.  Staff at School A regularly discuss the purpose of developing their curriculum and understand that this will be ever-changing.  This raises the need to discuss another challenge here which has previously been mentioned about the willingness of staff to constantly change and evolve and the time and financial constraints that would be called into play.  On the other hand, it provides great opportunities for research and school to school working to identify ways in which this need to be ever-changing could be more manageable and allows for the development of the element of professional learning in the new teaching standards.
School A engages in a lot of meaningful meetings and discussions about the Four Purposes which is clearly stated as being at the heart of CfW (A guide to Curriculum for Wales 2022, 2019, p. 3).  Staff develop a secure understanding of what is meant by the Four Purposes but also extend this discussion to identifying what each of the Four Purposes looks like and what it means at different ages and stages within their school.  Deeper understanding of the Four Purposes can also be seen taking place during professional learning and development, pupil progress meetings, pupil learning reviews, parent curriculum workshop and parent learning reviews and this involves all stakeholders in school and at home.  This embedding of the Four Purposes allows for opportunities to ensure learners develop the skills to meet what is required of them in their future lives (Donaldson, Successful Futures 2015, p. 5) in a holistic way rather than just on the knowledge they have gained.  Again, the challenge here is that need for slowing down the pace for implementation and ensuring that staff have a secure understanding of the purposes of the curriculum before moving on to content.  
School A are currently going through a check balance scenario between the old and the new curriculum.  They are still tracking skills but have now shifted to a process not product way of assessing and are documenting the learning journey of pupils rather than the product at the end.  They have a developed understanding that assessment is an integral part of teaching and learning and this is echoed in their ability to look at the journey as oppose to the ‘tick-box’.  Assessment is continuous and is used to consider implications for future learning and they have established a culture of not measuring but demonstrating.  This whole-heartedly supports the progression model seen in Successful Futures 2015, p. 55 produced by Welsh Government.  This is further supported by statements such as “reporting should focus on progress and contain information on the learner’s next steps” and “progression steps should not be use as a numerical way of measuring progress” (Assessment Proposals to inform the development of statutory guidance, 2019, p. 16-17).  Displays in classrooms are also used as a record of the learning journey and at the start of each topic they are empty and as their learning progresses as do the displays.  There are opportunities here to revisit what assessment looks like in your setting and to ensure that changes are made to shift the focus from identifying a level to identifying progress and next steps.  The challenges with this at present is that the CfW is not statutory until 2022 and there is still an expectation to be reporting and assessing in ‘old money’ linked to the current curriculum  as per demands from external agencies and senior leaders.  This in turn could increase workload for staff if they are expected to continue with current assessment policy but are also asked to trial new curriculum strategies even though there is nothing set in stone yet as to how this should or would be recorded and reported.  The opportunities here involve the ability to have a go and trial what works best before it becomes statutory and it also allows for meaningful conversations between teachers and learners that become more important about the next steps on their journey which provide far more guidance about their learning rather than ‘ you are a level....’.  
The curriculum design model that has been implemented at School A allows staff the freedom to be creative in the development of knowledge, skills and experiences using the interests of the children to drive that.  The model incorporates everything specified by CfW (four purposes, AoLE’s (areas of learning and experience), knowledge, skills and experiences wider skills and the Welsh dimension) but also displays a focus on the learning process and metacognition.  Achievement outcomes have been allocated to certain years groups so teachers know what they should be covering.  Staff initially found this model a challenge but have been awarded the permission to take risks.  The opportunities for this model is that is allows for meaningful learning experiences and provides an option for working smarter and not harder to ensure that priority is given to what is felt is important.  However, teachers may find this element of agency or freedom to take risks as a way to do what they want rather than trial ways forward for the new curriculum.  It also poses the problem of staff being so used to following from a prescribed model  and being told what to teach that the skills to ‘think for themselves’ to plan topics may be devoid.  
In conclusion, whilst School A is taking great strides to develop a school-based curriculum and strategies they have put in place are having a positive impact for them, it is important to remember that not every school is going to be the same and what works for one will not necessarily have the same results for another.  Having said that, there is a need to ensure 
strong school-to-school working...which is fundamental to our new curriculum: schools working across all ages and years to plan for progression; to establish a curriculum that sets a clear and collective vision of high standards and expectations; and to develop, through the collaborative practice, the high-quality professional skills needed to teach the new curriculum. (A curriculum for Wales- a curriculum for life, 2015, p. 7).
Whilst good practice is seen to be ever-evolving, it is important to remember that there is not a necessity to remove and change everything.  There are elements of current practice that are in line with CfW and this is now an opportunity for schools to review current practice and identify what works and what should be changed.  
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iii 	Governors report
After completing a force field analysis of the forces for and against change for the implementation of the CfW that are significant to our school, I have evaluated the results which has led me to produce this report to identify challenges, risks and recommendations for us as a school.  
Within the CfW it is important to allow teachers a certain amount of agency and the ability to take risks as it is essential to research and explore what the CfW will look like for us.  However, the risk of this could lead to too much autonomy amongst teachers leading to an understanding that there are no rules to follow anymore.  In contrast, there may be teachers who do not have the confidence, experience or willingness to be agents of change and may find the need to take risks within boundaries a challenge as there has historically been more prescriptive guidance with regards to curriculum.  
Recommendation – Use professional learning dialogue, INSET meetings and AoLE days to make expectations clear as to what is expected using CfW 2022 draft document.  Ensure professional development or research time is put in place for staff that require support with inter-disciplinary approaches.  School- to-school working should be utilised for staff to observe good practice.  
Demands of the CfW call for teachers to have time to look at what is already in place and what needs to change specifically when looking at curriculum design.  Where there is a time constraint there is usually a money constraint.  There is a challenge to give teachers the time needed to evaluate current curriculum and research purposes and content for a new school-based curriculum if implementation is to be successfully embedded and this requires money to cover supply costs for release time.  The challenges also extends to TA’s as if implementation is to be successful then there needs to be professional development for them in line with teaching staff.  
Recommendation – Amend PPA arrangements from fortnightly to weekly to allow PPA cover to release teachers one day a week in their AoLE teams on rotation.
Historic accountability poses a great risk to making changes towards the new curriculum.  As a school we know we are accountable to ESTYN, EAS and challenge advisors and within school there is accountability towards SLT.  This accountability when linked to assessment could cause a discussion around trialling the new curriculum whilst still implementing old assessment arrangements and could in turn cause discussions over the disparity between the two – teaching one curriculum that is not in line with the assessment arrangements required.  
Recommendation – Plan for the whole school to embark on one topic for a two week period and repeat each term to ensure we are trialling new planning for curriculum but still upholding assessment priorities until new priorities are in place linked to CfW.
At present it could be argued that teachers are responsible for getting their learners to a target that has been set for them by the end of the year and then their responsibility for the rest of the learning journey of that child is no longer significant. However, with CfW the aim is to prepare learners to be lifelong learners and to equip them for future life which requires teachers to look at learning as a journey with next steps rather than an end result.  It would require staff to be accountable for all learners, not just the ones in their class.  They would need to develop an overarching view which was not limited to their year group and they would be required to do their bit so others could do theirs.  
Recommendation – Phase and Whole School meetings to embed the four purposes and establish what they look like at different ages and stages within our school.  This will allow staff to then ensure that they can plan knowledge, experiences and skills to build on prior learning and create a more holistic approach.
Aside of the above recommendations, I would also suggest that as a school we begin to develop a model of planning that all stakeholders are responsible for and which encompasses the four purposes at the heart and knowledge skills and experiences built on this.  It would be prudent to look at other models used by other schools and design a model that is suitable for our school and our learners.  Initially, this model would be used for the trial topic weeks in each term and then adapted as necessary to ensure it is a useful, working document that can show the learning journey clearly.  
