ECAD7003 Joanne Marshall (1900358)
Gallwch ychwanegu’ch targedau o’ch aseiniad diwethaf (Ond yn berthnasol os yr ydych wedi cwblhau aseiniad) / Please add your targets from the previous assignment (Only relevant if you have completed an assignment)
	
	Targed/target
	Yr hyn yr wyf wedi'i wneud yn yr aseiniad hwn
What I have done in this assignment...


	[bookmark: cysill]Targed/Target 1
	Be more analytical of chosen approaches.
	I have tried to take a more critical approach and to make it clearer in my writing where I am doing so.

	Targed/Target 2
	Ensure that where any statement is made it is supported by evidence or literature
	I have tried to ensure that any statements that I have made are supported by literature.

	Targed/Target 3
	
	






ECAD7003 Component 2
How a school develops one aspect of its School Development Plan: a report that critically reflects on the actions, impact and evidence base.

Introduction  
This report aims to present and critically reflect on how a school develops an aspect of its school development plan. The school is an English-medium secondary school in South Wales, with over 1,000 pupils. The majority of pupils are from white British backgrounds and around 5 per cent have English as an additional language. At 20.2 per cent, the proportion of pupils eligible for free school meals is slightly higher than the national average. Approximately 47 per cent of pupils have special educational needs and around 5 per cent of pupils have a statement of special educational needs. These figures are almost double the national average (Estyn, 2017). The school was rated excellent by Estyn in 2017.
From the school’s priorities, I have chosen the following action point: “Continued emphasis on improving boys’ writing at both key stages” (School X, 2018). As in many other schools, boys underperform compared to girls in literacy (Duisenhaus, 2015; Majzub and Rais, 2010; Bleach, 1998). This phenomenon is not recent and the so-called achievement gap has concerned educational policy-makers for the past three decades (DCSF, 2009). One of the strategies adopted by the school to raise standards in boys’ writing is the use of writing frames, which will be the focus of this report.

Literature review
The literature I have accessed on the school development process is a mix of theory and practical guidance. The theory tends to pre-date the guidance by twenty years, perhaps suggesting that school leaders were not engaging sufficiently with the development planning process, or that they were experiencing problems doing so. After all, as Xaba (2006) indicates, school leaders are employed for their pedagogic qualifications and experience rather than their expertise in running a school.
Welsh Government (2014) describes the school development plan (SDP) as “the school’s strategic plan for improvement” and I will use the literature to consolidate what constitutes this plan. Firstly, researchers agree that the document should be “dynamic” (Hanover Research, 2015) or “live” (Welsh Government, 2014, p.3), meaning that it is reviewed regularly, taking into consideration progress made towards targets and the most recent data (Welsh Government, 2014). It is also widely agreed that school development planning provides a continuous framework for schools to evaluate current performance, set priorities and targets for improvement and to provide strategies and actions to meet these targets, taking into account both current and future resources (Hanover Research, 2015; Welsh Government, 2014; Xaba, 2006; Harris et al., 1996). However, Hanover Research (2015) suggests that, while most plans specify targets, many do not propose the actions required to achieve planned improvements. It is therefore necessary for the school to have a clear vision, shared with all stakeholders, which is supported by actionable steps (Welsh Government, 2014). The SDP process is guided by contextual quantitative and qualitative data gathered from a robust self-evaluation process and the appraisal of data from earlier reviews (Hanover Research, 2015; Welsh Government, 2014; Harris et al., 1996). 	Comment by Jo Marshall: k	Comment by Jo Marshall: Date?
There is consensus that, in planning for improvement, the ultimate objective is the advancement of teaching and learning (Welsh Government, 2014; Xaba, 2006; Harris et al., 1996). Despite this, Smith (2012) argues that “school development planning is often irrelevant to student learning”. Consequently, collaboration is considered key to the success of school improvement planning (O’Hara and McNamara, 2001). Harris et al. (1996, p.16) believe that development planning should “reach every level of the organisation” and Xaba (2006, p.16) agrees that it should be “collaborative and inclusive”. Teachers play a valuable role in creating and implementing the SDP, ensuring that the school’s priorities reach the classrooms and have the desired effect on teaching and learning (O’Donoghue and Dimmock, 1996). 
Researchers have identified a range of possible causes for the achievement gap and ways of addressing boys’ underachievement. Majzub and Rais (2010, p.685) propose that the lack of male teachers as role models has led to “the feminization of teaching” as female teachers fail to connect with boys and their teaching style typically favours girls (Watson et al., 2010) rather than the active learning preferred by boys (Bleach, 1998). Similarly, Wolter (2015) suggests that teachers with traditional views of gender can hinder boys’ literacy development as reading is often regarded as a female activity (Duisenhaus, 2015; Wolter, 2015) and therefore seen as “uncool” (Watson et al., 2010). However, DfE (2012) reports that gender is just one factor in underachievement and Rowan et al. (2002, p.23) claim that “socio-economic status makes a larger difference than gender” to performance. This is supported Duisenhaus (2015), who states that the achievement gap in writing is considerably wider for boys from disadvantaged backgrounds. 
Researchers have proposed a variety of solutions to improve writing standards. Quigley and Coleman recommend disciplinary literacy, which focuses on improving literacy across the curriculum, and emphasise how teachers can help students by modelling and scaffolding tasks, as well as teaching strategies to plan writing. DfE (2012) compiled several strategies focusing on engaging boys in writing, including the use of writing frames. Writing frames are a proven approach to improving the quality of written work (Davies, 2006; Fones, 2001; Davison and Edwards, 1998) by providing a framework to scaffold the organisation of each section (Shaw, 2019) thus enabling pupils to make progress. Fones’ research (2001, p.30) aimed at addressing the achievement gap “through a structured approach to writing” and claims that writing frames are particularly helpful for boys who give meaningful input during discussion but have difficulty transferring their ideas to the page. As a result, all of her students’ writing improved by a grade, with some boys recording two grades’ progress. Although the use of writing frames is aimed at improving literacy levels of all pupils, they seem to further boys’ progress in particular (Frater, 1998), enabling them to work more autonomously and with improved results (Penny, 1998) making some headway into decreasing the gap in writing (Davies, 2006). Fones (2001) emphasises the importance of applying this approach consistently across the language department; however, Davison and Edwards (1998) and the DCSF (2009) advocate a whole school approach. 

Developing an action point
The current SDP runs from 2018 to 2020. It is considered a working document, planned on a three-yearly basis and reviewed annually in line with Welsh Government guidance (2014). Each review cycle begins in September with department self-evaluation, which enables staff to appraise performance against agreed targets, identify strengths and areas for improvement, as well as specifying how these improvements can be made (Welsh Government, 2014). Self-evaluation is the first stage in producing a school development plan (Welsh Government, 2014). Firstly, a data review is carried out per teacher and the Head of Year prepares an overview for the senior leadership team (SLT). In October, the Head of Year interviews with SLT to discuss department successes and proposed improvements, and this narrative feeds into the whole school plan, which is updated in November and addresses progress against school priorities, targets, use of resources and spending of school improvement grants. 
Self-evaluation appears to be an established annual routine at the school, ensuring that school improvement priorities are at the forefront of department planning. The school seems to be following best practice guidelines; the process is collaborative, involving a whole-school approach to producing the SDP (Xaba, 2006), which encourages staff to engage more fully with school improvement (Hanover Research, 2015) and to be held accountable. Indeed, Estyn (2017) reports that the school’s robust performance management process is allied to school improvement objectives as well as staff development. 
Self-evaluation should involve rigorous analysis of the range of quantitative and qualitative data available, not only pertaining to the school but also by benchmarking its performance against the highest achieving schools and those within the family of schools (Welsh Government, 2014). Quantitative data includes results, attendance, and should also interrogate the performance of pupils eligible for free school meals and pupils with additional learning needs (Welsh Government, 2014). Qualitative data includes a wide range of information from inspection reports to the results of student, parent and staff surveys. Also important are pupil tracking data, changes to the school context, environment or pupil intake, school categorisation and relationships with the wider community (Welsh Government, 2014). 
[bookmark: _Hlk37756373]The most recent inspection report praises the school’s process of self-evaluation and improvement planning, which “has secured outstanding improvements to standards, learning experiences, and sustained high quality teaching” (Estyn, 2017, p.2). However, it also highlights areas for improvement, where “a few departmental improvement plans are not sufficiently precise and do not link well enough to whole school priorities” (Estyn, 2017, p.11). Here, one could question whether department staff have received adequate leadership training to enable them to perform this responsibility. Lack of experience could be a disadvantage of the bottom-up approach as Xaba (2006, p.16) states that developing an SDP requires “deep understanding of what its intentions are and how it should be done”. 
Stage two of the Welsh Government’s (2014) SDP guidance refers to strategic planning, which, to be most effective, requires the involvement of all stakeholders to establish their commitment in the implementation of the school’s improvement plans. Hanover Research (2015) suggests that transparency with stakeholders increases engagement with the school agenda. Welsh Government (2014, p.12) advises that schools should set priorities for the next three years which are “challenging but realistic” and which centre on the advancement of standards and teaching and learning outcomes, as well as addressing national education priorities. These priorities, targets and the actionable steps towards targets must then be approved by the governing body. Estyn notes that the school’s governing body makes “an effective contribution to the federation’s self-evaluation and improvement planning processes” (Estyn, 2017, p.10). Targets should be clear and progress towards them should be measurable. Other important considerations to be covered by the SDP are the continuing professional development of staff, fostering development of teachers as leaders, and the school’s plans to work with its community in furtherance of its priorities (Welsh Government, 2014). Despite this, and being rated excellent by Estyn for partnership working, the SDP does not mention the community. It can be argued that community engagement should be an SDP priority regardless of whether the School believes its community work to be robust.
Stage three of the process covers taking action towards the priorities set out in the SDP (Welsh Government, 2014). To enable this, the school makes the SDP accessible to staff to ensure that all are familiar with their responsibilities. In line with Welsh Government (2014, p.16) guidance, the SDP sets out “clear details of responsibilities, accountability, actions and timescales” to ensure clarity and direction in meeting targets. In 2018, seven priorities were identified and put forward into the SDP. However, Hanover Research (2015) suggests focusing on between two and five areas for improvement is ideal.
The action point that I have chosen is a “continued emphasis on improving boys’ writing at both key stages” (School X, 2018), which would suggest that targets set for boy’s writing previously have not yet been met. Indeed, data provided in the SDP shows that in both Key Stages boys consistently under-perform girls by five percentage points; however, results for both genders are improving (see Appendix 1). The table below shows how the school intends to address this issue, the staff responsible, staff with monitoring responsibility and how impact will be measured (School X, 2018), providing a reference and timescales for staff to work towards.  
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Stage four focuses on review. It appears the school considers the SDP to be a working document and, following Welsh Government (2014) guidance, it is reviewed and revised on an annual basis, with the cycle beginning again with self-evaluation. The table above provides an example (in yellow) of a review of progress made since the last cycle. 
 
Reflection and evaluation
A writing frame provides a structure to scaffold written work (Davies, 2006). During PTE1 I observed a Year 8 English class use a writing frame as a guide for a written assessment. The frame uses the acronym PEER to remind students to think about a chosen Point, Evidence, Evaluation and a Reference (see Appendix 2). The assessment began in the previous lesson, so I assume that the writing frame was explained or modelled then or that pupils are familiar with this structure. However, good examples of a paragraph produced using this system were read to the class. The writing frame is flexible, enabling pupils to choose their own points of focus to produce individual essays. Fones (2001) emphasises the importance of a frame that is memorable and can be used for a wide variety of question types and this seems to be the case with PEER. 
Writing frames are a strategy to raise writing standards overall, benefiting all students, including the more able (Fones, 2001); nonetheless, Frater (1998) suggests that such strategies are of particular benefit to boys. I believe that writing frames bring many advantages. They provide a starting point (Davies, 2006), encourage pupils to plan their writing (Fones, 2001) and less confident writers are prompted to concentrate on the relevant points and to extend their ideas (Davison and Edwards, 1998), thus raising self-esteem (Penny, 1998). Shaw (2019, p.327) describes teaching as “an enabling process” and writing frames appear to support pupils in responding to written tasks “to the best of their ability” (Davies, 2006, p.70). Yet it is important that pupils become involved in the process of developing writing frames, at first with the teacher and later individually, in order to become more independent and avoid over-reliance on teacher guidance (Davies, 2006).
There are limitations to this evaluation. I had requested further information from the school; however, due to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, the information was not forthcoming. It would be interesting to learn how pupils progress to using the open writing frame described and to see examples of Year 7 writing frames, where perhaps key words and paragraph starters would also be provided (Davies, 2006). Furthermore, I can only assume that frames are one of a range of strategies being used to support extended writing at the school.
Yet, it is evident that action has been taken towards the priority of improving writing skills. The school appointed a new Head of English in September 2018, who has been tasked with raising boys’ achievement in English and developing their extended writing skills (School X, 2018). In addition, raising literacy standards is a whole school ethos with all teachers considered to be teachers of literacy and numeracy (Donaldson, 2015). Appendix 1 shows evidence of improvement in overall standards in English; however, it is impossible to identify to what extent this improvement is attributable to the use of writing frames. Furthermore, Penny (1998) advises that it could take several years for the effects of such strategies to reflect in the school’s exam results. Finally, Estyn (2017, p.5) reports that pupils “structure their writing coherently and present their ideas well” with many pupils producing “extended writing of high quality”. However, “a minority write with fluency and sophistication”, suggesting that there is more progress to be made.

Conclusion
This report has examined the process of formulating a school development plan and an action point identified from the school’s improvement priorities. Engagement with a range of literature has provided evidence that the school has developed an effective SDP compliant with Welsh Government (2014) guidelines, which is regularly monitored and reviewed. The school shows commitment to narrowing the achievement gap, which is reflected in its SDP priorities. 
Through researching the issue of boys’ underachievement in literacy, I have become aware of a variety of social and cultural arguments surrounding the gender gap. This is of particular interest as my subject, Modern Foreign Languages, also seems to be favoured by girls. I will need to be mindful of the gender issue in my teaching and to use a variety of approaches, including active learning, which Bleach (1998) suggests is preferred by boys. Writing frames are also relevant to MFL to scaffold pupils’ writing. I have observed their use in MFL departments but now have a greater understanding of how to employ them in my own practice to raise writing standards. However, it is important to recognise that boys’ underachievement in literacy is complex and cannot be attributed to gender alone (Watson et al., 2010). Teachers need to ask which boys are underperforming as socio-economic status as a contributing factor also needs to be addressed (Duisenhaus, 2015; Department for Education, 2012; Rowan et al., 2002; Watson et al., 2010). 	Comment by Jo Marshall: Revisit please x
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APPENDIX 1 – Improvement Targets
Improvement targets showing that boys underperform girls at both Key Stage 3 (top) and Key Stage 4. The Key Stage 3 results show the percentage of pupils achieving at least level 5 in all three core subjects. 
The arrow shows the performance of boys compared to girls in Threshold 2 (achieving at least 5 GCSE grades A* to C or equivalent, including English and Maths. However, despite the consistent lag, the performance of both boys and girls has improved across the recorded period.
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APPENDIX 2 – Example of a writing frame used with a Year 8 class in the school.

Controlled written assessment (continued from previous lesson) based on Wonder by R.J. Palacio.
Write it up!

Overview
(state what we learn in the extract)

Point – Evidence – Explanation – Reference (PEER)

Point – Evidence – Explanation – Reference

Point – Evidence – Explanation – Reference

Conclusion
2
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