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(i) Literature Review
In Welsh schools, the measures taken to secure quality and accountability effectively are under reform, with the current Education Minister Kirsty Williams asserting that, in evaluating the quality of the Welsh education, every child should be taken into account (Williams, 2018).
The issue of how to secure quality in education is one that educationalists and politicians have attempted to resolve for many years.  Indeed, internationally there is debate about the best practices when it comes to accountability for the quality in education.  There are several models of accountability which could be applied to education, and Eraut (1994) discusses issues around accountability in schools, particularly that of professional accountability.  He outlines three aspects of professionalism itself: specialist knowledge, autonomy and service.  This professionalism leads, he continues, to accountability to clients (also a moral responsibility), other stakeholders, and professional colleagues.  Consequently, it can be argued that school accountability should reflect its responsibility to pupils, parents and other stakeholders, whilst also acknowledging and utilising the expertise of the teaching profession.
A number of practices and policies over the years have led to the current system in Wales, with Brundrett and Rhodes (2011) describing the 1980s onwards as an era of quality and accountability.  This period of high accountability followed the post-war period, in which government and society largely trusted teachers, as professionals, to ensure that standards were high.  Following the 1944 Education Act Whilst Local Authority advisers were responsible for monitoring quality, this was not an intrusive role, and inspections were rare and also tended to be advisory in nature.
The 1970s saw calls for greater school accountability, prompted in some part by the William Tyndale Junior School affair.  During 1975 and 1976, many members of staff at the school, including the headteacher Terry Ellis, introduced a more child-centred approach that was seen as radical by some of the more traditional staff and also by the wider community, including parents.  Children were given choice and freedom in their work and play, which some in the community felt came at the expense of academic progress and good discipline.  Davis (2002) describes the affair and how it highlighted issues in school management and accountability.  There was conflict between the school managers and the Inner London Education Authority (ILEA) over how, or whether, to intervene in the affair, as parents began withdrawing their children from the school.  At this time, inspections were rare and their purposes were not well defined.  Therefore, a visit from an inspectorate did little to calm the crisis.  Whilst some pupils benefitted from a highly personalised education, Davis (2002) comments that these were more likely to be the disadvantaged children.  Higher attaining pupils were less likely to receive teacher attention and their parents were angered by the lack of challenge.  The ILEA came under criticism for its handling of the affair, and it highlighted the autonomy of schools and teachers, along with the role of parents as stakeholders in education.  This prompted calls for greater accountability within education.
These calls came from the highest level, with the then-Prime Minister James Callaghan making his Ruskin speech in October 1976.  In this speech, he called for improved standards and highlighted a need for teachers and schools to meet the needs of parents and industry as well as the children. Callaghan also called for closer links between local authorities, schools, teachers, parents, pupils and industry and also hinted at the need for a national curriculum of core knowledge.  This signposted a shift in culture, from what happened in schools being the domain of teachers, to greater accountability and more outside influence.  Waters (2013) suggests that the speech came at time when there was a shift from high level of trust in schools, with low accountability, to a time of low trust and high accountability in schools.  Indeed, the Ruskin speech was the first time that a Prime Minister had raised questions over standards in education and it heralded greater political involvement in what happened in schools.
The 1980 Education Act made it compulsory for all schools in England and Wales to have a governing body for this first time, with parents and teachers both needing to be represented on the governing body.  Farrell and Law (1997) outline how the 1986 and 1988 Acts developed the role of governing bodies, giving them greater power and allowing for wider representation amongst its members and establishing the need for an annual Governors’ report and meeting for parents.  The differing members of the governing bodies could be said to provide wider accountability, as they could include individuals from industry, for example.  The annual report and meeting also could be seen as further accountability measures, making the governing body and its work more visible to other parents, although Farrell and Law (1997)’s research suggested that governing bodies experienced a lack of engagement from other parents and low attendance of the meetings.
As well as strengthening the role of governing bodies, the Education Reform Act 1988 centralised education in England and Wales, with the implementation of the National Curriculum and its prescribed content.  Alongside the content of the curriculum, assessment arrangements were introduced, with pupils to be tested at the end of each Key Stage.  Whilst the curriculum and assessment arrangements were centralised, the 1988 Act introduced LMS, or Local Management of Schools.  This gave greater power to headteachers and governing bodies in the management of schools, including managing budgets.  More pupils meant more money for schools in this marketplace approach.  Grant-maintained schools went a step further, being financed directly from government rather than via the LEA.  GM schools with more pupils could access more money, which led to some aggressive recruitment of pupils by some in the new educational marketplace the Conservative government had established.  Brundrett and Rhodes (2011) highlight the irony in these developments, with schools being given more local control in some ways, but increased accountability in the form of league tables.
School league tables were published based on examination results.  Pierson (1998) discussed how these league tables were a compromise from the original proposals, which were for published data to be much wider ranging.  Pierson goes on to explain that the league tables were a feature of a market approach to education, with more parental choice in the school their children attended.  More information would allow parents to make these judgements.  The assessment arrangements were, therefore, more contentious than the concept of the national curriculum, according to Pierson (1998).
League tables were introduced in 1992 and published pupils’ GCSE performance, thereby creating a system of accountability based on results, as acknowledged by Leckie and Goldstein (2017).  The league tables were used to identify underperforming schools and informed inspections.  Leckie and Goldstein synthesise literature which commented on league tables, and explain that a perceived shortcoming of the league tables in their original form was that they did not take into account school context and, with the focus of the tables being the percentage of pupils achieving 5 or more A* to C grades, it led schools to focus on C/D borderline pupils as these could make a difference to the accountability figures.  This may have resulted in pupils at other attainment levels losing out in terms of teacher attention and allocation of resource.  The government refined the data used in the tables, introducing valued added data.  This used intake data to predict pupil performance at GCSE and reported the actual performance and how much it was above or below the predicted outcomes.  Again, Leckie and Goldstein state, this did not take into account individual school contexts and issues such as deprivation.  This led to a contextualised value added system, where pupil details such as gender and eligibility for Free School Meals were taken into account.  However, the government, in its 2010 Schools White Paper, put forward the views that the public found the contextualised value added data difficult to understand, and that it set low expectations for pupils of certain ethnicities or socio-economic backgrounds.  These tensions highlight the contentious nature of league tables as part of the accountability system.
Further accountability came from The Education (Schools) Act (1992) and its establishment of OFSTED (Office for Standards in Education) in England and Estyn in Wales.  This was an effort to move on from the perceived decline in standards that had been overseen by Her Majesty’s Inspectors of Schools (HMIs).  OFSTED’s independent inspections and public reports were, it was said, to improve standards and quality in education.  The inspection reports are available to all parents, giving them more information about schools as key stakeholders in their children’s education.  
1999 brought Welsh devolution, and with education now a devolved issue dealt with by the Welsh Assembly, Wales was able to independently shape its policies for securing quality and accountability, including inspection.  Egan and Marshall (2007) comment on school improvement in Wales.  Unlike the disappointment other commentators express about Wales’ PISA performance, they point out that outcomes at Key Stages 1 to 3 had improved, implying development in quality.  However, they acknowledge that attainment at Key Stage 4 gave some cause for concern.  A gender gap was evident, with girls outperforming boys in core subject indicators (the target level in English or Welsh, Mathematics and Science), and the overall percentage of pupils achieving expectation in core subject indicators had dipped.  Egan and Marshall assert that a strategy had not yet been developed on a national level to address these issues.  However, there have been several Welsh Government initiatives aimed at addressing school improvement and accountability.
In England, the change from a Conservative to a Labour government saw an effort by David Miliband, then schools minister, in 2004 to streamline the accountability framework in England.  Brundrett and Rhodes (2011) proport that the aim of this was to strike a better balance between internal and external processes for securing quality and accountability.  The inspection process has developed towards one that sought to verify schools’ own self-evaluation practice.  This self-evaluation, coupled with benchmarked national data, became the emphasis of accountability in English education, but the three hallmarks of 1990s’ accountability remained: tests, tables and inspection.  In Wales, meanwhile, the Common Inspection Framework (Estyn, 2010) aimed to refine the process so that the system was more open and consistent.  This was a response to, what empirical evidence implies was, perceived inconsistencies in inspection processes and differences in inspection teams, resulting in an inspection system that could be seen to lack fairness and validity.
In Wales, disappointment with performance in PISA led to the introduction of the School Effectiveness Framework (SEF) in 2008.  This looked to improve quality through building collective capacity through tri-level reform at a national, local and school level.  The OECD points out that many of the higher scoring countries in PISA surveys, including Australia and the Netherlands, have secure quality, assessment and evaluation systems that feed into improvement, and that the challenge was for Wales to achieve this.  Welsh Government have taken steps that move towards a more effective self-improving system that uses self-evaluation as a significant part of its accountability and quality processes.  With schools in Wales becoming more autonomous, there is, the OECD (2017) argues, a need to monitor their performance.  Until Key Stage 4 and external examinations, end of Key Stage outcomes are gathered through teacher assessment.  The outcomes at all Key Stages are used in the All Wales Core Data Sets.
Whilst the inspection process was refined to become what could be called a light touch, in other ways the Labour administration increased centralised control over not only what was taught in terms of the curriculum in England, but also how it was taught with the introduction of the Literacy and Numeracy Hours, which were even broken down into fifteen-minute prescribed sections.  Waters (2016) argues that education at this time became more politicised than it had ever been, with not only the Secretary of State for Education being an easily recognisable name, but with education being of significant importance for the Prime Minister, a huge shift from the time of the Ruskin Speech, when Callaghan’s interest in education was highly unusual.
When the United Kingdom government power shifted to the Conservative/Liberal Democrat Coalition in 2014, Michael Gove (Secretary of State for Education, 2010 – 2014) introduced measures to make schools more autonomous, granting automatic eligibility to schools rated as outstanding by OFSTED.  Academies are schools which are directly funded from government and outside of the control of the Local Authority. 
The World Bank (2011) discussed the role of government in public sector accountability as part of a consideration of accountability in education.  It outlines two routes of accountability, shown in figure 1, which may include or exclude the state.  It found that the most effective countries give schools autonomy to make decisions and control resources, with teachers being accountable for results.  The results are data that the citizens (in this case parents and pupils) can use to hold schools accountable.  This is a more direct or short route of accountability.  This would appear to support Gove’s policy of increasing school autonomy.


Figure 1:
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Taken from World Bank (2011)

Harris (2011) discusses system improvement and accountability in Wales, synthesising a range of evidence and her own experience as a senior professional advisor to the Welsh Assembly Government.   She acknowledges that international comparisons, such as PISA outcomes, are drivers for greater improvement in education attainment.  She suggests that previous attempts at improvement have failed to be effective for a number of reasons.  Firstly, this is because they placed emphasis on external accountability measures such as publishing performance data (such as in league tables).  Secondly, she asserts that there has been a focus on short-term gains, arguably from politicians, which have not necessarily been effective for sustained improvement.  This would concur with the World Bank’s conclusion that a lack of state involvement is a feature of effective accountability systems.  Thirdly, improvement efforts have not been effective in their implementation, with areas identified for development but a lack of clarity on how to go about this, concurring with Egan and Marshall.  
Wales stopped using league tables in 2001, but introduced a banding system in 2011.  This system drew on indicators including GCSE results, but also attendance, the proportion of eFSM pupils (eligible for free school meals) and relative improvement.  The bands, from 1 (highest) to 5 (lowest), were used to identify schools in need of support, and those who could share good practice.  The OECD (2017) synthesises criticisms made of the banding system, including the idea that banding, like league tables, still ranks schools against each other.  Furthermore, banding outcomes did not always reflect the findings of Estyn, which implies a lack of validity.  Headteachers also expressed a lack of trust in the system due to apparently inexplicable changes in band from one year to another.  Empirical evidence implies a perception amongst school leaders that the banding system in this form was open to abuse, due to the system looking at progress over time without taking into account any difference between cohorts.  Making a little progress every year could make a school look favourable in the banding system.  Criticisms like these led to reform of the system in later years. 
In 2012, Welsh government released the document Improving Schools (Welsh Government, 2012) which outlined aims to improve literacy and numeracy levels and reduce the impact of socioeconomic factors on pupil attainment. In addressing some ideas in Improving Schools, Welsh Government increased national control, despite mirroring England in terms of the inspection framework becoming more streamlined and self-evaluation more of a priority.  The National Reading and Numeracy Tests were introduced in May 2013.  The OECD (2017) assert that the aim of the LNF and the National Tests was to provide stakeholders with a clearer understanding of pupil’s learning and performance in these skills.  The Literacy and Numeracy Framework (LNF) became a statutory in September 2013 (Welsh Government, 2013) and was an addition to the existing national curriculum.   Empirical evidence suggests that National Test results provide schools with data that is included in self-evaluation and school development and improvement processes.
Whilst Improving Schools was ambitious in its scale, the OECD (2017) reported that many teachers felt that the large number of reforms it covered could lead to difficulties in implementing all of its measures, possibly resulting in what they termed “reform fatigue” within the profession.  Nevertheless, school improvement continued to be high on the Welsh Government’s agenda.  The drive towards more school self-evaluation in Wales included publication of the guidance document School Development Plans (Welsh Government, 2014), with figure 2 showing the document’s overview of the development planning cycle.
Figure 2, School Development Planning Cycle:  
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From School Development Plans (Welsh Government, 2014)

This reflects a move towards greater consistency in the quality and effectiveness of self-evaluation processes across Wales, in response to Estyn’s 2012–13 annual report, which reported that over a quarter of Welsh schools could improve their self-evaluation processes.  The document gave guidance on how schools should use quantitative and qualitative data as part of the process, which reflects the approach taken in other countries which do well in PISA, according to the OECD (2014).
The Welsh drive for school improvement has led to the establishment of four regional consortia.  This has moved focus on school improvement from local authorities to the consortia, although the process of establishing and defining roles and responsibilities between the local authorities has, according to the OECD (2014), not always been clear cut, especially as local authorities have a statutory responsibility for education.  However, there has been time for the consortia to develop their roles in the years since the OECD report.  At present, they provide levels of support which reflect the school’s categorisation.  These range from the green category for the strongest schools, through yellow, amber and then red for the weakest schools.  The quantity of support provided ranges from four (green schools) to up to twenty five days (red schools).  Welsh Government (2018) outline that categorisation takes into account a range of outcomes (including attainment and progress), the school’s self-evaluation and systems for improvement and evaluation of the self-evaluation.  This system is seen by school leaders, empirical evidence suggests, as fairer than the original banding system.
The National Model for Regional Working (Welsh Government, 2015) endeavoured to clarify the roles and responsibilities of schools, local authorities and consortia.  It outlined an annual cycle of school improvement as part of this guidance (see figure 3).

Figure 3, Annual cycle of school improvement (Welsh Government 2015):
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This shared an effective system, a recognised feature of successful schools (Brundrett and Rhodes, 2011).  The document also introduced the role of challenge advisers, educators with a proven track record in school improvement and employed either full or part time by consortia, to the process of school improvement.  The OECD (2017) reported that most governors and headteachers they spoke to felt that challenge advisers were fairly and offered useful support, although provision in core subjects was perceived to be stronger than in other curriculum areas.
Collaboration has also been encouraged between schools in Wales in order to improve quality.  The OECD (2014) concluded that this could be useful in developing practice, but truly free collaboration might be hindered by accountability measures.   The OECD’s comments imply that Wales’ accountability measures prevent schools from collaborating freely as they perceive themselves to be competitors in a marketplace.  The My Local School website allows stakeholders including parents to see school results and other accountability data, for example, which could be seen as contributing to a market place approach.  This business model reflects a productivity model of accountability.  An improvement or process model is reflected in a self-evaluation based system.  
The drive to improve quality is also represented by the Welsh Government’s reforms to teacher training and continuing professional development.  The new professional and leadership standards for teachers have been introduced gradually and are statutory for all teachers from September 2018 (Welsh Government, 2017).  
Accountability measures in terms of outcomes in Wales are also changing.  Instead of focusing on pupils achieving certain proportions of certain grades, schools will be measured on average point scores for literacy, numeracy and science GCSE qualification.  Education Minister Kirsty Williams (2018) acknowledges that C/D borderline pupils have, in the past, become the focus due to their potential significance in improving school accountability outcomes, and that this has meant that pupils working at other levels may have consequently become less of a priority.  The average point scores should, therefore, improve equity in provision and attention for pupils at all levels, as each one will contribute to the average point score.
The next steps in developing the Welsh accountability system are likely to be set out in work between Estyn, the OECD and Welsh education professions, which has been tasked with developing a toolkit for self-evaluation and school improvement that can contribute to the facilitation of a system of self-improving schools.  How Wales continues to refine its accountability processes will be important, so that accountability meets the needs of the forthcoming new curriculum instead of driving its implementation.
(ii) Report 
As Literacy Coordinator in a large south Wales comprehensive school, part of my role involves evaluating the National Reading Test (NRT) results for years 7 to 9.  Whilst the test results are not used in any performance indicators, they are part of the information used by the school in self-evaluation, with a view to improving standards.  With the average points score for a literacy-based GCSE forming part of the national Key Stage 4 accountability measures in 2019, (Williams, 2018), standards of literacy remain a high priority in terms of both professional and moral accountability.
Bernhardt (2013) proposes that data analysis can be used with school improvement processes to help schools understand results and how they have achieved those results.  Therefore, analysis of National Reading Test results may help to establish whether our teaching and learning of reading strategies within the school are effective, where strengths lie and where there are areas for improvement.  
The Local Authority (LA) produces a spreadsheet which outlines the school’s performance in the NRTs, along with the performance across both the LA and Wales.  This information is shown in an anonymised form in figure 4.  Whilst comparisons with other schools can fail to take into account differences in context, nonetheless this information does give some idea of the pupils in School A’s relative performance in the tests.


Figure 4:
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A SWOT analysis (figure 5, overleaf) was carried out on the data for 2018 shown in figure 4.  A SWOT analysis can be used in planning and decision making in business, but also in organisations and for individuals, and can help to facilitate improvement (Fine, 2010).  The acronym SWOT stands for Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats.  This SWOT analysis therefore outlines the areas of relative strength and weakness in the test results, as well as the potential opportunities and threats there are for improving practice and performance.


Figure 5:
	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	· Above LA in both >84 and >115
· Above LA for FSM >84
· Above LA for both males and females >84
	· Below LA in FSM >115
· Males achieving >115 has dropped from the previous year
· >115 has dropped from the previous year in years 7 and 9

	Opportunities
	Threats

	· Set classes in English allow for pupils to be challenged at an appropriate level, including those at the top end
· Extra-curricular clubs run by English staff are being relaunched
· School library staffing is being improved for the new academic year, allowing for more support for pupils in wider reading
· Consortium-produced diagnostic spreadsheet can be used to target areas for development (at a year group and individual pupil level)
· INSET time for Literacy training
	· Year 7 is not set in English.  Could this make it difficult to stretch the top end?
· Pupils may be stretched in their commitment to extra-curricular activities
· Possible staff resistance/lack of confidence in teaching reading in non-language subjects 
· Time needed for analysis of diagnostic data, both by Literacy Coordinator and class teachers
· Possible lack of parental support for wider reading at home



The SWOT analysis highlights that, overall, more pupils in School A achieve a standardised score of above 84 and above 115 in the NRTs in comparison with other LA schools.  This is the case for both male and female pupils scoring above 84.  These are strengths of the school.  However, the percentage of FSM (Free School Meal) pupils achieving above 115 is below that of the LA as a whole.  Scrutiny of the data also reveals that the percentage of males achieving above 115 has dropped in comparison with the previous year, as have the percentages of year 7 and 9 pupils achieving above 115.  This suggests that it could be appropriate to target achievement of standardised scores above 115 as an area for improvement.
The local education consortium produces a diagnostic tool to aid analysis of the National Tests.  This is an Excel spreadsheet that has functions which allow the generation of specific targets for pupils.  This gives the opportunity to use item-level data to identify strengths and weaknesses in pupils’ NRT answers.  The implication of this is that question types or skills can then be targeted in an effort to raise performance, which should help to increase performance at the top end (identified as a weakness by the SWOT analysis).
The cohort’s item level responses were entered into the diagnostic spreadsheets for each year group, and the tools used to identify the two skills that pupils found most difficult.  These were established by identifying the questions with the lowest mean correct answer.  The skills were identified as follows:
· Year 7: sequencing; identifying the purpose of text features
· Year 8: locate and retrieve synonymous match; identifying the purpose of text features
· Year 9: locate and retrieve synonymous match; identifying the purpose of text features
Having identified these targets for improvement, the skill of identifying the purpose of text features was prioritised for action and intervention in the forthcoming academic year, as it appeared as an area for development in all three year groups.
Firstly, the National Test results and the findings of the diagnostic tool will be shared with all staff during INSET time.  The target skill will be identified and explained to the staff, and the relevant questions from the National Tests will also be shared with the staff so that they understand the kinds of questions that draw upon these skills.
Strategies will be shared with the staff that can be used to develop both their own and pupils’ understanding of text features and their purposes.  Staff will then be asked to collaborate within their departments to identify opportunities in the Schemes of Learning to address these skills in their reading tasks.  A member of the English department (as a literacy specialist) will support each department in this task.  This is intended to minimise the potential threat of staff lacking confidence in their literacy expertise.
Staff will be asked to trial these resources and strategies and report back to their departments, with literacy representatives from each department sharing best practice in a literacy PLC meeting.  This can then allow for wider sharing and cascading of good practice.  As the school uses the IRIS Connect system, which allows recording of lessons for professional reflection, staff willing to share lessons which draw on the skill will be invited to do so.  This will enable further evaluation of the strategies and resources that have been developed, as well as potentially the sharing of good practice.
As English teachers are the drivers of literacy, teachers of top set English groups in years 8 and 9 would be asked to prioritise the targeted skill, especially in the approach to the National Tests.  From their experience supporting their link departments, the English teachers can highlight where pupils have used the school across the curriculum, reinforcing that reading is a cross-curricular skill.  Teachers of year 7 mixed ability classes will be reminded of the need to highlight this skill, particularly to pupils who achieved standardised scores of over 110 in their year 6 National Reading Tests.
When the National Reading Test results are analysed next year, the mean scores for questions that use the skill of identifying the purpose of text features will be examined to see if there has been and improvement in pupils’ performance and, by implication, use of this skill.  The mean scores for 2019 will be compared with the mean scores for 2018.  Priorities for further intervention and action will be made based upon any increase or decrease in the mean score for the skill.
Furthermore, pupils achieving standardised scores of 110 and over would be targeted for a wider reading programme.  This would see them joining a wider reading group, run by the school librarian, and being given recommendations of stretching texts in the school library.  These challenging texts would then be discussed within the reading group.  This should be particularly useful for Free School Meals pupils, who may not have the resources to have their own books at home.  As the school librarian is a specialist English teacher, she will be able to facilitate the discussion so that it covers the target skills from the diagnostic, as well as other higher-order reading skills such as inference.  The parents of the targeted pupils would be informed of this and invited into school to visit the library.  At this meeting, they would be informed about the wider reading group and its aims, and how they can support it at home.  The SWOT analysis does acknowledge that the target pupils may already have extra-curricular commitments, so these will need to be taken account of so that the pupils are not over-stretched and their wellbeing is protected.
The impact of the reading group will be measured using an anonymised pupil survey and the results of the targeted pupils who participate in the reading group will be scrutinised when next year’s National Reading Test standardised scores are released.  Again, the outcomes of these evaluations will be used to prioritise and inform future intervention and practice.
As literacy coordinator, I will feed back to both staff and governors on the effectiveness of the interventions.  Schemes of learning and resources will be evaluated and refined based on their impact and staff and pupil feedback, as part of a process of self-evaluation and self-improvement.
Therefore, it can be seen that this accountability project uses data as a tool to identify strengths and weaknesses, which are outlined in a SWOT analysis.  The opportunities and threats from the SWOT analysis inform action to be taking to address areas for development.  Finally, the effectiveness of the action will be evaluated in order to inform future practice.
(iii) Leadership Standards Evaluation
As part of my accountability and improvement measures based upon reading and the National Reading Test scores, I drew upon skills from the leadership standards.  The professional standards for teaching and leadership have been reformed and the new arrangements will be statutory from September 2018 (Welsh Government, 2017).  The previous standards were in place at the start of my project and therefore used when evaluating my leadership of the accountability and improvement measures (Welsh Government, 2011).
I decided to use a RAG (red, amber, green) rating system when evaluating my achievement or otherwise of each leadership strand.  Red indicates either that the standard was not applicable for this particular accountability process, or that I felt it had or would not be achieved.  Amber indicates that some aspects of the standard are met, or that the standard is not securely met.  Green indicates that I am confident that the standard has been met.
Firstly, in terms of creating strategic direction, my analysis and proposals reflect many of the standards, with some being partially met (see figure 6).
Figure 6:
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As my intervention includes staff training and collaboration in INSET and Adds sessions, I will be addressing standards 1, 2, 4 and 7.  When I share the National Reading Test results and data, and identifying and discussing the targeted skill with staff, I will be making clear the vision for improvement.  This will, it is hoped, make staff more willing to engage with and act upon the vision.  Therefore, standard 1 should be addressed.  The plan for developing the targeted skill by creating subject-specific resources and identifying opportunities for teaching and learning to address it, reflects standard 2.  As a classroom teacher as well as Literacy Coordinator, I will be putting the strategies into practice myself, but it may not be addressed daily or be possible to make this visible to all staff, hence the rating of amber for standard 3.  I will, though, endeavour to be visual as an advocate for the intervention.  Standard 4 will be addressed, as collaboration and use of staff with specialist skills will be used to facilitate staff confidence in the teaching and learning of the targeted skill.  A rating of amber was given to standards 5 and 6.  This is because the plan draws upon technology to aid in the diagnostic analysis of the pupils’ National Reading Test answers, but this is not particularly innovative or new technology.  It will also draw upon the creativity of staff to develop strategies for the teaching and learning of the targeted skill.  Whether this will achieve excellence, though, will remain to be seen when next year’s National Reading Test results are published, and the pupils’ responses analysed.  The process takes account of the school’s diversity in terms of gender and draws upon the experience of staff to support and collaborate with colleagues who may be less confident in literacy teaching and learning.  The diagnostic results take account of diversity in terms of gender and the pupils as individuals as it is able to generate individual targets. However, this is the only way it appears that the intervention addresses this standard.  For these reasons, a rating of amber was awarded.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The second set of leadership standards are concerned with Leading learning and teaching.  Figure 7 shows how the analysis and intervention were evaluated against these standards.

Figure 7:
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Standards 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 15, and 17 have been rated as green, as the analysis of the data and the development and implementation of the intervention focus on raising standards of learners’ achievement through collaboratively developed and agreed practices, addressing pupils’ individual learning needs.  The use of the diagnostic tool to interpret pupils’ results and the refining of schemes of learning addresses standard 21.  Standard 22 is met by the INSET training, literacy link staff meetings and parent/carer meetings which will make me a visible leader in this improvement intervention.  In particular, the strategies and practices that are implemented will address More Able and Talented (MAT) pupils’ needs, which reflects standard 23.  An amber rating was given to standard 20, as technology is being used strategically to identify learning needs and improve provision and practice for pupils and teachers; however, this technology is not particularly new.  Some standards are not addressed by the intervention, and have therefore been rated as red.
The next set of leadership standards deals with developing and working with others.  The evaluation of how these standards have been addressed is shown in figure 7.
Figure 8:
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Only standard 30 was rated as red, as it is not expected that trainee teachers will be involved in developing the intervention. Most other standards have been rated as green.  This is due to the collaborative nature of many aspects of the intervention.  Colleagues will be working together to refine schemes of learning to enhance existing provision and practice which develops the targeted skill, as well as taking advantage of other opportunities to develop its teaching and learning.  This will allow the acknowledgement and celebration of the work that has been undertaken, as well as evaluation of the effectiveness of the intervention.  I will also review my own practice and the effectiveness of the intervention as part of the process.   Standards 28 and 29 have been rated amber, as there is some potential for the development of leadership skills in others, such as the English teachers working with the departments and the Literacy link staff from each department, but this is not on a wide scale.  The use of English department staff as leads with cross-curricular subject areas allows them to develop their own leadership skills.  The department Literacy link staff will also develop their leadership skills by sharing good practice and feeding back good practice from other departments in the literacy PLC group.  Furthermore, the intervention is based within the school, rather than making use of collaboration with other educational establishments (other than the local consortium), which again implied an amber rating was more appropriate than green.  
The next set of standards deal with managing the school and the evaluation of these standards is shown in figure 9.
Figure 9:
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The intervention deals with fewer of these standards.  Three were rated as red as these related to a higher level of leadership.  Furthermore, it is not anticipated that the intervention will have an impact upon the physical learning environment.  Several of the standards were ranked as amber.  Standards 37 and 38 begin to be addressed as the intervention will aid staff in fulfilling their statutory duties.  Regarding standard 42, the intervention is part of the School’s self-evaluation processes and targets school improvement.  However, it is not addressing Estyn inspection recommendations in this instance, hence that standard’s rating of amber.  The other two amber rated standards were not rated as green, as they address only some aspects of the extensive goals and resources of the school.
The standards regarding securing accountability and their RAG ratings are shown in figure 10.
Figure 10:
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As standard 50 encapsulates the whole school approach to staff accountability it was rated as red, as my leadership of this project can perhaps only be perceived to touch upon its review and self-evaluation aspects.  Whilst the intervention follows those processes, perhaps giving some weight to an amber rating, it is not a driver of the processes and systems across the school.  As the governing body will be informed of the intervention and its impact, standard 51 was rated as amber.  The governing body will not be involved throughout the process which suggested a green rating would be too strong.  Greater involvement of the governing body could, therefore, be an area to explore in a future self-evaluation and improvement project.  
The other four standards in this set, though, have been rated as green.  This reflects the meetings that will be held with parents, how the National Reading Test data has been used both to identify areas for improvement based on overall results, and also in the diagnostic tool to analyse and target skills for individual and groups of pupils.  It sets a challenging target in terms of moving more pupils to achieve standardised scores of over 115 in the next National Reading Tests, the highest levels of attainment.  It also sets high standards in terms of the quality of provision that will be required to address the targeted skill, taking action on performance in areas where it is less strong.
The leadership standards that deal with strengthening the community focus are shown with their RAG ratings in figure 11.
Figure 11:
[image: ]
Three standards are reflected in the data analysis and the intervention: 64, 65 and 66.  The sessions for parents and carers allow standards 64 and 65 to be met, as they should facilitate the development of a partnership between home and school that supports the pupils in improving their reading skills, which is an objective of the improvement project.  The final standard, 66, reflects the collaboration between staff within the school, and the use of the consortium’s diagnostic tool.  Staff across all curriculum areas will be involved in developing the resources and Schemes of Learning to enhance pupils’ skills in identifying the purpose of text features.  The diagnostic tool draws upon the skills and expertise of consortium colleagues, who identify the skill predominantly used in each of the test questions.
Whilst the RAG rating system has some subjectivity, I endeavoured to be honest in my ratings.  Some of the ratings depend on stages of the intervention that are yet to come; in these instances I considered the expected outcome.  Therefore, revisiting this evaluation of the standards at the end of the whole process in summer of 2019 will allow for more accurate ratings.
As a leader, the evaluation indicates that the leadership standards demonstrated by this strategy are strongest in creating strategic direction, leading learning and teaching, developing and working with others and securing accountability.  These were the standards that were most relevant to my role as Literacy Coordinator within my school.  The relatively weak leadership standard areas were managing the school and strengthening the community focus.  This is because many of these standards related to whole school issues which are beyond the remit of the Literacy Coordinator role.  As part of my continuing professional development, I aim to reinforce the leadership standards that I have addressed, improve in those areas I have begun to work towards, and seek opportunities to develop in the areas rated as red.  This, I believe, will aid me in securing quality and accountability for the pupils in School A.
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Creating strategic direction

1. Ensures the vision for the school is clearly articulated, shared, understood and acted upon
effectively by all.

2. Works within the school community to translate the vision into agreed objectives and
operational plans which will achieve sustained school improvement.

3. Embodies the vision and values through daily practice and continual advocacy.

4. Motivates and works with others to create an effective school climate and shared culture.
5. Employs creativity, innovation and new technologies to achieve excellence.

6. Ensures that strategic planning takes account of the diversity, values, experience and context of
the school and the community at large.

7. Develops the school based on a commitment to continuous improvement and sustainable
development.

Leading learning and teaching
8. Ensures a consistent and continual school-wide focus on learners’ achievement.

9. Ensures that both school and classroom climates promote effective learning and teaching for
all.

11. Places learning at the centre of strategic planning and resource management.

12. Develops policies and practices to secure social inclusion for all learners to ensure their
individual learning needs are met.

14. Establishes creative, responsive and effective approaches to learning and teaching in every
subject to meet and support the aims of the school.

15. Establishes and maintains an ethos of challenge and support where all learners can achieve
success and become engaged in their own learning.
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| development. ]
N Leading learning and teaching
B 8. Ensures a consistent and continual school-wide focus on learners’ achievement.
- 9. Ensures that both school and classroom climates promote effective learning and teaching for

all.

N 11. Places learning at the centre of strategic planning and resource management.

12. Develops policies and practices to secure social inclusion for all learners to ensure their
B individual learning needs are met.

& 14. Establishes creative, responsive and effective approaches to learning and teaching in every
subject to meet and support the aims of the school.
15. Establishes and maintains an ethos of challenge and support where all learners can achieve
B success and become engaged in their own learning.
% [ 36. implements strategies that secure high standards of behaviour and attendance. |

17. Organises and implements the curriculum so that it meets the requirements of the national

curriculum in Wales.

- 18. Implements strategies to secure effective assessment procedures, including assessment for

- learning.

B 20. Takes a strategic role in the development of new technologies to enhance and extend the

; learning experiences of learners and the teaching capabilities of teachers.

7 21. Monitors and evaluates the curriculum and its assessment and identifies and acts on areas for
N improvement.

B 22. Maintains a high visibility around the school and devotes considerable time to interaction with
- learners, staff and parents.

8 23. Implements strategies to ensure that learners’ additional learning needs are met.
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Developing and working with others
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- Managing the school
B 37. Ensures that the professional duties and conditions of employment as set out in statutory
o requirements, including those for the headteacher, are fulfilled.
- 38. Produces and implements clear, evidence-based improvement plans and polices for the
o development of the school and its facilities.
o 42. Acts upon the outcomes of school self-evaluation and external inspection by Estyn to drive
E school improvement.
B 46. Recruits, retains and deploys staff appropriately and manages their workload to achieve the
B vision and goals of the school.
- 49. Monitors, evaluates and reviews the range, quality and use of all available resources to
o improve the quality of education for all learners and to secure value for money.
& Securing accountabi
B 51. Works with the governing body so that it is able to meet its responsibilities for securing -
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Motivation and Framework | 11

« Variable, in that In a single classroom a teacher must customize services
102 large number of diferent students with different aptitudes, motiva-
tions, and learning styles

+ Transaction-intensive, I that producing learning results requires repeated
and frequent interaction between teachers and individual students.

‘These features make it difficult to predefine in sulficient detail the actions
teachers must take, elther to specily a complete contract of what they are
expected 1o do or 10 monitor that contract completely.

‘The principal-agent problem Is further complicated because ministries
of education are themselves the agents of the citizenry. If the “consum-
ers” of education services were like restaurant patrons, repeat business
and competition could be expected to ensure the restaurant’s quality or it
would g0 out of business. But governments universally mediate the mar-
ket for education because the sector suffers from a set of market failures
that government Intervention can rectify. As a result, the users of educa-
tion services—parents and children—are also principals trying to ensure
that their country’s minisiry of education establishes a system that pro-
duces the high-quality education they demand. This sequential set of
principal-agent problems demands a more complex system of incentives
and accountability.

Figure 1.5 shows the set of actors and relationships that determine pub-
lic sector accountability. The sequence of principal-agent problems forms a

Figure 1.5 The Accountability Framework
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Figure 1: School development planning cycle
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by all schools in order to inform their school development plans. It is a model
that many schools will recognise and already follow.

Figure 1: Annual cycle of school improvement

School assessment

* Schools analyse data and undertake self-
evaluation

* Challenge advisers provide challenge and support
* Categorisation of schools agreed )

/7 N

Planning improvement

= Schools identiy key areas for improvement

= Schools set improvement targets

*Schools plan how to make improvement |

Reviewing impact
* Schools assess impact of support on
- the qualty of teaching and leaming
- pupil progress and attainment ‘
- development of staff, leaders and

£ N >

Making improvement

* Consortia orchestrate a range of classroom-
based improvement support

* Schools use or consortia broker support -
| according o capachty of school |

Step 1: School assessment

Schools need to know themselves and to evaluate their strengths and
weaknesses. Assessment is a constant process for teachers, school leaders
and governors based upon self-evaluation and school categorisation.
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