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1. Introduction and background 
 
1.1 The Education and Children’s Services Scrutiny Sub-Committee decided to 

conduct a review on Narrowing the Attainment Gap in June 2014.   
 

1.2 The starting point was raising educational attainment and promoting positive 
outcomes for all children in the borough. This review aimed to positively 
impact on delivering the council plan commitments to : 

 
• ensure that 70% of students at every secondary school get at least 5 
good GCSEs.  
• guarantee education, employment or training for every school leaver 
in Southwark. 
 

1.3 The sub-committee initial discussions considered the concept of ‘attainment’, 
which is presently defined as 5 ‘good’ GSCEs, which means 5 or more GCSES 
graded C – A*, including English & Mathematics. Presently 65.2% of 
Southwark pupils attain 5 or more good GCSEs. 
 

1.4 It was noted that while some children experiencing ethnic, gender, economic, 
social or emotional deprivation or discrimination are underachieving because 
of disadvantage, other children may not gain 5 good GCSEs for other 
reasons, for example special educational needs. Whatever a child’s ability or 
aptitude it is still important to ensure that all children progress and reach 
their potential. 
 

1.5 The Headteachers’ Executive recommended focusing on achievement – which 
encompasses ‘progress’ and ‘attainment’. They particularly advised this given 
the changes underway to the testing and exam regime, which is moving to 
‘norm’ referencing rather than ‘criterion’ referencing. This means the grade 
attainment of children will remain a constant proportion of the overall cohort. 
They also said that many schools invest heavily in all their children and as a 
result children with significant disadvantages or challenges do make progress, 
and they would like this to be fully recognized.  

 
1.6 The sub-committee was clear that attainment must remain an important 

focus, given its importance to children’s educational, career and life chances, 
and that narrowing the attainment gap between disadvantaged groups is vital 
to tackling inequality and deprivation. However the sub-committee also 
wanted to ensure that the bottom 30% is equally well catered for and able to 
realise their full potential, and have access to a range of opportunities to 
progress.  
 

1.7 The sub-committee particularly examined the provision for children at risk of 
poor educational and employment outcomes, including Looked After Children, 
Permanently Placed children, children experiencing particular ethnic and 
socioeconomic disadvantage, children & young people with emotional, social 
or behaviour problems and children & young people with special educational 
needs (SEN).  
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1.8 The review reframed its focus to look at the broader concept of ‘Achievement’ 

in schools. The report looks at how schools,  and the wider system,  can  
narrow the attainment gap between the most disadvantaged pupils and their 
counterparts; while ensuring that all children progress and reach their full 
potential , particularly those with special needs.  
 

2 Methodology 
 
2.1 The sub-committee used a variety of methods to gather evidence including 

officer reports; a survey of schools on attainment; a survey of school leaders 
on integration,  a school field visit; a report and presentation from Lewisham 
Southwark College;  engagement with the Headteachers’ Executive; evidence 
from  Southwark Youth Council; research papers on BME achievement; 
research & presentations on raising  the attainment of white working class 
children;  and a presentation from an organization working to support the 
educational needs of Permanently Placed children. 
 

2.2 Officers provided reports on the following: 
 

• Overview of Children in Care 
• Schools performance update  
• 16 Plus Progression and Performance 
• Changes to the curriculum and the exam and testing regime – with 

specific reference to its impact on disadvantaged & less academically 
inclined young people 

• A detailed report on the performance of children in care and the 
current education, training and employment support given. 

• A report on the Special Educational Needs (SEN) and Disability (D) 
provisions (SEND) which  came into force on 1st September  
     

2.3 Southwark Youth Council attended to give their views on the review. 
 

2.4 Members of the sub-committee attended a meeting of the Headteacher's 
Executive to discus the review. 
 

2.5 The Annual Headteachers’ Executive Conference was attended, including a 
presentation by Professor Steve Strand on White Working Class British and 
Minority Groups. The following papers by Steven Strand were then circulated:  

 
• BERA Insight Ethnic Achievement 

 
• The White British–Black Caribbean achievement gap: tests, tiers & 

teacher expectations 
 

2.6 Further research on White Working Class achievement was then considered:  
 

• A Select Report: Underachievement in Education by White Working 
Class Children 
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• A research report and presentation from Lambeth Council : White 
Working Class Achievement – A study of barriers to Learning in 
Schools by Feyisa Demie and Kirston Lewis 

 
• A research proposal and presentation from education researchers 

Edna Mathieson and Peter Chester, who along with others, set up the 
Southwark Community Education Council and the ‘Widening Horizons’ 
outpost at the  London School of Economics for Southwark young 
people. 

 
2.7  A report and presentation was received from Lewisham Southwark College  

 
2.8 A survey looking at how schools closed the achievement gap was sent to the 

103 Southwark Secondary, Primary, Nursery and Special Schools. 17 schools 
responded.  
 

2.9 A survey was handed out to attendees at the Headteachers’ Executive 
conference asking about the impact of the  wider social determinates of well-
being on children’s academic progress . This asked for examples of good and 
poor integration. Two responses were received.  

 
2.10 A field visit was undertaken to Bacon’s College to look at their work 

integrating therapeutic services so they contribute to the emotional wellbeing 
of the whole school. 
 

2.11 A Policy Seminar was held on 14 April 2015 to discuss the findings of an 
earlier draft of this report, and other reports by the sub committee. This 
event was well attended by senior teachers, parent governors , senior 
managers, education officers and researchers.  
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3 Context: Southwark schools, Further Education provision and the 

role of the Local Authority.  
 
Local Authority and Schools 
 
3.1 The role of the Local Authority in education has decreased over the last 

several years.  There is now an increasingly autonomous school system, with 
rising numbers of Free Schools and Academies, and more power delegated to 
Maintained Schools.  The introduction of Pupil Premium is the main method 
by which the achievement gap is narrowed for disadvantaged children.  
 

3.2 The council still maintains key responsibilities and its statutory responsibilities 
include duties to secure sufficient places, assist parents in finding a school 
place of their choice, tackling underperformance, ensuring the education of 
Looked After Children (LAC) and identifying and supporting children with 
special educational needs (SEN). The council provides support to schools 
through the early help, special education, and school improvement teams – 
for example in addressing poor attendance, education for excluded children 
and for Looked After Children.  
 

School Provision – overview  
 

3.3 There are 103 Southwark schools: 72 primaries, 18 secondary, 8 special and 
5 nursery schools. 
 

3.4 Most of the primary schools are maintained by the local authority with 6 
academies (Dulwich Hamlet Junior, Globe, Goose Green, Harris Peckham 
Park, Redriff, John Donne) and 3 free schools (Southwark Free School, Judith 
Kerr, Harris Peckham). 
 

3.5 Most of Southwark’s secondary schools are Academies, some stand alone and 
others part of Academy chains: Harris Academies sponsor four schools; Ark 
two schools, the Church of England two schools and the Catholic Church two 
schools. There are also three voluntary aided & council maintained Church of 
England & Roman Catholic schools and one Free school, which has recently 
opened.   
 

 
Overview of School Performance – current attainment and progress 

 
3.6 We have generally high achieving Southwark Schools. 

 
Primary  

 
3.7 Attainment At Key Stage 2 (year 6 primary school) Southwark schools are 

above the national average with 77 % of pupils achieving level 4 in English 
and Mathematics combined. Southwark schools are in the top quartile 
nationally for reading, maths and the new grammar punctuation and spelling 
tests. 
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3.8 Progress Children at KS2 are expected to make 2 levels of progress from the 
end of Year 2 to end of Year 6. In 2013 91% (88%) pupils achieved expected 
progress in reading, 93% (92%) writing and 91% (88%) in Mathematics. 
This puts Southwark in the top quartile for progress levels, out performing 
national average, as shown in brackets.  
 

Secondary 
 
3.9 Attainment 65.2% of pupils attained 5 or more  good GCSE (A* - C grades at 

GCSE including Mathematics & English), an improvement of 6.4 percentage 
points from 2012 (58.5%). Results have significantly improved over the last 
two years and are now above National Average (60.8) and slightly above 
London (65.1%) 
 

3.10 Progress 78.3% of pupils made the expected progress between KS2 (end of 
Year 6) and GCSE’s in Mathematics (a 3.2 percentage point increase on 2012) 
and 80.1% in English (a 5.1% percentage point increase on 2012). This 
places Southwark above national average and statistical neighbours.  

 
Further Education provision 

 
3.11 The committee did not examine the provision and performance of local 6th 

form colleges in depth, however it did consider the Further Education 
provision that young people not on an academic pathway would access. 
Children with Special Education Needs are more likely to access this 
provision.  
 

3.12 There were concern with the diversity and adequacy of the local offer post 16 
for children not on an academic pathway. Most local 6th form colleges do not 
offer vocational courses as they do not have the facilities.  The largest local 
provider of vocational courses, Lewisham Southwark College (formally 
LeSoCo) has been judged inadequate overall, although with pockets of good 
performance, and the college was invited to submit a report and attend a 
meeting. There are some other alternatives: the local Independent Specialist 
College, Orchard Hill, is judged ‘outstanding’ and NASH is judged ‘good’. 
Bromley College is judged ‘good’ and all are used by local young people. 
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4 Changes to the exam and testing regime 
 
4.1 The government has changed the secondary examination and testing regime. 

The following  changes will be delivered through a three year implementation 
programme which began with the National Curriculum in 2014 and will be 
followed by progressive implementation of new GCSEs and A’ levels in 
2015/16/17. 
 

4.2 The key changes are: 
  

• GCSE will remain as the level 2 standard but will be completely 
revised. 

• At 16 performance will be judged on Students' achievement across 
eight subjects 

• GCSES will be graded using to ‘norm’ referencing rather than ‘criteria’ 
referencing 

• There will be a significant reduction in number of qualifications. 
• Vocational and work-based learning will be re-defined around applied 

and tech level routes for 16-19 year olds. 
 
 

GCSES and Key stage 4 
 

4.3 GCSES from Sept 2015 very much resemble the old O level qualifications. 
Assessment will be at the end of the two year course (May or June of year 
11) and will be assessed through written examinations that are externally 
marked by the exam boards.  
 

4.4  Grading will be numerical 1 to 9 with 9 being the highest grade and an 
‘ungraded’ level. No decision has yet been made as to where the “pass” 
(currently C or above) boundary will be set. 
 

4.5 There will be four  measures of performance :  
 
• Students' progress across eight subjects between Key Stage 2 and 
Key Stage This will show how they have performed and the average of all 
students' progress will create the school's result. This will be called the 
Progress 8 measure. 
 
• The school's average grade across the same suite of eight subjects. 
This will be called the Attainment 8 measure. 
 
• The percentage of students achieving a pass grade or higher in 
English and Maths 
 
• The percentage of students gaining the EBacc, which will continue in 
its current form. 
 

4.6 GCSES will be graded using to ‘norm’ referencing rather than ‘criterion’ 
referencing. This means the attainment of children will remain a constant 
proportion of the overall cohort. In a criterion-referencing system work of a 
certain standard gets the same grade every year, whereas in a norm-
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referenced system the number of candidates gaining each grade is kept the 
same each year, even if their performance is improving.  
 

4.7 The Headteachers’ Executive advised that given the move to norm 
referencing, and the importance of judging schools on their performance in 
enabling all children to reaching their potential, that it is increasingly 
important that the schools are judged on both progress and attainment. They 
suggested that the council updates its aim to reflect this.  

 
 

 
Recommendation 1  
 
The exam and testing regime is changing along with the measure of 
attainment. When the council updates its council plan to reflect these 
changes it is recommended that new targets are set using both 
Attainment 8 and Progress 8 to measure school performance. 
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5 Achievement and provision for  disadvantaged children  
 

Pupil Premium  
 

5.1 Pupil Premium is the main method by which schools are given additional 
money to ensure the achievement gap is narrowed for disadvantaged 
children. 
 

5.2 Schools receive the funding for each child registered as eligible for free school 
meals at any point in the last 6 years.  
 

5.3 Children who have been in local-authority care for 1 day or more also attract 
£1,900 of pupil premium funding. Funding for these pupils does not go to 
their school; instead it goes to the virtual school head (VSH) in the Local 
Authority that looks after the child. 

 
5.4 Schools also receive directly a higher rate for each pupil who has left Local 

Authority care because of one of the following:  
 

•adoption 
•a special guardianship order 
•a child arrangements order  
•a residence order 
 

Narrowing the Attainment Gap School Survey 
 

5.5 17 schools completed the survey: one nursery school, 11 primary schools, 4 
secondary schools and one special school.  
 

5.6 They were asked 6 questions: 
 
I. What are the key groups of pupils needing extra help that your school 
has identified? 
II. What are the gap(s) in achievement that you are you trying to 
narrow? 
III. What specific options have been identified to improve attainment for 
each group of pupils and what has been achieved? 
IV. What evidence do you have that outcomes have improved? 
V. How are you using the Pupil Premium for each disadvantaged child to 
improve attainment? 
VI. How can your school contribute to Southwark Council’s commitment 
to guarantee education, employment or training for every school leaver in 
Southwark?   
 

5.7 Schools identified the following children as the key groups needing extra help, 
listed in approximate order of number of times mentioned:  
 

o White British children, particularly: boys, those with poor language 
skills, challenging behavior, poor attendance, apathy/ low aspirations.    

o Black Caribbean children 
o Pupils with social and emotional difficulties  
o Pupils with special needs / SEND 
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o Children on Free School Meals / economically disadvantaged 
o Children who need to learn English as an Additional Language (EAL), 

particularly those children from single parent households and/ or  with  
emotional & social needs 

o Looked After Children- on a Care Plan or a Child in Need 
o More able children 
o Travelers 
o Young carers 
o Asylum seekers / refugees/ Children with no recourse to public funds 

 
5.8 Schools said they were using a range of methods to narrow the gaps in 

achievement , these included:  
 

o Use of classroom and school data 
o Improving school teaching 
o Individualised learning plans making use of data with targeted 

interventions – often in a cycle of 6 weeks   
o Learning mentors to enable children to overcome blocks to leaning, 

obtain study skills, build confidence and aspirations  
o EAL classes  
o Targeted Homework clubs, Saturday and Holiday classes  
o One on one support for children with  SEND 
o Additional support for English and Maths  (particularly English)  
o Expert teacher behavior support 
o In school counselling,  buying in CAMHS , art psycho-therapy and 

therapeutic storytelling 
o Development of emotional, social ,  motivational and study skills 
o Whole school emotional, social and behaviour interventions 
o Enrichment activities – art, trips, music etc.  
o Links with business and careers advice  
o Work with parents to support their child’s study at home, parenting 

programmes, parental literacy classes, initiatives to promote parental 
involvement with school.  

o Interventions to deal with absence  
o Work to address social issues affecting children  
o Programmes to enable carers to study at home  

 
5.9 The sub-committee looked at the needs of for five groups in more depth: 

Looked After Children, Permanently Placed Children, Children from 
disadvantaged socioeconomic and ethnic groups, White Working Class 
Children and children with emotional, social or behavioral problems.  

 
 
Looked After Children (LAC) 

 
5.10 Southwark has a dedicated Looked After Children (LAC) Education Team that 

exists to support the highest possible education outcomes for Southwark’s 
looked after children. Southwark’s LAC Education Team builds relationships 
with schools, social workers, carers and multi-agency professionals. Working 
collaboratively in multi-agency contexts, the team maintains a focus on the 
educational needs and aspirations of the looked after child. Education 
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Advisors hold schools to account for pupils’ education attainment and 
progress. 
 

5.11 Southwark is a diverse borough and has a relatively high number of looked 
after children compared with other boroughs. Southwark had 339 children on 
the LAC Education School list in 2013/14 and 263 children continuously in 
care for 12 months. 60% of children attend schools out of the borough.  

 
5.12 Most pupils enter care at low starting points. Depressed attainment levels on 

entry to care may be attributable to (i) pupils missing education (ii) care 
histories (iii) the impact of coming into care (iv) the weighting of this cohort 
towards special educational needs. 
 

5.13  The national incidence of all statemented pupils is 2.8%. According to DfE 
published data, the Southwark LAC incidence is 34.6%, higher than London 
LAC (29.6%) and England LAC (28.5%). 
 

Attainment of Looked after Children at Key Stage 2 (Year 6 end of Primary)  
 

5.14 Attainment. 2012/13, fifteen Southwark pupils were included in the DfE 
measure of LAC KS2 attainment making meaningful interpretation 
problematic given each Southwark pupil is worth over 6%. Southwark LAC 
performed lower than London LAC (percentage gaps: reading 1, writing 12, 
GPS 5, maths 12). The attainment gap with all Southwark pupils remains 
relatively similar at 16% for reading and 30% for maths. 
 

5.15 Progress. 85% of the Southwark LAC cohort achieved 2 levels of progress in 
reading, 75% in writing and 81% in maths. 

 
Key Stage 2 outcomes, DfE published data 2010/11 to 2012/13 ( attainment ?) 
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No of eligible pupils  10 15 15 2290 290 2736  

L4+ English/reading  x 71% 71% 
 
63% 

 
72% 

 
87% 

 
-16 

L4+ writing N/A 71% 57% 
 
55% 

 
69% 

 
84% 

 
-27 

L4+ GPS* N/A N/A 50% 
 
45% 

 
55% 

 
78% 

 
-28 

L4+ maths x 57% 57% 
 
59% 

 
69% 

 
87% 

 
-30 

 Exceeding LAC national average 
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Attainment and Progress of Children at Key Stage 4 (GCSE)  
 

5.16 In 2012/13, 26.7 %. of Looked After Children (LAC) achieved 5 good GCSE’s 
Outcomes for Southwark LAC in all key attainment measures are higher than 
outcomes for all England LAC and all London LAC. Since 2009, attainment in 
English and Maths at GCSE grades A* to C has risen year on year.  
 

5.17 Southwark LAC attending secondary schools in Southwark achieved higher 
than the 60% of children who attend schools outside of the authority. Pupils 
that are placed out of borough are furthest adrift from age-related 
expectation. Here the attainment gap increased to only 23.1% attaining 5 
good GCSEs. 

 
5.18 Years 10 and 11 represent the largest group of newly-looked after young 

people and here the gap with age-related expectation is greatest. Looked 
After Children are placed out of borough as more specialist foster care 
placements are sought to manage most complex needs. 
 
 
 
 
Key Stage 4 outcomes, DfE published data 2010/11 to 2012/13  
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No of eligible pupils  40 30 45 4870 790 2346  

5+ GCSE A* - C  50% 31% 42.2% 
 

36.6% 
 

38.9% 
 

 
85.1% 

 

 
-42.9 

5+ GCSE A* - C inc 
Eng & ma 26.2% x 26.7% 

 
15.3% 

 
20.8% 

 

 
65.2% 

 

 
-38.5 

 

A-C Eng & ma 26.2% x 28.9% 
 

16.1% 
 

21.9% 
 

 
66.7% 

 

 
-37.8 

 Exceeding England LAC and London LAC outcomes 
 

 
5.19 The sub-committee discussions with officers highlighted the better outcomes 

for the 40% of LAC children educated in Southwark and concerns with the 
adverse impact caused on a child’s education when they are moved out of 
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the borough. Officers acknowledge this and said they were seeking more 
local foster placements for more challenging young people, however there 
will also be a few children that need to be moved out of the borough for their 
safety.  
 
 
 
Recommendation 2 
 
Continue to prioritize finding more local foster & care placements, 
particularly when it is needed most at year 10 & 11, given the adverse 
impact moving has on a child’s education. 
 

 
 
 

Permanently Placed Children  
 

5.20 The sub committee had a presentation from PAC UK on meeting the 
educational needs of Permanently Placed children. Permanently Placed 
children include children who are Adopted, have Special Guardianships, 
Residence Orders, are Fostered, Looked After or otherwise permanently 
placed.  
 

5.21  The presentation from PAC UK was requested following a workshop with 
adoptive parents.  A number of attendees were members of a local adoption 
peer network and they raised concerns about the quality of some school’s 
support for adoptive children and their families and the importance of this.  

 
5.22 DfE data released in 2014 showed that at key stage 2, educational outcomes 

for Permanently Placed children are more similar to Looked After Children 
than the general population. This is likely to be because of the attachment 
issues caused by grief, loss and the often traumatic experiences the 
permanently placed children have experienced in their early lives; 70% of 
those adopted in 2009-10 entered care due to abuse or neglect. According to 
PAC-UK, even children placed at a very young age can experience significant 
difficulties at school, perhaps due in part to their adverse in-utero 
experiences. 
 

5.23 PAC UK reported that there is a  lack of recognition of permanently  placed 
children’s needs; many school staff do not understand contemporary 
adoption, and perceive adopted children as ‘lucky’, and their early 
experiences as things ‘they won’t remember’.  
 

5.24 Permanently Placed children do attract significant funding through Pupil 
Premium; however families need to identify their child to the school as this is 
not automatic. The Policy Seminar breakout group on the review noted that 
schools need to be adequately equipped to deal with the stigma of adoption 
with awareness and sensitivity. 
 

5.25 The Policy Seminar also emphasized the  importance of regular reviews for 
adopted children, and regular communication between the school and the 
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parents/carers, particularly to discuss where funding will spent. They 
emphasized the of empowering adopted parents to have more choices and 
giving them a voice in the process. 

 
 

5.26 PAC –UK reported that there is often a lack of understanding about 
Permanently Placed children’s needs; attachment is not addressed in teacher 
training, and few staff have thought about the impact of trauma and loss. 
There is a clash of culture in some instances, as the strategies which support 
Permanently Placed children to thrive sometimes require schools to examine 
their values, beliefs and behaviours at a systemic level e.g. in their approach 
to behaviour management. 
 

5.27 PAC-UK explained that whereas Looked After Children have robust structures 
to monitor, champion and meet their needs these same Designated Teachers 
and Virtual Schools have no remit with permanently placed children, even 
though they have vital understanding about attachment and trauma. 
 

5.28 PAC –UK recommended a whole school approach by providing training for all 
school staff on contemporary adoption, attachment and the impact of trauma 
and loss. The training offers a framework within which children’s difficulties 
can be understood, and provides evidence-informed implementable 
strategies.  
 

5.29 They also provide child-focused and school-focused systemic consultations for 
groups of school staff, in which schools can develop their good practice. This 
can include developing supervision for school staff to manage the emotional 
impact of working with children with high levels of emotional needs.  

 
5.30 PAC-UK advised that this approach can be beneficial for many of the children 

at school, as around 40% of children are insecurely attached to their parents 
or their primary care givers. A better understanding of the how to meet the 
emotional and learning the needs of children who have been traumatized, 
experienced loss or grief, or have attachment needs can improve the 
behavior,  academic progress and emotional wellbeing of the whole school.   
 

5.31 Both the adoption focus group and PAC-UK spoke about the impact that 
difficulties at school can place upon children and families. Compared to the 
general population Looked After Children are eight timesi more likely to be 
permanently excluded from school and are more likely to be absent from 
school. The disruption and stress this causes families can be a contributory 
factor in placements breaking down. 
 

5.32 PAC UK recommended identifying an Adoption Advocate within each school, 
in a role analogous to that of Designated Teacher. PAC-UK facilitates an 
Adoption Advocate Network, in which groups of committed local schools can 
share good practice and develop resources. 
 

5.33 Sub-committee members noted that some schools are aware of these issues 
and very able to cater for children with attachment issues, suffering from 
trauma, or who have experienced grief or loss and this was acknowledged. 
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5.34 Officers commented that most Southwark children are adopted outside of the 
borough, so working directly with Southwark schools would not impact 
directly on those children, however it was agreed that improving support for 
Permanently Placed children in Southwark would benefit children placed 
locally.  
 

5.35 At the Policy Seminar the breakout group recommended that Southwark 
children placed outside of the borough be supported for as long as the 
adopter requires. They said that the voice of adopted families should be at 
the heart of the adoption journey and emphasized the importance of working 
in partnership with adoptive parents.  
 

5.36 The scrutiny School Survey, while only a relatively small sample, did identify 
Looked After Children as a priority group, however no school identified 
Permanently Placed children as a key group.   Schools did, however, 
frequently identify children with emotional difficulties as a key group and a 
significant number had integrated emotional wellbeing, behavior support, and 
therapeutic services into their school model.  
 
 
 
Recommendation 3 & 4  
 
Ensure the needs of Permanently Placed children are highlighted to 
schools, alongside the training programme provided by PAC –UK  
 
Link the expertise of the LAC team to local schools with Permanently 
Placed children. 
 
 

 
 

Children from disadvantaged socio-economic & ethnic groups 
 

 
5.37 Officers provided data on different ethnic groups achievement  
 
% achieving 5 or more GCSEs at grade A*-C including English & maths 
 2012 2013 
Ethnic 
Group LA National Difference  LA National Difference  
White 54.6 58.7 -4.1 61.4 60.4 1.0 
Mixed 61.1 60.0 1.1 68.2 62.7 5.5 
Asian 69.8 63.4 6.4 67.2 64.9 2.3 
Black 59.2 55.3 3.9 65.8 58.7 7.1 
Chinese 78.6 78.8 -0.2 81.8 80.1 1.7 
All Pupils 58.8 59.1 -0.3 65.2 60.8 4.4 
 

 
5.38 The lowest achieving groups are White and Black children, however this data 

does not account for socio-economic status.  
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5.39 The committee received evidence from Professor Steve Strand. His  
study explored the size of ethnic, gender and social class gaps in 
achievement at age 14 and asked what factors might account for ethnic 
achievement gaps. 
  

5.40 He found that primarily policy needs to focus on social-economic deprivation 
and that for most minority groups, high levels of socio-economic deprivation 
can account for the achievement gaps. He welcomed Pupil Premium. 
However his research found that Black Caribbean students are distinctive, 
since socio-economic status (SES) can not account for their achievement gap 
and they are the only ethnic group making less progress than White British 
students aged 11-14. This was also true of relatively advantaged Black 
Caribbean students, particularly boys. 

 
5.41 He identified that Black Caribbean students were systematically under-

represented in entry to the higher tiers of national tests at age 14 and this 
could not be accounted for by prior achievement or a wide range of other 
factors. 
 

5.42 He also identified problematic school discipline trends for Black Caribbean 
students and wrote that it is well established that the odds of Black Caribbean 
students being permanently excluded from school are twice as high as the 
odds for White British students, and that the odds of Black Caribbean 
students being statemented or at School Action Plus for Behavioural, 
Emotional and Social Difficulties (BESD) are 2.3 times higher than for White 
British students. 
 

5.43 Professor Steve Strand therefor recommended that schools should monitor 
and review ethnic patterns in disciplinary actions and the ethnic 
composition of sets and tiers of entry to GCSE examinations. 

 
White Working Class Children  

 
5.44 The other group Steve Strand recommended paying particularly attention to 

was White working Class pupils, girls as well as boys.  
 

5.45 The sub-committee considered a recent Select Committee report on the 
’Underachievement in Education by White Working Class Children’. The report 
referred to recent finding by Ofsted which identified that White British 
children eligible for free school meals are now the lowest-performing children 
at age 16, with only 31% of this group achieving five or more good GCSEs.  

 
5.46 The sub committee went on to consider research conducted by Lambeth 

Council on White Working Class Achievement, and local education 
researchers, Edna Mathieson and Peter Chester, who set up Southwark 
Community Education Council (SCEC), a supplementary education charity 
which provides additional support to local children and, their parents.  
 

5.47 The sub-committee heard that the attainment of White British pupils is 
polarized by social class to a greater extent than any other ethnic group. 
White British pupils from managerial and professional homes are one of the 
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highest attaining groups, while White British pupils from working class homes 
are the lowest attaining group.ii  
 

5.48 The research by Lambeth Council was considered to be particularly applicable 
as the demographic is so similar to the borough of Southwark. It was 
conducted in 2010 and based upon 16 Lambeth schools. The study examined 
data and used proven research methodologies to explore the view of pupils, 
teachers, parents, headteachers, and governors. The report confirmed the 
under achievement of white working class children and identified the 
following as key issues: A Lack of parental aspiration, A lack of engagement 
with children’s schooling, Marginalisation and a perceived loss of culture, The 
impact of poverty on white working class children’s achievement, The impact 
of unsuitable housing stock on achievement, Low literacy levels and language 
deprivation, and a lack of targeted support.  
 

5.49 The Lambeth Council research and the educational researchers evidence 
particularly highlighted that white working class parents often do not see 
their pivotal role as educators and the importance of their engagement with 
their child’s education , and this can be compounded by parents  own poor 
literacy and language and past poor experiences in school. Therefor they 
consider work with parents to be very important. 
 

5.50 Sub-committee members highlighted the importance of aspiration, 
particularly given how changes to the global economy have adversely 
impacted on what was the traditional white working class – there are now 
few secure, reasonably well paid,  low or semi skilled jobs.  
 

5.51 Sub-committee members also highlighted the importance of targeted 
language support for white working class children and adult education literacy 
classes for parents. This is different than the extensive provision of English as 
an Additional language (EAL) by schools for children whose first language is 
not English. The research noted that children accessing this can by year 6 
have a better grasp of English than their white working class peers as they 
have  had the advantage of a wider vocabulary in their mother tongue to 
draw upon and so a richer language heritage.  

 
5.52 The researchers further noted the importance of cultural transmission and 

that ‘Education cannot compensate for society’iii . They  quoted Professor 
Mongon on the  importance of a holistic approach to addressing the problem 
of working class underachievement:  
 
“it’s not single factors which make a difference, but as many contributors to 
the success of children from low income families as possible…..child, family, 
school, neighbourhood, community….having people around them that believe 
in them, encourage them, challenge them, support them.” 
 

5.53 The education researchers advised that the research report produced by 
Demie and Lewis provides an invaluable blueprint which Southwark could 
utilise as a point of departure to conduct further research. They highlighted 
the following recommendations, noting that many of these points are already 
enshrined in Southwark’s policies and practices: 
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• strong and inspirational leadership by the headteachers; 
• sustained high levels of expectation for all pupils, parents and 

teachers; 
• the promotion of an  inclusive curriculum, which  raises aspirations 

and, importantly, meets the needs of white working class pupils (and 
their parents); 

• development and maintenance of close links with parents and 
increasing community support, which earns the schools the trust and 
respect of parents; 

• effective use of data and rigorous monitoring systems which track 
individual pupil performance; 

• good and well targeted support for white working class pupils through 
extensive use of teaching assistants and learning mentors; 

• critically, sustained and continuous effective support for language 
development amongst white working class pupils; 

• co-ordinated support for the transition between primary and 
secondary sectors; 

• celebration of cultural diversity, including working class culture, and a 
strong commitment to equal opportunities. 

 
5.54  The  education researchers , Edna  Mathieson and Peter Chester 

recommended  that the Local Education Authority and the corresponding 
services of Southwark Council together seriously address the under 
achievement of White Working Class students . As part of this Pupil Premium 
could be a valuable funding option.  They offered to conduct a research 
project free of charge.   
 
 
Recommendations 5 & 6  
 
5 Bring the research of Lambeth Council, and the Southwark Education 

Community School education researchers insights, on white working 
class attainment to the attention of local schools through the 
education department and the Headteachers' Executive.  

 
6  Assist schools in improving the provision for low income and 

deprived parents, in recognition of their pivotal role in children’s 
education, particularly in areas where there is a high disparity of 
wealth. In particular take measures to assist schools engage parents,  
and improve the provision of parental literacy classes and community 
education. Take steps to assist families in housing need, especially 
the needs of displaced children whose families have had to move to 
access housing. 
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Children with emotional, social or behavioral problems 
 

5.55 Children with emotional and social problems were consistently flagged as a 
group in need by the survey, and sometimes as another vulnerability 
alongside social disadvantage, such as being white working class , or needing 
to learn English as an Additional Language, or having no recourse to public 
funds. Challenging behavior, poor attendance, apathy or lack of engagement 
or aspiration was another linked theme. 
  

5.56 These were popular interventions to address these issues: 
 
• Individualised learning plans making use of data with targeted 

interventions – often a cycle of 6 weeks   
• Learning mentors to enable children to overcome blocks to learning 

obtain study skills, build confidence and aspirations  
• Expert teacher behavior support 
• In school counseling, buying in CAMHS, using the services of 

Place2Be, art psycho-therapy and therapeutic storytelling 
• Development of emotional, social, motivational and study skills 
• Whole school emotional, social and behaviour interventions 
• Work to address social issues affecting children 
• Enrichment activities – art, trips, music etc. 
 

Bacon’s College – Case study  
 

5.57  Two fields visits were made to  Bacon’s  College to review their Student  
Services; Student Services uses therapeutic and targeted interventions to 
address the social, emotional and mental health needs of the most 
disadvantaged students who attend the college so that students are 
supported to thrive academically and personally. 
 

5.58 There is a large dedicated team led by assistant head Norma Gould, who is 
both a qualified counsellor and trained teacher. The staff team includes 
professional counsellors,   a Parent Support & Attendance officer, and a 
trained social worker who takes on the role of Family Support & Child 
Protection officer, a range of mentors, including an academic mentor, and a 
Personal Wellbeing / PSHE Coordinator who leads the Emotional Wellbeing 
programme.  The team is supported by a full time administrator.  Students 
Services works closely with the Heads of Key Stage 3, 4 and 5 and with the 
pastoral teams they lead.  
 

5.59 415 students received some form of targeted intervention from the Student 
Services team between September 2013 and July 2014.  The figure of 415 
students represents about 38% of the College’s cohort, meaning two in every 
five of Bacon’s College students have received support from the Student 
Services team last academic year. 
 

5.60 Student Services work in a number of ways. One of the most important is 
through a cycle of weekly meetings of the Integrated Support Panel (‘ISP’) for 
those children most at risk, about one in ten or 12% of the total cohort. This 
meeting ensures that the Key Stage Assistant Headteachers along with 
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members of their pastoral teams meet with Student Services and SEND staff 
to plan and review the interventions provided for these students. 
 

5.61 Counselling  is provided to about 10% of students, and this cohort  includes  a 
significant number of socially disadvantaged students and children with SEN 
 

5.62 Other interventions included pastoral or academic mentoring, integration (for 
students new to the college) and reintegration programmes for those who 
have been placed temporarily in alternative provision, targeted attendance 
work, and individual personal development coaching with sixth‐form students.  
 

5.63 There are also a range of group provisions included the targeted group 
programmes provided to different subsets of students including the 
Mentivation Young Leaders’ workshops (Year 7–10 boys), the ‘Aiming High’ 
Identity workshops (for students who are able but underachieving) and the 
Personal Development workshop programme for students in the Sixth Form. 
 

5.64 There is a successful Peer Mediation service delivered by 6th formers who are 
trained and supervised by Southwark Mediation Service.  
 

5.65 The school undertakes a range of more extensive safeguarding work with 
around 63 children. A qualified social worker has recently been appointed to 
this role and this work involves meeting with young people and their parents 
in most cases, with a number being referred to a range of specialist agencies 
including Southwark and Lewisham CSC (Children’s Social Care), Child 
Exploitation and Online Protection (CEOP), the Specialist Family Focus team 
(SFFT), the Families First team (FFT), Child and Adolescent Mental Health 
Services (CAMHS) and the Early Help Service (EHS). 
 

5.66  The school is proactive around Child Sexual Exploitation, social media and 
young people at risk of gang involvement. 
 

5.67 The school reported that the expectations for schools around safeguarding 
have increased significantly, with schools expected to be more vigilant and 
proactive. In addition the Principal, John Martin, reported that more children 
are presenting with social, emotional and behavioural problems. 
 

5.68  The assistant headteacher has written about the role of schools in helping 
young people navigate the complexities of adolescence and the positive role 
integrated therapeutic services can play in creating a school that is more able 
to respond to the educational and developmental needs of students.iv  
 

5.69  The Principal emphasized the importance of emotional wellbeing as a core 
value for the school as this provides the safety that children need in order to 
be able to learn. He evidenced the significant increase in attendance, 
improvement in behaviour and better rates of academic progress as 
demonstrating the Student Services programmes contribution to pupils’ 
educational success. 
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Recommendation 7 
 
Promote Bacon’s College good practice in providing a whole school 
approach to wellbeing and use of therapeutic and targeted interventions 
to address the social, emotional and mental health needs of the most 
disadvantaged students, particularly to ensure the bottom 20% make 
good progress.   

 
 
 

 
6 Integration between schools and other services  

 
6.1 The sub-committee sought out evidence of the quality of integration between 

schools with council, health and other services by raising this with the 
Headteachers’ Executive at meetings, at their conference through a 
questionnaire and on the field visit to Bacon’s College. Pupil Premium is the 
main method by which schools are given additional money to ensure the 
achievement gap is narrowed for disadvantaged children. 
 

6.2 The support given by the Local Authority education department team of 
advisors was praised and considered effective.  
 

6.3 The school nurse provision was also praised by both Bacon’s College and a 
survey respondent. It was described as effective and praised for utilizing a 
simple geographical model with clear communication with schools.  
 

6.4 Parental services were also praised and it was noted that if one parent 
accesses this service then this has a good ripple effect with other parents at 
the school; there was a call for more positive parenting strategies.  
 

6.5 Communication between social care and schools was picked up as an area of 
concern by both Bacon’s College and a survey respondent. Changes to local 
social care delivery was reported as having caused disruption , however 
officers said the move to cluster arrangements would improve local 
communication between social work teams and schools. Communication with 
social workers was described as ‘inconsistent’ and ‘variable’ – sometimes it 
could be good , but was not always reliable and Bacon’s College reported that 
on occasions the school was not informed of important issues impacting on 
pupil’s.  
 

6.6 Communication with CAMHS was also picked up as an area of concern. A 
survey respondent said there were ‘too many social workers and CAMHS 
workers to be dealt with for children / SENCO / Leaders in schools’. Norma 
Gold recommended that there was a dedicated link person so relationships 
could be established between CAMHS and schools.  This was so trust and 
understanding could be built up, particularly around referrals.  
 

6.7 Concerns were raised about access to adequate social work and CAMHS, with 
both survey respondents raising concerns that not all families were receiving 
the quality social and family support they needed. 
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6.8 Concerns were also raised that children needed to reach a very high threshold 

to receive support from CAMHS, which was described as ‘decimated’ by 
recent cuts. The sub-committee heard in a presentation on Child Health 
Services that there is a concern about the top tier of Child & Adolescent 
Mental Health Services (CAMHS) nationally and that there was a big demand 
locally for pediatric acute mental health crisis beds, with children having to 
access beds outside of London on occasions.  The sub-committee heard 
evidence from the NHS Southwark’s Clinical Commissioning Board (CCG) that 
there is a growing pressure nationally & locally and the CCG is seeing an 
increase in demand since the changes in commissioning. The CCG are 
conducting an analysis into why this is happening. 
 

6.9 The recently published report ‘Future in mind: Promoting, protecting and 
improving our children and young people’s mental health and wellbeing’ 
concluded that there is emerging evidence of rising need in key groups. 
Services are seeing increasing rates of young women with emotional 
problems and young people presenting with self-harm. The report’s data and 
audits reveal increases in referrals and waiting times, and this was particularly 
true for vulnerable children and families. The report said that providers are 
reporting increased complexity and severity of presenting problems. Changes 
to commissioning and the lack of clarity and accountability for child mental 
health service were sited as a problem. Following the reports publication the 
recent government budget allocated £1.25bn money to mental health to 
improve provision for young people. v 
 

6.10 The need for better communication between schools and the Police, Housing, 
Probations Service was also highlighted by schools, with families waiting 
years for resolution of visa problems and housing issues.  
 

6.11 Survey respondents advised that CAMHS and Social Workers be based in 
schools to deal with the small but significant number of children who need 
these services. Some schools (such as Bacon’s College – see above case 
study) and respondents to the school survey had taken steps to provide some 
counseling, therapy and social work provision in-house. 
 
 
 
Recommendations  8 ,9 & 10 
 
8 Improve communication by Social Work teams with schools by ensuring 
that schools have a consistence link. Look at the deployment of school 
nurses as an example of good practice – schools praised the simple 
geographical model and clear communication lines. 
 
9 Improve communication between schools, Housing, Probation Services 
and the Police. 
 
10 Invest in further provision of CAMHSs and ensure that there is one 
consistent CAMHS link person for every school. 
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7 SEND: Special Educational Needs (SEN) and Disability (D) provisions 

for children & young people 
 

7.1 The Special Educational Needs (SEN) and Disability (D) provisions (SEND) set 
out in Part 3 of the Children and Families Act 2014, came into force on 1st 
September 2014. This legislation represents the biggest change in SEND 
legislation for 30 years. The reforms extend provision from birth to 25 years 
of age and extend rights and protections to young people by introducing a 
new Education, Health and Care plan replacing SEN statements.  
Professionals will also provide more tailored support to families, providing 
help and assistance as appropriate and relevant to needs.  The main changes 
are  

• To place families, parents and young people at the heart of the 
changes using a ‘person centered’ approach; 

• A co-ordinated assessment leading to an outcome focused integrated 
Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) from 0-25 years; 

• An EHCP that offers statutory protection for the provision identified 
and redress to the SEND tribunal from 0-25. 

• Jointly commissioned services between the Local Authority (education, 
social care adults and children’s) and health; 

• A Local Offer setting out all services available to families, children, 
parents and young people with SEND from 0-25 and how services are 
accessed across Education, Health and Social Care. 

• The right to request a personal budget for services identified in the 
EHCP, extending choice and control; 

• Bringing all schools, nurseries and Further Education providers under 
the same SEND legislation and responsibilities (including academies 
and free schools)  

• Increased access to information, advice and support for parents, 
carers and young people aged 0-25. 

 
The Education, Health & Care Plan (EHCP) and the Local Offer 
 
7.2 The SEN team has designed a new assessment process and EHC plan, in 

conjunction with social care and health colleagues.  43 consultation sessions 
were held with parents, carers and young people, involving 513 consultees 
providing input to the development of the EHC plan and the content of the 
Local Offer; however concerns were raised that parents and carers in work 
had not had sufficient opportunity to contribute. 
 

7.3  To date 22 EHC Plans have been finalised within the 20 week period, and 31 
are at the last stage of finalisation. Thirty three plans are in the co-production 
stage. Officers reported that initial feedback from parents on the new process 
is very positive.  
 

7.4 In addition to the new process, the Local Authority must transfer all existing 
statements to EHCPs within 3.5 years. Southwark has over 1,500 statements 
to transfer. The priority for this year is Year 11, sixth formers moving on and 
year 5. In addition many young people with Learning Difficulty Assessments 
post 16 will also request an EHCP to continue in education.  
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7.5 The council must provide information about all of its services for children and 
young people with SEND in one accessible place: the Local Offer. Southwark’s 
Local Offer is now available at www.localoffer.southwark.gov.uk. The Local 
Offer provides information for parents, young people and professionals on all 
aspects of SEND from 0-25. Information can be found on Education, Health & 
Wellbeing, Care, Housing, Transport, Employment, Benefits and Information, 
Advice & Advocacy. Officers reported that Young People have requested a 
dedicated site for young people, and this is being developed. The sub-
committee commented that the website would benefit from more extensive 
information, particularly on post 16 options for employment, apprenticeships 
and traineeships. 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation 10 
 
Ensure that the Local Offer website covers the full range of training and 
apprenticeships for all young people, particularly young people with 
special needs and support available 
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8 Lewisham Southwark College and Further Education provision 
 

8.1 Lewisham Southwark College (formerly LeSoCo) is the main and largest 
provider of post-16 education and training across both London boroughs and 
is one of the biggest colleges in London with 17,000 students, 650 staff and 
an income of nearly £38m. The College’s provision is wholly vocational, 
occupational or professional and is aimed at getting people in to work. The 
College operates across a wide educational spectrum and supports young 
people and adults from pre-Entry Level through to Level 5 (equivalent to the 
second year of an honours degree) and includes provision for people with 
learning disabilities and difficulties. 
 

8.2 Lewisham Southwark College was formed in August 2012 (as LeSoCo) with 
the merger of Southwark and Lewisham Colleges. The college was judged as 
“inadequate” overall following an inspection by Ofsted in December 2013.  It 
was judged inadequate for the quality of teaching, learning and assessment 
and was inadequate in the provision of English and maths. Following that the 
college has been re-inspected twice, and both times Ofsted has found 
“insufficient improvement for learners”.  At the time of writing this report, 30 
March 2015,  the college received a further highly critical Ofsted report that 
rated overall effectiveness as inadequate.  This is a huge concern to the 
committee. 

 
8.3 An interim leadership team is in post with a permanent Principal due to start 

in summer 2015. The Interim Vice Principal attended a sub-committee 
meeting in November. He explained that one of the reasons for the 
inadequate rating is Ofsted’s new emphasis on English and maths, and a 
number of colleges have been downgraded using this new assessment 
framework. He said the college is now working on improving this area, in 
particular. The college is focusing on construction, tourism, health and 
creative arts, which the college is borderline “Outstanding” on. These are all 
growth areas for the college. 
 

8.4 The college reported strong partnerships with the Local Authority and 
Lewisham Schools, but that links were less strong with Southwark schools, 
and that this might be because more are academies.  
 

8.5 The committee raised concerns with the quality of Apprenticeships, and the 
number of young people completing these and gaining employment at the 
end. This was a concern of the Ofsted re-inspection in November 2014, who 
returned to the previous inspection’s finding that too few apprentices achieve 
their qualifications and complete their programmes within the expected time. 
Ofsted said that this remains the case and they continued to be concerned. 
They found that the numbers of apprentices who achieve and complete their 
programmes successfully are increasing slowly, as are the numbers that 
achieve within their expected time-scale, but these remain too low.vi  The 
college reported that it had over 1300 apprentices last year, and this 
increased recently to around 1550.  The sub-committee emphasized the 
importance of quality programmes and high standards; given apprentices can 
be paid only £95 per week it is important there is investment and 
commitment to their learning and development. 
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8.6 The sub-committee and officers raised concerns with the diversity of the post 
16 vocational offer, particularly given the poor performance of Lewisham 
Southwark College over the last couple of years, however officer advised that 
6th Forms often struggle to offer vocational courses as they lack the facilities.  
 
 
 
 Recommendations 12, 13, 14 & 15  
 
Southwark Council works with Lewisham Southwark College to improve 
its provision of quality apprenticeships. 
 
The Overview & Scrutiny Committee notes the possible closure of the 
Lewisham Southwark College Camberwell site and propose the cabinet  
supports the local champagne to keep this facility open. 
 
Improve the diversity of the post 16 year offer for young people by 
investing in widening the provision at local sixth forms, where possible, 
and ensuring that young people, parents and carers fully understand the 
range of alternative options and are well supported in transition.  
 
Southwark Council must develop an exemplary further education offer for 
current and future students of Lewisham Southwark College as a matter 
of urgency, particularly considering the impact such a poor offer has on 
local learners. Moves should be made to develop plans to improve the 
opportunities for local learners focused on defining what a ‘good further 
education offer’ looks like by; working with the funding agencies, 
providers and others key stakeholders to develop this.   
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9 Conclusion and policy seminar feedback  
 

9.1 A policy seminar was held on 14 April to discuss the findings of  an earlier 
draft of this report, and other reports by the sub committee.   A presentation 
on the report was given by the Principal of Bacon’s  College on the school’s  
focus on wellbeing . The Principal particularly emphasized the need to tackle 
the lack of progress of a residual 20% of students  and the effectiveness of 
Bacon College’s programmes in ensuring this cohort do make considerable 
academic and personal  progress by addressing the underlying emotional and 
social issues.  
 

9.2 Following the presentation a breakout group was held on the draft report and 
the  finding and the groups was asked to pick out three points. This was very  
well attended by headteachers, senior health and social care managers, 
elected members and parent governors.   

 
9.3 The policy seminar breakout group firstly affirmed the reports focus, and 

Bacon’s College good practice in improving the wellbeing and behavior of 
students by addressing the mental health, emotional and social needs of 
young people, particularly in ensuring good progress for the most 
disadvantaged young people.  The recommendation to take a proactive 
approach to mental health by adopting Bacon’s College best practice was 
supported, as was the need for better integration and links with CAMHS.  
 

9.4 The policy seminar secondly emphasized the importance of engaging low 
income parents and the wider community in facilitating a learning community, 
and addressing the adverse impact poor housing has on education. Housing 
deprivation and the importance of parental literacy and engagement were 
identified as issues in the Lambeth Council report the sub-committee 
considered on raising the achievement of white working class parents.  

 
9.5 In particular an elected  member noted that Southwark families are being 

displaced and moving out of the borough, sometimes to take up an offer of 
larger housing.  Children are then travelling a long way as they do not want 
to change schools.  

 
9.6 The importance of working with low income parents, particularly in places 

where there are high levels of wealth disparities, was emphasized. The report 
of the Headteachers’ Executive on Summer Loss was noted, whereby children 
of poorer parents do not participate in the same level of enrichment activities 
over the holidays.  The pivotal role of parents as informal educators and the 
wider community in promoting a learning culture, beyond the learning day 
was highlighted. A quote in the longer report from Professor Mongon on the  
importance of a holistic approach to addressing the problem of working class 
underachievement was referred to:  
 
“it’s not single factors which make a difference, but as many contributors to 
the success of children from low income families as possible…..child, family, 
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school, neighbourhood, community….having people around them that believe 
in them, encourage them, challenge them, support them.” 
 
Practical examples suggested included parental literacy classes and Millwall 
football club being more engaged with community education.  
 

9.7 The third issue the policy seminar highlighted was the importance of a good 
Further Education offer and improved transition. Participants emphasized that 
a  good quality Further Education would offer Southwark young people a 
richer menu to inspire and motivate them to achieve, beyond the narrow 
focus on academic attainment offered by most 6th forms. It was noted that 
without a good offer young people are at risk of becoming disillusioned and 
demotivated.  
 

9.8 Transition between primary and secondary, and later to Further Education, 
employment or training was highlighted as a time when young people are 
particularly at risk of becoming disengaged from education and training.  
 

9.9 The three main points identified by the policy seminar were:  
 
• Focus on children’s & young people’s wellbeing, emotional health and social 

issues to improve behaviour and academic progress. 
 
• Engage low income parents, and the wider community, in facilitating a 

learning community, and address the adverse impact poor housing has on 
education. 

 
• A better Further Education offer is vital to inspire, motivate and effectively 

address the learning, training and employment needs of young people not on 
an academic pathway. Transition support is crucial, as young people are at 
risk of disengagement when they transfer to secondary, and then Further 
Education. 
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10. Summary of recommendations 
 

 
1 The exam and testing regime is changing. When the council updates its council 

plan to reflect these changes it is recommended that new targets are set using 
both Attainment 8 and Progress 8 to measure school performance. 

 
2 Continue to prioritize finding more local foster & care placements, particularly 

when it is needed most at year 10 & 11, given the adverse impact moving has 
on a child’s education. 

 
3 Ensure the needs of Permanently Placed children are highlighted to schools, 

alongside the training programme provided by PAC –UK.  
 

4 Link the expertise of the LAC team to local schools with Permanently Placed 
children. 

 
5 Bring the research of Lambeth Council, and the Southwark Education 

Community School education researchers insights, on white working class 
attainment to the attention of local schools through the education department 
and the Headteachers' Executive.  

 
6  Assist schools in improving the provision for low income and deprived parents, 

in recognition of their pivotal role in children’s education, particularly in areas 
where there is a high disparity of wealth. In particular take measures to assist 
schools  engage parents,  and  improve the provision of parental literacy classes 
and community education. Take steps to assist families in housing need, 
especially the needs of displaced children whose families have had to move to 
access housing.  

 
7 Promote Bacon’s College good practice in providing a whole school approach to 

wellbeing and use of therapeutic and targeted interventions to address the 
social, emotional and mental health needs of the most disadvantaged students, 
particularly to ensure the bottom 20% make good progress.   

 
8 Improve communication by Social Work teams with schools by ensuring that 

schools have a consistence link. Look at the deployment of school nurses as an 
example of good practice – schools praised the simple geographical model and 
clear communication lines. 

 
9 Improve communication between schools, Housing, Probation Services and the 

Police. 
 

10 Invest in further provision of CAMHSs and ensure that there is one consistent 
CAMHS link person for every school. 

 
11 Ensure that the Local Offer website covers the full range of training and 

apprenticeships for all young people, particularly young people with special 
needs, and that the site details all employment support available. 

 
12 Work with Lewisham Southwark College to improve its provision of quality 

apprenticeships. 
 

13 The Overview & Scrutiny Committee notes the possible closure of the 
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Lewisham Southwark College Camberwell site and propose the cabinet supports 
the local champagne to keep this facility open.  

 
14 Improve the diversity of the post 16 year offer for young people by investing in 

widening the provision at local sixth forms, where possible,  and ensure that 
young people, parents and carers fully understand the range of alternative 
options and are well supported in transition.  

 
15 Southwark Council must develop an exemplary further education offer for 

current and future students of Lewisham Southwark College as a matter of 
urgency, particularly considering the impact such a poor offer has on local 
learners. Moves should be made to develop plans to improve the opportunities 
for local learners focused on defining what a ‘good further education offer’ looks 
like by; working with the funding agencies, providers and other key 
stakeholders to develop this.   
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