Adoption and Special Guardianship Leadership Board
Date: 04.11.2021 | Time: 1pm-4pm | Location: Microsoft Teams

	
	Time
	Duration
	Topic
	Lead
	Papers

	1.
	1.00pm
	25mins
	Meet and greet
· Optional time for the Board members to meet up for a virtual coffee
	Krish Kandiah/All
	

	1. 
	1.25pm
	5mins 
	Welcome and housekeeping
	Krish Kandiah

	

	2. 
	1.30pm
	30mins 
	DfE Updates / delivery unit deep dive 


	Kevin Woods/ Caroline Gardner 
	

	3. 
	2.00pm
	30mins 
	Kinship Care 
	Krish Kandiah/ All
	

	4. 
	2.30pm
	15mins 
	Data 
· Q1 update
	Louise Jelks
	



	
	
	10mins
	Comfort break
	
	

	5. 
	2.55pm
	45mins

	Task group feedback
· We hear from the Chairs of the groups to hear how they are progressing
	Task group Chairs/ All
	

	6.
	3.40pm
	15 mins
	Adopted Persons Reference Group
	Krish Kandiah
	

	7. 
	3.55pm
	5mins 
	AOB 
	Krish Kandiah/All
	




Chair:
Krish Kandiah

Members Attending:
Lucy Peake – Kinship
Shelagh Mitchell – RAA Rep
Al Coates – Representing the ARG
Julie Selwyn – Expert Advisor
John Simmonds – CoramBAAF
Justice Frances Judd – Judicial Observer
Cathy Ashley – Family Rights Group
Sue Armstrong-Brown – Adoption UK 
Maxine Campbell – Representing the SGRG 
Cllr Mark Sutton – LGA rep
Sophie Langdale - Department for Education 

Also Attending:
Louise Smith – LGA
Kevin Woods – Department for Education 
Helen Walker – Department for Education 
Cheryl Duke – Department for Education 
Caroline Gardner – Department for Education Delivery Unit – presenting in Item 2 
Charlotte Lacey – Department for Education Delivery Unit – presenting in Item 2 
Sarah Jennings – Department for Education 
Rob Shearer – Department for Education 
Anna Wales – Department for Education 
Kevin Yong – Secretariat, Coram-i
Louise Jelks – Secretariat, Coram-i
Kelly Kaye – Secretariat, Coram-i
Xia Bury – Secretariat, Coram-i

Apologies:
Sarah Johal – RAA
Satwinder Sandhu – VAA
Maggie Jones – CVAA
Edwina Grant – Chair of the ADCS HCAN Committee
Esther Kavanagh Dixon – ADCS
Claudia Megele – CAFCASS






1. Welcome and Housekeeping 
· Krish welcomed everyone to the meeting and reminded the attendees to utilize the chat function. 
· New members of the board were welcomed and invited to introduce themselves – Sarah Jennings and Mark Sutton.

2. DfE Update
Kevin Woods provided the DfE updates. 
· Kevin thanked members for their contributions around National Adoption Week. He also thanked members for helping the DfE run two large events – No.10 Adoption celebration and the visit to One Adoption South Yorkshire. 
· Spending Review – Another £7m for year 2024-2025 has been announced to help implement the Adoption Strategy.
· Money has also been allocated within the first two years of the spending review for the same purpose. 
· The exact way in which this money will be spent has yet to be decided but will be discussed with Ministers as part of the overall settlement discussions. 
· The priority will be around improving matching, delivering better support through extending RAA centres of excellence and improving commissioning. 
· The work and the funding will be delivered through RAA leaders’ groups whilst also working very closely with VAAs and Voluntary Sector Organisations. The board will be consulted as they continue to develop their plans over the coming weeks and months. 
· The Secretary of State has met with Sarah Johal – the new RAA Strategic Leader. This meeting set the priorities for the coming year and helped lay the groundwork for implementing the strategy. 
· There will be regular meetings between the Secretary of State, Children’s Minister and Sarah Johal.
· Minister Quince has agreed to meet with Kinship on the 15th November. At this event the DfE will be announcing who has won the £1m contract to set up Kinship care support groups in all areas of the country. 
· Minister Quince spoke at the CVAA conference this morning – in his speech he emphasized the importance of VAAs in delivering the strategy.
· Question: Could you comment on the Oxford-Brookes review of the ASF and the recommendations and findings that it has published?
· Answer: The Oxford-Brookes review will be taken into account when we speak to Ministers regarding the ASF. There have been a lot of recommendations and options laid out around the ASF and these will be discussed with ministers over the coming weeks 

Update from Caroline Gardner on the Delivery Unit
· Caroline introduced herself and provided the board with some background information on her team.	
· The work described in this presentation was done under the previous Secretary of State. 
· The team does short term projects lasting 6-8 weeks which hone in on areas of delivery to improve them.
· The last Secretary of State was keen to understand why the adoption numbers had been declining, therefore a deep dive was carried out to investigate this further. 
· Caroline presented an overview of the deep dive titled: Why have adoption numbers been declining since 2015?
· There were no assumptions made about whether this is a good or a bad thing nor was there an underlying push within the deep dive to find out how we can increase adoption numbers. The sole purpose was just to find out the reason why there has been a decline.
· Methodology
· A review of previous work on adoption and public law, relevant literature was reviewed, quantitative analysis of LAC data and qualitative research through semi-structured interviews across four sampled regions. 
· Adoptions have fallen by 36% since 2015 alongside a small but sustained rise in SGOs over the same period.
· A brief overview on the adoption process – the various steps involved from the child being taken into care through to the adoption order. 
· Data since 2014/15 suggests that the largest contributor to falling adoption numbers is a drop in ADM decisions within LAs
· There are fewer children being put forwards for adoption.
· Many LAs reported that court judgements and confidence have influenced social work decision-making on adoption.
· Caroline went over a timeline of findings which illustrate the impact certain judgements have had on the overall adoption numbers.
· There is some indication that variation in local decision making is driving regional differences in SGO and adoption trends.
· There will always be variations in the decision making across the country, but there are usually similar patterns and trends across the whole country. 
· Slide comparing data from 2013 and 2020 - % children ceasing to be LAC by adoption and SGOs by region. Before judgements Re B and Re B-S (2013), the regional landscape was largely uniform, but it now sees wider variation.
· As SGOs become more widespread, there is a need to better understand the long term outcomes.
· Understanding is limited by lack of data and the relative novelty of these arrangements for such a large group of children. 
· Recommendations from the Deep Dive:
· Test findings with the judiciary.
· Work with LAs to understand and address root causes of variation in decision making and casework. 
· Prioritise the longitudinal study looking at long-term outcomes of those leaving care through SGOs and adoption. 
· Krish asked for any questions for Caroline Gardner and Charlotte Lacy.
· Question: John Simmonds asked whether the question was raised about the legal hierarchy with regards to with whom the child will be placed – in a sense adoption is the last resort as placing a child with birth parents and family members is the first option considered. Is this an issue that has come up in the discussions had during the deep dive? 
· Answer: This did come up during our research but there were differing views on what was considered the ‘last resort’. There appeared to be a lack of clarity in the sector over what that means and how they should be doing their decision making. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk88204527]Question: Cathy Ashley asked about the question ‘Are SGOs a good thing?’ – there is a danger of comparing SGOs to Adoption by looking at a narrow set of outcomes rather than identifying whether the child is in the right placement based on their needs. 
· Answer: Caroline agreed that there needs to be a wider view on the matter. They are looking at whether the rise in SGOs are getting good outcomes for children or whether it is seen as an easier option than going through the courts for adoption. 
· Lucy Peake enquired about whether there was anyone present who could help to inform that research in some way. Is there a way for us to work with the research groups currently looking into Special Guardianship Orders? 
· Kevin Woods responded by saying that the DfE were starting the research with a feasibility study as there has not been much research on this in the past. They want to ascertain whether they can do a longitudinal study in this area and how best to do this. We would be involving key stakeholders in supporting and advising the research group, including some from an SGO perspective.
· Maxine Campbell shared her support for the feasibility and longitudinal study gathering information from experts in the field of special guardianships to make sure the right questions are being asked. She also made suggestions around gathering data on ASF uptake amongst special guardians – such as finding out how many SGs have been turned down, how many have applied and how many do not know about it. 
· Krish Kandiah invited Justice Frances Judd to comment on the discussion:
· Justice Frances Judd commented that the findings around Re B and Re B-S did not surprise her. She asked Caroline whether any of the survey respondents mention the introduction of the 26 week rule for care proceedings – did this have any bearing on any of the decision making? 
· Yes, the 26 week rule did come up, there appeared to be confusion around local authorities thinking they had to have had everything done within 26 weeks. 
· Krish Kandiah thanked Caroline Gardner and Charlotte Lacy for their work on the deep dive and reflected on the wider issues around finding permanency solutions for all children. 
· Julie Selwyn informed the board that the Nuffield Study is going to be reported on in the next few weeks. 
· Krish thanked the Delivery Unit for their presentation and spoke to members about ensuring that kinship and special guardianship have equal representation in these meetings. 

3. Kinship Care
Update from Cathy Ashley on the APPG on Kinship Care:
· The APPG on kinship care follows the parliamentary taskforce which was the first dedicated enquiry into kinship care undertaken by parliamentarians. 
· This included a lot of extensive surveys and engagement with kinship carers as well as parliamentarians. 
· Clear recommendations have been set out alongside some surveys with some very specific recommendations. 
· The APPG is focusing on a number of areas including:
· Recovery from the pandemic.
· Access to legal advice and representation for kinship carers.
· This will be the focus of its next enquiry which will include specific surveys of kinship carers.
· This will also include written and oral evidence from key stakeholders – people with insight into representing kinship carers, such as lawyers. 
· The parliamentary taskforce on kinship care identified that the support from the local authority in relation to paid legal advice and legal representation was highly variable.  
· The government committed to give SGs access to legal aid in 2019 but still haven’t introduced the change. 
· Family Rights Group’s advice service received thousands of calls each year from kinship carers and prospective kinship carers.
· Cathy proposed an analysis of some of the themes from the advice line as this often highlights the variations in support from different local authorities.
· The impact of COVID is reflected in these calls as many people have taken on children due to the death or illness of the parents and this results in a private arrangement which means they cannot access support. 
· The Kinship Care Alliance – an alliance of organisations with an interest in kinship care.
· It has recently set up an advisory panel with intentions to set up a Welsh panel and also a Racial Disparity panel. 
· On behalf of the kinship care alliance they are putting on a roundtable titled – ‘Kinship care, getting the legal framework right’. This will be live streamed. 
· Krish suggested that it might be useful for the Racial Disparity Task Group to connect with the Racial Disparity Panel from the Kinship Care Alliance. 
Lucy Peake provided an update on Kinship Care week.
· Kinship Care Week happened for the 3rd time nationally this year. 
· The sector rallied in ways that we haven’t seen before, many LAs got involved along with many MPs and Josh MacAlister. 
· Kinship launched a survey during Kinship Care Week. 
· 1651 responses to the survey from kinship carers – the largest so far.
· It found a high rate of permanency – 96% of carers believed the children will live with them permanently.
· 81% say they are planning to care for the children into adulthood as long as they need to be with them – only 2% said they do not expect the children to be living with them after the age of 18.
· There was a huge complexity of needs highlighted by the survey.
· 62% of kinship carers believe that the children in their care have long term physical and mental health needs, however only 1/3 of them have a formal diagnosis. 
· 40% of the children had anxiety and depression.
· 38% had behavioural issues.
· 38% had attachment disorder.
· 36% (three times the national average) have special educational needs.
· 40% of kinship carers reported that their children displayed risk taking behaviour – such as self-harming, drug and alcohol misuse.
· Unlike children in foster care, children in kinship care do not undergo a formal health assessment before of whilst living with their kinship carers. This may result in missed opportunities for children to be referred to counselling or support that they might benefit from. 
· Another thing highlighted by the survey was the support needs of the kinship carers themselves. 
· The majority of kinship carers are grandparents – kinship carers are older, poorer and in worse health than any other group raising children. 
· The survey found that 39% of kinship carers say they have additional needs of their own. 
· 1/3 of kinship carers said that they feel their children are not getting the support they need. 
· 36% of carers are not getting a financial allowance from the local authority.
· 12% have used a food bank in the last year. 
· 70% of carers say they’re not getting the support they need from their local authority overall. 
· The children and carers report struggling during COVID, so issues like finances, home schooling and the fear of the virus – particularly for older kinship carers. 64% of kinship carers say that COVID restrictions had a negative impact on their children’s physical and mental wellbeing. 
· 26% of carers say they’ve experienced child on carer violence post the lockdown ending – this was highlighted in another larger survey. 
· Pushing contact and family relationships remains a huge issue. Only 11% of kinship carers say they get support from their local authority to manage this and 23% want support but do not get it. 
· The positives from the survey:
· Permanency – there are really high levels of commitment to these children.
· There are signs that the local authority support is improving – although 70% of kinship carers say they are not getting the support they need. This is a dramatic improvement from last year when this figure was 82%. This could be due to the additional support put in place during COVID. 
· Kinship are more likely to be in touch with carers who have received support from kinship or who have received support from local authorities or other charities. This means that there are probably carers we are not in touch with who are experiencing much worse situations. 
· Schools are a key support to kinship carers – 52% say their children are receiving additional support at school and 47% say the school meets their needs either extremely well or quite well. 
· Whilst there are positives to come out of this survey, it is important to recognise what is different in special guardianship and kinship care arrangements. 
· Krish highlighted that Kinship Care Week overlaps with the Conservative Party Conference and that makes it harder for government to give it the attention it deserves. 
· Cathy Ashley commented that we have never had a Kinship Care event at No.10 – this is done with adoption but not with kinship care. 
· Lucy commented that Kinship Care Week was set up by Kinship Care Liverpool originally so it is important to ensure we collaborate with them when talking about any changes. It is important to help it grow and flourish whilst also acknowledging where it came from. 
· Lucy Peake added a comment about ASF COVID-19 scheme report which came out from the DfE 
· This was set up during the pandemic to provide extra funding to local authorities and RAAs to commission a broader scope of support services – which included access to information and advice, peer support in addition to the usual therapeutic type support provided by core ASF. 
· This catalysed a lot of really positive developments around special guardianship support, so just from our perspective as a charity – 69 local authorities commissioned support services from us. So we adapted our usual kinship connected program to deliver virtually, this provided intensive one to one support, advice, peer support groups offered virtually and we supported over 2000 special guardians. 
· Over 1/3 of the 23,000 families who were supported under the COVID-19 scheme were special guardianship families. This is a huge uplift on the usual 15% of families receiving support who are also special guardians. 
· Lucy told the group about the three year funding gained by Kinship from Comic Relief and BBC Children in Need. This is to involve kinship carers and young people who have experienced kinship care in policy making – in time it is hoped that we will have a supportive infrastructure that enables young people to participate in places like this. 
· This has been an aim of the board and Kinship is keen to help this come to fruition. 

4. Data
Louise Jelks informed the group about the ASGLB Board Data Summary – November 2021
· The Q1 data was published in National Adoption Week and we are coming to the end of the data collection period for Q2 – just chasing the submission of the last few data returns. 
· The Q1 data indicates that the number of children and adopters moving into, and through the adoption process have not recovered to pre-pandemic levels, and in fact continue to decline. 
· The number of ADMs and POs declined, and the number of children being matched and placed with an adoptive family continued to decline. 
· The number of A0s and SGOs granted also dropped in Q1. There continues to be more SGOs granted than AOs – 56% of children left care with a SG – the children most likely to leave care with an SGO are single white children aged between 1 to 4. 
· Children are waiting longer for permanence, 51% of children waiting with a PO not yet matched had been waiting 18+ months.
· Adopter registrations and approvals declined in Q1 and were lower than the quarterly average for 2020/21.
· The number of adoptive families matched with, and having a child placed with them also continued to decline. 
· The number of prospective adoptive families not yet approved remains high, and the number of approved adopters waiting to be matched continues to increase, indicating a healthy supply of adopters. 
· The data indicates that there are sufficient approved adopters to match the number of families required, including families with an Ethnic Minority (excluded White minorities) background – and based on numbers alone potentially, we may be in the position of having an oversupply of approved adopters as the gap between approved adopters waiting and children waiting widens. 
· However, less children and adopters are being matched and placed and children are waiting longer, indicating that the approved adopters are not matching the need of the children waiting. 
· Reasons why this might be: -
· There may be a geographical gap – when you look at the numbers at an RAA level, there is both under and over supply of adopters geographically across the country – so the right adopters may not be geographically where they are needed to match the needs of the children. 
· There may be an ethnic, religious and cultural gap – whilst we look at a child and adopters’ ethnicity to measure the sufficiency of adopters we can’t quantify a child’s combined ethnic, religious and cultural needs – so ensuring there are sufficient adopters from particular ethnic groups may not be enough. 
· There is a danger on just looking at the numbers and missing the more nuanced needs of the children waiting. 
· Krish thanked Louise for her hard work and asked the group whether it is fair to use the COVID-19 pandemic to explain these downward trends in adoption? 
· Louise answered that these downward trends were present even before the pandemic. There would have been an impact from it but it cannot be the sole reason behind the fall in adoption numbers. This was happening at least 2-3 years prior to the pandemic. 
· Julie Selwyn agreed with Louise’s points and added that there are so many factors which can impact these outcomes for children. It would be valuable to see if there is any analysis around children under the age of five who enter care and are still there a year later – these are the children who will grow up in care. 
· John Simmonds echoed the previous comments and agreed that the factors which influence adoption are very complex. He commented on the lack of confidence in the sector around care planning and the various elements which need to be in place to ensure good outcomes for children in care. 
· Krish thanked John for his comments and proposed that the board could discuss in the next meeting about what the board and the sector can do to improve confidence around care planning. Many of the issues have been raised through the research but not the solutions – this is where the board can come in to help find those solutions. 
· Krish commented on the cascade of different areas that need to be addressed rather than one solution to all issues. From what is told to potential adopters through to judges and how they understand the adoption process.

Comfort Break

5. Task Group Feedback
· Krish provided an overview of the Task Groups for new members.
Julie Selwyn provided an update on the Adoption Matching Task Group
· Matching crosses over with many other groups so we often find ourselves straying into other areas. 
· The task group is looking at improving the use of available data – Louise Jelks has already spoken on this – and Kevin Yong (Coram-i) and Andy Leary (Linkmaker) are trying to see if they can link the two datasets together. This should allow us to have better information on the children who were waiting – in particular sibling groups.
· There is a huge gap in the data around sibling groups in general. 
· Judges believe children are more likely to be together in foster care than they are in adoption. There is little evidence available to refute those beliefs. 
· We have been thinking about unconscious bias as many social workers are still wanting a two parent family for adopters – this is a running theme through many of the reports. 
· Class is not often spoken about, but class is quite important in this area. A middle class family with separate bedrooms for each child seems to be the most desired placement. 
· Julie mentioned that she has requested that a survey be conducted around adoption allowances – to match the work that has been done around SGO allowances. 
· This is really important for diversity – understanding who can have an adoption allowance and who can’t. It would be useful to understand the variation across the country. 
· The task group has sent a survey out in the Southwest to look at adopters’ views on Linkmaker.
· We are looking at how they access Linkmaker, what feedback they get and why they think they are not suitable matches. 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Sarah Johal is going to make enquiries about providing some training at the judicial center. 
· Question: Justice Frances Judd asked about the comment Julie made around judges believing that siblings would be more likely to be kept together if they are in foster care opposed to adoption. She reflected on her own experiences and stated that she hadn’t heard about judges misunderstanding and thinking it was more likely and this was a concern. 
· Julie answered that her sources for that information are from the South West Adoption Board and this is not necessarily reflective of the national situation but it is certainly something to look into. 

Sue Armstrong-Brown provided an update on the Support Task Group 
· The group has now had two meetings.
· The Support Task Group covers support for both kinship and adoptive families so it needs to be quite broad in terms of membership.
· Initially they wanted to keep it under 10 people but that was not possible so now there is representation from RAAs, LAs, SG teams, child psychologists, support workers and lived experience individuals. 
· There is reciprocal participation between the task group and the RAA leader’s subgroup on early support and best practice. 
· The group has mapped out the work we want to do for the first year.
· The group will explore various topics to do with proactive planning for support. 
· It will also gather information via a survey to both local authorities and to RAAs asking them to give us more information about how they are proactively planning for support. 
· There is a meeting next week with the Secretariat to design that survey. 
· Following on from this survey the task group has planned to produce an output to share and hopefully have some debate around a much wider part of the sector. 
· The RAA leaders’ group is also working on their own survey to gather similar information. The task group will take the finished survey to the RAA leaders’ group when finalized to ensure there isn’t an overlapping of information. 
· Krish agreed that the coordination between the board and RAA leads is going to increase, especially with Sarah Johal’s new role. Krish proposed that a meeting be set up between himself, Sue Armstrong-Brown and Sarah Johal to figure out how to handle that support piece. 
· Sue Armstrong-Brown added that there will be a version of the survey for the virtual schools. This will give us a sense from them about the proactive planning for support for adoptive and kinship children in schools everywhere. 
· Shelagh Mitchell proposed that it would be a good idea for meetings to be held to map the work of the task groups and RAA leaders to avoid any duplication. This would be instead of just having a conversation with only Sue Armstrong-Brown and Julie Selwyn. 

Justice Frances Judd provided an update on the Adoption Group – part of the PLWG (Public Law Working Group)
· We are looking into the processes and procedures in relation to adoption. 
· There are five different subgroups – looking at international adoption, consensual adoption, contact and human rights, placement and adoption orders. 
· Each of the subgroups are holding meetings – looking at drawing up reports and conclusions, reporting back to inform discussions and then putting it out for consultation. 
· Looking at the relationships children have with their wider family members and whether there is enough consideration given to that. 
· Also looking at people’s access to adoption records – for children who are adopted. 

Lucy Peake provided an update on the Special Guardians Task Group
· There is a really good balance of membership in this task group with members from the voluntary sector, academics, RAA and social work professionals. 
· The group used their various networks to attempt to improve the registration of special guardianship families to Pupil Premium Plus. 
· It is not yet known if this activity has had any impact on the numbers.
· The group intends to meet with Chris Walton from the DfE team to see if anything more can be done in encouraging more registration. 
· The group has been doing some work around financial allowances, there is three parts to this:
· The survey conducted by Kevin Yong from Coram-i.
· The response rate to the survey was around 45%.
· The survey found that there is a wide variation across the country in terms of the policies that local authorities have for paying allowances to special guardians. 
· A fair number paid an equivalency to the fostering allowance but not the fee which tends to align with skills and the training that foster carers get. 
· They tend to be means tested and have benefits and tax credits deducted from the amount as well. But only 40% of the LAs that responded actually used that model. Otherwise it is quite a mix. 
· Deep dive research
· They went into three local authorities who are going above and beyond what they have to do around special guardianship allowances. 
· This was to find out their motivation and what were the barriers they faced along the way. How did they overcome them? 
· The report from this deep dive will include a lot of practical advice from the LAs. 
· Special Guardians Finances Roundtable Event 
· The survey and the deep dive research were shared at this roundtable event held Tuesday 2nd November. 
· There were 58 senior representatives from local authorities, directors of children’s services, assistants, heads of service and some lead councilors. 
· The aim of the event was to share really positive developments so you know how to increase allowances and how to make that case. 
· This created a safe space where local authorities could ask each other questions about how they did things. 
· Many attendees connected at the event and made plans to meet up afterwards so it is hoped that the discussion will continue and people will take things forward. 
· The task group is looking at what it can do next but it pleased with the progress made so far. 
· The group will be doing some focused thinking on what can be done about the ASF. 
· Data and research gaps – a separate focused discussion from other groups will take place to pull together a plan of the gaps in the current knowledge and how they can be filled. Lucy invited attendees to join this group to contribute to the discussion. 

Julie Selwyn provided an update on the new DfE funded study
· Julie has assisted with this study alongside Ipsos Mori and Ecorys. 
· This is the first time funding has been provided to do a longitudinal study on the outcomes for children who were adopted and in special guardianship arrangements. 
· The age range is 12 to 21 and we are going to need everybody’s help to identify these young people. 
· The first stage of the study is a feasibility study, this is where we will need your help. Then if we can get a sample we want to track them for at least four years. 
· Hopefully setting down a sample that other people can continue to track as these young people move into middle age and old age. 
· Julie Selwyn will be emailing people to enlist help from the board members and their contacts. 
· The focus is on adoption and special guardianships but they will be looking at the administrative datasets too. 
· One of the aims is to link the datasets to see the full picture from entry to care right through to school and into employment. 

Krish Kandiah provided an update on the Racial Disparity Task Group
· Due to the spending review and ministerial reshuffle we were unable to run a Racial Disparity Roundtable. 
· An adoption celebration was held instead of the roundtable which was very successful. 
· This was not the place for a hard hitting conversation around racial disparity, it is hoped that the roundtable will go ahead in the New Year. 
· The aim of the task group is to avoid just going to the government to ask for funding, instead it is important to demonstrate what the sector can do itself so when we approach government we are making an offer rather than just requesting money. 
· The task group have looked at what they can do around adoption panels:
· Working towards making sure that when black or mixed race adopters or children are in front of an adoption panel, that panel is never all white. 
· Ultimately aiming to ensure that no adoption panel is all white. 
· This conversation has been started with the RAA leads. 
· The three main aims of the racial disparity task group are as follows:
· Recruiting more black and mixed race adopters.
· Rebuilding trust between black and mixed race adopters and government bodies – which includes the social work sector. 
· Resource Transracial Adoption. 
· Maxine Campbell asked about special guardianship children in this area as there is often an assumption that as the child is placed with their family that their ethnic and cultural identity will be maintained, when this is not always the case. 
· Krish agreed with Maxine and told the group that it is the intention of the task group to look into the area of racial disparity in special guardianship.
· Maxine added that it is important to consider that child may have been cared by individuals outside their own culture for a time before being placed with their family – this can have a negative impact on the child as well. 

6. Adopted Persons Reference Group
· Krish provided an overview of the Adopter and Special Guardian reference groups which feed into the task groups. 
· It is important to the board to get the voices of adopted individuals and those who have been cared for by a special guardian. 
· The relevant pastoral support would need to be in place in order to support those individuals to share their lived experience with the groups. 
· Krish will be visiting the Family Justice Board which has a number of young people who attend regularly, so they can feel comfortable about what we’re hoping for them. 
· Krish asked the board for their comments about this idea of creating a group for this purpose. 
· No comments or objections from the board regarding this. 

7. AOB
· Krish asked for the board’s thoughts on holding the next meeting in person.
· Members reflected that there has been far more participation in person. The meeting feels more balanced and people speak more. 
· Perhaps one in a year could be face to face to help with people communicating and having the opportunities to meet. 
· When we meet face to face it would be good to have extra time around the meeting to network and have those wider conversations. 
· An annual event could be arranged within the current budget to allow a face to face meeting with all members. 
· Virtual events are often preferable as this limits the amount of travelling. A face to face meeting can be arranged for London or for anywhere else depending on where people find easiest. 
· Krish and the board thanked Al Coates for his work as the Board rep from the Adopters Reference Group, but will continue to be on the ARG. He is stepping down from his role as Board rep and his time and efforts have been much appreciated. Al’s replacement will be announced soon. 
· Krish closed the meeting and thanked everyone for their contributions. 

Action Points 

	Section
	Action
	Responsible

	2
	Kevin Woods to meet with Cathy Ashley and Lucy Peake to discuss the feasibility study into SGOs and kinship care. 
	Kevin Woods, Cathy Ashley and Lucy Peake

	3
	Krish to arrange for the Racial Disparity Task Group to connect with the Racial Disparity Panel from the Kinship Care Alliance.
	Krish Kandiah and Cathy Ashley

	3
	Sue Armstrong Brown and Lucy Peake to meet to discuss their findings from adoption barometer and Kinship survey to pull out wider cohort learning
	Sue Armstrong-Brown and Lucy Peake

	5
	TG chairs and Sarah Johal to meet to discuss crossover of work between task groups and RAA project groups
	All Task Group Chairs and Sarah Johal
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Adoption and Special Guardianship Leadership Board



Headline Measures: Q1 2021/22



November 2021



The contents of this report are sensitive and confidential. The report is intended for internal purposes and to inform the ASGLB Board, ARG and RASGLB members only. You are not permitted to share the contents of this report prior to publication of the Q1 2021/22 ASGLB Agency Level Data.



Notes:

In quarter 1 2021/22 the response rate from local authorities for the child level section was 99.3% and the adopter level sections was 98.4% (one child level and one adopter level data return outstanding – publications will be updated once both returns are received). The response rate for the adopter level section from Voluntary Adoption Agencies was 100%. Therefore, national and regional figures on adoptions and adopters do not include estimates made for non-responses. 



This report has been produced by the Children and Social Care Secretariat, Coram-i. For all enquiries, please email ASGLB@coram.org.uk











HEADLINE SUMMARY

The number of children moving into and through the adoption process continues to decline, and the numbers of best interest decisions have not recovered to pre-pandemic levels.  Children who have a best interest decision are waiting longer for permanence: 51% of children waiting with a PO not yet matched 18+ months. The number of children being matched and placed with an adoptive family fluctuates each quarter but overall is declining and the trend of more children achieving permanence with a special guardian continues. 



The number of prospective adoptive families not yet approved remains high, and the number of approved adopters waiting to be matched continues to increase each quarter. Adopter registrations and approvals declined in Q1 and were lower than the quarterly average for 2020/21. The number of adoptive families matched with, and having a child placed with them also continues to decline and have not recovered to pre-pandemic levels. Adopter timeliness is slowing, with the percentage of adopters approved within 6 months and matched within 3 months of approval dropping in Q1. 



Analysis of the Q1 2021/22 data indicates that as at 30 June 2021, there were a total of:  

· 820 Agency Decision Maker decisions, a decrease of 9% (80n) from Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 11% (100n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 670 Placement Orders granted, a decrease of 14% (110n) from Q4 2020/21 and an increase of 34% (170n) 820 Adoption Orders granted, a decrease of 7% (60n) from Q4 2020/21 and an increase of 105% (420n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 1060 Special Guardianship Orders granted, a decrease of 5% (60n) from Q4 2020/21 and an increase of 39% (300n) when compared to Q1 2020/21 

· when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 2030 children with a PO waiting to be matched, a decrease of 3% (70n) from Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 11% (240n) when compared to Q1 2020/21  

· 1040 children with a PO waiting to be matched 18+ months, a decrease of 1% (10n) from Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 11% (130n) when compared to Q1 2020/21 

· 51% of children with a PO have been waiting to be matched 18+ months, an increase of 1 percentage points from Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 1 percentage point when compared to Q1 2020/21 

· 760 children matched with an adoptive family, an increase of 7% (10n) from Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 5% (40n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 710 children placed with an adoptive family, a decrease of 1% (10n) from Q4 2020/21 and an increase of 6% (40n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· The average number of days spent waiting to be placed with Placement Order since entering care was 654 days, an increase of 9 days from Q4 2020/21 and an increase of 18 days when compared to Q1 2020/21 

· Scorecard Indicator A10 was 443 days, an increase of 25 days from Q4 2020/21

· Scorecard Indicator A2 was 221 days, an increase of 15 days from Q4 2020/21

· 940 Registrations, a decrease of 25% (310n) from Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 27% (350n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 760 Approvals, an increase of 5% (40n) from Q4 2020/21 and an increase of 4% (30n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 2980 Prospective adoptive families not yet approved, a decrease of 5% (170n) when compared to Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 1% (40n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 2260 Approved adoptive families waiting to be matched, an increase of 2% (40n) when compared to Q4 2020/21 and an increase of 23% (430n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 25% of adoptive families were approved within 6 months of registration, a decrease of 4 percentage points from Q4 2020/21

· 23% of approved adoptive families had a child matched with them within 3 months of approval, a decrease of 4 percentage points from Q4 2020/21

CHILDREN

The number of children moving into and through the adoption process continues to decline due to the decrease in the number of best interest decisions being made. The children who already have a best interest decision are waiting longer for permanence. 

In Q1 2021/22 (30 June 2021) there were:

· 820 Agency Decision Maker decisions, a decrease of 9% (80n) from Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 11% (100n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 670 Placement Orders granted, a decrease of 14% (110n) from Q4 2020/21 and an increase of 34% (170n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

[image: ][image: ]

· 220 ADM reversals, an increase of 10% (20n) from Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 8% (20n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 32% of reversals were due to ‘Child’s needs changed’, an increase of 5% when compared to 2020/21 and 12% were due to ‘Adopters cannot be found’, a decrease of 7% when compared to 2020/21
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The number of Adoption Orders (AOs) granted continues to decline and there continues to be more Special Guardianship Orders (SGOs) granted than AOs. 



In Q1 2021/22, there were:



· 820 Adoption Orders granted, a decrease of 7% (60n) from Q4 2020/21 and an increase of 105% (420n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 1060 Special Guardianship Orders granted, a decrease of 5% (60n) from Q4 2020/21 and an increase of 39% (300n) when compared to Q1 2020/21 
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· 1880 total permanence orders granted (AOs & SGOs), a decrease of 6% (120n) from Q4 2020/21 and increase of 62% (720n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 100 children placed in an FFA/CP arrangement, 22% of the total for 2020/21
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There continues to be a decrease in the number of children waiting with a PO, and the proportion of children waiting with a PO 18+ months continues to increase.

[bookmark: _Hlk60746315]In Q1 2021/22 there were:

· 2030 children with a PO waiting to be matched, a decrease of 3% (70n) from Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 11% (240n) when compared to Q1 2020/21  

· 1040 children with a PO waiting to be matched 18+ months, a decrease of 1% (10n) from Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 11% (130n) when compared to Q1 2020/21 

· 51% of children with a PO have been waiting to be matched 18+ months, an increase of 1 percentage points from Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 1 percentage point when compared to Q1 2020/21 

The decrease in the number of children waiting with a PO can be attributed to the decrease in POs granted in 2020/21 rather than more children achieving permanence, as overall the number of children matched and placed with adoptive families continues to decline. 
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In Q1 2021/22 there were:

· 760 children matched with an adoptive family, an increase of 7% (10n) from Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 5% (40n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 710 children placed with an adoptive family, a decrease of 1% (10n) from Q4 2020/21 and an increase of 6% (40n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

[image: ]

Timeliness for children is increasing with children waiting longer for permanence.

 In Q1 2021/22:

· The average number of days spent waiting to be placed with Placement Order since entering care was 654 days, an increase of 9 days from Q4 2020/21 and an increase of 18 days when compared to Q1 2020/21 



· Scorecard Indicator A10 (average number of days between a child entering care and moving in with its adoptive family adjusted for foster care adoptions) was 443 days, an increase of 25 days from Q4 2020/21



· Scorecard Indicator A2 (average time between an LA receiving court authority to place a child and deciding on a match to an adoptive family) was 221 days, an increase of 15 days from Q4 2020/21

[image: ][image: ][image: ]

There has been a decrease in the proportion of children with harder to place (HTP) characteristics waiting with a PO, an increase in the proportion waiting with a PO 18+ months and an increase in the proportion of children with HTP characteristics adopted. 

The decrease in the proportion of children with HTP characteristics waiting with a PO can be attributed to both the overall decrease in the number of POs being granted and an increase in the number of children with HTP characteristics being adopted in Q1 2021/22.
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In Q1 2021/22 there were:

· [bookmark: _Hlk83649706]410 children with HTP characteristics adopted, 30% of the total number of children with HTP characteristics adopted in 2020/21

· 1310 children with HTP characteristics waiting with a PO, a decrease of 2% (30n) from Q4 2020/21 

· 790 children with HTP characteristics waiting with a PO 18+ months, an increase of 1% (10n) from Q4 2020/21

The chart below gives a breakdown of the number of children adopted, waiting with a PO and waiting with a PO 18+ months by characteristics.
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In Q1 2021/22:  



· [bookmark: _Hlk68857798]80% (660n) of children adopted were under 5, 52% (430n) were male, 18% (150n) were from an Ethnic Minority (excludes White minorities) background, 2% (20n) had a disability and 33% (270n) were part of a sibling group



· 75% (1530n) of children waiting with a PO were under 5, 56%, (1140n) were male, 17% (350n) were from an Ethnic Minority (excludes White minorities) background, 5% (110n) had a disability and 45% (910n) were part of a sibling group



· 64% (670n) of children waiting with a PO 18+ months were under 5, 56% (590n) were male, 22% (230n) were from an Ethnic Minority (excludes White minorities) background, 8% (80n) had a disability and 51% (530n) were part of a sibling group

NB: "Harder to place" is defined as a child who is any of the following: 5 years or over, with an Ethnic Minority (excludes White minorities) background, disabled, or part of a sibling group. Children with more than one harder to place characteristic will be counted in each characteristic.




SPECIAL GUARDIANSHIP ORDERS 

There continues to be a sustained increase in the number of children leaving care with a Special Guardianship Order and more children leaving care with via a Special Guardianship Order than an adoption order. 

In Q1 2021/22, there were:

· 1060 SGOs granted, a decrease of 5% (60n) from Q4 2020/21, an increase of 39% (300n) when compared to Q1 2020/21, and 28% of the total number of SGOs granted in 2020/21 

· 50% (530n) of the children were male, 49% (520n) were female (1%(10n) gender unknown)

· 4% (40n) of the children had a disability, the same proportion when compared with 2020/21
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Children aged 1 to 4 continue to be the largest group of children who leave care with a Special Guardianship Order. 

In Q1 2020/21: 

· 38% (400n) of SGOs were granted for children aged 1 to 4, a decrease of 1% when compared to 2020/21

· 25% (270n) of SGOs were granted for children aged 5 to 9, a decrease of 2% when compared to 2020/21

· 24% (250n) of SGOs were granted for children aged 10 to 15, an increase of 3% when compared to 2020/21
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Children with a White ethnic background continue to be the largest ethnic group who leave care with a Special Guardianship Order

In Q1 2021/22: 

· 82% (870n) of SGOs were granted for children with a White ethnic background, a decrease of 1% when compared to 2020/21

· 16% (170n) of SGOs were granted for children with an Ethnic Minorities (excluding White minorities) background, the same proportion when compared to 2020/21

· 10% (110n) of SGOs were granted for children with a Mixed ethnic background, the largest represented of the Ethnic Minorities (excluding White minorities) groups

[image: ][image: ]

Children not in a sibling group continue to be the largest group of children who leave care with a Special Guardianship Order. 

In Q1 2021/22: 

· 54% (570n) of SGOs were granted to children not in a sibling group, the same proportion when compared to 2020/21
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Grandparents were the largest represented group of Special Guardians. 

In Q1 2021/22: 

· 52% (550n) SGOs were granted to grandparents, a decrease of 1% when compared to 2020/21

· 40% (420n) Special guardians were aged between 50 to 59, an increase of 2% when compared to 2020/21

[image: ][image: ]

NB: 2020/21 was the first year that robust quarterly data was collected for SGOs. 

Please not some figures may not add to the total due to rounding  


ADOPTERS

The number of approved adoptive families continues to increase. The number of adopter registrations and approvals continues to fluctuate quarterly, the numbers of adopters matched with, and having a child placed with them has remained stable and adopter timeliness has declined.

In Q1 2021/22 there were:

· 940 Registrations, a decrease of 25% (310n) from Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 27% (350n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 760 Approvals, an increase of 5% (40n) from Q4 2020/21 and an increase of 4% (30n) when compared to Q1 2020/21
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· 2980 Prospective adoptive families not yet approved, a decrease of 5% (170n) when compared to Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 1% (40n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 2260 Approved adoptive families waiting to be matched, an increase of 2% (40n) when compared to Q4 2020/21 and an increase of 23% (430n) when compared to Q1 2020/21
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Overall the number of adopters being matched and having a child placed with them is in decline. The slight increase in adopters being matched with a child in Q1 will be reflected in the number of adopters having a child placed with them in Q2.

In Q1 2021/22 there were:

· 610 Adoptive families matched to children, an increase of 2% (10n) from Q4 2020/21 and a decrease of 8% (50n) when compared to Q1 2020/21

· 560 Adoptive families with a child placed: a decrease of 5% (30n) from Q1 2020/21 and an increase of 4% (20n) when compared to Q1 2020/21
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Timeliness for adoptive family approvals and for adoptive families being matched has declined.

In Q1 2021/22:

· 25% of adoptive families were approved within 6 months of registration, a decrease of 4 percentage points from Q4 2020/21

· 23% of approved adoptive families had a child matched with them within 3 months of approval, a decrease of 4 percentage points from Q4 2020/21
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ADPOTER SUFFICIENCY

Comparing the number of adopter registrations, approvals, adopters waiting, POs granted and children waiting with a PO can help give an indication if there is sufficient adopter recruitment to match the numbers of children with a best interest decision for adoption.  

The number of prospective adopters not yet approved remains high despite a decrease in Q1 indicating a consistent supply of prospective adopters. 
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The gap between the number of approved adopters waiting and POs granted is increasing (1590 more approved adopters than PO granted), indicating that there are more adopters entering the adoption system than children. 
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There continues to be more adopters approved waiting than children waiting with a PO not yet placed; 230 more approved adopter which would indicate that the sufficiency of adopters continues to improve.
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To get a more nuanced picture of the current sufficiency of adopters, an adopter gap has been calculated by comparing the number of families required against the number of approved adoptive families waiting. This has been done by RAA to highlight geographical adopter gaps across the country.

Number of families required is calculated by counting the number of children waiting with a PO based on sibling group size (broken down by all children, children with current family and children with an Ethnic Minority* background (. 

Number of approved adoptive families waiting is calculated by counting the number of approved adoptive families waiting to be matched with a child (broken down by all approved adopters, and adopters with an Ethnic Minority* background).



NB: Children and adopter totals excludes FFA/CP placement and former foster carer adoptions 

47% of all children waiting have current family finding 

[image: ]

Overall indications are that there are sufficient approved adopters to match the number of families required, including families with an Ethnic Minority* background. However, when looking at a Regional and an RAA level, there is both under and over supply of adopters geographically across the country:

· 5 Regions and 13 RAAs that do not have sufficient adopters for all children waiting with a PO

· 1 Region and 4 RAAs that do not have sufficient adopters for children where there is current family finding

· 4 Regions and 14 RAAs that do not have sufficient adopters for all children waiting with a PO with an Ethnic Minority* background

· 2 Regions and 7 RAAs that do not have sufficient adopters for all children waiting with a PO with an Ethnic Minority* background and current family finding

*excludes White minorities
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*The LAs in Adopt Coast to Coast RAA span both the North West and North East regions. For the purposes of this summary the totals have been included in the North East region as 2 of the 3 LAs in the RAA are in North East region

[bookmark: _GoBack]* The LAs in Family Adoption Links RAA span both the Yorkshire and The Humber and East Midlands regions. For the purposes of this summary the totals have beem included in the East Midlands region as 4 of the 5 LAs in the RAA are in East Midlands region

* The LAs in Adoption Partnership South East span both the London and the South East regions. For the purposes of this summary the totals have been included in the South East region as 2 of the 3 LAs in the RAA are in the South East region



NOTES:

53% (1053n) of all children waiting with a PO has a family finding status of ‘Currently family-finding for the child

19% (364n) of all children waiting with a PO has a family finding status of ‘Not family-finding – other reason’
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