South East Region Adoption Leadership Board
Meeting notes and action log: April 2025
Invitees: Dr Mac Heath (CHAIR Milton Keynes), Rebecca Eligon (SUPPORT Sector Led Improvement Programme), Teresa Rogers (Adopt Thames valley), Rachel Reynolds (Adopt South), Amy Coombs (Adoption Partnership South East), Hilary Loades, Rachel Farrel (Bucks), Michael Wilson (Adopt South), Roslind Moodey
Apols: Richard Morris (CAFCASS), Lorna Hunt VICE CHAIR (Chair Adopt Thames Valley and PACT), Kevin Yong (CORUM),
1. Introductions and previous minutes
The group agreed the previous minutes and actions. 
	2. Themed Discussion: DfE announcements: ASGSF fair access limits and £8.78m funding. What actions if any do we want to take as a region?
MW said it has required a lot of extra work. It hasn’t identified anything new and reflected we should focus our efforts on influencing the 3 year settlement. 
TR noted they have worked quickly to resubmit applications, it was frustrating the way it happened, but it was becoming unwieldy the levels of therapeutic support provided to some families.  There are concerns about families that need much more intensive support above the threshold.  We are looking forward to seeing some of the funding ideally being directly delegated to RAAs.
AC said they are part of pilot 2 for ASGF. The project is about evidencing if you give money up front can we demonstrate more impact. We had to half the ask of the DfE and we are focusing on an in-house fully funded therapeutic team, group work and block purchasing specialist assessments from Great Ormond Street.  We will aim to evidence over 11 months of better outcomes for less money for our children. Action:  possible future item about sharing the impact of Pilot from AC.
AC reflected that a  handful of families feel upset, but all families have an allocated social worker. The previous fair access limit meant children were in therapy for a long period of time. So this approach is about not waiting until crisis. 
MH asked if money went directly to RAAs does this increase risk of a postcode lottery, or is it a postcode lottery anyway?  How do we respond as a sector to the fund spending the max amount?  How right is it that kinship and adoption continue to be managed together?
AC said they will have to evidence impact through the pilot. TR said there are real opportunities to make the money go further. RR said they have money for MDT for another year, following a one year implementation. We have demonstrated impact and how we can deliver a much broader way than just therapy. 
MW said there will be a lot of additional displaced costs around complaints as councils/RCCs will need to pick this up.  I can see families challenging that, so will be interesting to see the learning in the pilots. Regardless of these issues, it shouldn’t just focus on attachment and trauma, children with neurodiversity need different support often for life.  The shift will be more cost effective and will solve some problems, but  not the original issue which is to view adopted children as a product of attachment and trauma issues. For example, West Sussex cancelled CAMHS support for adopted children because it said it would be picked up by the RAA and ASGLB, but longer term and different conversations are needed.
AC wanted to echo MW’s comments. We are clear in these pilots that we mustn’t compensate for the lack of health services for our children, because neurodiversity and foetal alcohol are huge issues that the DoH need to be held to account on around their duty of care to our children.
RE asked what discussions should be happening at a DCS level?
Half of ASGSF is spent on meeting SEND needs to enable adopted children to cope in education settings that don’t meet their needs.  MW reflected that this is a key subject where RAA colleagues need to be involved in ADCS conversations, and similarly how we ensure all services are adoption competent and how we ensure needs of adoptive families are met.  
MW said I don’t think it is fair that adoption and kinship are considered together. RR agreed with MW that adopters can be quite a powerful group, and SGs just got a tiny amount of money.  We need to give SGs the same amount of capacity.  AC said Kent just has a new kinship team, with dedicated social workers focusing on this. I want to see the future with kinship and SGOs increasing.    
TR said only 2 LAs are getting SG support from ATV and this is likely to reduce. TR suggested that SG and adoption should be together,  RF agreed.  
MH concluded we haven’t got a unified view in South East, but we do have a shared view to mitigate postcode lottery and enable equity so the loudest voices don’t get the most support. MH said what he is taking from this is about targeting the greatest need and increasing the maturity of the system around considerations of permanence. 
MW said it has been mentioned that the ASF should be part of the DSG to LAs for children’s services. Would be useful to get a view on this?  TR said that it would need to be ringfenced, also need to think about post order adoption support. 


	ITEM 2: Patch pathway report: Given the reframe of the adoption support plan as an adoption support and recovery plan discussion relating to  interdisciplinary service improvement for adoptive families (item suggested by Michael Wilson)
MW reflected it is a long report, but recognise that it is strange that there is not consistent practice around global assessments.  The idea that we don’t have that assessment has surprised me. The idea in the PATCH pathway report is having a support plan which focuses on the best outcomes for the child, and what is the support around the adopters to enable them. Offers an interesting model of lifelong support for a whole family, not just a child.
AC agreed with those proposals and keen to have a further conversation at these meetings to take this further. 
MH said we do well to sustain adoptions. 
RM said this approach is interesting and exciting.  We are picking up lack of post adoption support as a reason that placements are not sustaining. 
TR agreed that adoption support is the way forward and unless we get this right, adoption as a concept will die off.
RR said if we are serious about family time we need to be serious about adoption support. It really is the future. 
Action:  future discussion about pan regional funding, MH to have follow up discussion with Sarah Johal and LH about this. 


	RAA round up and feedback from RAA leaders group
RAA asked the group for any feedback or issues for escalation. 

	AOB: topic for next meeting.   Topics suggested at previous meetings:
· PLO working group report
· Impact/findings from project on case management systems
 




Action log: This action log was updated on 24 April 2025
	
	Action
	Responsible
	Date issued
	Status

	79
	future discussion about pan regional funding, MH to have follow up discussion with Sarah Johal and LH about this.
	MH
	April 2025
	Closed

	78
	Future meeting look at PLO working group report 
	RE
	July 2024
	open



