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Peterborough Diocese Education Trust 
Company Number 08509710 

Board of Directors 
Minutes of the Meeting, 

held on 23 March 2021, 2pm 
VIRTUAL MEETING VIA ZOOM 

Attendance Key:  
 

  = present;  A = apologies received and accepted;  ApN = apologies received but not 
accepted;  Ab = absent; R = resigned 

Name Category 01/10/20 26/11/20 10/12/20 04/01/21 26/01/21 23/03/21 18/05/21 20/07/21 

Cathy Armstrong (CA) Director         

Kevin Binley (KB) Director           

Greg Cracknell (GC) Director 
Vice Chair 

        

Margaret Holman (MH) Director and Chair 
of the Board 

        

Natalie Howes (NH) Director 
(Appointed 

26/9/19) 

A   A     

Jan Martin (JM) Director 
(Appointed 12/19) 

A        

Duncan Mills (DM) Director/CEO         

Andrew Scarborough (AS) Director 
(Appointed 

26/9/19) 

        

Anup Sodhi (ASi) Director 
(Appointed 

8/04/20) 

        

Dr Gordon Temple (GT) Director         

Andrew Weatherill (AW) Director A        

Attendance %: this 
meeting 

 73% 100% 100% 91% 100% 100%   

Attendance %: year to 
date 

 73% 86% 91% 91% 93% 94%   

 In attendance:   
Helen Buckley,(HB) Director/ Legal Advisor and Governance, Admissions and Safeguarding Lead, PDET 
Liz Crofts (LC), Headteacher, Mears Ashby CE Primary School, (First Item Only) 
Kirstin Howarth (KH), Headteacher Representative 
Lee Hughes (LH), Chief Financial Officer, Director Business & Finance, 
Annabel Moore (AM), Head of Finance, PDET (Observer) 
Ruth Walker-Green (RWG), Director of Learning & Achievement 
 
Maxine Ward, Independent Governance Professional, Hallam Learning Consultancy 
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1. WELCOME AND PROCEDURAL 
 
Remote Learning 
Liz Croft, Headteacher Mears Ashby CE School was welcomed to the meeting and gave a short presentation 
on Remote Learning, describing the challenges and successes of providing the best possible education for 
children throughout the national pandemic.  The presentation included a short recording of an extract from a 
live lesson that was delivered to those in class and those learning at home simultaneously.  
 
LC was thanked for her informative presentation and left the meeting at 2.13pm 
 
1.1 The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting. Annabel Moore, Head of Finance was welcomed 

as an observer.  GC led the opening prayers. 
1.2 There were no apologies.  
1.3 Declarations of Interest 

 
The following Directors/attendees declared standing interests as members of Academy Governance 
Committees (AGCs): 
• Greg Cracknell: Freemans and Pytchley 
• Gordon Temple:  Welford, Sibbertoft and Sulby Endowed School and Barby School 
• Cathy Armstrong: St Andrew’s 
• Natalie Howes: Freemans and St Barnabas Schools# 

Other Interests: 
• Greg Cracknell had declared a standing interest that he was a Member of the Diocesan Board of 

Education (DBE) and Chair of the DBE Resource Management Committee.   
 
 2. STRATEGIC PRIORITIES 

 
2.1 CEO’s Report to the Board 
 
2.1.1 Risk Register 
 
The Risk Register had been circulated in advance.  Directors noted the additional commentary and the risks 
highlighted in the CEO’s report. 
 
DIRECTORS RECEIVED THE RISK REGISTER 
 
CEO’s Report 
 
Future Free School Bids 
The CEO drew Directors’ attention to likely opportunities to apply to run Free Schools.  It was expected there 
would be two new Free Schools in Wellingborough: one at Glenvale and one at Stanton Cross. Both areas had 
church communities that would support a Church of England school.  PDET would like to bid for at least one 
of the schools but it was thought that if applications were made to both, they would be unsuccessful.  Directors 
were asked to consider which might be the best and most appropriate strategic fit with PDET. 
 
Greg Cracknell declared his interest in the parish of Gleneagles. 
 
Directors discussed the information available to them and it was agreed that GC would approach the Diocesan 
Board of Education to see if they had further information or a steer on which of the proposed free schools 
would be the best fit for PDET. 
 

Action 1:  GC to approach the DBE for further information and to report back to the PDET Board. 
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IT Strategy and Development 
The Board requested further information regarding the basis on which Rob Curran (RC) had been engaged for 
this project and the implications for costs. 
 
LH advised that the overall cost for the work to be completed by RC was £25,000. The project had been 
discussed initially at the Business and Finance Committee meeting in February but the scope of the work had 
been revised in light of the complexities of more than 30 schools having a number of service providers, a range 
of hardware, educational provision and support contracts.  Phase 1 would encompass an ICT audit across all 
the schools in the Trust enabling a ‘request for proposal’  (RFP) to be drawn up.  It was confirmed that RC 
would then draw up the tender specification for Phase 2.  There was a break clause at the end of Phase 1.  The 
revised scope would provide protection for PDET in reducing the risks of potential incomplete due diligence if 
more providers were involved prior to Phase 2 and they could not be provided with the full information that 
they would need to respond to the RFP.  Protection would come from RC writing detailed technical 
specifications from which to draw up the RFP. 
 
LH confirmed that the overall scope of work to be completed was the same as that reported to Business and 
Finance. The difference was in timing and providing protection to PDET in ensuring that those responding to 
the RFP would have all the required information.  This should reduce the risk and need for any subsequent 
variation to contracts.   
 
Directors noted that the three potential providers had limited local presence and new relationships would 
need to be developed.  They asked about the risks that this would bring to any contract.  LH explained that all 
three providers had been shared at the Business and Finance meeting and were all listed on the DfE’s 
‘Everything ICT Framework’ which only included pre-approved providers who had already been through a 
competitive tender process and were evaluated against criteria including cost, quality and service. 
 
It was noted that the project would be reviewed at the next Business and Finance Committee meeting. 
 

Action 2:  It was agreed that there would be an offline discussion between KB and LH to ensure a full 
understanding of the project and steps completed so far. 

 
William Law  CE Primary Academy 
 
Directors sought assurance that if due diligence revealed any unexpected areas of concern in the status of 
William Law Primary School there would be sufficient time to consider how any risks might be addressed in 
advance of the formal transfer to PDET, or that PDET could withdraw from the transaction in the event of any 
serious concerns coming to light that would put the overall security of PDET’s existing schools at risk. 
 
The Executive team explained that due diligence was ongoing.  The purpose of the exercise was to establish 
whether there were any issues that would have a negative impact if William Law joined PDET.  If significant 
strategic concerns were revealed, they would be brought to the Board so that appropriate actions could be 
agreed. 
 
The CEO commented that it had already been agreed that William Law would bring strategic benefits to PDET 
and that the school would be a useful addition to the portfolio of schools, particularly through providing a 
geographic presence in Peterborough, subject to satisfactory completion of the due diligence. 
 

Action 3:  The Executive to present a report on the outcome of the due diligence exercise with any 
recommendations for action at the next Board meeting on 18 May 2021. 
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2.1.2 Action Log 
 
It was confirmed that all actions had been completed or amended deadlines for actions agreed: 

 
DIRECTORS RECEIVED THE CEO’S REPORT AND ASSOCIATED PAPERS. 
 
2.2 Academy Improvement Report/Education Update 
 
Questions were invited on papers 2.2.1 Summary Report on the Impact of Covid and 2.2.2  Appendix, circulated 
in advance. 
 
The directors questioned  the reasons for schools reporting that CPD could not be accessed. Was this due to 
weaknesses in IT infrastructure or to limited staffing capacity? 
 

RWG confirmed that this was due to the limited staffing capacity during the pandemic period. 
 
They also queried to what extent there was  benchmarking information available to know whether PDET’s 
experience in terms of pupils’ progress and learning was similar to other schools or multi academy trusts . How 
did PDET compare? 
 

RWG explained that in the absence of any published data it was difficult to know how PDET could 
measure itself against others.  There would be no national data at the end of summer 2021.  It had 
been reported to ESE Committee that the Oasis Academy Trust had experienced a similar pattern 
of progress and a Director said that primary schools in Brent also had similar experiences. 

• There was no known forum for comparing performance in Diocesan MATs.  RWG agreed to explore 
if anything could be arranged.  There had been occasions in the past when Diocesan MATS had 
joined together and PDET had facilitated this.  The foci however, had not been on pupils’ data.  One 
of the challenges in comparing internal data was that each Trust would have its own methods for 
recording and it would be difficult to compare like with like.  It was agreed that some benchmarking 
data would be useful if it could be obtained.   Anecdotal feedback suggested that the data position 
at PDET reflected the national picture.  

 
Action 4:  RWG to explore whether there was any existing forum to share data and what might be 
established or whether anything could be organised. 

 
KH explained some of the challenges in ensuring children made progress in Writing.  In the first lockdown 
this was an area of learning that had proved more difficult to deliver.  In the latest lockdown period, 
conscious action had been taken to ensure that live lessons were focused on Writing but it was difficult to 
deliver remotely and parents of younger children in particular, may not have been equipped to provide 
effective levels of support. 

1 3 LH to adjust the 
presentation of reports 
to show income 
positive/expenditure 
negative 

February  
21 

LH Completed 

2 3 LH to provide annual 
monthly comparisons 
for cashflow 

February 
21 

LH Completed 

11 
(Nov 
20) 

3.4.2 LH to Complete 
Benchmarking Exercise 
on Diocese SLA 

End 
January 21 

LH To be completed to 
inform renewal of SLA in 
2021 
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The ESE Committee had discussed Writing and the lessons that could be learned from remote education. One 
example was exploring whether reluctant writers (who tended to be boys), might be more motivated through 
opportunities presented through the use of technology. 
 
Writing was the most difficult subject to deliver remotely and it would be a Trust-wide priority going forward. 
 
THE BOARD RECEIVED THE ACADEMY IMPROVEMENT REPORT/EDUCATION UPDATE 
 
2.3 Pupil Premium Director’s Monitoring Report 
 
The Report and accompanying confidential appendix had been reviewed by the ESE Committee at the meeting 
on 18 March. 
 
THE BOARD RECEIVED THE PUPIL PREMIUM MONITORING REPORT 
 
2.4 Strategic Review 
 
The initial draft Vision (circulated in Paper 2.4) that reflected the feedback in the Board’s recent strategic 
review had been discussed at the ESE Committee.  One committee member had been disappointed and felt 
that this draft did not sufficiently reflect the Christian Ethos.  In this person’s opinion, having compared it with 
some other Diocesan equivalents, the proposed Vision statement, , should be more explicitly Christian. The 
Executive explained that the Vision itself had not changed other than to make it clear that the component 
parts of PDET, schools and the Central team,  were working together as ‘one’ organisation.  The Mission linked 
specifically with the 4 strands of the Church of England Vision for Education. 

An update was shared on screen that included proposed amendments to address this specific challenge.  
PDET’s Mission had been revised to include the words (that had been in the original PDET Mission) ‘within a 
distinctively Christian Ethos’, supporting the link with SIAMS. 

HB highlighted  that at a recent Diocesan Conference, The Archbishop of York had delivered an inspirational 
speech drawing on the affirmation of love to make the Vision real.  This was discussed. A Director had recently 
read the Church of England’s Vision for Education and highlighted the importance of all schools delivering 
physical and intellectual development united with spiritual, moral, social and cultural development.  It was 
considered that by adding: ‘Through the affirmation of God’s love and Jesus’ promise of life in all its fullness’, 
PDET’s Mission statement would be enhanced and better reflect the Christian distinctiveness whilst ensuring 
that the Trust’s schools remained inclusive for all.  

Directors considered whether PDET’s strapline, ‘A cord of three strands is not easily broken’ should be 
reviewed.  There was an exchange of views including the importance of PDET being an organisation that 
attracted children of all faiths and none and that the strapline represented what PDET was in being part of a 
bigger organisation.  It gave an important message to children and all employees that it was about working 
together and not being ‘done to’. 

After discussion it was agreed that any change to the strapline could be considered at a later date, recognising 
there would be new Headteachers and a CEO joining the Trust for the new school year and they should be 
involved in any review. 

 



 A cord of three strands is not easily broken 

 

Page 6 of 11 
 

The Board agreed the proposed additions to the Mission Statement and requested further thought be given 
to concluding the statement with something that crystallized being deeply Christian whilst welcoming all 
children from everywhere, and of whatever faith or none. This would recognise that the Christian schools were 
set up (as was encompassed in many of the schools trust deeds) for the local communities in their broadest 
sense. 

Action 5:  A revised version of the Vision and Mission Document would be drafted by HB for consideration 
at the next Strategy Review in May. 

 

2.5 Safeguarding 

The Safeguarding Report (2.5) had been circulated in advance.  Questions were invited. 

Directors asked how long schools would need to operate a dual system given that Access was not fully 
operational with regards to Single Central Record (SCR) checks. 
 
It was reported that this was a  technological problem with the new HR system.  Schools were continuing to 
complete the SCR via the old method.  Clarification had been provided to Academy Governance Committees 
to ensure that governors were clear about their role during the transition period. Headteachers had also been 
reminded of their own role in checking the SCR on a termly basis.  Once the system became fully operational, 
Headteachers would check via the system and then the Central Team would undertake quality assurance 
checks across all the schools.  It was not yet known when this would be possible. 
 
It was acknowledged that this was a frustrating period for school business managers who were having to both 
maintain spreadsheets and add information to the system. 
 
LH explained that he was in discussions with Access at the highest level.  This was a very disappointing position 
as the centralised SCR was a key component of the expected functionality of the new HR system.  Access had 
committed to deliver without having developed the system. 
 
Directors were extremely disappointed and questioned whether Access was not only reneging on the contract 
but had acted fraudulently if they had taken payment for something they could not deliver. 
 
It was confirmed that payment had not been made for this module and approximately £60k was being held 
back.  The development was limited by capacity of the Access developers.  LH said he was getting regular 
updates on progress but was disappointed and further action would be considered if there was not clear sight 
of delivery of the fully functioning system. 
 

Action 6:  LH to continue to apply pressure to Access to deliver the outstanding functions and to report 
back to the Board at the next meeting. 

 
Directors challenged the figures in the reports that were being provided on safeguarding incidents through 
My Concern. It appeared that some numbers were implausibly low, for example only one concern had been 
recorded in one of the schools since 1 September 2020.  There were other schools in single figures and others 
only just into double figures. Directors asked if the problem was under reporting. 
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HB explained that the aim for this report had been to share what My Concern could produce for Board reports 
and oversight. Schools were still getting used to the system and it had been introduced during the national 
pandemic when children were away from school due to lockdown. Teachers may not have seen as many 
safeguarding concerns as they would when children were in school. 
 
One school was not using My Concern at all and that was being addressed.  Directors appreciated that it was 
still early days in terms of getting people to use the system.  HB reported that most Designated Safeguarding 
Leads (DSLs)  were comfortable with using the system but there was ongoing training.   The system was being 
refined to better meet PDET’s needs. For example, there had been more data categories available than 
Headteachers were used to. The Headteacher at St Luke’s was working with the Central Team to refine these 
and ensure the categorisation supported the schools’ recording of incidents and concerns.  
 
Directors agreed that the numbers of incidents and concerns recorded might be less than usual, even though 
safeguarding processes had been adapted to remote learning and everyone remained alert and vigilant in the 
schools. 
 
The Directors would receive a further update at the meeting in May and acknowledged that once the system 
was fully functional the power of the system was in being able to raise challenge where reports revealed 
inconsistencies and ultimately support assurances that safeguarding was being monitored effectively. 
 
Directors asked if the bar chart recording of concerns reflected what was expected and would it be indicative 
of a normal year. Well-being (353) and Welfare (685) were particularly high and reflected many different 
elements of concern which was not surprising in the pandemic.  There were some concerns regarding remote 
education but PDET had worked hard to put in place safeguards and the Central Team reported that these 
were used by schools.  
 
It was early days for the new system. Over time it would become a more powerful tool and Directors were 
pleased with the scope of reporting that could be achieved to provide assurance that concerns were being 
identified.  
 
Directors were concerned to hear that the issues with Northamptonshire County Council’s response to 
safeguarding referrals and lack of support continued, together with some new issues around data sharing.  
Directors received assurance that schools and the Central Team worked together to pursue these matters 
relentlessly with NCC.  Discussions were ongoing to ensure these were monitored and that safeguarding 
responses received the highest priority. 
 
THE BOARD RECEIVED THE SAFEGUARDING REPORT 

 
3. FINANCIAL OVERSIGHT & MONITORING 

3.1 Finance Report 
 
The Finance Report (3.1.1) and Board Pack (3.1.2) had been circulated in advance. 
 
Directors raised challenges about the variances against the individual school budget figures and the extent to 
which schools understood where they were overspending.  Nine schools were reported as being on budget 
but there were some significant variances against budget for a number of schools.  Directors asked if the 
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schools were aware of their own budget positions. 
 
LH explained that there were a number of factors leading to this position: 
 

• Extremely high absence rates (St James had 27 staff absent) 
• In some cases, the initial proposed budget had been incorrect and the school would never have 

achieved the planned budget  
• Some schools had overspent, others had under spent 
• There was a lack of understanding in some schools 
• Budgets were scrutinised when they were set but some schools had interpreted budgeting 

assumptions in different ways. 
 
Schools received regular management information and would be aware of variance to agreed budgets.  LH 
explained that Performance Reporting covered the performance against planned budgets.  During the year 
unexpected income and expenditure had arisen for example, from Catch up Funding, Covid grants and changes 
to budgeted Sports Premium.  The aim  of the Performance Reports was to enable Headteachers to be 
presented with like for like reports but the management accounts included all the changes.  

 
At Trust level the variance of £98k was not considered significant and also reflected an improved position on 
where PDET had been historically. 
 
Directors challenged on a number of points. They were concerned that there were some significant 
overspends and if other schools had not underspent, the Trust overall, would be in a worse position.  There 
was also concern regarding parents’ perceptions if they believed that their own school was funding other 
schools within PDET.  That could lead to reputational issues. 
 
The CEO reminded Directors of some of the challenges in providing information that continued to be 
addressed by the Central Team: 
 

• There was a concern that with a small number of Headteachers there was a danger of a culture where 
they did not take responsibility for budget management.  This was being addressed by individual 
meetings with the Headteachers and School Business Managers of schools where the matter could be 
addressed. 

• It should be remembered that the funding of individual schools was linked to the strategic objectives 
of the Trust.  It was necessary to invest in some small schools to ensure that the Trust supported the 
quality of teaching in order to deliver the best possible education.  PDET had a responsibility to 
ensure such schools did not fail. In a number of schools this was beyond the means of their in-year 
budget.  Where this situation occurred, it was still necessary for the Headteacher to take 
responsibility for managing the budget within agreed limits.  A very small number of Headteachers 
had a perception that there was ‘a  pot of money’  beyond the agreed limit that they could continue 
to access. 

• In a small number of other schools there was still a sense that when a surplus budget was delivered, 
the surplus belonged to the school and was not for the Trust.  

The Central Team were aware of all these factors and continued to work with Headteachers and School 
Business Managers to address the issues whilst delivering the strategic objectives to keep the small schools 
open and deliver an outstanding education for children. 
 
Overall, Directors appreciated that the quality of management information and the improvements in systems 
and processes since the appointment of the Director of Business and Finance meant that there was much 
more accurate information available than there had been two years’ ago for the individual schools and the 
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Central Team.  The Team was now focused on improving the control environments.  A lot of work had been 
done but it was recognised there was still more to do. 
 
Directors requested that some form of weighting/scale for size be provided in the school level finance report 
so that Directors could more easily identify where there were areas to challenge and what would have the 
most significant impact on overall performance.  It was agreed that Directors wished to continue to receive 
the school level budget variance report. 
 

Action 7:  LH to provide a scale/weighting for future school level reporting to the Board with RAG rating 
to highlight areas of focus. 

 
 
THE BOARD RECEIVED THE FINANCE REPORT 

 
3.2 School Resource Management Self-Assessment Tool 
 
The SRMSA checklist return needed to be submitted to the ESFA by 15 April 2021. The purpose of the tool was 
to assure the Board that they were meeting the right standards to achieve a good level of financial health and 
resource management. 

LH explained that there were limitations of the benchmarking data within the SRMSA dashboard but it had 
been a useful exercise. More effective benchmarking was needed to compare PDET’s schools and also the 
MAT and that would be developed over the longer term. 
 
The SRMSA checklist was important and more useful than the Dashboard itself to consider the effectiveness 
of governance.  PDET’s responses to the checklist questions were positive.  The summative 
outcomes/recommendations were helpful and would be addressed through ongoing development.  The 
competency assessment was being addressed by the Trust Governance Committee.  LH would be addressing 
the other areas as part of ongoing improvements.  The School Condition surveys being completed this year 
would inform the Estates Strategy. 
 
THE BOARD REVIEWED AND RECEIVED THE SCHOOL MANAGEMENT SELF-ASSESSMENT TOOL AND NOTED 
THE CHECKLIST WOULD BE SUBMITTED TO THE ESFA. 

4. GOVERNANCE AND COMPLIANCE 

 
4.1 Health & Safety Update 
 
The Board was advised that Plumsun’s visits to schools had re-started.  The aim of these was to ensure that 
areas that required improvement from a health and safety perspective were identified in a timely manner to 
inform the surveys completed by S2E on the Trust’s estate.  This would enable the school condition allocation 
funding to be prioritised to address health and safety needs. 
 
The CEO drew Directors’ attention to the Reports 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 and explained that the incident report had 
been developed in response to the Board’s request for more specific information on health and safety 
incidents.  The format was being trialled and Directors’ feedback was welcome.  Generally, health and safety 
incidents were lower than normal as most children had not been in school during the lockdown periods. 
 
Directors asked whether there was underreporting in other schools or whether there could be a problem at 
Ryhall where the number of incidents where a pupil was hurt (18) was significantly higher than the other 
schools.  The CEO said that there had been nothing reported to the Central Team that was a cause for concern.  
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Further training would be delivered to ensure that all schools had a clear understanding of what incidents 
should be reported and when. 
 
It was agreed that the CEO should follow up with Ryhall to ensure that there were no specific problems to 
address regarding health and safety. 
 

Action 8:   CEO to follow up on H&S Incidents with Ryhall and report back to the Board. 
 
THE BOARD REVIEWED AND RECEIVED THE HEALTH AND SAFETY REPORTS AND THANKED THE CEO FOR THE 
INCIDENT REPORT 
 
4.2 Committee Updates 
 
4.2.1 Audit Committee 
 
The next meeting would be held in April.   
 
DIRECTORS RATIFIED THE APPOINTMENT OF RSM AS INTERNAL AUDITORS 
 
4.2.2 Business & Finance 
 
Items discussed at Business and Finance had been considered under item 2.1 in the CEO’s Reports and Item 
3.1, Finance Reports. 
 
4.2.3 Trust Governance Committee 
   
THE BOARD RECEIVED THE REPORT FROM TGC (Circulated as Paper 4.2.3) 
 
4.3 PDET Members 
 
Paper 4.3, circulated in advance, set out the current Members of PDET and reflected changes made by the 
Peterborough Diocese Church Schools Trust (PDCST), including Peter Cantley’s resignation as a Director of 
PDET in September 2020 and his appointment as the corporate representative for PDCST. 
 
THE BOARD NOTED THE CURRENT MEMBERS OF PDET AND THE CHANGES MADE BY PDCST IN SEPTEMBER 
2020 
 
4.4. PDET AGM May 2021 
 
The Board agreed the agenda and convened the AGM for 26 May 2021 at 4pm.  This was within the 15 months 
of the previous AGM as permitted in PDET’s Articles of Association. 
 
THE BOARD CONVENED THE AGM FOR PDET FOR 26 MAY 2021 
 
4.5.1 Membership of PDET Board Committees 
 
The Board noted the changes to the Board’s Committees and that Jan Martin and Natalie Howes would join 
the ESE Committee.  
 
THE BOARD RECEIVED PAPER 4.5.1 AND RATIFIED MEMBERSHIP OF ITS COMMITTEES 
 
 
4.5.2  CEO Recruitment 
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The Board had noted the resignation of the CEO and convened a Working Party/ Panel to undertake the 
recruitment of a new CEO.  
 
The Board was updated on actions to date and asked to ratify the membership of the Working Party. 
 
THE BOARD RATIFIED THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE WORKING PARTY FOR CEO RECRUITMENT 
 
5. BOARD’S ORGANISATIONAL MATTERS 

 
5.1 Approval of Minutes 
The minutes of 26 January 2021 were approved.  
 
4.2 Dates of Future meetings  
 
The next Board meeting dates were noted as: 
 
18 May 2021; 20 July 2021. 
 
In light of CEO recruitment, it was agreed to change the date of the second PDET Strategy Day to 13 May 2021. 
 
The meeting closed at 3.25pm 
 
The Confidential Part of the Meeting continued and was minuted separately. 
 

 
Chair: 
 
Date:  
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