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Minutes of a meeting of the Corporate Parenting Panel 
held on Thursday, 12 May 2022 in City Hall 
 

 
Commenced 4.32 pm 
Concluded 6.32 pm 

 
Present – Councillors 
 

LABOUR CONSERVATIVE LIBERAL 
DEMOCRAT  

  
Duffy  
Thirkill 
Alipoor 
 

  
 Pollard 

  
 Knox 

 
Officers: 
 

 Claire Beecher Bradford District Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG-CB) – For Jude 
McDonald 

Jill Bell  Governance Officer, Corporate Resources 

Helen Cliffe   Bradford Council Children's Services (BC/CS-HC) 

Jonathan Cooper  Headteacher, Virtual School (Head/VS) 

Belinda Greene Bradford Council Children's Services (BC/CS-BG) 

Ali Jan Haider  Bradford District Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG) 

Amandip Johal  Bradford Council Safeguarding and Review, Commissioning & 
Provider Services (BC/SRCP) 

David Johnston Bradford Council Deputy Director, Social Care (DD/SC) 

Louisa Kay   Bradford Council Leaving Care Service (BC/LCS) 

Sue Lowndes Bradford Council Assistant Director Schools (BC/ADS) 

Helen Osman  Clerk – Helen Osman Governance Services   
  
 
Apologies:   Jude McDonald, Daniel Ware 
 
Councillor Duffy in the Chair 
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Summary of agreed actions 

 

Action Lead  Timescale 

Update on the matter of free swim and gym passes for young 
people under 16. 

Cllr Duffy 08-06-2022 

CCG to address the issue of training for staff at Wedgewood. C Beecher 31-05-2022 

Head of Virtual School to amend numerical error in the Virtual 
School Annual Report: section headed “Context of Virtual School”. 

J Cooper 31-05-2022 

DD/SC to address with the Virtual School the systems issue 
preventing timely recording of PEP meetings. 

D Johnston 31-05-2022 

DD/SC to address with AD/SRPC (P Segurola) the issue of looked 
after children being placed on a restricted timetable against the 
view of the care home. 

D Johnston 31-05-2022 

Chair to discuss the appointment of co-opted members with 
DD/CS (D Johnston) and AD/SRPC (P Segurola). 

Cllr Duffy 31-05-2022 

Chair to discuss with Cllr Pollard the skills base for the Virtual 
School Governing Body. 

Cllr Duffy 31-05-2022 

 
 
15.   ALTERNATE MEMBERS (Standing Order 34)  

 
Councillor Alipoor for Councillor Dunbar and Councillor Pollard for Councillor 
Smith.  
 

16.   DISCLOSURES OF INTEREST 
 
No disclosures of interest in matters under consideration were received. 
 
 

17.   MINUTES 
 

Resolved: 

That the minutes of the meeting held on 16 March 2022 be signed as a correct record 
subject to the following amendment: 

Page 1: Replace “David Ware” with “Daniel Ware” 

 

The Chair had referred the matter of free swim and gym passes for young people 
in care under the age of sixteen to the Portfolio Holder for leisure services, who 
had taken the matter up with officers.  A response was expected in time for the 
next meeting with young people. 

ACTION: Cllr Duffy to report to next meeting 

 

Asked what progress had been made on overseas recruitment of social workers, 
BC/SRCP said that work was in hand with an agency that had experience in 
recruitment of overseas social workers with a view to appointing between thirty 
and fifty.  Practice was also being shared with other local authorities that had 
successfully pursued this route.  The Panel welcomed this positive step, as part of 
a wider recruitment strategy for social workers.  Replying to questions, the 
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Chair confirmed that this information would be fed back to the young people who 
had raised it at the meeting on 16 March 2022. 

The Chair asked that the minutes record the Panel’s thanks to the young people 
who had attended the meeting: the discussion had been both lively and useful. 
 

18.   INSPECTION OF REPORTS AND BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
There were no appeals submitted by the public to review decisions to restrict 
documents. 
 

19.   LOCAL OFFER- LEAVING CARE SERVICE 
 

The Strategic Director Children’s Services presented a report (Document 

“J”) setting out a revision of the Local Offer for Bradford Care Leavers (April 

2022). 

The agenda paper (Local Offer for Bradford Care Leavers) was taken as read.  
Bradford Council Leaving Care Service (BC/LCS) said that the Offer, which set 
out what young people leaving care could expect from the Leaving Care Service, 
reflected consultation through Young Voice between October and December 
2021, including with all care leavers, young people in custody and young people 
who were parents.  BC/LCS highlighted the following points: 

a) In line with other local authorities, Bradford Council provided an allowance of £3,000 

to each young person leaving care.  Young people leaving custody after the age of 

twenty-five would be able to access this allowance on their release from custody. 

b) Although there was no statutory duty to keep in touch with care-leavers after they 

reached the age of twenty-five, “Always Here” [section 7 of the agenda paper] 

provided a mechanism for care-leavers stay in touch of they wished to do so: it was 

essentially a signposting service.  Usage of the Always Here” service would be 

monitored. 

c) The education offer for care-leavers had been revised and now included access to 

Bradford Vibe at Forster College, a one-stop shop for information, advice and 

guidance.   

d) The E-Group, a forum for partners and social workers to consider non-mainstream 

options for care-leavers not in education, employment of training (NEET), had been 

implemented in partnership with the Virtual School and met monthly.   

e) A number of blanket payments had been removed to ensure that expenditure was 

more suitable to the needs of young people and that they were clearer about their 

entitlements. 

f) The Participation Forum for young people over the age of sixteen continued and had 

been re-branded as Your Voice.  Work was in hand to develop People’s Panels and 

interview processes. 

g) The Local Offer was a live, working offer and the team participated in the 

benchmarking forum to support continuing improvement.   It would also participate in 

the Catch 22 national benchmarking working group in the autumn of 2022. 

Referring to the first bullet in section 1 of the Local Offer (“Having time to get to 
know your social worker and/or personal advisor and build relationships”), the 
Panel observed that, based on its consultation with young people in July 2021, 
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this was less about young people having time to get to know their social worker 
and more about the social worker having time, and being in post for long enough, 
to build relationships.  Continuity of staffing was critical to developing 
relationships.  Replying to questions, DD/SC considered that the text should 
stand: as social worker vacancies were filled, time would be made available for 
social workers to develop their relationships with young people.  The time 
required would vary: more time was likely to be required in the case of young 
people suffering from trauma.  The Panel agreed that the text should stand. 

Referring to the category of “eligible” at section 2 of the Offer, the Panel asked 
whether sound data was available on the periods of time for which a young 
person had been in care.  BC/LCS confirmed that such data was gathered on a 
sophisticated system and could be validated manually. 

Referring to the statement at section 4 of the Offer that “We will work with you to 
review your [Pathway] plan at least every 6 months”, the Panel asked whether 
these reviews were currently on track for all young people.  The Panel also 
referred to the statement in section 4.1 that “Throughout your Leaving Care 
journey (up to your 25th birthday) you can access support and advice from our 
dedicated Leaving Care Nurses.  Our nurses offer a drop in ‘come and chat’ every 
Wednesday” and asked whether this was fully staffed and working properly.  
BC/LCS said that significant progress had been made in the last six months and 
compliance had improved from 45% to 90%. 

Turning to the statement at section 5 of the Offer that “Wherever possible we will 
work with you to make sure your custody officers know you are a care leaver”, the 
Panel asked why it might not be possible to do so.  BC/LCS said that, in the case 
of young people aged sixteen or seventeen, the custody officers would be aware 
that they were care leavers.  For young people aged eighteen or over, it was for 
the young person to decide whether they wished to make their care leaver status 
known: the service would ensure that they understood the benefits of doing so.  
Asked whether information was available on how many young people chose to 
divulge their status, BC/LCS said that, at present, the team was in touch with the 
custody officers of all its young people.  Replying to questions, BC/LCS said 
that there were currently twenty-seven young people who had been in care and 
were now in custody. 

The Panel welcomed the progress represented by this new Offer.  Asked how the 
considerable information in the document would be presented to young people, 
BC/LCS confirmed that it would be user-friendly: pages could be bookmarked and 
linked to website pages.  The Panel noted that the Bradford Council site was not 
user-friendly: attention would be needed to ensure that young people could find 
the information they needed quickly and easily. 

 

 
 

20.   REGULATION 44 VISITS 
 

The Strategic Director of Children’s Services presented a report (Document 

“K”) which provided the Corporate Parenting with an update on Bradford’s 

children’s homes, their Ofsted grades and the process of Regulation 44 Visits. 
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The agenda paper (Update of Regulation 44 visits during the 2021 – 2022 
monitoring period) was taken as read.  BC/CS-HC said that the report gave 
examples of how the monthly Regulation 44 visits were conducted by the Quality 
Standards Managers and provided information on the twelve care homes in 
Bradford.  Of these twelve homes, one was currently unregistered and was 
undergoing the registration process with Ofsted: the process was being 
monitored.  Another had undergone an Ofsted inspection on the day of this 
meeting: the inspection had gone well.  

The main issue arising from the Regulation 44 visits was shortage of staffing at all 
levels, which presented challenges to the implementation of all the necessary 
measures.  Recruitment was underway. 

In addition to the Regulation 44 meetings, monthly meetings were held with the 
responsible individual and the two service managers: dialogue was open and 
improvement plans had been put in place.  The meetings were proving useful in 
providing early alerts to issues and improved lines of communication.  A 
peripatetic manager ensured consistency of record-keeping and risk management 
across the twelve care homes.  The panel welcomed this progress towards 
standardisation. 

The service was moving towards a Therapeutic Crisis Intervention (TCI) model for 
physical intervention when a young person needed help: it had invested in a new 
training process to be delivered across all twelve homes. 

The reporting format for Regulation 44 visits had been amended and action 
planning strengthened by ensuring that recommendations aligned with those 
made by Ofsted and others.  Issues had arisen with Ofsted on the timely receipt 
of reports: this had now been resolved.  Replying to questions, BC/CS said that 
written confirmation had been received from Ofsted that the problem had arisen at 
their end. 

Asked about the impact on homes of the matching process, BC/CS-HC 
emphasised the importance of the matching process to the success of 
placements.  A national shortage of provision could lead to pressure on care 
home managers to admit a young person without sufficient consideration of 
whether the home was a good match for the young person.  From the end of 
2021, new placements had been suspended and, as young people had moved 
on, many residential units were not now working to full capacity.  Residential units 
were being given more power to match new residents to the unit and the young 
people already in that unit.  A strategy was in development to reduce the number 
of young people in residential units with the aim of making the units more 
successful: the intention was that here should be more units but fewer young 
people in each.  Asked about the number of young people in residential units at 
present, BC/CS-HC said that most units currently had between two and four 
young people: only one was full. 

The Panel noted that matching had been raised by Ofsted as a matter of concern: 
examples were given in the agenda paper, including in the section on the Ofsted 
inspection of Willows.   BC/CS said that the issue at Willows had not been about 
matching: rather, it had related to the specific needs of the young person 
concerned and placements that had not been within Willows’ statement of 
purpose.  Much work had been undertaken to improve Willows and the placement 
of a sibling group there had worked well. 



 
6 

Asked how emergency placements were now managed, BC/CS-HC said that this 
depended on the nature of the need.  The process remained unchanged: access 
to foster places was through the Emergency Duty Team (EDT).  If places were 
available in residential units, that formed part of the discussion.  Asked about the 
existence of a home that was specifically for emergency placements, BC/CS-BG 
said that this had been Willows: consideration was being given to extending 
Willows and separating emergency from respite provision when the current 
resident moved on. 

Referring to the section on the Ofsted inspection at Wedgewood, the Panel 
asked about the statement that “The added complication is that Health have not 
been forthcoming with the specific training required”.  BC/CS-HC explained that 
the young people at Wedgewood had health needs that required staff who had 
specific training.  Due to Covid absences, there had been issues with the 
availability of staff for training.  There had now been movement on this issue, and 
the required training was expected to be completed.  Asked about next steps, 
CCG-CB undertook to address the issue of gaps in training. 

ACTION: CCG 

 

Asked when it would be possible for members of the Panel to resume their pre-
Covid practice of attending Regulation 44 visits, the Chair said that she was 
working with the Assistant Director, Safeguarding and Review, Commissioning & 
Provider Services (AD/SRCP) on this: a training offer would be issued shortly.  
Panel members welcomed this. 

 Asked about references in the agenda paper to temporary managers who were 
not currently registered, BC/CS-HC reassured the panel that this related to 
managers who were not registered for the home in question, rather than to 
professional registration.   DD/SC explained that a registered manager could 
manage more than one site, up to a maximum total of six young people.  The 
Panel noted that this would be relevant to future review of the estate. 

Asked the reasons for the high turnover of staff, DD/SC referred to the 
demanding nature of the work and the modest rates of pay.  The residential care 
sector in Bradford had not grown and thrived as it should, and staff who had been 
trained some years ago might not have fully grown into the increasing incidence 
of behavioural management issues.  Consideration was being given to provision 
of further training and whether there was a need to review staffing ratios.  A 
number of staff had been assaulted, giving rise to sick absences.  Running 
residential units required resilience and consistent support: there was some 
evidence that the support provided in the last six months was having an impact. 

The Panel concluded that, while further work remained to be done, welcome 
improvements had been made. 
 

21.   ANNUAL REPORT OF THE VIRTUAL SCHOOL ON PROMOTING THE 
EDUCATION OF CHILDREN IN CARE 
 

The report of the Strategic Director of Children’s Services (Document 

“L”) presents an overview of the education outcomes for children in care during 

the academic year 2020/21 as required by statutory guidance. 



 
7 

The agenda paper (Annual Report of the Virtual School on promoting the 
education of children in care) was taken as read.  Head/VS explained that the 
annual report covered the academic year 2020-21, which included the period from 
January 2022 to March 2022 when schools had been closed due to Covid.  The 
data in the report included only children who had been in care for twelve months 
at 31 March 2022: this ensured that it was comparable with DfE data reporting.  
Because the priorities identified in the agenda paper were based on the 2020-21 
annual report, a number were already underway. 

Due to the cancellation of SATs in 2021, the report did not include the usual 
information on outcomes for primary school children.   The data presented for 
primary aged children was therefore based on teacher predictive assessment.  
80% of children in care had been making expected progress: this was an 
improvement on the previous year, but below the target of 100%.   

GCSE outcomes for Bradford children in care were broadly in line with the 
national average for children in care.  Bradford results for GCSE G4 English and 
Maths had improved, though Head/VS urged caution in making year-on-year 
comparisons due to the significant variation that could exist between cohorts: the 
2021 Year 11 cohort had included a high proportion of SEND students who had 
performed strongly. 

As schools had emerged from Covid lockdowns, the Virtual School had closely 
monitored attendance, including the use of modified timetables and alternative 
provision.  A continued reduction had been seen in the number of children in care 
who were suspended, excluded or out of education for ten or more days at a time.  
There had been no permanent exclusions of children in care.  

Although attendance was comparable with the national average for children in 
care, this was clearly an area for improvement both locally and nationally.  The 
number of children in care who were Persistently Absent1 was better than the 
national average: Bradford was in the top 50% of local authorities in that respect. 

There had been a reduction in the number of Year 11 pupils who did Not make 
the transition into Education, Employment or Training (NEET).  Improvement was 
needed in the number of young people who had a Personal Education Plan 
(PEP). 

Referring to the second priority for improvement shown in the agenda paper 
(“Work closely with schools to ensure those children with unidentified SEND 
needs requiring support, are rapidly identified and assessed through the 
graduated approach to supporting needs.”), the Panel asked whether academy 
schools were willing to engage with the Virtual School.  Head/VS confirmed that 
they were: the Virtual School expected, and received, the same level of support 
from academies as from maintained schools.   

Head/VS undertook to check and amend a numerical error, highlighted by a Panel 
member, in the section of the agenda paper headed “Context of the Virtual 
School”. 

ACTION: Head of Virtual School  

 

                                            
1 Persistent Absence: attendance by a pupil of less than 90% (ie 19 days or more missed in one year) 

 



 
8 

Noting that outcomes for children in care in Bradford were significantly higher 
than those in out of area schools, the Panel asked whether this was because 
children educated at out of area schools tended to be those with specialist needs.  
Head/VS agreed that this was part of the reason but said that it also reflected the 
nature of the individual cohorts.  The Virtual School did not distinguish between 
young people who were educated in Bradford as opposed to out of area schools, 
though it did need to increase its capacity to support out of area pupils, including 
by developing knowledge of the key contacts in other local authorities. 

Replying to questions, Head/VS confirmed that 50% of Pupil Premium Plus 
funding was received by the school and 50% retained by the Virtual School.  
Schools were asked to allocate their 50% of the funding in the pupil’s Personal 
Education Plan.  If they required more funding to meet the needs of the pupil, they 
could request that the Virtual School provide that funding from the 50% retained 
funding. 

The Panel probed the reasons for, and action taken to address, the issue of 
compliance with the requirement for young people in care to have a Personal 
Education Plan (PEP).  The following points were made in response to the 
Panel’s questions: 

a) The PEP served two purposes: to account for the expenditure of the school’s 

share of the Pupil Premium Plus funding for the pupil; and to sure that all partners 

understood and agreed the actions in the Plan. 

b) The rate of compliance appeared to be affected by a systems issue that meant 

that, although the appropriate meetings were being held, they were not being 

recorded.  DD/SC undertook to address this with the Virtual School. 

ACTION: BC/DDSC 

c) Responsibility for recording meetings on the system rested with the social worker. 

d) The Virtual School was considering how to support social workers with the 

process, to ensure that the information provided by schools was ready to put on 

the system.  Steps taken included switching responsibility for finalising the PEPs 

from the social work manager to the Virtual School: the Virtual School could 

ensure that the PEP included all the required information.  If a PEP was 

incomplete and had not yet been signed off by the Virtual School, it would show 

on the system as not having been put in place. 

e) If further work were required on the PEP, the Virtual School would ask: 

o the school if the missing details related to the use of the Pupil Premium 

Plus funding; or 

o the social worker if the details related to the Child’s Voice. 

f) The PEP format had also been changed to clarify which sections should be 

completed by whom. 

g) Each child should have a PEP review at least every six months, though good 

practice was to review them termly.  The social worker would hold a statutory 

meeting with the school, and the Virtual School met the school termly to review 

the child’s progress.  85% of PEPs were reviewed within six months. 

Replying to questions, Head/VS confirmed that the recent changes had led to 
an improvement in the quality of PEPs, but not yet in compliance due to the 
systems issue at point (b). 
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The Panel welcomed the increase in the number of PEPs rated as ‘good’ or better 
from 24% to 46.8% and asked whether the remaining 53.2% were mostly 
heading towards ‘good’ or were significantly ‘inadequate’.  Head/VS reminded the 
panel that the report covered the period to July 2021 and did not therefore reflect 
all the recent improvements to the process, some of which had been implemented 
since January 2022.  The Virtual School judged the quality of PEPs using the 
same gradings as Ofsted and would not allow a PEP to be recorded on the 
system if it was judged to be ‘inadequate: such reports were followed up with the 
school and/or the social worker as described at point (e).   

Among the 53.2% of PEPs that could thus be regarded as ‘requires improvement’ 
at July 2021, the Panel asked whether there was any common theme or reason.  
Head/VS explained that PEPs that were judged as ‘requires improvement’ tended 
either to have soft targets, as opposed to the SMART2 targets that were 
requested; or to lack specific information about the allocation of Pupil Premium 
Plus funding. 

The Panel was aware of concerns on the part of children’s homes that some 
schools to which looked after children with additional needs were allocated sent 
them home, or would only allow them to attend school for an hour a day after 
other pupils had left for the day.  This was clearly a matter for concern: these 
children were on roll, but were not receiving the education or socialisation that 
they needed; they emerged from care with additional needs that might have been 
ameliorated with proper education.  Asked how many children were in this 
position, Head/VS said that the Virtual School monitored pupils who were on 
partial or modified timetables to ensure that this was time-limited and in the best 
interests of the child.  Schools required the permission of the parent or carer – in 
the case of looked after children, the social worker – to implement a partial or 
modified timetable.  The Virtual School had asked schools to ensure that they 
received this permission, and stipulated that the partial or modified timetable must 
be in place for as short a time as possible and in the best interest of the child.  
The Virtual School continued to be vigilant. 

Panel members were concerned that, if the decision to agree a request from the 
school for a modified or partial timetable rested with the social worker, the child’s 
care home risked being caught in the middle: feedback from a number of care 
homes indicated that they felt strongly that their children needed to be in school.  
Asked how the views of the children’s home were taken into consideration, 
DD/SC said that the social worker would be expected to work with the home to 
agree the appropriate response to a school’s request for a restricted timetable.  If 
that were not happening, he would expect the home to contact him or AD/SRCP.  
The Panel welcomed this route for frustrated care home managers. 

Asked what action could be taken if a school was adamant that a child should 
attend on a restricted timetable, Head/VS said that the Virtual School devoted 
considerable time to negotiating with schools.  If schools did not notify them of the 
completion of a restricted timetable, the Virtual School reminded them by means 
of weekly e-mails that the purpose of a restricted timetable was to facilitate full 
reintegration.  This was followed up through the attendance, safeguarding and 
school recruitment teams.  There was, however, a risk that the school would 
exclude the pupil. 

                                            
2 SMART - Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Timed 
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The Panel remained concerned that there was a gap where children were put on 
restricted timetables against the clear view of their care home manager that they 
needed to be in school.  This could lead to the breakdown of placements and loss 
of education and socialisation for the child.  Real, effective monitoring of PEPs 
was essential.   BC/SRCP said that, while there remained more work to be done, 
the monitoring of PEPs had been much improved through: 

 tightening of the arrangements for monitoring compliance; 

 Virtual School action to address the quality of PEPs; and 

 substantial investment in the system to increased capacity and make it fit for 

purpose and user friendly for social workers. 

Replying to questions, BC/SRCP confirmed that the Regulation 44 inspector 
and all concerned with the child received a copy of the PEP. 

Asked about next steps for addressing this issue, BC/ADS said that it would 
depend on which schools the children in question attended: not all schools had 
looked after pupils.  Asked whether there were schools that did not notify the 
completion of restricted timetables, BC/ADS said that, if schools did not notify 
them, they would not know.  Asked how Children’s Services could not know of 
looked after children, BC/ADS clarified that it was the completion of modified 
timetables that were not necessarily notified, rather than the existence of looked 
after children.   

Panel members knew that there were looked after children on modified 
timetables: this was a real issue and Children’s Services needed to know about 
these children.  Head/VS said that the Virtual School knew which looked after 
children were on restricted timetables and monitored them carefully, though he 
could not speak for children who had a social worker but were not in care.  For 
looked after children, the Virtual School, as well as the care home, would be part 
of the conversation with the school about any proposal for a partial or modified 
timetable.  The school could not implement a modified timetable without the 
agreement of the social worker, though they could suspend the child.  The 
challenge for the social worker in such cases was to assess whether it was better 
to insist on a full timetable and risk the child being suspended, or to accept a 
partial timetable.  There was sometimes no route back for a looked after child who 
had been suspended.  Such children were often on a partial timetable because 
they were waiting for another process to be completed, such as an application for 
an EHCP3: schools could often not afford to provide the necessary support for a 
child with additional needs until the funding associated with an EHCP became 
available.  The Virtual School tried to support such cases through the retained 
element of the Pupil Premium Plus funding. 

The Panel asked that DD/SC address with AD/SRPC the issue of looked after 
children being placed or kept on restricted timetables against the advice of the 
child’s care home.  Although the Panel’s particular concern was with looked after 
children, it was part of a wider issue that followed on from lack of Early Help 
support. 

ACTION: DD/SC 

                                            
3 EHCP – Education, Health and Care Plan: Introduced by the Children and Families Act 2014.   
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22.   FUTURE AGENDA SETTING 
 

The Panel had previously discussed the organisation of its formal meetings (those 
not hosted by young people) around the themes identified following the 
consultation with young people in July 2021.  It agreed to take reports on two 
themes at each formal meeting, starting at the meeting on 20 July 2022 with 
reports from: 

 Health – mental health support for looked after children, access to Tier 4 support 

and training for staff in care homes; and 

 Policing – topic to be agreed between BC/CS and Daniel Ware. 

The theme to be addressed at the following formal meeting, on 19 October 2022, 
would be agreed at the meeting on 20 July 2022. 

 

The Committee Services Officer reminded the Panel that the agenda for the first 
meeting of the municipal year would usually recommend the appointment of co-
opted members to the Regulatory Committee.  This year, the Panel’s first meeting 
would be an informal meeting hosted by young people.   

ACTION: The Chair undertook to discuss the appointment of co-opted 
members with DD/CS and AD/SCRP. 

 

The Chair undertook to discuss with Cllr Pollard the skills base for the Governing 
Body of the Virtual School: governors needed to be appointed on the basis of 
skills rather than representation, though they needed to be sufficiently senior 
within their organisations to be able to speak for, and commit action by, them. 

ACTION: Chair to discuss with Cllr Pollard the skills base for the Governing 
Body of the Virtual School. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Chair 
 

 
Note: These minutes are subject to approval as a correct record at the next meeting 
of the Corporate Parenting Panel. 
 
 
 

THESE MINUTES HAVE BEEN PRODUCED, WHEREVER POSSIBLE, ON RECYCLED PAPER 
 


