	[image: ]
		Minutes





	Committee:
	Southern Health and Disability Ethics Committee

	Meeting date:
	11 April 2017

	Meeting venue:
	Dunedin International Airport, Maungatua Room, 25 Millar Road, Momona, Dunedin



	Time
	Item of business

	10.00 am
	Welcome

	10.10 am
	Confirmation of minutes of meeting of 14 February 2017

	10.30 am
	New applications (see over for details)

	
	 i 17/STH/52
  ii 17/STH/48
  iii 17/STH/51
  iv 17/STH/53
  v 17/STH/54

	12.45
	Substantial amendments (see over for details)

	
	 i URA/07/10/075/AM05
  ii 16/STH/104/AM02

	1.30 pm
	General business:
· Noting section

	2.00 pm
	Meeting ends



	Member Name  
	Member Category  
	Appointed  
	Term Expires  
	Apologies?  

	Ms Raewyn Idoine 
	Lay (consumer/community perspectives) 
	27/10/2015 
	27/10/2018 
	Present 

	Mrs Angelika Frank-Alexander 
	Lay (consumer/community perspectives) 
	27/10/2015 
	27/10/2018 
	Apologies 

	Dr Sarah Gunningham 
	Non-lay (intervention studies) 
	27/10/2015 
	27/10/2018 
	Apologies 

	Dr Nicola Swain 
	Non-lay (observational studies) 
	27/10/2015 
	27/10/2018 
	Present 

	Dr Mathew  Zacharias 
	Non-lay (health/disability service provision) 
	27/10/2015 
	27/10/2018 
	Present 

	Dr Devonie Eglinton 
	Non-lay (intervention studies) 
	13/05/2016 
	13/05/2019 
	Present 

	Assc Prof Mira Harrison-Woolrych 
	Non-lay (intervention studies) 
	27/10/2015 
	27/10/2018 
	Present 

	Dr Fiona McCrimmon 
	Lay (the law) 
	27/10/2015 
	27/10/2018 
	Apologies 

	Mrs Phyllis Huitema 
	Lay (consumer/community perspectives) 
	Co-opt NTB
	Co-opt NTB
	Present 

	Dr Cordelia Thomas 
	Lay (the law)
	Co-opt CEN
	Co-opt CEN
	Present 


 

Welcome
 
The Chair opened the meeting at 10.00 am and welcomed Committee members, noting that apologies had been received from Angelika Frank- Alexandra, Fiona McCrimmon, Sarah Gunningham. 

The Chair noted that as only five appointed members of the Committee were present, it was wise  to co-opt members of other HDECs in accordance with the SOPs.  The Chair welcomed Cordelia Thomas, Phyllis Huitema who confirmed their eligibility, and were co-opted by the Chair as members of the Committee for the duration of the meeting.

The Chair noted that the meeting was quorate. 

The Committee noted and agreed the agenda for the meeting.

Confirmation of previous minutes

The minutes of the meeting of 14 February 2017 were confirmed without amendment.

New applications 

	 1  
	Ethics ref:  
	17/STH/52 

	 
	Title: 
	Research into Consumer Experiences with OST 

	 
	Principal Investigator: 
	Ms Marnie Carter 

	 
	Sponsor: 
	Addiction Practitioners Association of Aotearoa New Zealand

	 
	Clock Start Date: 
	30 March 2017 


 
Ms Marnie Carter was present by teleconference for discussion of this application.

Potential conflicts of interest

The Chair asked members to declare any potential conflicts of interest related to this application.

No potential conflicts of interest related to this application were declared by any member.

Summary of Study

1. This study investigates the consumer experience of opioid substitution treatment. 
2. The Researcher advised they are undertaking the study as part of a pro bono arrangements with NGOs to better understand opioid treatment. The (Dpaanz) Addiction Society has heard that a more medical model rather than patient centred treatment is being offered. So they plan to explore users’ experiences to reach stabilisation and identify whether anything worked particularly well for consumers or is not working well, and use this to inform their advocacy work.

Summary of ethical issues (resolved)

The main ethical issues considered by the Committee and addressed by the Researcher are as follows.

3. The Committee noted that an incorrect commencement date was provided.
4. The Committee noted that the statement about the researchers own ethics standard as a reference for publication may not be necessary once HDEC has reviewed this application. HDECs are a nationally and internationally recognised ethics approval body.
5. The Committee questioned what happens if participants show distress when answering the questions. The Researcher stated that they will temporarily halt the interview and ask the participant to express their concerns. Continuation of the interview will be guided by the participants and if necessary the participants will be given information about accessing further support. 
6. The Committee questioned the use of the term ‘consumer’. The Researcher explained that their clients responded better to the terms ‘consumer’ or ‘service user’. The Committee stated that some participants are not consumers and the language in the study documents should be revised to reflect this. 



Summary of ethical issues (outstanding)

The main ethical issues considered by the Committee and which require addressing by the Researcher are as follows.

7. Please clarify the recruitment process for this study and detail how conflict of interests will be managed, for example to ensure that recruitment for the study does not affect treatment regime/relationships with treating physicians. 
8. The Committee noted that the study documents indicated that participants with mental health issues would be excluded. The Committee stated that this does not seem acceptable as these consumers would still be able to provide informed consent. The Researcher stated that they were concerned about exposing these clients to something distressing. The Committee requested that the inclusion criteria is changed to allow clients with mental health issues to participate, please revise study documents to reflect this change and provide details about how this group will be included in the study. 
9. The Committee questioned how participants will be recruited. The Researcher explained that they will be recruited through advertising distributed to pharmacists where clients collect their medication. Please provide any recruitment material for HDEC review.
10. The Committee thought it was a good application but asked the Researcher to explain who will benefit from the study.
11. The application indicated that confidentiality would be maintained by either a code or a name. The Committee requested clarification on this. 
12. The Committee stated that consumers as vulnerable participants in the study need to know who to contact if they experience distress, and be able to call upon suitable counselling support as required during the interview process, or withdraw if the distress is not resolved. Please confirm that suitable people will be available for participants to contact.

The Committee requested the following changes to the Participant Information Sheet and Consent Form: 

13. Please submit recruitment flyer and advertising material for review.
14. Please explain Dpaanz and use the full name the first time this is mentioned. 
15. Please amend Participant Information Sheet to provide for staff and consumers participants, or submit two Participant Information Sheet (one for each participant group). 
16. Please include contact details for HDC, and a Māori cultural support person.  
17. The Committee requested the compensation wording is updated for accuracy, they suggested the following statement: “If you were injured in this study, which is unlikely, you would be eligible to apply for compensation from ACC just as you would be if you were injured in an accident at work or at home. This does not mean that your claim will automatically be accepted. You will have to lodge a claim with ACC, which may take some time to assess. If your claim is accepted, you will receive funding to assist in your recovery. If you have private health or life insurance, you may wish to check with your insurer that taking part in this study won’t affect your cover.”
18. Please include contact details for counsellor support for participants who may find study participation distressing. 
19. Please add a footer to the Participant Information Sheet containing the page number and study title. 
20. Please explain in the Participant Information Sheet who will benefit from the study. 
21. Please refer to participants as ‘participants’ in the Participant Information Sheet, rather than ‘consumers’ to help ensure it is clear that involvement in this research study is for research, not as part of a health service relationship. 
22. Please be precise in the Participant Information Sheet about confidentiality of information and the use of a code or proxy name to preserve privacy. Make this clearer for all participants. 
23. The Participant Information Sheet is directed to the consumers but the Committee noted there is not a Participant Information Sheet for the staff who are interviewed. Please provide a Participant Information Sheet for staff participants.
24. Consumer participants must inform their doctor (GP or treating physician) that they are participating in this study. Please revise the Participant Information Sheet to reflect this.
25. Please clarify in the Participant Information Sheet whether the study data will be accessed by the firm Allen and Clarke, or only by the research team. 
26. The Committee questioned how many participants will be recruited for this study. The Researcher confirmed they would recruit 30 participants. The Committee requested that this is clarified in the Participant Information Sheet. 

Decision 

This application was provisionally approved by consensus subject to the following information being received. 

· Please amend the information sheet and consent forms, taking into account the suggestions made by the committee (Ethical Guidelines for Observational Studies para 6.10).
· Please respond to the outstanding ethical concerns detailed above. 

This following information will be reviewed, and a final decision made on the application, by Dr Devonie Eglington and Mrs Raewyn Idoine.





	 2  
	Ethics ref:  
	17/STH/48 

	 
	Title: 
	Evaluation of apparent plasma cell loss between morphological and flow cytometry assessments  

	 
	Principal Investigator: 
	Dr Wingchi Leung 

	 
	Sponsor: 
	 

	 
	Clock Start Date: 
	30 March 2017 




Dr Wingchi Leung was present in person and Dr Edwin Theakston was present by teleconference for discussion of this application.

Potential conflicts of interest

The Chair asked members to declare any potential conflicts of interest related to this application.

No potential conflicts of interest related to this application were declared by any member.

Summary of Study

1. This study is based on the cytology of cells processing, these are processed in two discrete methods for blood and bone marrow. In the laboratory two slides are made and stored to determine if there is any discrepancy by two different measurement of detection processes. The Researchers want to go back and look at core cells and slides.

Summary of ethical issues (resolved)

The main ethical issues considered by the Committee and addressed by the Researcher are as follows.

2. The Committee questioned which the standard measurement is. The Researcher explained that bone marrow morphology is typical, but there is increasing interest in minimal disease detection by cytology. 
3. The Committee questioned whether this study involves comparing standard treatment with another form of detection. The Researcher clarified that they are just looking at stored slides. 
4. The Committee questioned if this study is an audit or quality assurance activity. The Researcher explained that the HDEC Secretariat had determined it is a study and requires HDEC review. 
5. The Committee questioned whether patients provided consent to the collection of their tissue for standard care. The Researcher confirmed that they did, although specific consent for this study was not obtained. 
6. The Committee questioned how long the study data would be stored for. The Researcher explained that they would store the data for 2 years as they do not need it beyond the end of the study. The Committee noted that the data must be stored for 10 years. The Researcher agreed to this. 

Decision 

This application was approved by consensus.



	 3  
	Ethics ref:  
	17/STH/51 

	 
	Title: 
	Kindred study 

	 
	Principal Investigator: 
	Dr Iain Ward 

	 
	Sponsor: 
	Garvan Institute of Medical Research 

	 
	Clock Start Date: 
	30 March 2017 


 
No member of the research team was present for discussion of this application.

Potential conflicts of interest

The Chair asked members to declare any potential conflicts of interest related to this application.

No potential conflicts of interest related to this application were declared by any member.

Summary of Study

1. This is an international study with 100 participants in New Zealand.
2. This study involves a questionnaire and blood samples being taken. 

Summary of ethical issues (resolved)

The main ethical issues considered by the Committee and addressed by the Researcher are as follows.

3. The Committee noted that although a range of different families will be recruited to this study only one Participant Information Sheet has been provided. 

Summary of ethical issues (outstanding)

The main ethical issues considered by the Committee and which require addressing by the Researcher are as follows.

4. The Committee requested further information on the use of cell lines in and beyond this study. 
5. The inclusion criteria seems to indicate that the participants could be 15 years old. The Committee stated their preference that the inclusion criteria is revised to only include participants from 16 years or older as adults. Although some participants under the age of 16 may be deemed competent to provide their own informed consent, for simplicity the Committee recommends that only aged 16 or older are enrolled as all of these participants will be able to provide their own informed consent. 

The Committee requested the following changes to the Participant Information Sheet and Consent Form: 

6. Please provide a separate Participant Information Sheet for the optional cell line tests that clearly explains that these cell lines could be bought and sold and any funds generated will be returned to an Australian organisation. 
7. Please clarify in the Participant Information Sheet that this study may draw inferences and collect information on genetic risks which may affect insurance cover. 
8. Please offer an option in the Participant Information Sheet and Consent Form for participants to opt-out of receiving information on identified genetic risks for themselves or family members. 
9. The Participant Information Sheet explains the short and medium term uses of tissue in this study. Please provide more information regarding the long term use of tissue in this study. 
10. Please delete the sentence in the Participant Information Sheet regarding participants’ ability to obtain insurance. 

Decision 

This application was provisionally approved by consensus subject to the following information being received. 

· Please respond to the outstanding ethical concerns detailed above. 
· Please amend the information sheet and consent forms, taking into account the suggestions made by the committee (Ethical Guidelines for Observational Studies para 6.10) 

This following information will be reviewed, and a final decision made on the application, by Dr Matthew Zacharias and Mrs Raewyn Idoine. 



	 4  
	Ethics ref:  
	17/STH/53 

	 
	Title: 
	Stage 1 GLOSS Trial 

	 
	Principal Investigator: 
	Mr David Wang 

	 
	Sponsor: 
	 

	 
	Clock Start Date: 
	30 March 2017 


 
Dr Lyndell Kelly and Mr David Wang were both present in person for discussion of this application.

Potential conflicts of interest

The Chair asked members to declare any potential conflicts of interest related to this application.

Dr Matthew Zacharias declared a potential conflict of interest, and the Committee decided to exclude him from the review and decision making process.

Summary of Study

1. The Committee stated that this is a confusing study and a poorly completed application. The Committee noted that this study is called both interventional and observational. 
2. The Committee agreed that it appears to be an observational study, as the ‘intervention’ appears to be standard clinical care. 
3. The study is a first stage of a longer study and participants will be asked for their consent to follow their process and to take blood and tissue samples. 
4. The Researcher explained that this is a prospective study based on retrospective data on people with brain cancers showing different levels of cancer. Wellington, Waikato, Dunedin, Christchurch patients’ samples are all to be used. Some strains typed as high grade brain cancers with different prognosis and different survival outcomes.

Summary of ethical issues (resolved)

The main ethical issues considered by the Committee and addressed by the Researcher are as follows.

5. The Committee noted that the application form did not recognise that identifiable health information will be accessed to identify potential participants. 
6. The Committee noted that this study is described as a New Zealand wide study but only includes patients from Otago and Waikato, the Committee stated that it would be better if it were nationwide as this would increase numbers. 
7. The Committee questioned whether participants will be treated as per standard care. The Researcher confirmed that this was the case and additional blood tests would be taken. 
8. The Committee questioned how long blood samples will be retained for. The Researcher stated that it would be for less than 10 years for the main study and the researchers would receive a bonus if any blood samples are left for Future Unspecified Use of Tissue. 
9. The Committee questioned what would happen if a participant became ill during treatment and still wanted to give blood. The Researcher explained that they would be given palliative care and their continued participation would need to be discussed with the participant and their family. 


Summary of ethical issues (outstanding)

The main ethical issues considered by the Committee and which require addressing by the Researcher are as follows.

10. The Committee questioned how participants would be recruited for the study. The Researcher stated that when they are diagnosed they will meet with the treating clinician to discuss treatment options and asked if they are willing to participate in the study. The Committee requested that although the treating clinician can give an initial introduction to the study that the consent process should be undertaken by someone not directly involved in the patients care. 
11. The Committee requested further information regarding how the conflict of interest from the researchers also being the participants treating physicians will be managed. The Committee noted that some potential participants may not want to take part but may feel pressured to do so to please their doctor. 
12. The Committee requested further justification for the eligibility criteria for this study. Inclusion in this study appears to require only that the patient is already receiving the treatment and will agree to being followed up for research purposes, however, the written inclusion criteria includes things such as adequate renal and liver function, and a requirement to use contraception. 
13. The Committee raised concerns about the number of participants required for adequate recruitment. Please clarify how many participants will be recruited and whether this study is feasible given the comments in the peer review. 
14. The Committee raised concerns about the recruitment process for this study, including that the recruitment poster over-promises what the study is likely to achieve. 
15. The Committee requested further information on how results will be related back to participants and their GPs. 

The Committee requested the following changes to the Participant Information Sheet and Consent Form: 

16. Please add a lay title to the Participant Information Sheet. 
17. The Participant Information Sheet over-promises what this first part of the study is likely to achieve. Please revise the Participant Information Sheet to reduce bias. 
18. Please add a statement to benefits/risks section of the Participant Information Sheet explaining that there are no specific benefits to participants. 
19. Please move all text from page 2 of the Participant Information Sheet to the ‘who pays for the study’ section. 
20. The Future Unspecified Use of Tissue Participant Information Sheet should be revised to be more suitable for its purpose, specifically focusing on issues related to the future use of tissue. 
21. Please revise the Participant Information Sheet to remove or better explain jargon.
22. Please add a footer to the Participant Information Sheet containing the study title and page number.  
23. The Committee stated that the statement on the first page of the Participant Information Sheet saying that no progress has been made since 2005 in treating this condition is not appropriate. Please reword and soften this statement. 
24. The main Participant Information Sheet should not contain any information regarding Future Unspecified Use of Tissue, this should be solely contained in the Future Unspecified Use of Tissue Participant Information Sheet. 
25. Please clearly state in the Participant Information Sheet how long samples will be stored for. 
26. Please clarify in the Participant Information Sheet whether genetic testing will be done. 
27. The Committee queried the lack of a Māori tissue statement in the Participant Information Sheets. The committee recommended the following statement: “You may hold beliefs about a sacred and shared value of all or any tissue samples removed. The cultural issues associated with sending your samples overseas and/or storing your tissue should be discussed with your family/whanau as appropriate. There are a range of views held by Māori around these issues; some iwi disagree with storage of samples citing whakapapa and advise their people to consult prior to participation in research where this occurs.  However, it is acknowledged that individuals have the right to choose.”
28. Please ensure it is clear in the Participant Information Sheet what blood samples are mandatory and what these samples will be used for. 

Decision 

This application was provisionally approved by consensus, subject to the following information being received: 

· Please amend the information sheet and consent forms, taking into account the suggestions made by the committee (Ethical Guidelines for Observational Studies para 6.10) 
· Please respond to the outstanding ethical concerns detailed above. 

This following information will be reviewed, and a final decision made on the application, by Mrs Raewyn Idoine and Assc Prof Mira Harrison-Woolrych.



	 5  
	Ethics ref:  
	17/STH/54 

	 
	Title: 
	ProstaCare Study for BPH 

	 
	Principal Investigator: 
	Prof Peter Gilling 

	 
	Sponsor: 
	 

	 
	Clock Start Date: 
	30 March 2017 


 
Rana Reuther was present by teleconference for discussion of this application.

Potential conflicts of interest

The Chair asked members to declare any potential conflicts of interest related to this application.

Summary of ethical issues

The main ethical issues considered by the Committee were as follows. 

No potential conflicts of interest related to this application were declared by any member.

Summary of Study

1. This study involves participants in New Zealand and Singapore.
2. This study is not going to be published in a journal but is for the commercial benefit.
3. This is a first in human study.

Summary of ethical issues (resolved)

The main ethical issues considered by the Committee and addressed by the Researcher are as follows.

4. The Committee noted that the application form indicated that Maori research methodologies would be used, however, this is incorrect. 

Summary of ethical issues (outstanding)

The main ethical issues considered by the Committee and which require addressing by the Researcher are as follows.

5. The Committee questioned how many people this procedure has been used in.
6. The Committee questioned how the conflict of interest of the treating clinician being the same as the study doctor will be managed.  
7. Please provide more information on how study results will be summarised and sent to participants. 
8. Please provide more information on how participants will be recruited.
9. The Committee questioned how the study procedure would help manage discomfort and allow doctors to treat more patients. 

The Committee requested the following changes to the Participant Information Sheet and Consent Form: 

10. Please clarify in the Participant Information Sheet what the purpose of this study is and how many people will be recruited. 
11. Please state at the beginning of the Participant Information Sheet that this is an experimental procedure. 
12. Please clearly state in the Participant Information Sheet that the potential side effects of participation are not yet known. Any information available on risks must be clearly explained. 
13. The Participant Information Sheet indicates that this will not be able to be used after the study unless special arrangements are made. Please clarify what is meant by this. 
14. Please be more specific in the Participant Information Sheet about what is involved in participation, including how many ultrasounds and whether an MRI is required. 
15. Please clarify in the Participant Information Sheet when participants will have their catheter checked and removed. 
16. Please clearly layout in the Participant Information Sheet the order of processes involved in participation.
17. Please explain what haematuria means. 
18. Please all Māori cultural support person contact details to the Participant Information Sheet. 
19. Please note in the Participant Information Sheet that participants’ GPs will be notified of their participation. 
20. Please clarify in the Participant Information Sheet that previous human studies were conducted in Chile, please also confirm whether the participants in these studies had the same condition and procedure. Please also provide some information on the outcomes for these participants. 

Decision 

This application was provisionally approved by consensus subject to the following information being received. 

· Please amend the information sheet and consent form, taking into account the suggestions made by the Committee (Ethical Guidelines for Intervention Studies para 6.22).
· Please respond to the outstanding ethical concerns detailed above. 

This following information will be reviewed, and a final decision made on the application, by Mrs Raewyn Idoine and Dr Nicola Swain. 




Substantial amendments

	1  
	Ethics ref:  
	URA/07/10/075/AM05 

	 
	Title: 
	Christchurch Breast Cancer Patient Register 

	 
	Principal Investigator: 
	Professor Bridget Robinson 

	 
	Sponsor: 
	 

	 
	Clock Start Date: 
	11 April 2017 


 
Professor Bridget Robinson was present by teleconference for discussion of this amendment.

Potential conflicts of interest

The Chair asked members to declare any potential conflicts of interest related to this application.

No potential conflicts of interest related to this application were declared by any member.

Summary of Study

1. This amendment involves requesting access to NHI data to match it to other Breast Cancer Registry data. NHI matching data is required to allow this matching. 

Summary of ethical issues (resolved)

The main ethical issues considered by the Committee and addressed by the Researcher are as follows.

2. The Committee questioned whether the Researcher feel that the data will be protected adequately. The Researcher explained that they are confident and that their data manager is very conscientious about data security and management. The Researcher noted that this application only relates to this one instance of data release to manage the process between registries, rather than a change to the registry as a whole. The Committee agreed that the scientific justification for this amendment is acceptable. 
3. The Committee noted that this study has been HRC funded and peer reviewed. 
4. The Committee noted that the process for consistency among the four breast cancer registries is problematic. The Researcher stated that the consolidation of the registries is not resolved.
5. The Committee noted that this approval is a one-off approval, given the particular merits of this case, not a change in expectations for the Christchurch Breast Cancer Registry overall. 

Decision 

This amendment was approved by consensus.




	 2  
	Ethics ref:  
	16/STH/104/AM02 

	 
	Title: 
	Ketamine therapy among patients with treatment-res 

	 
	Principal Investigator: 
	Professor Paul Glue 

	 
	Sponsor: 
	 

	 
	Clock Start Date: 
	11 April 2017 


 
Professor Paul Glue was present by teleconference for discussion of this amendment.

Potential conflicts of interest 

The Chair asked members to declare any potential conflicts of interest related to this application. 

Cordelia Thomas and Nicola Swain declared a potential conflict of interest, and the Committee decided to exempt them from and process and decision making. 

Summary of Study

1. This is a study on Ketamine to treat depression with Midazolam as a control, this was approved with Midazolam named in the participant facing document. 
2. The initial plan was for Midazolam to be concealed, however the amendment proposes to blind participants to the names of both study drugs. 
3. The Researcher explained that the study relies on the active effects of Ketamine being blinded from participants so the control drug needs to have active effects. 
4. The Researcher explained that currently participants could Google the names of the study drugs and identify which study arm they are in, breaking the blinding. 
5. The amendment proposes to not name either drug so that participants cannot identify which arm they are in, to protect study validity. 
6. The side effects and risks of each study drug are set out in the Participant Information Sheet. 
7. The Committee noted that this is an important study. 

Summary of ethical issues (resolved)

The main ethical issues considered by the Committee and addressed by the Researcher are as follows.

8. The Committee questioned whether participants can expect effect from the study drug, due to the low dose. The Researcher explained that participants may be anxious or sleepy as the doses are not neutral but will also not leave participant in unarousable states. 

Summary of ethical issues (outstanding)

The Committee requested the following changes to the Participant Information Sheet and Consent Form: 

9. Please remove any mention of positive effects from the study drugs in the Participant Information Sheet. 
10. Please adjust the statements in the Participant Information Sheet relating to randomisation and blinding for accuracy. 
11. Please revise the section in the Participant Information Sheet regarding the reasons for doing the study to be in future tense, as the benefits for patients with depression is not yet known. 

Decision 

This amendment was provisionally approved by consensus, subject to the following information being received. 

· Please amend the information sheet and consent form, taking into account the suggestions made by the Committee (Ethical Guidelines for Intervention Studies para 6.22).

This following information will be reviewed, and a final decision made on the application, by Mrs Raewyn Idoine and Dr Devonie Eglington. 



General business

1. The Committee noted the content of the “noting section” of the agenda.

2. The Chair reminded the Committee of the date and time of its next scheduled meeting, namely:

	Meeting date:
	09 May 2017, 08:00 AM

	Meeting venue:
	Sudima Hotel, Christchurch Airport, 550 Memorial Drive, Christchurch



	The following members tendered apologies for this meeting.

· Dr Matthew Zacaharis

3. Problem with Last Minutes

The minutes of the previous meeting were agreed and signed by the Chair and Co-ordinator as a true record.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
The meeting closed at 2.15 pm.
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