London Boaters’ Group Meeting

MINUTES

Saturday, 02 April 2011 at 14.00 

                                    in the Hall of St. Michael and All Angels Church, 

                                              Lavender Grove, Haggerston, E8 3LR

Present:  

Keith Terrell Brown 



Co-Chair/Facilitator

Hannah




Co-Chair/Facilitator

Adam
 




Speaking for the Proposal Working Group

Isobel





Speaking for the Proposal Working Group

Lucas





Speaking for the Research Working Group

Ziggy





Speaking for the Media Working Group

24 other members, some names unkown

	Key to Abbreviations

BW                                                                British Waterways

CC                                                                 Continuous Cruisers

Defra                                                             Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs

IWA                                                              Inland Waterways Association

LBG                                                              London Boaters Group

K&A                                                             Kennet and Avon Navigation

TUPE                                                           Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment)


	
	Action

	1. Apologies:  

Frank, Ziggy to speak on behalf of the Legal Working Group
	

	2. Minutes of the last meeting   

 The minutes of the last meeting were neither agreed nor presented. These are available on line and stand undisputed.
	

	3. Matters Arising

3.1      Result of a County Court Ruling against a CC on the K&A.  This would be discussed in the update from the Legal Working Group.

      3.2     That since the last meeting a facilitator’s training workshop had been held at which several members attended. 
	

	4. Welcome

Welcome and Introduction from the Chair: 

4.1 That all were warmly welcomed. Hannah was welcomed as Co-Facilitator.    

4.2 That the group was to turn to their neighbour and introduce themselves as a means of inclusion.  

4.3 That the whole group was encouraged to participate in the meeting. 

4.4 That the meeting would employ hand-signals to facilitate smooth running. 

4.5 That there was an agenda for the meeting and that this was as follows:   

4.5.1 Introduction.

4.5.2 Working Group Oral Reports.

4.5.3 Break.

4.5.4 Discussion of LBG priorities over the next five weeks. 

4.5.5 Discussion of how to achieve these goals. 

4.5.6 Any other Business.

4.5.7 Date of next meeting.
	

	5. Oral Report from the Media Working Group

Reported (Ziggy): 

5.1 That a media pack had been done up. That this was a press pack and for members’ own use. That its creation had been a collective endeavour.   

5.2 That they had also compiled a short report to address questions from the public and media.

5.3 That they had compiled a comprehensive contact list but if anyone felt they were left out or if names were to be added please see consult with  him off-line. 

5.4 That they were still clarifying who was and was not willing to be attached to the Media group. He invited interested parties to approach him off-line. 

5.5 That they had managed some local, regional and national press coverage and that this was good. 

5.6 That they had approached the Waterways Press and had found them to be antagonistic, initially. However, they were strategising a way through this and gently engaging with them in order to break presumptive behaviour. 

Noted: 

5.7 An LBG member asked about the volume and content of the feedback regards the press reports. Ziggy confirmed that there had been feedback and discussed this for clarification purposes.  
	

	6. Oral Report from the Proposals Working Group

Reported (Adam): 

6.1 That the group meets every Friday evening at the Princess of Wales Pub, Lea Bridge Road. An invitation was extended for all interested parties to join. 

6.2 That they have been using the group as a forum to engage with ideas.

6.3 That presently, they were awaiting movement from BW as a means of information. 

6.4 That they were currently working with the status quo. 

6.5 That the last meeting was taken up with discussion of the Court Case decision on the K&A. 

6.6 That the last round of firm suggestions to come from their group were: 

6.6.1 Highlight prejudice

6.6.2 Combat rhetoric

6.6.3 Get legal representation

6.6.4 Campaign for supporters who are in the public eye. 

6.6.5 Adopt a uniform strategy, going forward. 

6.6.6 Compile a (anonymous) list of constituents with a focus on their trades and skills. 
	

	7. Oral Report from the Legal Working Group

Reported (Ziggy): 

7.1 That Frank sent assurances that the K&A dispute resulted only in a County Court Ruling and that this did not change the law. 

7.2 That there were grounds for appeal and that this would good, but ultimately down to the litigant to take forward of his own accord. 

Discussed:

7.3 The background and the terms of ruling were then discussed. 

Noted: 

7.4 That what constituted a “bone fide navigation” was what was of issue to the group and its cause. 

7.5 The group was reminded that this was an isolated case of a lone litigant and that we needed to bear that in mind, going forward. 

7.6 That the court reports should be publicly available and that we might be best served reviewing these. 


	FRANK

	8. Oral Report from the Research Working Group

Reported (Lucas): 

8.1 A general update was offered regards research. 

8.2 That they had consulted the rowers on the Lea. In doing so, it was discovered that BW had not consulted this group. That this was contrary to their claims and that this had implications on both their trustworthiness and the veracity of their research findings. 

8.3 That they had received both positive and negative feedback from the rowers regards the BW Consultation document. Overall, the rowers would reject the proposal – had they been consulted – due to increased river use and danger to their constituents. 

8.4 It was clear that CCers needed to be very careful at this time and be sensitive to the rower’s needs. It was essential that boaters adhere to etiquette in these matters: no double moorings, especially on bends, etc.  

8.5 That they had consulted the Anglers on the Lea. In doing so, it was discovered that BW had not consulted this group either. Again, this was contrary to their claims and that this had implications on both their trustworthiness and the veracity of their research findings. 

8.6 That the Group’s initial feedback from the Anglers had been anecdotal due to the itinerant nature of the sport. This begged the issue of the two-path questionnaire.  

8.7 That the questionnaires were being researched and compiled but this took time. Legalities needed to be firm and the questionnaires themselves needed to be robust and secure in terms of ethics of presentation and this took time to clarify. 

8.8 That there had been several researchers pursuing various individual research strands and that these included, but were not limited to, marinas and towpath users. 

8.9 A notation arose from the floor that councillors from Tower Hamlets had approached Sarah after she replicated Frank’s letter to her own council and received some response. This was to query the number of boaters actively working in the borough. 

8.10 Lucas agreed to put ‘place/borough of work’ as a question on the boaters’ survey the research group was working on. 


	LUCAS

	9. The Floor was Opened for Discussion of Any Other Updates

Discussed: 

9.1 A query was raised regards the letter Mark had written to Sally Ash and if he had received any response or feedback on this. Mark explained that although there had been direct feedback regards the research proposals there had been no direct response to the letter itself. 

9.2 That both the Upper Lea and Stort Group and our group had come to the conclusion that responsible research should be conducted without BW on board. 

9.3 Much discussion proceeded regarding stakeholders and what stakeholders were, during which the term was clarified and it was noted that BW had been careful not to refer to us in these terms. 

9.4 Mark then spoke to the Defra Consultation document recently circulated to explain:

9.4.1 That the Consultation was launched on the 31 March 2011.

9.4.2 That the Consultation would close on 30 June 2011. 

9.4.3 That it was specifically regarding the proposed charitable status of BW (BW becoming a Trust) and that it appealed to stakeholders to comment on this. 

9.4.4 That Mark himself held a conflict of interest regarding this consultation and publicly declared this. 

9.4.5 That it was imperative that we all read and comment on this document in good time as it will help decide the future of BW and our place in it. That we should make inclusive suggestions, individually and as a group. 


9.5 A discussion then ensued regarding Quangos, BW’s transition from a Quango, and what this might mean to us. 

9.6 This led to a comment from the floor regarding the TUPE transfer that BW would necessarily have to go through should the move to a Trust be approved, and it was noted that this would take time and was important to us. 
	ALL MEMBERS 

	10.  Small Group Working followed by whole group discussion

Discussed: 

10.1 The group dived into smaller discussion groups, each posting one key theme they viewed as imperative going forward over the next five weeks. 

10.2 These themes were read out and presented to the whole group as: 

10.2.1 Branding & Marketing: Raise the public profile of London boaters.

10.2.2 Legitimate: define who we were and how we make decisions as a body. 

10.2.3 Representation: Seek and fund legal advice and be represented.

10.2.4 Fundraising: Campaign and strategy to self-fund or partial so. 

10.2.5 Refute BW: Decide boundaries and strategy for fighting the proposal.

10.2.6 Unify: Establish one common mission and stance of the group.

10.3 With these themes in mind, the group opened out to a discussion of how best to achieve these and which one/s should be brought forward and how via the next meetings’ agenda. 

10.4 It was requested that as much of this discussion be minuted as a point of interest and this was done as:

· Adam began with: “Who are we”. 

· There was clarification that this meant what body we were; and that there were many choices (association, trust, NGO, etc.) to be researched and discussed. 

· There was general agreement that we should go forward with the discussion of “who we were” as a discussion as this referred to 10.2.2 as a theme. 

· Rich suggested that the way forward with this was to first forma a mission statement, which referred to 10.2.6 as a theme. 

· General agreement that this was good. 

· It was noted that of the various options of body to be, these could be formed (legally and not) over time; we could take our time with deciding, but that having an decision making structure backed by Terms of Reference and Membership documents would better enable appropriate representation, referred to in 10.2.3 as a theme.

· Kes added that there was a mission statement attached to LBG as if formed a year ago. It was agreed that this would good and that we might use this to feed into a revised mission statement to account for our present and future situation.

· Lucas noted that that legal representation should be given to any group of boaters, regardless of the constitution as a group or body, and based on their CC exclusion issue alone. 

· Mark proposed that the discussion might be bigger than the time we have remaining and that this should pass to the next meeting as the core agenda item. That the next meeting should be about forming ToR, Mission Statement and Membership. 

· There seemed near unanimous approval for this. 

· It was noted that the Londonlist be activated and that everyone be polled for ideas regarding the mission statement. That these ideas should be brought to the meeting.  

· It was suggested that we spend the final10 minutes discussing the logistics and organisation of such a proposal. 

· It was suggested that this might be best discussed on the website forum. 

· A query was raised as to who would collate this information and how would we get the questions out about that needed feedback prior to the next meeting; Who would collate these answers?

· There was as suggestion to do this as a questionnaire but it was agreed time would not allow for this. 

· There was a suggestion to email thoughts to one personal email and a volunteer should collate the responses. 

· Marmaduke volunteered to do this and agreed report back with these at the next meeting, date to be decided. 

· Hannah mentioned that she was most concerned about achieving consensus ahead of the next meeting as to who we are and what our priorities were. 

· Sarah suggested that we send out the emerging themes from our discussions, but reading these out and remind that they will be in the mintues it was though these might be too thin to work with this way.

· There was then much discussion regards priorities; which theme should take priority between: a) responding to the proposal or b) deciding who we were. 

· There was a call to form a structure that acts on behalf of those who cannot be present; those off-the-grid who may not be able to engage in this kind of discussion via electronic means. This was noted as an important topic and one to be on the agenda for next time. It was agreed that for this meeting discussion of this would be taken off-line.

Agreed:

10.5 That membership and what form we should take to make decisions on behalf of the group was an agreed main agenda item for next week. 

10.6 That ahead of this, questions would go out to LBG and these would be:

10.6.1 What do you think our membership should be? – this would refer to the question of Membership. 

10.6.2 What decision-making form should we take as a body? – this would refer to the question of Terms of Reference. What were our terms of formation? And in/under what frame/s of reference should the body be formed?

10.7 That there would also be a request for people to formulate their ideas for a mission statement in no more than two sentences. 

10.8 That this would be the main content of the next meeting. 

10.9 That Marmaduke would collate these answers. 


10.10 That Maddy, Melissa, Tony, Sarah, Marek and Adam would assist him and and speak to Marmaduke off-line about this. 

10.11 Lucas and Marmaduke discussed the form the email should take after which it was agreed that Marmaduke would mail to the list and ask for a response to himself alone.

10.12 That Mark agreed to research different types of groups we might incorporate as and post the details of these on forum for review. 

10.13 There was a request from the floor that a lawyer be present for the next meeting if possible and Ziggy agreed to check on this and feedback. 

10.14 That an agenda setting meeting would be had by Ziggy, Mark and HollyGale at the start of the week with the aim to circulate an agenda to the Group by midweek. 

10.15 That the next meeting would be held in one week’s time, venue to be confirmed.  
	MARMADUKE

MADDY

SARAH

MAREK

ADAM

MARK

ZIGGY

ZIGGY

MARK

HOLLYGALE

	 Reminder:      Next meeting of the LBG is
	09 April 2001
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