NOTES OF 24th CANNING TOWN RESIDENTS’ STEERING GROUP MEETING
HELD VIRTUALLY ON THURSDAY 21 July 2022 at 6pm

AGENDA

	
	Item:
	Item Lead:

	1.
	Welcome and introductions
	Howard Mendick

	2.
	Design Team update
	Alex Luria
Shade Abdul

	3.
	Engagement update
	Algina Kamara

	4.
	Newman Francis update
	Howard Mendick
Kamahl Ahmet

	5.
	Any other business
	All


Present: 








1

Residents:
Ibironke Ogunbunmi 
Sheila Ababio  
Edward Reid 
Ameerah Shamsu 
Judith Jorsling (JJ) – CTSG Chair
Fawsia Elmi 
Helen Alem

NewmanFrancis, resident advisors:
Howard Mendick  – Meeting Chair
Kamahl Ahmet  – Project Worker 

London Borough of Newham:
Algina Kamara (AK) – Resident Involvement Manager
Dami Segun (DS) - LBN resident involvement
Faraz Kayani (FK) – Estates Services Manager
Maeve Dowling, Senior Regeneration Manager 

Design Team (Jestico & Wyles)
Alex Luria – lead architect
Ricardo Bobisse - Co-Design process
Shade Abdul– Deft Space Director and Community Engagement Lead      

Apologies for absence: Faye Lambert, Mustaf Mumin

Notes (from recording): Clare Maybury



1 Welcome and introductions

1.1. Introductions were made and Howard welcomed everyone to the 24th meeting of the Canning Town Steering Group. 

2. Design team Update

2.1. Alex talked about the Vincent St site and shared a map onscreen.  Plans had been discussed at a previous Co-design workshop.  It was currently vacant land recently used as a Covid testing centre.  Designs had been further developed based on feedback from residents.  These would be shared with the steering group, then at a meeting of local residents and the wider community, planned for August.  

2.1.1. ACTION: steering group to share the Vincent St August meeting date (tbc) and purpose with friends and neighbours.  

2.2 The process was at the end of key stage 2 (a “high-level vision for the whole estate”, or 
masterplan, and the high-level design of Vincent St).  A planning application for Vincent St was being prepared for submission by the Autumn.    

2.3 The Housing Needs Survey had led directly to some of the design decisions.  For example, the need for more family homes had been taken into account in planning for more 3-4 and even 5 bed homes.  The Design Team were also looking to include some townhouses.  

2.4 Residents’ questions: 

2.4.1 Once the planning application is in and accepted, how soon will works start on the Vincent Street site?  There was no definitive date for starting on site, but it would be as soon as possible.  Current estimates were at the middle of next year.  There was always a risk the planning application would not be accepted, although a number of meetings had taken place with the planners, with support so far for the evolving plans.  Resident approval would also be required.  
2.4.2 Will that site then be used as a blueprint for the rest of the development? There would be a shared identity, but the Team did not want the whole development to be the same.   Rather there would be a number of types of building within a design “family”.  The Vincent St development would set the tone.  
2.4.3 Concerning the family homes, what will they look like?   Feedback had led to the Team including a variety of household types including duplexes (maisonettes); townhouses and accessible, large flats.
2.4.4 What will the layout be in terms of levels, etc? There were emerging plans for a mix of flats, two-storey and three-storey dwellings.  More detail would be given at the meeting in August.  Each size of home would have a number of layout options, with something to suit everyone.  Allocation would be the remit of the council later on, based on existing properties and housing need.  The steering group would see designs prior to the wider exhibition.
2.4.5 Could you clarify if entrances will be street-level or via a courtyard?  There would be front doors at ground level directly onto the street, rather than via courtyards.  ‘Streets’ in these terms were likely to be landscaped and traffic-free.
2.4.6 Do you need to secure the regeneration funding before putting in for planning, or vice versa?  Planning permission was needed in order to get the main bulk of development funding.  This would be discussed further during the ongoing process.  
2.4.7 If the planning application is rejected will there be options? It was very unlikely to be rejected due to the ongoing consultations with all stakeholders, with the design tweaked and balanced at each stage.  
2.4.8 Have there been further discussions about the subway between north and south? When will these improvements be fitted in with the overall development?  Discussion of options was continuing, particularly with Transport for London who run and manage the road.  Any solution must improve what was there now.  Vincent St would go ahead before any of the other work, which would require a separate planning application a year after the Vincent St project.   A great deal of discussion and agreement would be needed between a number of bodies, so development was likely to be in at least two years’ time. However, the Design Team would be looking to help support the process of bringing in improvements to the underpass in the interim.
2.4.9 At what point do we decide we must ensure, after years of insecurity, that this crucial facility is prioritised within the plans?  The Design Team were well aware of the concerns of residents to prioritise the crossing, and ideas would be shared with residents as soon as possible.  The phasing of the project, however, was important, with the underpass falling into one of the later phases.  In the interim, smaller improvements may be possible via the council rather than the Design team.  (See 2.4.8) 

2.5 Co-Design.  Shade shared a presentation [also to be shared with the SG after the meeting] on recent engagement activities.  These included an online co-design session; another in person at the Trinity Centre, and community workshops with residents and steering group members.  Research had begun with local stakeholders, such as businesses, youth organisations and schools.  Response had been slow and steering group support was requested.

2.6 An online session on 27 July and another in-person on 6 August (at the Regen Hub) would enable residents to review the Vincent St public realm plans.

2.7 A Cultural research workshop would take place on 2 August 2:00pm-4:00pm to investigate experiences of ‘home’, including photos and objects from people’s early years.  CTSG members were encouraged to bring along their old photos of Canning Town as well as family photos.

2.8 A weekly surgery was being held by the Design Team at the Trinity Hub on Thursdays from 1:00pm-4:00pm.

2.9 Key Stage 3 plans were now taking place and would be more community-led.  Residents were asked to participate, support the outreach process and use the checklist of actions (developed by NewmanFrancis), including community-led activities. Residents welcomed the opportunity for greater collaboration and Shade confirmed that, in the workshops, the team’s ideas could be used as a start, to be built on with residents’ own. Residents then added further suggestions:

2.9.1 The amount and frequency of information seemed about right.  
2.9.2 The Canning Town Times publication was welcomed, but there was a need for greater resident engagement beyond the Steering Group.  
2.9.3 Pop-ups were effective, and the Trinity Saturday session could be brought to another part of the area to be more visible. These could be in places people visit anyway, rather than being a separate destination.   
2.9.4 Walkabouts were also effective.
2.9.5 An outreach table could be set up at a number of Newham-led public events across the summer, to communicate with the wider public.  This would enable the conversation to grow.  Newham Comms could highlight the presence in their marketing.  
2.9.6 Online engagement was seen as positive, and could include a digital group specific to Canning Town to attract a wider demographic.  This could be a new Facebook group, or those already in existence, such as “Next Door”, could be used.  Steering group members could post there and let people know what is going on.  This could then be picked up by the council and publicised more widely.  
2.9.7 Newham Co-Create could have a forum section or ‘chatbox’, to enable more engagement prior to submitting views on the proposals.  It was agreed that if possible, Newham Co-create could work as an interactive forum allowing residents to post feedback etc.

2.10 ACTIONS: 

2.10.1 Steering Group members to sign up to Newham Co-Create and report views back to Algina and team
2.10.2 Algina to set up August workshop to enable people to start using Co-Create
2.10.3 Algina to contact Co-Create team to consider the possibility of a forum area.

3  Engagement update 

3.1 Algina outlined August’s draft plans and dates, including drop-in sessions; co-create 
workshops; housing surgery; Design team workshop and exhibition; monthly NewmanFrancis coffee afternoons and a summer event at the Shipman Centre on 24 August. Finalised plans would be posted to residents.  

3.2 Community Initiatives project:  The top six selected projects were re-stated.  The 
votes were now open till 31 July on Co-Create.  This had been widely promoted and a number of votes had been received.  The top three would be put into practice. Green spaces, business and community safety were currently scoring highest.

3.3 Repairs and housing – a number of walkabout sessions and workshops with the Repairs       
  team were planned.  

3.4 Residents’ questions: 

3.4.1 How will be the projects funded, and to what level? This would be funded by council storage space rental income, currently about £4,000 a month for Canning Town.
3.4.2 How is awareness of the Co-Create platform being raised? About 100 residents already signed up had been invited to participate, and emails had been sent to those on the mailing list.  The vote had been raised at every event and the planned August workshop would support residents in detail to start using the platform.   
 
3.5 ACTION: Steering Group members to sign up to Newham Co-Create and vote on the CIP

4 Newman-Francis update

Kamahl and Howard outlined plans for outreach in August and reported on support given to the Design Team’s workshops in July.  Monthly coffee afternoons would take place on Mondays from 14:00 to 18:00.  Pop-ups would be taken forward following the suggestion from residents.  Workshops on the Housing Offer would be repeated for the wider community, especially given the reluctance of some of the secure tenants.  A survey was planned to check on residents’ experiences of involvement in the Steering group.   

5 Any Other Business

5.1 The question was raised of when will the housing office in Ferrier Point would be opened. 

5.2 Refurbishment Programme: Concerns had been raised by the Chair about the programme’s organisation, financial and material waste and how the programme was being communicated to residents.   

5.2.1 ACTION: Newman-Francis to arrange a meeting with John Hillier, Judith Jorsling and anyone else interested, probably via Zoom, to discuss housing refurbishment concerns

5.3 Bin collection and fly-tipping

5.3.1 ACTION: Faraz to contact concerned residents SA and IO outside the meeting to try and resolve issues.  

5.4 Canning Town Times
How often will this be coming out?  Plans were to publish quarterly, but this would be confirmed to residents and may be more frequent if needed.  

5.4.1 ACTION: Anyone interested in being on the CTT editorial panel to contact Algina.  




