
Working Group minutes  

Custom House & Canning Town Working Group Meeting 

Date:  09 06 21 Meeting Time:  6-7.30pm Meeting location: via Zoom 

The meeting commenced at 6pm 

Present: Working Group Members: Anab Hoffman (AH), Danny Danquah 
(DD), Dean Armond (DA), Denise Evans-Barr (DEB), Fareha 
Lasker (FL), Gill Holt (GH), Karima Turay-Davis, Louise Colwell 
(LC), Miles Metcalfe (MM), Pat Regis (PR), Tony Fawole 

Councillor:  Ann Easter (AE) 

LBN Officers:  Jas Hothi (JH) – Service Manager Youth 
Empowerment,  Sarah Dodd (SD), Merdeen Wright-Simpson 
(MWS) 

Apology Bryan Collier (BC) 

Agenda topic 1 

Welcome &   
Introduction 

Working Group members introduced themselves by stating their 
names, where they live and what they liked about the warm 
weather. 

Review of 2-
Stage project 
application 
process 

 

 

SD presented Power-point slides on the 2 Stage project 
application process for review. 

 

 Total of £100k spent, split into two sections; £70k for 
VCFS partners and £30k for residents to apply for. 

 In Stage one, the WG members will be focusing on the 
top three priorities that were voted for by people at the 
community assembly between the 1-18 June with the 
second stage criteria to follow. 

 SD informed WG members to be aware that scores will 
independently be added up to see if that particular 
application can get through to Stage 2 process with a 
deadline of 27 June. 

 

Agenda topic 2 

Stage 1 Scoring 
Matrix 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WG members were asked if there were any questions regarding 
information sent through and how ready and confident they were 
with the process. 

 

 MM queried scoring grid for VCFS re financial question 
on ‘Value for Money’ whether it should be left blank or 
wait for the second stage or do we take value for 
money guess. 

 SD replied that we look at the numbers (of people) that 
the project will impact 

 Only for VCFS application that the ‘value for money’ 
question is stated.  If the application gets through to 
the second stage then a breakdown of the project costs 
will be detailed on the form to support assessment 
under Finance and Deliverability.  
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Screening - 1st 
application 

 

 

 The Stage 2 application forms for residents and VCFS 
are slightly different, with extra questions for VCFS 

 MM commented that while applications are currently 
looked at in isolation, scoring may be different if more 
than one project are viewed altogether. MM queried if 
the process going forward is to look at each application 
in isolation or wait for a few and then do a comparison.   

 SD stated that the only issue relating to scoring 
applications is that there is a short turnaround in 
collating scores by the CN team.  So not sure if doing 
them one by one or all on last day (16th) will affect  
scores later on when scoring others. 

 DA stated that he is confident that the group can 
submit Stage 1 VCFS/Residents projects  that 
completely aligns with Newham Council policies  
(Towards a Better Newham, Climate Emergency Action 
Plan, Well Newham 50 Steps to a Healthier Borough & 
Social Integration Strategy) 

 SD commended DA for reading through the policies 
and said it is important for people to look at if needed 
and make sure that the projects do align with the 
priorities. 
 

The Working Group analysed the first application received. 

WG members to focus on the following and score accordingly:  

- Addressing Local priority 
- Project benefits 
- Value for money 
- Positive impact on equality 

A copy of the Scoring Spreadsheet was reviewed with the 
Working group members.  SD explained the questions and guided 
the WG members on how to score. SD asked if the group needed 
to go through each element of the scoring sheet.  DA replied that 
he did not think so, as Merdeen and Mandy did a great 
presentation previously explaining the process. SD enquired if 
there was any other question.  With regards to scoring SD 
requested WG members were to feedback on how they wanted 
the remaining applications to be circulated 

 

DEB enquired if the Application Scoring form being discussed 
and circulated is the form that will be used for all other 
applications.  MWS confirmed and briefed the group on how to 
use the form to add scores.   

 

Agenda topic 3 

Community 
Assembly Cycle 

 

 

 

 

MWS briefed the Working Group members on the whole 
Community Assembly Cycle April 2021 to March 2022, 
highlighting WG monitoring and delivery of projects and adding 
updates to the Co-create platform. 

SD stated that the WG need to think about whether or not the 
projects can be delivered by the end of March. 
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Discussions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DEB asked if ‘Young People Activities and Education’ under the 
priorities meant ‘education for young people or education for all. 

SD explained that after analysing the priorities that were added to 
the Co-create platform it came up to the 10 priorities that were 
voted on.  The second of the three that was chosen was ‘Youth 
activities and education’.  To clarify SD stated that this meant 
Youth activities and youth education.  

FL asked is there an external communication aspect to be able to 
celebrate the projects as they are going along or right at the end 
of project delivery.  

SD stated that urrently, what we are doing is to go on the Co-
create website and trying to engage more people on this digital 
platform.  SD said there are some Newham Comms but limited to 
next assembly, flyer coming out soon. 

 

MWS informed the WG members that during the delivery and 
monitoring of projects there will be opportunities to add photos 
and other updates of projects on the website. 

 

SD raised issue regarding contact details and a WhatsApp group 
as mentioned at the last meeting.  She asked members to agree 
or not agree to share contact details with each other.  SD stated 
that some people privately did not want a WhatsApp group so this 
will not go forward. Contact details were not shared because of 
GDPR.  Members were asked if they would like everyone to have 
their contact details.   

 

Some members said they were happy to share emails contact 
details and keep communications via emails as is currently done. 

 

LC stated that she would rather keep the communications to this 
meeting, rather than having separate email discussions.  LC feels 
that in terms of transparency, with people emailing and having 
separate conversations, it will become unmanageable. LC prefers 
that we keep all our communications open and noted in this open 
forum, rather than separate conversations going around via 
emails ( no back channel communications between WG 
Members) 

 

SD said that in regards to LC comments, the question is why do 
people want to have each other’s contact details.  ‘Whether to 
have a discussion on the whole email, like all of us’.  SD thinks 
there might be an issue where people start emailing separately 
regarding the applications.  SD said we have to be very 
transparent and very open and objective about the applications.  
SD said what she wouldn’t want to happen is to have people 
asking what are you going to put on the scoring, as this would not 
be acceptable. 

JH stated that the temptation of collusion is quite strong in this 
information.  He further added that the option of collusion with 
applications would be a lot more and stated that he has seen it 
happen before where people would decide together on which 
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application to support;  Then it’s not really for purposes of what 
you want to achieve for the community as a whole.  JH said 
having an open communication via email is one of the strongest 
way forward. 

 

DEB clarified that regarding the emails, she did not mean 
everyone communicating with each other in the email, but just 
when giving out information to all of us it’s received by everyone 
at the same time. DEB stated that it’s not for having little mini 
conversations. Any conversation must be done as a group. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Conclusions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SD stated that all information  to group members  is sent at the 
same time and everyone blind copied so that everyone don’t have 
each other contact details because of GDPR, but all are included 
in those emails. As a matter of clarification, SD queried the issue 
for having each other’s email.  She asked if it was to have a 
group email discussion with everyone included and asked if this 
was acceptable by everyone.   

LC said there is a good structure in place.  Why create more 
forums for emails communication. She stated that SD & MWS are 
doing a fantastic job and have all these meetings in place where 
we openly discuss these projects.  They are all transparent and 
no need to have additional conversations. 

 

KTD shared her thought about all the communication and 
wondered if the emails isn’t for us to just be in the loop.  She 
cannot imagine that any of us would be so silly to take advantage  
and behave in a school ground attitude of making plans behind 
other people’s back. 

SD asked if she should just carry on and blind copied everyone in 
the emails.  

PR is in agreement with LC and further added that any glitches 
SD can relay /forward to all.   

  

SD stated that she will continue to blind copy everyone in the 
emails and if there are any problems, members can come back to 
herself or Merdeen to sort out.  Everyone needs to be in 
consensus for GDPR reasons to give out details, if everyone not 
in consensus, then, we can’t.  

MM highlighted PR’s point, which he thought was very good. MM 
stated that if people do need to communicate outside of the 
cycle, with any questions or clarifications, if both Sarah and 
Merdeen don’t mind forwarding something best shared with the 
group and this will eliminate other IT issues in setting this up. 

 

The WG was asked if they were happy to receive individual 
applications as soon as they are summarised to score and return.   

MWS asked if members could all score the first application and 
return by Friday 11 June, in order to ensure that the correct 
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Date of next 
meeting: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

scoring procedure is been followed prior to receiving more 
applications.  

 

JH commented that it was a pleasure to be at the meeting and to 
see how it works.   Fantastic to see residents involved and how 
engaged residents are at these meetings. 

  

Next meeting scheduled for 16th June, 6-7.30pm.   

 

Meeting ended at 7:15pm 

 

 

 

Actions:   

 Circulate presentation to WG members   (SD/MWS) 

 DEB enquired about R&R Form and requested a copy 

 DEB also enquired on reading time of documents for all 
the projects and why was it agreed that members 
wouldn’t be paid for reading documents.  

 SD replied that it was for financial reasons.  We did not 
make the decision. DEB/SD to speak offline. 

 

 

 

 

 


