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Working Group minutes ewham kondsy

Meeting title: Custom House & Canning Town Community Assembly - Working

Group Meeting 4

Date 16 06 21 Meeting time 6-7 pm Meeting location: Zoom

The meeting commenced at 6pm

Present: Working Group members:

Ann Easter (AE), Anab Hoffmann (AH), Dean Armond (DA),
Denise Evans-Barr (DEB), Fareha Lasker (FL), Karima Turay-
Davis (KTD), Louise Colwell (LC), Mehdi Khalili (MK), Miles
Metcalfe (MM), Pat Regis (PR), Tony Fawole (TF)

LBN Officers CN: Sarah Dodd (SD), Merdeen Wright-Simpson
(MWS)

Apologies: Gillian Holt (GH)

Agenda Topic:

Meeting chaired by Sarah Dodd, Community Neighbourhood

Manager
Welcome & SD extended welcome to everyone and thanked the Working
Introductions Group Members for their time and for regularly attending the

meetings on a Wednesday.

Custom House SD informed the Working Group that 28 applications were
& Canning Town received. 14 applications from Voluntary, Community and Faith

Community Sector (VCFS) partners and 14 from residents.
assembly e June 18" is the deadline to respond to all applications and
updates announcement of projects that have successfully moved

on to Stage 2 of the application process.

e MM, DA and KTD experienced technical problems related
to the Co-create platform.

¢ MM queried malfunction of platform and impact on
people’s submission.

Discussion . . L
¢ Not everyone submitted a project summary/application on
the Co-create website and are being chased to do both

within the deadline.

e Inconsistency in collating applications details for two
applicants was raised in comparison to others. MWS
explained technical problems encountered in cutting and
pasting from the application forms to Scoring Spreadsheet.

KTD to follow up with MWS.
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Time allocated

e Working Group were informed that two applications have
been submitted by two WG members. SD reminded the
working group that, as previously mentioned, people on
the Working Group could not submit an application. SD
further stated that this was not an implication that they
should not apply; however, clarification will have to be
sought from a Senior Manager on the matter. A note has
been added in emails to WG members so that they are
aware of these applications.

¢ Some WG members commented that they were of the
understanding that they could not put in an application and
so did not, because of this reason. Other members
confirmed this was mentioned in the first meeting.

e DA commented that there is nothing on any part of the
online materials or in any other communications that
excludes Working Group members.

e SD stated that in other neighbourhoods, a WG member
could put in application but not be a part of the WG.

e DEB - stated that this was not the case with all
neighbourhoods as some WG members have submitted
applications.

e SD said she was informed of other neighbourhoods having
application put in by WG members but the member
dropped out of the WG as they wanted to continue with
their application.

e AE suggested that when we discussed these applications
those people on the WG are asked to leave the meeting
for a short period.

o AE Stated that the sort of people who want to be on the
WG are also the same who would want to put in
applications because they are community minded and
assessed on exact same basis as others. In regards to
the other member who would have liked to submit an
application, AE feels that maybe a late submission could
be done and have the application assessed in the same
manner. This would show consistency due to the
misunderstanding.

e LC queried if WG members could put in application and
score their own application as well, which could pose
conflict of interest.

o DA stated, ‘we cannot work on what someone says or
interpret. We need to go by written regulations related to
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Community assembly’.

projects.

would get less marks.

less marks.

voting scores.

application.

would welcome.

this method.

the effective functioning of working groups relating to the

¢ MK mentioned that he and another member supported two
ideas put forward by a resident. MK queried from the
meeting if they should sit out from marking on these

e KTD stated ‘members should follow protocols’ and that
members cannot vote/score their own projects. KTD
stated that it was made known to everyone that a
particular project was put in by X person and would not
vote on project or attend any discussions on said project.

¢ As a matter of clarification, SD enquired of DA if he would
opt out of marking his own application. DA responded in
the negative. DA stated that project where people step out

o FL stated that mathematically speaking, if a member step
out of voting/scoring a project, the rest of the marks are
averaged out and would not mean an applicant would get

e TF raised the issue of declaring a conflict of interest. If a
member submits an application now (due to the current
status of the application process) it is only wise for that
member to opt out from voting, which would not affect the

o DEB agrees that it would be fair to opt out and made
reference to being a part of the Custom House Bookshop
of which she would opt out of voting/scoring that

e AE commented on transparency and being open from the
initial stage. AE feels that if WG project applications are
not taken, it could mean missing out on brilliant projects
and regret the misunderstanding that another WG member
did not get the opportunity to put in an application.

e FL echoed previous comment from the meeting that as
community minded individuals there is the likelihood to
have projects or want to support projects of which she

e On the matter raised by DA about averages and voting, FL
clarified the question about simple averages vs weighted
averages. Being a part of the WG means that each value
vote is equally important, ie using simple averaging not
weighted averaging in this instance, and would support
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e SD stated that this is a pilot process and focus is to look at
how we can work together on other opportunities. There
might be something around events or other funding that
we could build on in terms of the Events Programme
started prior to current assembly.

Conclusions

Actions

The issue of Working Group members submitting applications
needs to be resolved.

Consensus agreed at the meeting:

- Mark the two WG members’ projects

- WG members to step out of the ones they are linked to
when marking

- No impact on overall score because of averaging.

- People to be transparent

SD to seek clarification from Manager

SD/MWS to review events programme & outstanding Food
Hygiene courses.

SD to email group about details on ‘Food & Feasting’ festival to
be included in Newham Unlocked Festival.

Agenda Topic Scoring ‘

Discussion

e SD enquired how the scoring process was going and
encouraged members to process as soon as possible due
to the short time frame.

e Working group members can now claim for reading time
under the rewards & recognition scheme.

¢ Announcement of projects that have moved on to stage 2
will be done on 18" July. Applications will be sent out and
successful Stage 2 applicants to deliver pitches on the 6
July.

Next Working Group meetings:

e 23rd June Working Group Meeting 5 (tentative)
30th June Working Group meeting 6
e 6th July 2nd Assembly

Meeting ended at 6.45pm




