
Working Group minutes  

Custom House & Canning Town working Group Meeting 

Date:  30 06 21 Meeting Time:  6-7pm Meeting location: via Zoom 

The meeting commenced at 6pm 

Present: Working Group Members: Dean Armond (DA), Denise Evans-
Barr (DEB), Louise Colwell (LC), Gill Holt (GH), Anab Hoffman 
(AH), Medhi Khalili (MK), Fareha Lasker (FL), Miles Metcalfe 
(MM),Pat Regis (PR), Tony Fawole (TF) 

Councillor:  Ann Easter (AE) 

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

(MWS) 

Apology: On behalf of Karima Turay-Davis (KTD) 

Due  to submitting a Project proposal and advancing to Stage 2, 
KTD was asked politely to not stay on for the meeting as a 
conflict of interest as we may be discussing her application. 

Agenda Topic   

Time allocated   

Review of 2 
Stage Process, 
Summary 

 

Scoring matirx 

 

 

 

Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SD/MWS shared a copy of the Scoring Matrix for review with the 
WG members.   

 Projects details were added to scoring spreadsheet and 
send to WG members for scoring. 

 Total cost of Projects - £20,000.00 for VCFS; £5,000.00 
for residents. 

 Approximate start/finish dates of projects – not all 
applications had this information, so further clarification to 
be sought from applicants. 

 Finance & Deliverability scoring explained. 

 Additional two questions for VCFS applicants highlighted. 

 10 VCFS Projects – under Youth Activities & Education     
1 VCFS under priority 3 Better Parks, Green Spaces and 
Natural Environment 

 9 Residents Projects – Youth Activities & Education/Better 
Parks & Green Spaces 

 Second application sent with Scoring Matrix to WG 
members to support scoring 

 DA mentioned that some of the VCFS project applications 
contained statements that are false and asked, ‘shouldn’t 
they be removed.’ 

 SD said that she was not aware of false statements and 
that projects were already scored on the first round and 
have advanced to the second stage.  SD asked to possibly 
discuss this matter offline or DA to email what he thinks is 
false   

 DA stated, ‘that’s what due diligence is.’  He added that he 
had researched every single projects and they contained 
statements that are false. 

 SD asked DA to say a concern, without saying the name of 
the project. 

 DA stated that he was happy to say the names of the 
projects. 
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 DEB & PR stated that names of projects should not be 
mentioned in the meeting.  PR stated that this is a matter 
of confidentiality.  She further added that if there is 
something that needs to be challenged, to get in touch 
with SD/MWS. 

 SD mentioned that in the Working Group application form 
that everyone signed, it stated about confidentiality and so 
the need to be careful.  SD asked DA to raise what his 
concerns are out of the meeting. 

 DA stated that having listened to advice given by PR and 
SD, he will send an email detailing the due diligence he 
has done on the projects and why he thinks they are not 
accurate. 

 AE queried what was meant by third party involvement.  

 SD said some of the projects had 3rd party involvement 
such as ‘match funding’ and ‘permissions’.  It poses a bit 
of a risk to have a 3 rd party involved if it is essential that 
something else is needed to make the project work.   

 WG members to focus on finance and deliverability by 
making an assessment regarding information on the 
application form and what was inputted in the timeframe 
on scoring spreadsheet. 

 Risks to be taken into consideration 

 SD stated that Service providers were contacted to ask 
views about applications, eg. re permissions that 
applicants did not think they might need. 
 

 Drop in sessions to assist WG members scheduled for: 
01/07/21 – Custom House (upon request) 1-4pm 
02/07/21 – Canning Town Library 10-1pm 

 

Scoring process 
Key dates 

Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Next Steps 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 04/07/21 - WG members to score all applications  

 05/07/21 – Tallying of votes and informing successful 
applicants  

 06/07/21 – Successful applicants to deliver 2 min pitch at 
assembly 

 AH asked how would you know if a project/funding is 
transparent?  If a resident has never done any kind of 
project funding.   

 AH was referred to the scoring matrix and informed that 
based on her own assessment of the project, to determine 
whether the project is weak, moderate or strong. 

 20 applications advance to Stage 2 

 WG members to score Stage 2 applications and return by 
4/07/21 

 Inform applicants of outcome on 05/07/21 

 Community Assembly will be 6th July.  Will include tutorial 
on how people can vote on the platform, introduction of 
WG members and 2 min pitches from successful 
applicants 

 Voting on projects begins 16-26 July after all 
neighbourhood assemblies are held. 

 MM asked SD to forward the charity numbers of the VCFS 
groups that are available and added that this will also help 
the WG members when scoring with the finance question.   
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Conclusion 

 

 

 

 AE gave a definition of Voluntary Community and Faiths 
Sector (VCFS), stating that the main point being ‘that 
sector is not for profit.’   
 

 Co-create platform very challenging and not easy to use  

 WG members to continue to promote the assembly on the 
6th July and encouraged to visit the Co-create platform.  
Appreciate DA’s help in promoting on Social media and on 
Revive FM. 

 Members to request support from SD/MWS if needed. 
 

Actions:                         

 SD/MWS to circulate list of VCFS and their status (eg charity/company 
numbers) 01/07/21 

 Circulate projects breakdown, next steps and details of voting period to WG 
members 01/07/21 

 

Meeting ended at 6:45pm 

 


