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Trade Union Consultation Meeting 

Wednesday, 17 February 2021, 10.30am, Skype 

Decision Notes and Actions Arising 

 

Attendees LBE Trade Unions Apologies 

 Julie Mimnagh, Chair 

Iona McKinnon  

Note taker  

Presenting Officers 

Rita Hammond 

Sally Kanabar-Wilson 

Mark Bradbury 

Irene Papasavva 

Ivana Price 

Flora Stevens 

Matt Bowmer 

Vanesa Tanner 

 

Anna Woodcock (GMB) 

Denise Handscomb-Teagle (GMB) 

Christine Sesstein (Unison) 

Veralyn Bent (Unison) 

 

 

Terry Smith (Unite) 

John Colquhoun (GMB) 

Tracey Adnan (Unison) 

Paul Bishop (Unison) 

Nadine Clark  

  OWNER 

1 Legal Services Team  

 

Rita Hammond presented 

The report seeks authority to create two 12 month fixed term Children Safeguarding 

lawyer and advocate and three 12 month fixed term paralegal posts within the legal 

services team at (PO2 to MM1) and (Scale 5) respectively. These posts are being 

funded by the legal services budget. 

FS asked whether RH is going out to recruitment when converting the locum posts to 

fixed-term. RH explained that they will look at redeployment within the council first 

and if no one is found, then this will be advertised externally. If locums would like to 

apply they can but it’s not tailored specifically for them. 

TA asked why RH is looking at fixed-term posts. RH explained that she will be 

discussing the structure with the Director and whether they need to look at permanent 

positions instead of fixed-term posts. 

TU’s had no objections to proceeding 

 

2 Build the Change  

 Mark Bradbury presented  
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This report and proposed structure ensures that the Council continues to have 

adequate dedicated resource in post to deliver the Build the Change Programme. 

This proposal is to create a HoS level post for a two-year fixed term contract reporting 

to the Director of Property & Economy. This will replace the current fixed term 

arrangement.  It is proposed that the role is titled Build the Change Programme Director 

to give consistency with similar level roles in the Meridian Water Programme and help 

ensure we attract the highest calibre candidates. 

Two posts currently in the transformation team but matrix managed by the temporary 

Head of Build the Change, are proposed to be seconded for two years to the Property 

& Economy team and report direct to the new HoS role. 

TA asked MB for some clarification. MB explained that currently, three people running 

Build the Change. One individual is on a fixed-term post who will be retiring soon, and 

two other individuals were effectively seconded but not formally. MB wants to recruit 

someone for the new proposed HoS post. As well as formalising the two individuals 

who originally were notionally seconded from the Transformation Team to now 

become formally seconded for two years and report to the new HoS post.  

CS raised the point that when people are seconded into a post, there could have 

been other people who were also interested at the time, and if that’s the case then the 

post would have to be opened for general recruitment internally. MB explained that at 

the time, the two individuals within the Transformation Team were allocated to Build 

the Change as part of their role. Although, MB understands the point CS raised and 

agrees to internally advertise this to see if anyone else within the Transformation 

Team is interested in the two seconded posts.  

AW agrees that this has to be advertised properly. 

TU’s had no objections to proceeding 

3 Cultural Services Restructure  

 

Mark Bradbury presented 

The Culture Service currently runs 7 venues which deliver community hire spaces, 

cafes, theatre/performance space and heritage engagement.  The new Culture 

Strategy, “Culture Connects”, was approved 11th November 2020. It lays out three 

priorities: Sustainability, Opportunities for Young People and Culture Everyday. 

The Culture Service has been reviewed in the light of the Strategy. 

LBE is seeking savings across the board. Whilst it is right that the Council support 

cultural provision in the borough – Enfield is in the bottom third for cultural 

participation nationally (Active Lives survey 2017) – the level of support to culture 

overall has exceeded budget agreements each year.  The refocused Culture Service 

will therefore run just two core venues – Forty Hall and the Dugdale Centre (including 

the Museum), plus its offshoot Library Green café. These venues will continue their 

role in providing essential cultural infrastructure and grow as hubs for strategic activity 

across culture and heritage. 
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The Culture Service team will therefore restructure and reduce from 43 to 26 jobs 

(24.5 FTE.) New job descriptions have been written to reflect the change in the 

cultural service offer. The majority of roles are expected to be suitable for existing at 

risk staff either by assimilation or via ringfenced interviews. 

 

MB explained that this restructure may look like a dramatic cut in numbers, but he 

wants to create a team based on more permanent staff, a few short/fixed-term posts 

and less reliant on casuals. They need to deal with some historical HR errors as there 

are quite a few people within the team who are classified as casuals but are not, and 

so this needs fixing. 

TA asked how many people are at risk. MB explained that there is a significant 

number at risk but that also a significant number will be matched through the process. 

MB is confident that they can create a role for the majority of the team, there are 

several promotions for existing staff who have perhaps been held back from the 

current structure. So now their JD’s will reflect the work that they do rather than 

previously where jobs have evolved, and JD’s haven’t caught up.  

CS asked about figures from the report which show those who are at risk. IP 

explained that although there are several posts at risk, they hope to ring-fence, match 

or assimilate the majority.  

There are three cleaning roles at risk, but their potential redundancies will be 

managed within the cleaning service as opposed to by this restructure because they 

are under a different budget. Those three people at risk will hopefully be redeployed 

within the cleaning service as regular vacancies are coming up. MB explained that 

he’s confident that most people should be offered positions once they have sorted 

through those who are off and will not be coming back to work. IP added that a few ill-

health retirements are being currently processed. 

CS also brought up part of the report which said, ‘discussions will be held with union 

colleagues to establish the most appropriate ring-fencing method’ and asked when 

this will happen. IP explained that there will be a separate meeting within the 

consultation process, most likely to start w/c March 8th, where TU members will be 

invited. IP will update TU members on this. 

IP explained that some staff have declared disabilities and there are other staff 

identified as maybe needing additional support during the process which will be 

offered. 

All JD’s have been written and evaluated and an equality impact assessment has 

been generated. 

CS asked that MB to come back at the end of the consultation period to update TU 

members as to how it’s gone and what’s changed. MB agreed he will do this. 

TU’s had no objections to proceeding 

4 Social Care Teams – Exploitation Service  
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Ivana Price presented and Florah Shiringo 

IP explained that this restructure is driven by a need to improve safeguarding 

responses and quality of services to young people and children who may be 

exploited. Florah S also added that the aim to bring the services into one area, so 

they can begin to address issues for young people and children in a more targeted 

way. Overall, they wanted to create a much more holistic service that can respond to 

the needs more effectively by building on what has worked previously and what is 

known from the evidence and research in tackling exploitation. 

IP went through the report and explained that section two provides an outline of the 

context and the issues they are trying to tackle in the redesign. IP explained that they 

want to improve how they support young people and children by developing a 

multidisciplinary team that will have all the resources needed to support the individual. 

IP continued through the report to section 2.2 which highlights some 

recommendations made from key national documents such as Ofsted regarding best 

practice. IP explained that they’ll use this to inform the design of their restructure. 

In section 4.3 of the report, IP is proposing to develop a new standalone service (the 

new Exploitation/Edge of Care Service) which will consist of three teams. Two teams 

will be led by two existing Team Managers from FAST and CSEP. The third team will 

be led by the Contextual Safeguarding Practice Lead. 

There is another proposal for a slight reduction within social work highlighted in 

section 4.4. There currently is 8.6 Social Workers and they want to reduce this down 

to 8 FD Social Workers. There is enough capacity for those in 0.6 posts within the 

new restructure and there are also social work vacancies in Children Services and so 

those in 0.6 posts can be reassigned to another team. 

Section 4.5 highlights the proposals of the multi-disciplinary functions within the new 

service, regarding Youth Workers and CIN advisory teachers. As well as a new post 

for a Family Therapist Function. IP is currently working with CCG and Health 

colleagues to resource this post. 

Within the Contextual Safeguarding Hub, there will be a new MM1 Contextual 

Safeguarding Practice Lead post. There are also several existing posts sitting within 

the Contextual Safeguarding Hub which will be lifted and shifted. The Debriefing 

Officer post will be increased by 0.5 as this will allow them to respond better to the 

demand. A 0.5 Safeguarding Police Officer post will also be created. 

There is one post within the existing structure that will be deleted, this is the Child and 

Vulnerability Risk and Exploitation Prevention Coordinator which sits within 

Community Safety, so this individual is at risk. IP is hoping to create another post 

within Children and Family Services which would be a good position for this 

individual, however, this is subject to funding. IP explained that she wants to prevent 

unnecessary redundancy.  

IP revealed that they are planning to launch formal consultation from Monday 8th 

March 2021. 
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TA asked for more clarity regarding the one position potentially at risk. IP explained 

that this person will be notified that their post is at risk and will then be entered into 

the redeployment pool to prevent a redundancy. There is a role in another part of the 

Children Family Services Team which could be a good match for this individual. TA 

then asked whether IP would have an answer for this individual within the 

consultation period. IP replied that once they have the vacancy and funding 

confirmed, then this individual would be informed and be considered as a priority for 

this post. 

CS asked whether IP has had any off the record conversations with the person at 

risk. IP explained that she hasn’t yet, but she will be speaking with the individual after 

this meeting before the consultation starts.  

TU’s had no objections to proceeding 

5 Procurement Service Restructure  

 

Matt Bowmer presented 

The Council entered into a co-source arrangement for procurement services with EY 

as part of Enfield 2017.  The EY contract is winding down and comes to a close from 

1 April 2021. 

With the EY contract coming to a close it is important that the Procurement Service 

has senior capacity to give strategic advice and guidance to the organisation. It is 

essential to have a single lead for the service, so the new structure is headed up by a 

single Head of Service at HoS2. This post will lead the entire service and ensure that 

it meets the needs of the organisation and supports it in the delivery of its objectives. 

The new structure therefore includes a deputy Head of Policy and Contract 

Development at Hos1 level. 

There is a MM1 Policy Office Role who will work closely with the Head of Policy and 

Contract Development and PO2 level role to lead on data for the team.  

There will a tier of four category managers reporting directly to the Head of 

Procurement Service. These will fulfil the business partnering roles familiar in the 

Finance and HR arrangements. 

The proposed restructure deletes the following posts: 

• Head of Service Place – HoS1 

• Head of Service Corporate – HoS1 

• Head of Service People – HoS1 (vacant) 

• Operations & Governance Manager – MM2 

• 5 x Procurement Officer – PO1 (2 vacant) 

• 3 x Governance & Analyst Officer – SO2 
 

The following posts will be created, all JD’s have been submitted to HR for evaluation. 

• 1 x Head of Procurement Service,  

• 1 x Head of Policy & Contract Management,  
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• 4 x Category Manager 

• 1 x Contracts & Supplier Relationship Manager 

• 1 x Procurement Analyst 

• 1 x Procurement Policy & Support Officer 

MB explained that at the end of the summer his team underwent a peer review and 

the Head of Procurement at Tower Hamlets came in to undertake this, they did an 

accreditation review across five areas over a four-week period looking at leadership, 

organisation structure, people, systems and processes and performance. The 

outcome of that peer review chimed with a lot of what MB was trying to set out in the 

original restructure proposal, especially around category management. It also 

highlighted the lack of influence the procurement team has on procurement across 

the organisation and reinforced the need for a strong tier of category managers and 

less reliance on some of the junior posts within the existing structure.  

CS asked about the grading against the new proposals as this wasn’t added and 

assumed that the JD’s have been written and evaluated. MB confirmed that the JD’s 

have all been evaluated.  

CS also asked for a list of those who are at risk. MB explained that this is in the 

Procurement Restructuring Report on page two.  

TA commented that this is a difficult and in-depth restructure, and so asked MB to 

come back and provide TU members with an update of what’s happened at the end of 

the consultation period. MB agreed to do this. 

TU’s had no objections to proceeding  

6 Notes of previous meeting, 20 January 2021  

 

• Covid absence stats shared with TU colleagues. 

 

• AW requested a copy of the JD for Passenger Transport restructure.  JM to as 

FM to send these 

 

7 Any other business  

 

TA explained that there was a full cabinet meeting, where Community First put 

through an amendment that was calling for the immediate deletion of the Cabinet 

Support Officer. TA asked why this was allowed and why those councillors were not 

advised that this was not a viable amendment. TA wanted to raise this here as all 

potential redundancies/ deletion of posts should come through this group and it 

clearly identified this person within the local authority as this was a public meeting. 

AW and JC wanted to raise this point too.  

AW raised that since everyone has been working from home, staff are being told not 

to go to their unions by their managers as any issues/grievances can be sorted out 

between themselves. AW explained that this is happening once staff have already 

gone to their unions and are going to be represented. AW and JC are becoming 

concerned as this isn’t just one manager but is happening with managers across the 

board and so, wanted this brought up to JM to see whether JM can put something out 
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to explain that this cannot happen. Staff are entitled to their unions and shouldn’t be 

told that they’re not needed to be involved. 

 Next meeting 

 Wednesday, 18 March 2021 10.30am 

Skype meeting 

 

  


