
COUNCILLORS’ QUESTIONS 
6 July 2011 

 
Question 1 from Councillor Neville to Councillor Bond, Cabinet Member for 
Environment  
 
“Can he tell the Council whether he is content with the proposed arrangements in the 
inter-authority agreement under which Enfield would transfer the Barrowell Green 
Recycling Centre to the NLWA at nil cost whilst being obligated under the same 
agreement for any new household waste recycling centres installed by the NLWA?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Bond 
 
“At the time of writing I have not signed the inter-authority agreement (IAA) and 
therefore not agreed it.” 
 
Question 2 from Councillor Lemonides to Councillor Bond, Cabinet Member 
for Environment  
 
"Can the Cabinet Member for Environment set out the timing of the decision making 
process to purchase the Pinkham Way site?" 
 
Reply from Councillor Bond 
 
“Pinkham Way was first brought to a NLWA meeting on 29th May 2009 through an 
extraordinary meeting. At the meeting of NLWA on the 24th June 2009 it was 
resolved that the finance advisor be authorised to complete the site acquisition in 
respect of 3 sites including Pinkham Way which was previously used for landfill. 
 
The sites strategy was again approved at the meetings in September and December 
2009 and subsequently the site was purchased by the NLWA. 
 
You will note with interest that all these meetings happened when the Conservatives 
were the only attendee’s from Enfield Council. 
 
Question 3 from Councillor Daniel Pearce to Councillor Bond, Cabinet Member 
for Environment 
 
“At a public meeting on Friday 17th June 2011 Councillor Achilleas Georgiou, Deputy 
Leader of the Council publicly stated that he  is deeply opposed to the proposed use 
of the Pinkham Wood site as a waste treatment plant: 
 
(a) Does Councillor Bond share his view? 
 
(b) Will Councillor Bond be objecting to the plan by 8th July? 
 
(c) In the light of Councillor Georgiou’s opposition to this plan, why did Councillor 

Bond sign off the Waste Plan on 11th May 2011?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Bond 



 
“I wonder whether Councillor Pearce was listening to what was being said of what 
Councillor Georgiou actually said at the public meeting on 17 June. In his question 
he states that Councillor Georgiou ‘is deeply opposed’ but in his letter to one of the 
local newspapers (22 June) Councillor Pearce writes that Councillor Georgiou has 
‘deep concerns’ and criticises his ‘soft tones’  

So was Councillor Pearce really listening to what was being said? Certainly, no one 
can ever accuse Councillor Georgiou of ‘soft tones’ 

However, the sentiments of Councillor Georgiou and residents are well understood 
on the outline planning application for Pinkham Way by the NLWA. 

The fact that this planning application is being considered, which Haringey Council’s 
Planning Committee will decide upon, is down to the following: 

1.    Conservative run Barnet Council sold Pinkham Way to the NLWA; 
2.    Conservative run Barnet Council intends to park their refuse vehicles at 

Pinkham Way freeing up their Mill Hill depot for sale; 
3.    The option of Pinkham Way being used as a waste management site was first 

brought to a NLWA meeting on 29 May 2009; 
4.    The decision to buy Pinkham Way by NLWA from Barnet Council was taken 

on 24 June 2009; 
5.    The sites strategy was again approved by the NLWA at meetings in 

September and December 2009; 
6.    In 2009, Enfield’s representatives on NLWA were Enfield Conservative 

Councillors. 
  

The planning application for Pinkham Way would not be here for discussion if the 
previous Tory administration had acted against its inclusion. Conservative members 
must accept responsibility for this. 
  
On the planning application itself, I await the planning report. But as the Councillor is 
aware, it is the Planning Committee that will give a view and it would be 
inappropriate for me or the Council to give them a lead on this. 
  
The challenge to Enfield Conservative Councillors is for them to approach their 
Conservative Council friends in Barnet and convince them not to move their depot 
from Mill Hill and to offer another site in Barnet, identified in the North London Waste 
Plan, to manage the authority’s waste.” 

Question 4 from Councillor Constantinides to Councillor Taylor, Leader of the 
Council 
 
"Could the Leader of the Council give an update on the decision of the Secretary of 
State regarding the future of Chase Farm Hospital?" 
 
Reply from Councillor Taylor 
 
“On the 14th April the Council submitted its report on the Future of Enfield Hospitals 
to the Secretary of State setting out the views of local Stakeholders and Clinicians. 
This included 10 recommendations for the Secretary of State. Unfortunately, 2 of our 



local MP’s decided not to support the report which argued for the retention of Chase 
Farm in line with Council policy. 
  
On the 11th May the Council received a letter from the Secretary of State advising 
that following consideration of our submission and previous Health Scrutiny Panel 
referral that he was asking the Independent Reconfiguration Panel (IRP), to provide 
him with its initial advice against the four tests for service change proposed by NHS 
London for Enfield Hospitals.  
  
Our Health and Wellbeing Scrutiny Panel sent a letter to Dr Peter Barrett Chair of the 
Impendent Review Panel on the 19th May. It is unfortunate that to date the Council 
has received no response. The Executive has also contacted the Deputy Director of 
the DoH seeking assistance with Enfield Council's approach to engaging with 
Independent Review Panel. Again we have had no response to date. 
  
However, the Councils' position remains clear and as set out in the motion previously 
agreed by both parties in this chamber.  
  
The Secretary of State is due to have the IRP report back on the 8th July 2011.” 
 
Question 5 from Councillor Lamprecht to Councillor Taylor Leader of the 
Council 
 
“At a public meeting on Friday 17th June 2011 Councillor Achilleas Georgiou, Deputy 
Leader of the Council publicly stated that he  is deeply opposed to the proposed use 
of the Pinkham Wood site as a waste treatment plant: 
 
(a) Does Councillor Taylor share his view? 
 
(b) Will Councillor Taylor be objecting to the plan by 8th July?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Taylor 
 
“I refer you to Question 3 and the answer from Councillor Bond” 
 
Question 6 from Councillor Brett to Councillor Stafford, Cabinet Member for 
Finance & Property 
 
"Could the Cabinet Member indicate when the NLWA decided to purchase Pinkham 
Way for waste disposal and whether this decision was opposed by Enfield Council." 
 
Reply from Councillor Stafford 
 
“At the NLWA meeting on the 24th June 2009 it was resolved that the finance advisor 
be authorised to complete site acquisition in respect of 3 sites including Pinkham 
Way.   The NLWA Members for Enfield at that time were Cllr Hurer and Lavender.  
Cllr Hurer was present at the meeting and no objections were minuted.” 
 
Question 7 from Councillor Neville to Councillor Bond, Cabinet Member for 
Environment  
 



“In the light of Councillor Bond’s recent letter to the press about the planning 
application in respect of the proposed Pinkham Way waste plant, does he regret the 
decision of the Labour controlled NLWA to purchase the Pinkham Way site in 2009 
for use as a waste plant, and if he does, can he tell the Council what steps he took to 
reverse that decision, either as Cabinet Member or as a Member of the NLWA in the 
May 2010 borough elections?” 
 
Reply form Councillor Bond 
 
“I have never been a member of the NLWA” 
 
Question 8 from Councillor Constantinides to Councillor Georgiou, Deputy 
Leader of the Council 
 
"What steps has the Council taken to reduce the costs of Our Enfield, while 
improving the quality of the publication and the role it plays to inform local 
residents?" 
 
Reply from Councillor Georgiou 
 
“This administration is committed to cutting out waste and unnecessary spending to 
protect crucial front line services.  We are doing this not only because we have been 
hit by the most severe cuts to government funding in living memory but because of 
the profligate Council which proceeded us. 
 
The previous administration increased the frequency of Our Enfield to once every 
month in the period before the elections. As soon as we were elected we cut 
production to once every two months.  This helped us achieve 10% cuts to general 
communications budgets in 2010/2011.  We have cut these budgets by a further 
10% in 2011/2012 - achieving savings of approximately £150,000. 
We have also retendered the creative and printing contracts for Our Enfield, saving a 
further £3000 on every edition we do produce, as well as giving us the opportunity to 
refresh the look and feel of the magazine. 
 
The important role Our Enfield plays in keeping local people informed about the 
Council was confirmed by the results of the Enfield Residents Panel Survey in 
November 2010.  Panel members listed Our Enfield as their preferred means of 
being kept informed about the Council and its services - above all other 
communication channels including the local press. 
 
We continue to cover some of the production costs of Our Enfield through limited 
external advertising.  But we are mindful not to take away vital advertising revenue 
from the local press - as recommended in the conservative led government's own 
recent guidance on local authority publicity. 
 
We value the role that local papers play in holding public services to account but 
understand that the local press is not obliged to cover all news about new council 
services, how we are spending residents' money and what we are delivering to make 
Enfield a better and fairer place for all.  Our Enfield performs this function in an 
effective and cost effective way.” 
 



Question 9 from Councillor Neville to Councillor Bond, Cabinet Member for 
Environment 
 
“Could Councillor Bond tell the Council what the current policy is in relation to 
removal of parked vehicles and whether there has been any change in that policy 
since May 2010?”   
 
Reply from Councillor Bond 
 
“No change since May 2010”  
 

High Priorities for Vehicle Removals 
Contravention 
Codes 

Description Guidance 

   
ALL (a) PERSISTENT EVADER A vehicle with five or more 

outstanding PCNs which are all at 
NTO stage or later. 

ALL (b) UNTRACEABLE 
EVADER 

A vehicle with two or more 
outstanding PCNs that have been 
outstanding for at least 28 days and 
where the vehicle is either not 
registered at DVLA or the DVLA 
registered keeper was not the owner 
of the vehicle on the date of the 
contraventions. 

ALL (c) FOREIGN EVADER A vehicle fitted with foreign 
Registration plates. 

ALL (d) CONTINUOUS 
EVADER 

A vehicle to which three PCNs have 
been issued on three consecutive 
enforceable days at the same 
location, which is not reported lost or 
stolen. 

Provided a contravention has occurred the removal criteria for (a)-(d) supersedes any  
other criteria, e.g. a persistent evader parked in a residents bay with no permit should 
be removed under the persistent evader priority if it falls into the above category. 
01 Parked in a restricted street 

during prescribed hours 
Single/double yellow lines. Only 
remove if vehicle parked on a 
junction/corner obscuring sight lines. 

02 Parked or loading/unloading 
in a restricted street where 
waiting/ loading/unloading 
restrictions are in force. 

Only remove if vehicle parked on a 
junction/corner obscuring sight lines 
or causing a serious obstruction 
hindering traffic flow. 

15 Parked in a residents’ 
parking space without 
clearly displaying a valid 
residents’ parking permit 

Parking attendant to check with 
radio operator to ensure a permit 
has not been assigned to the 
vehicle. All windows to be carefully 
checked and photographed to 
ensure a permit is not on display 
and nor is a visitor’s scratchcard. 
Must wait 5 minutes from PCN issue 



to removing. 
16 Parked in a Permit space 

without displaying a valid 
permit (Business Permit 
Bays only). 

A vehicle parked in a business bay 
and displaying a valid residents 
permit or visitors scratch card 
should not be removed but should 
be issued with a PCN. Vehicles 
should not be removed from a 
residents bay or dual use bay. 

21 Parked in a suspended 
bay/space or part of 
bay/space. 

Always check with Council 
Authorised Officer before removal 
as some parking in suspended bay 
(e.g. film crew) may have been 
specifically authorised. 

40 Parked in a designated 
disabled persons parking 
place without displaying a 
valid disabled persons 
badge. 

Check bay markings, only white 

bays are enforceable. Check no 
disabled badge fallen down. On 
street bays only. 

45 Parked on a taxi rank Vehicles displaying a disabled 
badge to be relocated. 

46 Parked on a clearway 
where stopping is 
prohibited.  

Only one location in the Borough – 
Meridian Way. 

47 Parked on a restricted bus 
stop/stand 

Vehicles displaying a disabled 
badge to be relocated. 

48 Stopped in a restricted area 
outside a school 

Vehicles displaying a disabled 
badge to be relocated. Check 
carefully that it is not an ‘inset’ day 
i.e. the school is not closed. 

49 Parked wholly or partly on a 
cycle track 

Be careful to differentiate between 
cycle tracks and cycle lanes. The 
latter are not enforceable. 

62 Parked with one or more 
wheels on any part of an 
urban road other than a 
carriageway 

Vehicles should only be removed if: 
1. Less than 1.5m of clear footway 

is left as a result of the vehicle 
being so parked on the footway 

2. The vehicle parked on the 
footway is restricting access to 
and from a property 

3. The vehicle is parked on the 
footway causing a danger to 
other road users/pedestrians 

4. Vehicles displaying a disabled 
badge to be relocated 

99 Stopped on a pedestrian 
crossing and/or crossing 
area marked by zigzags 

Check that vehicle is not showing a 
Fixed Penalty Notice issued by 
Police. 

N.B. In all instances a vehicle must be parked in contravention and a PCN 
 must be issued before the vehicle is removed. 
 
This list is not definitive and may be amended during the life of the Contract. 



 
 
Question 10 from Councillor Anwar to Councillor Orhan, Cabinet Member for 
Children & Young People 
 
"Will the Tory Minority side support you in seeking an explanation from the Tory led 
coalition government of why this government has seen it fit to cut the ring fenced 
Sure Start Grant which for Enfield will mean that our children centres budget has 
been cut almost as much as £900K?." 
 
Reply from Councillor Orhan 
 
“I would indeed welcome the support of the Conservative Group to lobby the 
coalition government to increase the value of the Early Intervention Grant. The Early 
Intervention Grant replaced several ring-fenced grants including the funding of 
children's centres but at a much reduced level.” 
 
Question 11 from Councillor Neville to Councillor Bond, Cabinet Member for 
Environment  
 
“Following his decision to impose a very significant increase to parking charges at 
Palace Gardens Car Park, can he inform Council of the number of parking tickets 
purchased at Palace gardens between 11 April 2011 and 11 June 2011, and the 
same information for the two months preceding 11 April, and likewise for the same 
period (or as close as possible) in 2010?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Bond 

“Firstly it should be noted that the two periods are not the same in terms of the 
numbers of bank holidays, there were 5 during the period this year as against 2 in 
the same period last year which affects customer usage patterns.  Notwithstanding 
that there has been an approximate 10% reduction in use from 7043 to 6245 as the 
Member will be aware in relation to the increase in charges implemented under his 
administration in 2007 it is normal to see initial resistance by users to increases to 
charges which soon dissipates.   

Though another factor would be the Government driven recession.” 

Question 12 from Councillor Savva to Councillor McGowan, Cabinet Member 
for Adult Services and Care 

"Are the current health reforms a car crash, as recently advised by a Government 
adviser?" 
 
Reply from Councillor McGowan 
 
“Public reaction to proposals of the Health and Social care bill has brought home to 
the Prime Minister and the Health Secretary that most people do not share their view 
that increased competition 'by any willing provider' was essential to allocate 
increasingly scarce resources in the NHS. Near universal opposition forced a 
suspension of the bill; and attempts to find a way out of the impasse by consultation 



with health professionals and patients. In addition, public scepticism has made it 
necessary for the Government to change the language used to justify 
commercialisation from one of 'forcing efficiency on a broken health service' to that 
of 'need to prevent anticipated pressure on resources as a result of longer life span 
and increasing prevalence of conditions such as cardiovascular disease and 
diabetes’, to sell an armageddon scenario as justification for a profit led market in 
place of a unified and nationalised health service.  
 
Far from being broken, the NHS coalition inherited is one of the best performing 
health service in the world. Before they came to power the NHS was enjoying its 
highest ever public approval rating.   
 
Using the 'commercial sensitivity' argument the Department of Health goes through 
extraordinary lengths to prevent public access to records of private companies with 
NHS contracts. However this has not prevented diligent and persistent academics 
from uncovering 'horrendous examples of profligacy and waste' of PFI contracts.  
Proof that private sector involvement haemorrhages cash out of health care and 
does not improve patient care.   
 
Evidence of NHS efficiency is confirmed by a US report comparing the health 
services of seven major economies, this ranked the NHS first in terms of efficiency 
and second over all. The US with vast private sector involvement and much greater 
use of GP commissioning was ranked last despite spending twice as much per head 
as the UK.  
 
As a result of the listening exercise the Health and Social Care Bill has been 
repackaged but the fundamentals of the original proposals remain in place. The 
Health and Social Care Bill proposes changes that will bring the NHS closer to the 
US commercial model, were management costs are far higher. Higher management 
cost will mean less spend on health care. The NHS equitable health care will suffer 
and we shall all bear the cost. Look no further than the privatised rail service that has 
delivered less of a service at far higher cost to both paying public and taxpayers. For 
those of us who rely on the NHS this would indeed represent a car crash reversing 
hard won gains, by unprecedented investments of the five years before the coalition 
government.” 
 
Question 13 from Councillor Neville to Councillor Bond, Cabinet Member for 
Environment  
 
“Given Councillor Bond's commitment to the principle of reuse and recycling will he 
undertake to store and not destroy any traffic management signs which make it clear 
that Sunday parking is free, so that in May 2014, the Council isn't put to the 
unnecessary expense of purchasing new ones when the incoming Conservative 
administration reverses with immediate effect the Labour party's policy of Sunday 
charging?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Bond 
 
When Councillor Neville refers to an incoming Conservative administration is he 
referring to a Conservative administration in Cyprus or Singapore where some of the 
opposition members appear to be consulting widely with local residents?  



 
There will be no replacement of signage.  The main sign that will need to be 
amended will be the tariff boards in Enfield Town. This will be done by using white 
overlays, as only 13 Tariff Boards will be affected the material costs will be 
negligible. There will also be temporary signs on each machine and at the entrance 
of the car park, these will be produced by our parking team using a PC and an 
enscapulating machine.” 
 
Question 14 from Councillor Stafford to Councillor Georgiou, Deputy Leader of 
the Council 
 
"Where in Cyprus did Councillor E Savva hold his Bush Hill Park surgery?" 
 
Reply from Councillor Georgiou 
 
Now that Councillor E.Savva has resigned the question of whether residents of Bush 
Hill Park were properly represented or could get access to him personally is 
redundant. 
 
From information on the Council’s website, no detail was available of where ex-Cllr  
E Savva held his surgeries, or indeed where the two current councillors for Bush Hill 
Park hold surgeries. The only information about surgeries available about the two 
existing councillors is ‘surgery by appointment’. 
  
This is in contrast to all other councillors serving in Edmonton who hold at least one 
surgery every week. Information about their surgeries is advertised on the Council 
website. 
 
Question 15 from Councillor Kaye to Councillor Orhan Cabinet Member for 
Children and Young People  
 
“On 13 April 2011 the Department for Education launched two education funding 
consultations: A consultation on school funding reform: rationale and principles and 
Academies pre-16 funding: options for the 2012/13 academic year. 
 
The deadline for submitting responses to the Department for Education was 25 May 
2011. 
 
Will Councillor Orhan confirm what the Council's response was to these consultation 
documents and provide me with a copy of the full response.” 
 
Reply from Councillor Orhan 
 
“The Council developed responses to both sets of proposals in consultation with the 
Schools Forum and in liaison with London Councils.  
  
The School Funding Reform: Rationale and Principles consultation document set out 
the government's case for fundamental change to the arrangements for funding all 
state-maintained schools including the implementation of a national funding formula 
for schools. It makes the case that the current system has many short-comings  
including differences in funding levels between similar schools in different authorities 



that are hard to justify, is very complex and does not facilitate the implementation of 
the government's academy programme. The document  seeks to establish a 
rationale and principles for an alternative system. The Enfield response notes that 
the current arrangements have developed in response to government guidance over 
many years. It emphasises the importance of ensuring that any future arrangements 
properly reflect the costs that Enfield schools incur in providing an excellent 
education that effectively addresses the impact of socio-economic disadvantage.  
Funding arrangements should provide a level playing field for schools of all types in 
an area reflecting their needs appropriately. The response also asserts that within a 
national framework, school funding arrangements need to reflect local priorities and 
to be determined by the Council as the local democratically-accountable body. 
  
The Academies pre-16 funding options document is a more detailed document 
looking at the arrangements for funding academies in the period prior to the possible 
implementation of a national funding formula. Our response sought to identify and 
challenge aspects of the proposed funding arrangements which might favour the 
funding of academies compared with local authority maintained schools.     
  
I am providing Councillor Kaye with a copy of the responses that were submitted and 
would be happy to distribute these more widely to colleagues.” 
 
Question 16 from Councillor Simbodyal to Councillor Charalambous, Cabinet 
Member for Culture, Sport and Leisure 
 
"Can the Cabinet Member for Culture, Sport & Leisure tell me what is being done to 
promote tennis in the borough?" 
 
Reply from Councillor Charalambous 
 
“The Councils Sports Development Team work with local volunteers to promote 
Broomfield and Bush Hill Park Tennis league. They also run Tennis in the Park, Mini 
Tennis and Youth Games tennis as part of the young peoples sports development 
programme. These courses can be found on the Website and in the brochures that 
promote sport and physical activity for all. This year the young people representing 
the Borough have made the final of the youth games tennis tournament. Adult tennis 
courses are also run in partnership with the David Lloyd Centre. The Sports 
Development team assist clubs get “clubmark”, as part of club coach and volunteer 
development service they run. Last Friday Cllr Charalambous was invited to promote 
the access to free tennis in the Boroughs parks on National Radio 5 lives’ Breakfast 
Programme in the build up to the Wimbledon Tennis tournament.”   
 
Question 17 from Councillor Kaye to Councillor Orhan Cabinet Member for 
Children and Young People  
 

“Would Councillor Orhan comment on the following recommendations made in the 
report commissioned on 5 July 2010  (released on 8 April 2011) by the Secretary of 
State for Education, Rt Hon Michael Gove MP from Sebastian James, reviewing all 
Department for Education (DfE) capital spending: 
 

• the desirability of compulsory centralised procurement creating a separate 
funding process for free schools from maintained schools and academies;  



• a requirement to agree local investment plans with a central body;  

• a requirement to have regard to specific ministerial priorities when determining 
funding allocations;  

• the introduction of absolute requirements on the body with responsibility for 
strategic investment decisions to maintain school buildings to an agreed 
standard;  

• capital investment should be based on objective facts and use clear, consistently 
applied criteria; 

• financial allocations should focus on the need for high quality school places;  

• multiple investment funding streams should be avoided  
and  

• local areas should have a single, flexible budget, 
 
Would Councillor Orhan also confirm what response, if any, Enfield Council has 
made to it?  Would she please let me have a copy of that response?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Orhan  

“'Sebastian James' report 'The Review of Education Capital ' provides a  description 
and analysis of the arrangements for investing capital resources to improve school 
buildings and IT. 

I understand that the Department for Education are currently considering the report 
and I can confirm that officers from Schools and Children's Services have attended 
workshops lead by DfE officials where the details of the report have been explored. I 
understand that the DfE plans to issue a consultation document setting out proposals 
arising from the report but this has not been confirmed.  

 I welcome the report's recommendation that 'Notional budgets should be 
apportioned to Local Authority areas, empowering them to decide how best to 
reconcile national and policy priorities in their own contexts. A specific local process, 
involving all Responsible Bodies, and hosted by the Local Authority, should then 
prioritise how this notional budget should be used. The implementation of this 
recommendation could help to secure parity of investment between schools of 
different types and embed the role of the Council as the commissioner of school 
places. If only Sebastian James' view had informed the Michael Gove's School 
Funding Reform proposals (see my reply to question 15). 

The proposed focus of resource allocations on the provision of high quality school 
places is also welcome in view of the high cost of providing additional school places 
in the Borough through the implementation of our primary places strategy.  But this 
would be a share of a much reduced budget and after the needs of free schools had 
been satisfied. 

 The proposal that capital investment should be based on objective criteria is 
reasonable and appropriate and reflects our practices locally. But the proposal to 
place absolute requirements on the responsible body for maintaining school 
buildings is more problematic: I want schools to be well-maintained but recent 
spending cuts including the slashing of devolved formula capital allocations to 
schools mean that this recommendation is a real concern to me.     



I welcome any recommendations which encourages local investment plans, with 
local procurement of major school building projects because this party believes, that 
we can then move on to plan for the future of all our children.   

In conclusion, as the next steps of the review emerge I will be happy to share further 
information with Councillor Kaye.” 
 
Question 18 from Councillor Ibrahim to Councillor Orhan, Cabinet Member for 
Children & Young People 
 
"Can Councillor Orhan inform the Council of the Schools Council event which took 
place here in this chamber on the 6th of June this year. Can Councillor Orhan also 
tell the Council how many Labour Councillors attended and how many Tory 
Councillors attended?" 
 
Reply from Councillor Orhan 
 
“As Lead member for Education and Children's Services I welcomed the opportunity 
to invite Secondary School Council members to attend the “Say It like It Is” event 
on 6 June. The original idea for this event came from my visits to local schools and 
following conversations with school council members. The idea was first muted by a 
School Council member at Winchmore School who wanted to give pupils the 
opportunity to work together giving their views and opinions on some of the important 
issues affecting schools in Enfield.   
  
I was delighted to welcome School Council members from seven secondary schools 
to the lively and informative session 
  
I was pleased to welcome six Labour colleagues to the session as well as the Mayor 
and a representative from the Police and the third sector. No Conservative 
colleagues attended.”   
 
Question 19 from Councillor Headley to Councillor Goddard, Cabinet Member 
for Business and Regeneration 
 
“Will the Cabinet Member for Environment explain why first the Council is not 
embracing definitive proposals to remove the sewage treatment works from the 
Deephams Site and secondly explain what communication he has had with the 
Labour MP for Edmonton on the subject, who is advocating an entirely different 
approach which appears to continue the uncertainty about the removal of the 
sewage treatment works from under the noses of long suffering residents of 
Edmonton?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Goddard 
 
“Unfortunately Denise Headley is either uninformed or intentionally trying to mislead 
the residents and businesses of the Borough. In order to set the record straight, it is 
essential that the residents and businesses of Enfield know the facts. 
  



Firstly there is agreement that something needs to be done. The site is old and the 
major driver for improvement is compliance with EU water standards. The problems 
existed long before the current administration came to power. 
  
Here are the facts. 
  
There is currently a major £50m refit of the current facilities taking place to solve 
some of the issues. This is well underway. Planning permission for such work ( as 
with all major utilities ) is not required. They are exempt. It is therefore inaccurate to 
accuse the Council of not putting any choice before the residents, no choice exists. 
That is the national procedure. 
  
The further issues of the site capacity and the odours are the subject of further plans. 
The main problem lies with dealing with storm conditions and overflow. Our goal is to 
ensure that the site meets EU water standards and removes the odour problems. 
This has always been the objective. 
  
The plans for the further improvement lay with the National Infrastructure Planning 
process, where again the Council has no planning approval powers or direct control 
including over how consultation is undertaken. 
  
The Council and  Andy Love MP have raised our concerns  with Thames Water and 
the Government about where and how the additional capacity is found. The Council 
maintains good communication with Thames Water. We, the MP, myself and officers 
have responded to the Government's National Planning Policy Statement 
consultation, visited the site and responded to the various documents. However the 
process for the resolution of the capacity problem is a very unclear process that this 
Government has not properly dealt with. 
  
The Council and the Edmonton MP have been engaged on this with Thames Water 
and the Civil Servants since the beginning of the year. 
  
I can assure residents that the Council and the Edmonton MP are representing their 
interests. 
  
Once again the attempt to make political capital from an erroneous understanding of 
the situation has misfired.” 
 
Question 20 from Councillor Hasan to Councillor Bond, Cabinet Member for 
Environment  
  
"Can the Cabinet Member for Environment explain why speed cushions have been 
installed in Oakfield Road?" 
 
Reply from Councillor Bond 
 
“Because residents wanted them and the previous administration took them outt 
without consulting them. We consulted and found 82% of households in favour of 
their return. Councillor Lamprecht supported the return of the speed humps.” 
 



Question 21 from Councillor Neville to Councillor Bond, Cabinet Member for 
Environment  
 
“How can he justify advertising for a Head of Sustainability on a salary of c£63,000 at 
time of cuts to services to “vulnerable adults” and potential library closures?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Bond 
 
“It is better value for money to employ someone on this salary than hire officers on 
and up to £650 a day as the previous Conservative administration did. 
The employee will be tasked with getting money in and relieving the present Climate 
Change board who have struggled admirably in trying to deliver a form of 
sustainability programme whilst trying to do their other job as well. 
As he will know the whole idea is that this post will be self sufficient in a three year 
period.” 
 
Question 22 from Councillor Sitkin to Councillor Orhan, Cabinet Member for 
Children & Young People 
 
"Will the Cabinet Member for Children & Young People tell me and, the good people 
of Enfield just how much the Tory led coalition governments ideological driven 
policies has had on Schools and Children services and on her department since 
coming into power?" 
 
Reply from Councillor Orhan 
 
“Where do I start! 
  
The following list provides just some examples of the devastating impact of the 
coalition government's policies: 
  

• The abolition of the Building Schools for Future programme cutting capital 
investment in secondary schools  

• The abolition of Education Maintenance Allowances (EMA) that supported 16-
19 year olds to stay on at school or college 

• Cuts to school funding including funding for sixth forms and for improvements to 
school buildings 

• The massive increase in university tuition fees that will make it harder for many 
local families and students 

• The obsession with academies and free schools and the lack of recognition of 
the work of other schools 

• The grant cuts that affect children's centres, the school improvement service 
and  extended services 

• And the cuts in funding for the Council at the very time when we need to invest 
more in the services that safeguard children from harm.” 

 
Question 23 from Councillor Hall to Councillor Stafford Cabinet Member for 
Finance and Property 
 



“Can Councillor Stafford let the Council know how many full time staff (or equivalent)  
there are by Department comparing 2009-10, 2010-11(to date) to see if real 
reductions have been made?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Stafford 
 
“On 1 June 2011 the Council had 178 fewer Full Time Employees than on 1 June 
2010.  In 2010 the Council workforce comprised 3,605 permanent staff and 564 
agency workers i.e. a total of 4,169 staff.  As at 1 June 2011 the workforce had been 
reduced to a total of 3,991 Full Time Employees, comprising 3,507 FTE permanent 
staff and 484 agency workers.  
 
The reorganisation of the Council departments in January 2011 means that 
comparisons at a departmental level are difficult to make.  Nevertheless, a 
breakdown of staff numbers across the old and new departments has been placed in 
the Members’ Library.” 
 
Question 24 from Councillor Levy to Councillor Del Goddard, Cabinet Member 
for Business and Regeneration 
 
"Mr Davies, Conservative MP for Shipley, in the House of Commons said, "My view 
is that for some people, the national minimum wage may be more of a hindrance 
than a help". Does the Cabinet Member condemn this Tory's view that people with 
disabilities should work for less than other employees?" 
 
Reply from Councillor Goddard 
 
“I am thoroughly opposed to such an initiative.  We have evidence from the support 
given by the Council to those who are disabled that it is both desirable and feasible 
to match jobs to people that enable them to fulfil a worthwhile post and be 
productive. 
 
The key tactics to broker such an arrangement and support businesses is raising 
awareness of what can be achieved. Working for less is not the solution nor is the 
assumptions behind the statement that people with disabilities cannot be productive.” 
 
Question 25 from Councillor Hall to Councillor Stafford Cabinet Member for 
Finance and Property 
  
“How many new posts have been created, advertised and appointed to - at what cost 
and by department in 2010-11?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Stafford  
 
“376 FTE posts been vacated and 254 FTE filled by new staff over the past 12 
months.  Details of these posts have been placed in the Members’ Library.” 
 
Question 26 from Councillor Brett to Councillor Hamilton, Cabinet Member for 
Community Wellbeing and Public Health 



"Is it likely that there will be a reduction in police officers in Enfield as a result of 
Government cuts?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Hamilton 
 
“The medium term financial picture looks very difficult for the MPS and there will be 
some very difficult decisions to be made as a result of less funding.” 
 
Question 27 from Councillor Laban to Councillor Ahmet Oykener, Cabinet 
Member for Housing  
 
“Please could the Cabinet Member for Housing inform the Council when the current 
chair of Enfield Homes will finally submit herself for a full and democratic election by 
the tenants of the borough?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Oykener 
 
“In June 2006 the current Chair of Enfield Homes was appointed as Interim Chair of 
the Shadow Board of Enfield Homes. This appointment was endorsed by the 
previous Administration and the former Cabinet Member for Housing, Mr Matthew 
Laban. 
 
In February 2008 the Enfield Homes Shadow Board unanimously agreed to confirm 
the current Chair of Enfield Homes, as the Chair of the Shadow Board. This 
appointment was endorsed by the previous Administration and the Cabinet Member 
for Housing, Mr Matthew Laban. 
 
Enfield Homes Board agreed the appointment of the current Chair of the Board at 
the Annual General Meeting of September 2008. This appointment was endorsed by 
the previous Administration and the Cabinet Member for Housing, Mr Matthew 
Laban. 
 
The Chair of Enfield Homes has been nominated and re-appointed unopposed on an 
annual basis by the Board since this date. This was endorsed by the previous 
Administration and the Cabinet Member for Housing, Mr Matthew Laban, up until 
May 2010. 
 
Under the current Memorandum and Articles of Association no person may serve 
more than four terms as the Chair of the Board. This decision was endorsed by the 
previous Administration and the Cabinet Member for Housing, Mr Matthew Laban. 
 
Consideration was given in the Memorandum and Articles of Association to ensure  
the stability of the Board is maintained by having a rolling programme of elections 
which provides for a balance of both experienced members and newly joined 
members. The longest serving tenant and independent representatives step aside to 
allow new members to join. This decision was endorsed by the previous 
Administration and the Cabinet Member for Housing, Mr Matthew Laban. 
The management agreement with Enfield Homes that was established by the 
previous Administration and supported by their Cabinet Member for Housing, Mr 
Matthew Laban, is set up to run until 2013.  
 



This management agreement has recently been endorsed by the current 
Administration. In the light of this consideration is being given to the Board 
arrangements to ensure the continued stability and good governance that the 
organisation has enjoyed.” 
 
Question 28 from Councillor Cranfield to Councillor Charalambous, Cabinet 
Member for Culture, Sport and Leisure 

"Can the Cabinet Member for Culture, Sport & Leisure tell me how successful the 
Enfield Night Hike on Friday 10th June was and whether he feels any criticisms of 
the event were justified?"  
 
Reply from Councillor Charalambous 
 
“On Friday 10th June over 500 women took to the streets of Enfield to walk 15km to 
raise money for two great charities. The Enfield Night Hike, which started at 8pm at 
Enfield Civic Centre and saw Olympic mascots Wenlock and Mandeville wave off the 
willing walkers, was raising money for Barnet and Chase Farm's da Vinci Robot 
which helps make complicated surgery easier.  The Night Hike also raised much 
needed funding for the Nightingale Hospice Trust which helps local people living with 
cancer. This event is part of the Enfield Festivals programme and helped raise the 
profile of the benefits of physical activity. The full amount of money raised will not be 
known until 15th July. The event was a great success with a real sense of 
camaraderie amongst the participants. It is our intention to run this event again in 
future years.  I would like to thank the Sports Development Team, our partners at the 
NHS and the Nightingale Trust for organising such a successful event.” 
 
Question 29 from Councillor Headley to Councillor Goddard, Cabinet Member 
for Business and Regeneration 
 
“Can the Cabinet Member advise which residents, community groups and residents 
forum he used to discuss the waste water strategy and the relocation of Deephams.” 
 
Reply from Councillor Goddard 
 
“This is now covered in question 19, in that the Council has no direct control over the 
consultation process.  
 
As part of the Infrastructure Planning Commission (IPC) process outlined in Question 
21, Thames Water will be required to undertake a series of public consultations prior 
to submission of any application and show how comments have been taken in to 
account.  
 
If Members want further clarity, Thames Water will be developing a Statement of 
Community Consultation in partnership with the Council and other stakeholders over 
the next few months, outlining how they will be proposing to consult with the 
community about their future plans for the site.  
 
Thames Water are required to work with Council officers on the development of this 
document and we will be actively engaging with them to ensure that residents, 



Councillors (from all parties), MP's, community groups and other stakeholders are 
actively engaged in the process and consulted at the appropriate times. 
 
When the application is submitted, interested parties will be required to formally 
register their views with the IPC, either online or via a standard form, for them to be 
considered and for those parties to continue to be involved in the process.  
 
The Council and IPC will actively promote this window of opportunity to register to be 
involved with the application, as residents, stakeholders and community groups are 
obliged to register themselves with the IPC if they wish for their views to be 
considered as part of the application as the Council will not be able allowed to 
directly make representations on anyone else’s behalf.” 
 
Question 30 from Councillor Ibrahim to Councillor Taylor, Leader of the 
Council 
 
"What issue did you raise at the recent Congress of Leaders?" 
 
Reply from Councillor Taylor 
 
“Current Ministry of Justice thinking of placing offenders in the community, will lead 
to a disproportionate number in Enfield. I raised this with Kit Malthouse and the 
London Mayor at the congress.” 
 
Question 31 from Councillor Headley to Councillor Hamilton Cabinet Member 
for Community Wellbeing & Public Health  
 
“Can the Cabinet Member advise why the Voluntary and Third Sector Strategy 
provides no review of the commissioning process and no plans to introduce 
competition into local service provision.” 
 
Reply from Councillor Hamilton 
 
“With regard to the issue of reviewing commissioning arrangements and associated 
activities, there is an entire section of the document dedicated to “Ensuring 
Consistency” that is concerned with reviewing how the Council agrees its contractual 
arrangements with the sector to try and ensure a more consistent and transparent 
approach. Elsewhere, the document repeatedly returns to the subject of change and 
improvement in all aspects of our working relationship with the sector. The document 
is not a strategy but a consultation tool designed to allow for meaningful interaction 
with the sector over the formal consultation period, on developing a strategic 
framework.” 
 
Question 32 from Councillor Buckland to Councillor Bond, Cabinet Member for 
Environment  
  
"Can the Cabinet Member for Environment tell us how many additional waste sites 
were named in the draft North London Waste Plan (NLWP) when he took over the 
role from the Conservative Administration.  Can the Cabinet Member tell me how 
many are left since his intervention?" 
 



Reply from Councillor Bond 
 
“Can I take this opportunity to welcome back Councillor Buckland to the floor of the 
Council Chamber after her successful year as Mayor of Enfield and look forward to 
more probing questions in the future. 

 
Pinkham Way site was first identified as a potential waste site when the North 
London Waste Plan reached the preferred options stage in November 2009 
(Conservative administration Chaired the NLWP then) 
 
In May 2011 (First of many Labour administrations membership of the NLWP) the 
four following sites were removed from the list of potential sites: 
Building Premises Kynoch Rd, Majanji House, Kynoch Rd, Martinbridge Ind Estate 
and Noble Rd.”  
 
Question 33 from Councillor Headley to Councillor Goddard, Cabinet Member 
for Business and Regeneration 
 
“Can the Cabinet Member advise what has been the value in real terms of long 
permanent jobs that the Working Neighbour funding has created? Can the Cabinet 
Member also list all the companies/business voluntary organisations or charities 
including their directors, all consultants and management committee Members who 
have received Working Neighbourhood funding from 2010-2011 to date who will 
receive funding from 2011-12012 and list any transactions in respect of which any 
Member of the Council has had to declare an interest?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Goddard 
 
“Working Neighbourhoods Fund programme 2009-11 enabled the creation of 379.5 
new jobs.  
 
In addition to enabling people into employment directly, the WNF programme added 
value by intensively working with individuals with complex needs, to enable them to 
become more job-ready through the acquisition of basic skills, language skill and, job 
searching techniques.  Innovative solutions were devised to facilitate their pathways 
into employment and enterprise. 
  
The Working Neighbourhoods Fund programme 2009-11 involved the 
commissioning of 30 projects within 4 themes as shown below. 
  

• Pathways to Prosperity - the employment programme to get Enfield residents 
into work (9 projects) 

• Skills and Training - focussed on support to families, young people and 
residents requiring ESOL to increase their employability and accelerate their 
entry into work (7 projects) 

• Supporting Business – working with existing businesses and encouraging 
business growth (9 projects) 

• Invest in Enfield – promoting Enfield as a aligned to Place shaping Strategy 
and focussing on expanding the visitor economy and improving the retail offer 
in Enfield (5 projects) 



  
The majority of the projects were commissioned internally, within the Council, only 4 
projects were delivered by an external company, namely Enterprise Enfield, 
The projects which Enterprise Enfield delivered were as follows: 

• Invest for Success (funding received 2009-11 £ 418,000)  
• Ecovate (funding received 2009-11 £ 150,000)  
• Enhancing Town Centres (funding received 2009-11 £ 19,606)  
• Export in Success (funding received 2009-11 £ 150,000)  

  
The directors of EE are listed below: 

• Cllr Derek Levy (Interim Chair)  
• Gary Walker (Vice Chair)  
• Cllr Yusuf Cicek  
• Cllr Martin Prescott  
• Heather Melville  
• Steve McFaul  
• Ian Comben  
• Michael Polledri  
• Martin Jewell  
• Michael Wehrmann  
• Costas Nicolaou  
• Eric Smythe  
• Despina Johnson  

  
The WNF programme 2011-12, as set out in a Delegated Authority Report (ref 
KD:3251)  details the funding of projects for the current year.  The programme will 
focus on a smaller number of direct actions, within 3 priority areas: 

• Tackling youth unemployment 
• Rebalancing demand and supply 
• Supporting business and inward investment. 

 
The delivery of projects will be carried out by internal Council Departments. 
  
There are no transactions on record which involve any member of the Council, which 
would require a declaration of interest. 
  
For ease of reference, the following documents have been placed in the Members 
Library. 
 

1)    WNF project lists 2009-11 
2)    Copy of DAR and relevant appendices” 

 
Question 34 from Councillor Hasan to Councillor Orhan, Cabinet Member for 
Children & Young People 
 
"It is with growing concern that the current Tory led coalition government seems not 
to have learnt the lessons of consultation since it came to power. Indeed even after 
last years Judicial Review by a large number of local Authorities followed by High 
Courts criticism of its failure to consult, this government continues not to value open 
and transparent consultation. Will you invite the Tory minority side to join you in 
drafting a letter reminding the government to consult with the Council department 



before it cuts and greatly reduces the schools budget for next academic year which 
will, I believe, have long lasting and detrimental affect on the education of the 
children of this authority?" 
 
Reply from Councillor Orhan 
 
“I share Councillor Hassan's view about the paucity of consultation by the coalition 
government on major decisions affecting the Council. A recent case concerned 
decisions about cuts to the Council's funding linked to the academies programme.  I 
am aware that Cabinet colleagues and twenty two other local authorities sought 
judicial review of this decision which impacts on the Council's budget in the current 
year and next year. In relation to funding for schools we have responded, with the 
Schools Forum, to the government's initial proposals for a national funding formula. 
My response to Councillor Jon Kaye's question number 17 provides more 
information. My particular frustration here is that the government consultation 
document provided no detail to enable the impact on Enfield schools to be 
determined and there is currently little clarity about the timetable for the publication 
of the more detailed proposals. This is very difficult for schools. I would indeed 
welcome the involvement of the opposition group in drafting the proposed letter.”  
 
Question 35 from Councillor Rye to Councillor Hamilton, Cabinet Member for 
Community Wellbeing & Public Health  
 
“Given the withdrawal of one 4X4 vehicle from the Parks Police and replacing it with 
bicycles, ‘to improve community engagement’, can Councillor Hamilton reassure 
park users that given the significant distances between many of the Borough’s parks 
that there will be sufficient police presence in all our parks to ensure public safety 
and inform the Council what evidence they have to support their answer?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Hamilton 
 
“Upon discussion and agreement with the Parks Police Sergeant, we have updated 
the range of vehicles available to the team for patrolling.  Whilst this has resulted in 
the loss of one 4x4 vehicle, there are still two vehicles available to the team as well 
as the new bicycles.  These bicycles have allowed us to have a more visible 
presence in the larger parks such as Trent Park as they allow us to cover more of 
the park and engage with more park users than would be possible when using one of 
the vehicles.  The remaining vehicles still offer more than enough capacity for the 
team to continue to provide a good presence across our parks and we have no 
evidence to suggest that this change has had a negative impact.” 
 
Question 36 from Councillor Joannides to Councillor Doug Taylor, Leader of 
the Council 
 
“Given the entirely proper procedure adopted by the Council to ensure that its 
literature remains politically neutral, will the Leader of the Council confirm what 
procedures have been put in place to monitor the content of literature produced by 
organisations funded by the Council – for example the newsletter of Age Concern 
appears to be a mouthpiece of the Labour Party.” 
 
Reply from Councillor Taylor 



"Organisations receiving funding from the Council must adhere to the conditions of 
the funding agreement including that the payments received must be applied solely 
to the funded project. The standard funding agreement states that an Organisation 
shall not use any funds made available by the Council for the purpose of supporting 
directly or indirectly, amongst others, any political party; this would not apply to funds 
from other sources. An organisation should draw attention to the fact that the Council 
has funded the project, but any publicity regarding the funding provided under the 
Agreement must be agreed in advance with the Council". 
 
Question 37 from Councillor Laban to Councillor Sitkin, Chairman of 
Sustainability & Environment Scrutiny Panel 
 
“What steps do you propose to take to encourage the Sustainability & Environment 
Scrutiny Panel to scrutinise the decision of the North London Waste Authority to site 
a waste recycling plant at Pinkham Way?” 
 
Reply from Councillor Sitkin 
 
"I do not understand why Councillor Laban is wasting Council resources to ask 
questions where she knows the answer pertinently well - that is, unless she was not 
listening at the 7 June Sustainability and the Living Environment panel where she 
and I agreed that Pinkham Way will be scrutinised as part of the 19 July session's 
waste strategy review, which amongst other things will examine how it was that 
preferable alternatives such as Staples Corner in Barnet were not prioritised in the 
NLWA's site survey in 2009 when Pinkham Way was actually purchased. At the 
same time, Councillor Laban must be aware that any scrutiny of a Pinkham Way 
application to Haringey per se is predicated on a finalised application cum 
environmental impact assessment having been lodged and made available, and on 
our obligation not to predetermine the future decision of LBE's planning committee, 
which is the sole body empowered to express Enfield's opinion as a consultee." 


