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Present:

Apologies:

In attendance

96.Declarations

96.1 The Monitori

MINUTES

Cabinet

Wednesday, 14 January 2026

Councillors Stonard (Leader), Hampton (Deputy Leader and
Cabinet Member for Climate and Environment), Harper (Cabinet
Member for Finance and Major Projects), Jones (Cabinet
Member for Housing), Kidman (Cabinet Member for Culture and
Wellbeing) and Padda (Cabinet Member for Equalities and Social
Justice).

Councillor Giles (Cabinet Member for Planning and Regulatory
Services).

Councillor Galvin (Leader of the Green Group)

Councillor Wright (Leader of the Liberal Democrat Group)
Councillor Davis

Councillor Oliver

Councillor Knight

Councillor Stutely

of interest

ng Officer had granted all members a dispensation to make decisions

related to Local Government Reorganisation.

97.Public questions and petitions

97.1 There had been no public questions or petitions received.

98.Questions to

cabinet members

98.1 The Leader of the Councill allowed three urgent questions from Councillors.

98.2 Councillor O

“We have an
local election

liver asked the Leader of the Council the following questions:

elections team employed year-round for the purpose of organising
s on a yearly basis and maintaining the records needed, with the funds
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for running these elections already budgeted every year. The argument for delaying
the local election in May 2026 has been based on capacity - can the Cabinet
Member explain how they concluded that the existing capacity of the elections team
will be unavailable for the May 2026 elections, or do they agree that this is in fact a
politically motivated decision taking account of sinking poll ratings for Labour both
locally and nationally?”

98.3 The Leader of the Council gave the following response:

“As described, considerable allocation of senior officer and support services
resources has already been dedicated to developing the proposal for unitary
authorities, and it is anticipated that this resource requirement will continue to
increase during the transition period. The organisation of elections similarly requires
significant input from senior officers and support services. This need has been
accounted for, and the Returning Officer is confident in the ability to deliver the
elections as scheduled. Nevertheless, postponing the elections until May 2027
would allow these resources to be redirected towards supporting local government
reorganisation.”

98.4 By way of supplementary question Councillor Oliver asked whether the Council had
approached the Government for additional resources to support Local Government
Reorganisation. The Leader of the Council responded that the Government would
not be providing additional resources for Local Government Reorganisation and this
would need to be funded from existing resources. The Cabinet Member for Finance
and Major Projects confirmed that the Council was in the process of setting its
budget for the 2026-2027 financial year and this included a £1million contingency
for Local Government as required by Government.

98.5 Councillor Knight asked the Leader of the Council the following question:

“The equality impact assessment identifies that the electorate will be adversely
affected by the postponement of elections especially under represented groups
such as ethnic minorities, young people and disabled people who may “perceive”
reduced democratic participation. It is hard to believe that communication alone can
mitigate these adverse effects when the postponement creates a perceivable
reduction of democratic participation to these groups. How will the council ensure
the electorate doesn’t lose faith in our democratic system?”

98.6 The Leader of the Council gave the following response:

“We understand and respect the concerns about the electorate not having the ability
to cast their votes in 2026 and recognise the importance of maintaining trust and
confidence in the democratic process. However, this is a delay of only one year,
which is well precedented as part of a transition between authorities, and the full all-
out elections to the new Unitary Councils will go ahead in 2027, which is where our
focus needs to be.”

98.7 As a supplementary question Councillor Knight asked whether the Council would
be exacerbating the democratic deficit by requesting a postponement. In response
the Leader of the Council highlighted that previously the opposition group had
requested that the Council moved from electing by thirds to whole-council elections.
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98.8 Councillor Stutely asked the Leader of the Council the following question:

“The Local Government Association’s guidance on the pre-election period makes
clear that it is guidance on conduct and communications, rather than a statutory ban
on council business, and that councils routinely continue decision-making during
this period.

Can the Leader explain why, in this case, the pre-election period is being treated as
a decisive constraint on Local Government Reorganisation, rather than something
to be managed through established governance arrangements?”

98.9 The Leader of the Council gave the following response:

“In pre-election period members naturally turn the majority of their focus and
resources to canvassing and campaigning to get elected. Nowhere have | said that
the pre-election period alone is a decisive constraint on LGR — it is just one of many
factors outlined in my report. | will refer to the section in the report which addresses
this one topic:

‘Prior to any election, the Council observes a pre-election moratorium period,
imposing restrictions on its activities. During this time, only regulatory committees
convene and make decisions. It is anticipated that the Secretary of State will publish
a ‘minded-to’ decision regarding local government reorganisation in March, which
will coincide with the pre-election period. As a result, neither Cabinet nor Council
meetings are scheduled during April and May, potentially affecting the Council’s
capacity to participate in decision making following the ‘minded-to’ decision,
including contributions to the drafting of structural change orders. If the elections
were postponed, there would be no requirement for a pre-election moratorium. This
would allow additional meetings to proceed, ensuring that members of Norwich City
Council can contribute to the process and mitigating risks to the delivery timeline.”

98.10 As a supplementary question Councillor Stutely asked as the guidance on
pre-election periods did not preclude activity or decision-making asked what weight
had been given to the pre-election period being a factor in the decision to request a
postponement of the elections. In response the Leader of the Council said that the
decision to postpone the election was for the Secretary of State, there were a
number of issues that impacted the decision by the Cabinet to request
postponement and that the pre-election period was not the most important factor.

99. Minutes

99.1 The minutes of the meeting, including the exempt minutes, held on 3 December
2025 were confirmed and signed as a true record.

100. Consultation of Local Government Election Delay May 2026

100.1 The Leader of the Council presented the report. The Minister of State had
written to Leaders of Councils that had scheduled elections in May 2026 requesting
their views on the timing of elections with a deadline for response by 15 January
2026. Responding to the letter was an Executive function. He had chosen to
discuss the matter in public and sought the views of the leaders of the opposition
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groups and the ungrouped member. The Government had sought views on the
capacity to deliver both Local Government Reorganisation (LGR) and the elections.
The Council was enthusiastic about delivering both devolution and LGR and was
working to make sure both were successful. In September 2025 the Council had
submitted a proposal to Government working with five other district councils for
three unitary authorities. The six district authorities had differing political leadership
and the level of cross-party working was demonstrative of the work undertaken.
This partnership working would continue to ensure that the delivery of LGR would
be successful to ensure that services were transferred successfully.

100.2 Over the following years the Council would be working on transferring
services and winding down Norwich City Council to ensure an effective delivery of
change and transfer services. The Council was committed to ensuring that staff
were treated with care and dignity. The demand on the Council’s services had only
increased over the years and from 2010 to 2024 the level of funding from
Government had been reduced by 70%, there was therefore little headroom in the
budget. The Leader was clear that Devolution and LGR were the highest priorities,
with the Council waiting for the minded-to decision from Government to intensify the
work on preparing the shadow authority. Restrictions would be placed on the
Council as the process progressed. By 2027 the Council would not be able to make
certain decisions without consent of the shadow authority. There were precedents
for the postponement of elections in advance of Local Government Reorganisation
including in preparation of the changes brought by the Local Government Act 1972.
There was recent precedence for the postponement of elections in Cumbria and
other areas that had undergone reorganisation. The Leader understood the
concerns raised around trust in democratic processes but had come to the
conclusion to request postponement due to the impact on capacity and uncertainty
that this could cause. Running local elections would shift focus away from the LGR
project. With the shadow authorities to take place in May 2026 and the elections for
the Elected Mayor for Norfolk and Suffolk in 2027. A stable transition to the shadow
authority was key to ensure safe and effective services that could be transferred.
The decision would be for the Secretary of State to make to postpone election, the
Leader considered that the postponement was made within a specific circumstance
for which there had been precedence.

100.3 The Leader of the Council asked Group Leaders and the ungroup member to
pose questions to the Cabinet on the report.

100.4 Councillor Galvin asked whether the Leader had been in communication with
the Leader of Norfolk County Council, who had stated that there had been no
intention to request a delay. In response the Leader that he had spoken with the
Leader of Norfolk County Council and he had been clear with the direction that the
Council would be taking. The request for views from the Government had been
unexpected and he had delayed making announcement to ensure that advice could
be sought on the governance aspect and did not want to act in haste. It was
unusual for the Government to seek views on this and he would have expected that
the Government would make the decision. The Leader had requested that the
Political Group Leaders and the ungrouped member give their views on the request.
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100.5 In response to Councillor Galvin’s question the Leader stated that the
proposed £1million in the proposed budget was a contingency to deliver LGR.
There was a significant amount of work that would be required to deliver day-to-day
functions while preparing for LGR. This would include work on reviewing all
services, contracts and exploring how services would be disaggregated and
aggregated depending on the structure. The Government would not be providing
additional resources to support the delivery of LGR, and it would need to be
delivered using existing resources. The decision to request a postponement was
pragmatic to release both financial and human resources.

100.6 Councillor Galvin asked whether there was a conflict of interest that
Councillors were seeking a postponement of elections and that this would damage
public confidence in the process. The Leader responded and stated that Cabinet
Members had declared an interest and a dispensation had been issued by the
Monitoring Officer and the Cabinet had been clear and upfront about the interest. In
relation to public confidence, he would maintain this. The Council’'s powers would
be increasingly constrained as the shadow authority was set up and services were
transferred and the Council would not be making strategic policy decisions as these
would be for the new shadow authority. The Council would need to be prepared for
the elections to the shadow authority.

100.7 Councillor Galvin commented that the Green Group were supportive of LGR
and delivering this but were concerned that for Norwich residents this could be the
second year where they were unable to vote in local elections. The Electoral
Commission had made a statement that capacity concerns were not a legitimate
reason to delay elections. In response the Leader said that there was only one
more scheduled local election to Norwich City Council before it would cease to
exist. He had seen the Electoral Commission advice but considered that there was
precedent for elections being postponed during reorganisation while a shadow
authority was stood up and the previous authority were wound up. He wanted to
reassure members of the public that if elections were postponed people would be
able to vote in the elections to the shadow authority in 2027 and shape the future of
the unitary authorities. The Cabinet Member for Finance and Major Projects
commented that there had been no scheduled elections to Norwich City Council in
2025, the elections postponed in 2025 had been the Norfolk County Council
elections. A number of by-elections had taken place in 2025.

100.8 In response to Councillor Galvin’s question the Leader said that while the
Returning Officer had confirmed that elections could be run and budget provision
had been made for elections, if these were postponed then this resource could be
redeployed to support the work on LGR. Through the successive reduction in
funding the Council had had to deliver frontline services with decreasing resources.

100.9 Councillor Galvin asked whether councillors making a decision on
postponement of elections had the mandate to make these decisions and whether
elections would be postponed further if decisions made by the Government were
made to different timescales. In response the Leader said that the Council was
acting in good faith that a minded-to decision would be given in March and the
Council would be preparing for elections to the shadow authority in 2027. If a
minded-to decision by Government was not given in March then the Council would
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review the situation and would continue to be reviewed. All councillors had a
democratic mandate as they had been democratically elected. Only a third of seats
were due to be elected to prior to the new authority being created. Over the
following years the Council would be increasingly constrained in terms of the ability
to make decisions on strategic policy and finances and instead would be focused on
delivering the transition to the new unitary.

100.10  Councillor Galvin commented that a number of Councils that were facing LGR
had chosen to go ahead with elections and there was a concern that elections to
shadow authorities would not go ahead in 2027 and the risk to public confidence
who may feel that this was driven by political concerns. In response the Leader said
that there was a mixture of authorities that had requested delays, this included
authorities with political leadership across the spectrum. Each authority would have
considered its own local circumstances. Authorities would have differing levels of
capacity. There was precedence for the delay of elections ahead of elections to
shadow authorities. LGR was a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to address the current
democratic deficit. LGR was an opportunity to work together to reform local
government.

100.11  Councillor Wright asked that as the Council was requesting a delay but the
County Council were not seeking to ask for a delay that the Council would still be
delivering County Council elections. The Leader commented that he did not wish to
speak for the Leader of Norfolk County Council but his understanding was that the
County Council would be writing to Government to set out the advantages and
disadvantages of holding elections but would not be requesting a delay. The
Secretary of State may consider postponing both elections. The Council would
deliver the County Council elections if required.

100.12 In response to Councillor Wright’s question that the Leader had considered
the timing of the decision and how to enable scrutiny. The meeting had already
been scheduled and the deadline for a response was 15 January 2026. Scheduling
an additional meeting would have challenging due to the bank holidays and
shutdown over the festive period.

100.13  Councillor Davis asked whether the Council had capacity to deliver County
Council elections. In response the Leader said that the Council would not interfere
with County Council elections and would deliver them if necessary, but the
Secretary of State may choose to postpone both elections.

100.14  Councillor Davis asked how the communications would adequately mitigate
the impact of delayed elections. The Leader responded and said that the Equalities
Impact Assessment was clear that the delay would only be for a third of seats prior
to all-out elections in 2027. This would be communicated to all voters that it would
be a minor delay before they would be able to vote for members of the new unitary
authority on extended boundaries. The Council would be engaging with groups to
communicate the message.

100.15 In response to Councillor Davis’ question the Leader said that the Council was
requesting a delay in good faith that elections to the shadow authority would take
place in 2027. If there was a delay then this would need to be reviewed and a
further debate could be held.
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100.16  The Leader of the Council invited Group Leaders and the ungrouped member
to make a statement.

100.17  Councillor Galvin addressed the Cabinet. Councillors were in their positions
as they had been elected by residents. Members would be judged not on their
administrative ability but on how their lives could be impacted. Postponing elections
could make residents feel unheard. She did not consider that sufficient evidence
was available to justify the postponement of elections. There had not been enough
time for adequate scrutiny to be conducted. Independent scrutiny was required
when members were considering extending their own mandate. Elections in Norfolk
had already been postponed once and guidance from the Electoral Commission
highlighted that capacity concerns were not an adequate reason to delay elections.
If LGR was delayed then the Council would need to consider holding by-elections to
the seats and this cost could be greater than the benefit of postponing elections.
Councillor Galvin commented that sensitivity modelling should have been
undertaken and that evidence of capacity should be provided to justify the request
to delay. Elections should take place unless it was clear that it would be impossible.

100.18 Councillor Davis addressed the Cabinet. She highlighted that the right to vote
was fundamental and was not an optional extra. Even temporary changes would
reduce participation. The impact on voters was not evenly distributed and would
impact those already disenfranchised. A communications plan was not an adequate
compensation. She thanked the Leader for the opportunity to take part in the
debate.

100.19  Councillor Wright addressed the Cabinet and confirmed that he did not have
anything further to add to his statement in the report.

100.20 The Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Climate and Environment
commented that she would be voting in favour to request a delay. It was right that
the Cabinet were discussing this, even though the letter from Government had only
sought the views of the Leader. By discussing this in public it allowed for a
transparent process. Ideally this should have been considered by the Scrutiny
Committee but this had not been possible due to the timing of the letter and the
deadline to respond. The letter requested a view on whether elections would create
a risk to the delivery of LGR to ensure that the successor authority was in the best
possible position. The decision to postpone elections would be for Secretary of
State to make. A significant amount of resource would be required to deliver LGR,
significant work had already been undertaken to work on the submission of the
proposal to Government. The Council needed to ensure that service improvement
could take place to transfer these services to the new authority. There was a mix of
responsibility of services that were statutory and those that were discretionary.
Capacity constraints remained significant. There was precedence for the
postponement of elections before elections to the shadow authority. The decision
was not being taken lightly as the Council faced exceptional circumstances.

100.21 The Cabinet Member for Culture and Wellbeing commented that she valued
the right to vote for all voters. The decision to request a delay was not unique to
Norwich as other Councils had requested a delay.
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100.22 The Cabinet Member for Equalities and Social Justice thanked group leaders
and the ungrouped member for their comments. She had reflected on the Council’s
capacity and considered that on balance requesting a postponement was
appropriate to ensure the delivery of LGR.

100.23 The Cabinet Member for Finance and Major Projects thanked the Leader for
the report and the work that he had undertaken to drive LGR forward and what had
been delivered so far. There was a great cohesion in the position that most district
councils took. She was disappointed to be in a position to recommend deferral as
she considered that the administration had a strong record of delivery. The decision
to request postponement was to ensure that the Council was doing the right thing
for local people to ensure that the transfer to a new authority was successful.

100.24 The Cabinet Member for Housing commented that democracy was crucial and
that the successful delivery of LGR to a new authority would create new
opportunities and the Council needed to ensure this was delivered properly.

100.25 The Leader of the Council moved, and the Deputy Leader and Cabinet
Member for Climate and Environment seconded the recommendations for the
reasons set out in the report.

100.26  RESOLVED that Cabinet submits a response to the Secretary of State
requesting the postponement of the City Council elections scheduled for 7 May
2026 to release essential capacity for the transition to new unitary councils,
recognising that the decision to postpone elections is for the Secretary of State
alone.

101. Climate Responsive Norwich Programme 2026-2035

101.1 The Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Climate and Environment
presented the report. The programme was a big and important piece of work. The
Programme would supersede the previous Environmental Strategy and was directly
addressing the “A Climate Responsive Norwich” priority within the Council’s
Community-led Plan We are Norwich

101.2 Councillor Galvin asked the following question:

“Thank you to officers for this report and strategy, which is comprehensive
especially its clear focus on electrification and the scale of the problem. There is a
special mention for building heating decarbonisation into the council’s housing
capital programme, only about five years after we first said this needed to happen.
There are some things to take issue with as the delivery will be in the detail. For
instance, the idea of a carbon removal programme that seems to be optional for the
council, businesses and people to opt in. | agree that land-based carbon removal
such as trees is vital, but that is already allocated to agriculture in UK wide plans,
not optional. There is a related point here about the lack of ambition around trees in
this plan, which speaks only of preventing loss rather than increasing tree cover in
our city (especially because increased tree cover is one of the best ways to reduce
heat islands, so an essential part of both mitigation and adaptation). There is a lack
of considering what the council can do to lower land use emissions, for instance diet
which has huge impacts, as does aviation - frequent flying is big emitter. But
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overall, now we need to focus our minds on the massive challenge, which is heating
decarbonisation, which requires a steep exponential growth. Can you therefore
provide examples of your ambition to support the uptake of clean heat technologies
like heat pumps at pace, which will include landlords, the planning system, windows
of opportunity, batteries and energy flexibility, alongside energy efficiency and
solar?”

101.3 The Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Climate and Environment gave
the following response:

“The proposed carbon removal scheme, which involves planting new trees to
remove carbon from the atmosphere, isn’t optional for the council. We've used tree
planting previously, as reported to CEEEP, to sequester carbon.

We now plan to lead an innovative citywide carbon removal scheme, which will be a
national first. The scheme must be voluntary for businesses and residents because
councils don’t have statutory powers to mandate compliance with such initiatives. A
citywide sequestration scheme will raise significant funds annually, to plant new
trees within the city, leading to greatly increased tree canopy cover. The council’s
Tree Management Plan, adopted last year, states our aim is to achieve 30% tree
canopy cover from the current baseline of 17.4% cover: a clear commitment to
increasing tree cover, not just preventing loss.

The Programme does deal with food and aviation emissions, which are known as a
city’s consumption emissions, as part of the Net Zero Pathway for Norwich
document, which will be publicly consulted on before the end of this financial year.

In answer to your main question about our ambition to support the uptake of clean
heat. We are being supported by central government to develop a £100m low
carbon district heating network for the city centre, to replace gas boilers in existing
buildings and provide low carbon heat for thousands of homes. We are also
supporting the development of other more local low carbon district heating schemes
in private and social housing across the city. We currently have over £30m of
capital retrofit projects underway delivering energy efficiency, solar and heat pumps
in social and private housing.

Annual heat pump installations have increased five-fold between 2020 and 2025,
and the upcoming Net Zero Pathway document will set out actions to continue this
exponential growth, in clean heat uptake and meet our 2045 net zero target for the
city.

Numerous actions are already underway to support the delivery of our
decarbonisation targets. We're working with UK Power Networks to ensure the
city’s electrical infrastructure is sufficiently strengthened for the electrification of
heat and transport. And we funded the establishment of Our Power community
energy company to improve engagement and uptake of renewable energy and
recently won £150k, through the Norfolk Climate Change Partnership, to improve
our information resources.
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This council is 100% committed to achieve net zero for the city, by 2045 and will
continue to innovate, be proactive and deliver exemplar schemes to meet this
objective.”

101.4 The Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Climate and Environment
moved, and the Cabinet Member for Finance and Major Projects seconded the
recommendations for the reasons set out in the report.

101.5 RESOLVED to approve and adopt the Climate Responsive Norwich
Programme 2026-2035.

102. Exclusion of the Public

102.1 RESOLVED to exclude the press and public from the meeting during the
consideration of the below items of the exempt report on the grounds that they
contained exempt information as defined in the relevant paragraphs within Part 1 of
Schedule 12A, as amended, of the Local Government Act 1972.

103. Anglia Square Business Plan (Para 3)
103.1 (An exempt minutes exists for this item).

103.2 The Cabinet Member for Finance and Major Projects moved, and the Cabinet
Member for Equalities and Social Justice seconded the recommendations for the
reasons set out in the report.

103.3 RESOLVED that the following recommendations were accepted as detailed
in the report.

103.4 (An exempt minute exists for this item).
104. Acquisition of affordable housing - HRA (Para 3)
104.1 (An exempt minute exists for this item).

104.2 The Cabinet Member for Housing moved, and the Cabinet Member for
Finance and Major Projects seconded the recommendations for the reasons set out
in the report.

104.3 RESOLVED that the following recommendations were accepted as detailed
in the report.

104.4 (An exempt minute exists for this item).
104.5 RESOLVED to readmit the press and public to the meeting.
105. Equality Information Report 2026

105.1 The Cabinet Member for Equalities and Social Justice presented the report.
The Equality Information Report was a statutory document that the Council was
required to publish by 31 January each year. It showed how the Council was
fulfilling its Public Sector Equality Duty under the Equality Act 2010. The Equality
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Information Report demonstrated where the Council complied with its duty but also
demonstrated how the Council was embedding Equality, Diversity and Inclusion
(EDI) within its work. The report also detailed progress against the Council’s EDI
Action Plan. The Scrutiny Committee had considered the report at its meeting on 18
December 2025. One recommendation from the Scrutiny Committee had already
been incorporated within the Equality Information Report for 2026, this was to
expand the paragraph on those seeking sanctuary. The other recommendations
were accepted by the Cabinet and would feed into the EDI Action Plan and the
Equality Information Report for the following year.

105.2 Councillor Galvin asked the following question:

“In scrutiny of this item the question was asked why do we not calculate the disability
pay gap, when we look at other pay gaps. This was the minute from scrutiny
committee on this disability pay gap question: "In response to Member’s question
about the disability pay gap, the Interim Director of HR commented that more
needed to be done to understand the Council’s profile through greater
communication with staff as a starting point.” Does this mean that not enough data is
currently available to calculate disability pay gaps and that greater communication is
needed to encourage staff to disclose relevant information, and if so how quickly can
we make progress, so we can then go ahead and start calculating the gap, which is
clearly important?”

105.3 The Cabinet Member for Equalities and Social Justice gave the following
response:

“The Disability Pay Gap was important data to capture. The interim Director of HR
was currently mapping the Council’s information for the new permanent
appointment to better understand what data needed to be collected to continue on
the path of the Council being truly inclusive which included understanding the
disability pay gap and ethnicity pay gap.”

105.4 The Cabinet Member for Equalities and Social Justice moved, and the
Cabinet Member for Finance and Major Projects seconded the recommendations
for the reasons set out in the report.

105.5 RESOLVED to:

1) Review the content of this year’s annual Equality Information Report and the
appended EDI Action Plan 2025-26 progress update

2) Accept the recommendations made by the Scrutiny Committee at its meeting
on 18 December 2025 as set out in paragraph 12 of the report.

3) Approve this year's Equality Information Report for publication.

106. Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMO) Policy and Introduction of the
Private Sector Housing and HMO Enforcement Policy Framework

106.1 The Cabinet Member for Housing presented the report. The report proposed
updates to the Council’'s Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMO) Policy and the
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introduction of a policy framework for approval by the Cabinet. This would provide
clear standards that were legally compliant. Through the introduction of the Policy
Framework this would provide consistency in relation to enforcement. The Council
was looking to ensure that all residents lived in safe and affordable homes. While
the policy aimed to deter criminal landlords there were several landlords that
protected tenants. The policy and policy framework provided clear guidance to
landlords, tenants and members.

106.2 The Cabinet Member for Housing provided an update on the work that had
been undertaken following the passing of the motion “Protecting Private Renters”.
Since the motion had been passed a stock condition survey had been undertaken.
Early indication from the stock condition survey and other work conducted indicated
that there were 20,000 privately rented sector homes including HMOs. The figure
did not include student accommodation. The Council was committed to everyone
having access to good, safe and affordable housing. She would be able to share
more of the results of the stock condition survey in future which would provide the
evidence base to understand other options that the Council could take to drive up
standards within the private rented sector. The proportion of privately rented homes
in 11 of 13 wards exceeded the national average of 19%, indicating that the private
rented sector had expanded rapidly. There were a number of issues that the city
faced which included conditions within HMOs, higher than average fuel poverty and
several properties being the lowest EPC bands. She was committed to using all
available powers to the Council, with the appropriate supporting evidence.

106.3 The Cabinet Member for Finance and Major Projects commended the Cabinet
Member for Housing for her commitment to driving up standards and thanked
officers for their work in bringing forward the policy. The Council needed to ensure
that the steps it took were enforceable and legally sound and that the Cabinet
Member for Housing had continued to push the work forward in spite of the
harassment she had faced.

106.4 Councillor Galvin asked the following question:

“The administration has previously said it cannot pre-determine landlord licensing
for fear of legal challenge, which is understood. But pre-determination is different
from stating a principle. Can the Cabinet confirm whether it supports, in principle,
expanded landlord licensing - including for smaller HMOs - where the statutory
criteria are met and the evidence supports it, or whether it is opposed even in those
circumstances?”

106.5 The Cabinet Member for Housing gave the following response:

“We are committed to making sure tenants in the private rented sector can live in
safe, decent, affordable housing, and free from harassment.

The council remains firmly committed to using its powers to improve standards
across the sector. We commissioned an in-depth assessment of the Private Rented
Sector and Houses in Multiple Occupation, focusing on stock condition and the
pressures affecting both tenants and communities.
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The emerging findings are significant and when the full evidence base is finalised, |
intend to bring forward a report setting out options for additional measures for
consideration and public consultation.”

106.6 The Cabinet Member for Housing highlighted that the Council needed to
ensure that it was acting in accordance with the evidence base and use all available
powers to drive up standards. Licensing was a tool the Council could use if this was
supported by the evidence base but was not the only tool that could be used.

106.7 The Cabinet Member for Housing moved, and the Cabinet Member for Culture
and Wellbeing seconded the recommendations for the reasons set out in the report.

106.8 RESOLVED to:
1) Approve the updated Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMO) Policy.

2) Note the amendments made to the HMO Policy to ensure statutory
compliance, following legal review by NPLaw.

3) Endorse the implementation of the Private Sector Housing and HMO
Enforcement Framework, which provides the underpinning policy suite
ensuring that all enforcement activity is legally compliant, proportionate and
consistent.

4) Delegate authority to the Executive Director of Climate and Environment to
make minor revisions to the Houses in Multiple Occupancy (HMO) Policy in
consultation with the Cabinet Member for Housing and the Monitoring
Officer.

107. Planning Enforcement — Report of Activity 2024/25 and Enforcement
Policy

107 1 The Leader of the Council presented the report. The report detailed the
Council’s planning enforcement powers and the work undertaken the previous five
years and sought Cabinet’s endorsement on a new Planning Enforcement Policy to
sit alongside the Council’'s Corporate Enforcement Policy. Planning enforcement
action was undertaken where it was expedient and in the public interest to do so.
Not all technical breaches justified formal enforcement, and the Council was
required to act proportionately. The adoption of the Planning Enforcement Policy
would improve transparency around how decisions were made and helped manage
public expectations about what enforcement could and could not do. Many of the
breaches detailed within the report had been resolved without formal action and the
Council routinely sought to achieve compliance through negotiation and influence.
Following a growth bid the planning enforcement ream had been expanded and the
Design and Conservation team had provided extra capacity to deal with listed
building and heritage-related enforcement cases. Adoption of the policy would
support the delivery of the Council’s adopted planning policies.

107.2 Councillor Galvin asked the following question:
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“The Planning Enforcement report shows a significant volume of complaints and
cases over recent years, and residents often tell us that confidence in the planning
system depends on enforcement being timely and visible. Can the Cabinet Member
confirm whether current staffing and resources are sufficient to deal with the scale
and complexity of enforcement work, and whether additional investment would be
considered if backlogs or delays are shown to undermine public confidence or
environmental outcomes?”

107.3 The Leader of the Council gave the following response:

“Following a successful growth bid, the planning enforcement team has expanded
to two full-time equivalent officers, with a second enforcement officer joining in
February 2026. In addition, the Design and Conservation team now provides extra
capacity to deal with listed building and heritage-related enforcement cases. This
strengthens the Council’s ability to respond to more complex and sensitive
breaches, particularly in conservation areas.

We are also introducing improved workflow systems and online forms to streamline
how we handle enquiries and reduce the administrative burden on officers to enable
a greater focus on service delivery going forward.

The new arrangements will be allowed to bed in and delivery of the service will be
kept under review with close performance monitoring before undertaking any further
structural changes.”

107.4 The Leader of the Council moved, and the Cabinet Member for Housing
seconded the recommendations for the reasons set out in the report.

107.5 RESOLVED to:

1) Note the contents of the enforcement performance report

2) Adopt the Planning Enforcement Policy attached at Appendix A of the report.
108. Review and Amendment of the Gambling Statement of Principles

108.1 The Leader of the Council presented the report. The Gambling Act 2005
requires licensing authorities to prepare and public a Statement of Principles at
least once every three years. The Council last adopted its Statement of Principles in
July 2023. The Statement of Principles set out how the Council applied the
Gambling Act 2005. It provided clarity to operators and licence holders how to apply
for licences, the conditions that may be attached and how gambling activity within
the city was regulated. It aimed to support responsible gambling while ensuring that
the public, particularly children and vulnerable people were properly protected. The
policy had been considered by the Licensing Committee on 4 December 2025.
Members’ comments would be considered as part of the consultation process.
Cabinet was asked to agree to undertake a public consultation on the draft policy.

108.2 Councillor Galvin asked the following question:
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“The Gambling Statement of Principles rightly recognises the need to balance
economic activity with the protection of vulnerable people. As this consultation
proceeds, can the Cabinet Member confirm how the council will ensure that
evidence on gambling-related harm, particularly in more deprived communities, is
actively used to shape the policy - including the potential to apply stronger local
protections where there is a clear link between clustering of premises and social
harm?”

108.3 The Leader of the Council gave the following response:

“The council recognises the importance of addressing gambling-related harm,
particularly in areas where vulnerability and deprivation may be more prevalent.

As part of this consultation, we will actively seek information on these vulnerabilities
and engage with the police and other key stakeholders to gather their views and
evidence.

We are also updating the local area profile and mapping of gambling premises to
ensure that any patterns or clustering linked to social harm are clearly identified and
considered.

Any findings from this process will be carefully considered and incorporated into the
consultation analysis. Where significant evidence indicates a need for stronger local
protections we will make appropriate amendments to the policy to reflect those
findings.

Our aim is to ensure that the final Statement of Principles strikes the right balance
between supporting economic activity and safeguarding those most at risk.”

108.4 The Leader of the Council moved, and the Cabinet Member for Equalities and
Social Justice seconded the recommendations for the reasons set out in the report.

108.5 RESOLVED to:

1) Agree the proposed amendments to the draft Norwich City Council Gambling
Statement of Principles policy

2) Agree to commence a public consultation on the proposed draft policy for an
8-week period from 19 January 2026 to 15 March 2026 before returning for
formal approval by Council. This length of time is considered appropriate as
there are no significant changes to the Gambling statement of principles.

109. Review and Amendment of the Pavement Licensing Policy

109.1 The Leader of the Council presented the report. The pavement licensing
system had been first introduced as a temporary measure through the Business
and Planning Act 2020 to support businesses by simplifying the process for placing
furniture on the public highway. This had been made permanent by the Levelling Up
and Regeneration Act 2023. The Council was responsible for issuing pavement
licences and ensuring that licensed use of the pavement was safe, accessible and
well managed. The policy set out how the Council administered the scheme, how
applications could be made, fees for licences, the conditions that may be attached
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and how licensed areas were monitored and regulated. The proposed amendments
to the policy ensured that it was up to date, legally compliant and aligned with the
permanent national framework. The policy proposed a standard duration for
pavement licences of two years unless there was clear rationale for a shorter
period. The policy had been considered by the Regulatory Committee on 4
December 2025, and the comments would be considered as part of the consultation
process. The report asked Cabinet to agree to undertake a public consultation on
the revised draft policy.

109.2 Councillor Galvin asked the following question:

“Disability groups and national guidance are clear that minimum clear widths, step-
free routes and consistent layouts are essential to ensure pavement licensing does
not exclude disabled people, particularly wheelchair users and those with visual
impairments. The revised policy sets out general accessibility principles, but does
not explicitly list some of these statutory or widely-recommended measures. Can
the Cabinet Member explain why these specific protections are not set out more
clearly in the policy, and how the council will ensure robust enforcement to protect
disabled people in practice rather than relying on complaints after harm has
occurred?”

109.3 The Leader of the Council gave the following response:

“The council is committed to ensuring that pavement licensing does not create
barriers for disabled people, including wheelchair users and those with visual
impairments. While the revised policy sets out overarching accessibility principles,
we acknowledge the importance of clear, practical measures such as minimum
clear widths, step-free routes, and consistent layouts.

As part of the consultation process, we will engage with Inclusive Norwich and other
relevant stakeholders to gather their views and recommendations. Any significant
findings will be carefully considered and, where appropriate, amendments will be
made to the policy to reflect these protections more explicitly.

In terms of enforcement, the council will continue to apply robust checks during the
licensing process and monitor compliance proactively, rather than relying solely on
complaints.

Our aim is to ensure that accessibility standards are upheld in practice and that
public spaces remain inclusive for all.”

109.4 The Leader of the Council moved, and the Cabinet Member for Culture and
Wellbeing seconded the recommendations for the reasons set out in the report.

109.5 RESOLVED to:

1) Agree the proposed amendments to the draft Norwich City Council
Pavement Licence policy and fees.
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2) Agree to commence a public consultation on the proposed draft policy and
fees for an 8-week period from19 January 2026 to 15 March 2026 before
returning for formal approval by Cabinet.

110. Outcome of the Scrutiny Call-In of the IT Infrastructure Refresh

110.1 This item was information only.

111. Approval of a Landlord Compliance Contract

111.1 The Cabinet Member for Housing presented the report. A number of services

were required for compliance checks, by bringing forward this report it would
maximise efficiencies through a single stage process. Some services that would be
provided included electrical inspections, door inspections. The contract specification
had been developed to deliver high quality services while supporting the Council’s
corporate strategies. The contract would replace two existing contracts, one which
was due to expire in March 2026.

111.2 Councillor Galvin asked the following question:

“It is clearly very important that essential services are compliant in communal areas
and that these are effectively checked. Can you explain a bit more about how
residents’ and caretakers’ input will be built into this process, for example what is
the process for raising concerns in this area?”

111.3 The Cabinet Member for Housing gave the following response:

“The contract change will not affect the way customers and caretakers are able to
report repairs or concerns, and the way these are actioned.

Reported repairs will continue to be logged and undertaken under this new contract
or by NCSL within appropriate timescales.

Caretakers are currently able to raise concerns through housing and property
services staff for resolution.

Further to this, property, housing and estates colleagues are developing a plan to
undertake regular estate and communal space inspections. This will be used to
identify and action repairs, upgrades and estate improvements in our communities.”

111.4 The Cabinet Member for Housing moved, and the Cabinet Member for
Equalities and Social Justice seconded the recommendations for the reasons set
out in the report.

111.5 RESOLVED to approve the award of a contract to provide Landlord
Compliance Contract services under the HRA a total value of £35,100,000.00
following competition of the tender process as prescribed within the report and
linked exempt appendix.

Item Action | Works Programme Value
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Award

New contract for Compliance Contract, to
CONTRACTOR A for a contract period
from 01 April 2026 for up to FIFTEEN
YEARS to 31 March 2041.

Up to
£35,100,000.00

CHAIR



