< | NORWICH
— | City Council

MINUTES
Scrutiny Committee
16:35to 19:35 Thursday, 10 October 2024
Present: Councillors Wright (Chair), Calvert (substitute for Galvin),

Carrington, Champion (substitute for Catt), Davis, Fox, Harper,
Maguire, Osborn, Padda and Smith

Apologies: Councillors Catt, Fulton-McAlister, Galvin, and Prinsley

In attendance: Councillor Kendrick, Cabinet Member for An Open and Modern
Council
Councillor Stonard, Leader of the Council

John East, Interim Executive Director of Major Projects

Alistair Rush, Interim Chief Finance Officer (s.151)

Emily Yule, Executive Director of Resources

Mark Brown, Head of Property and Economic Involvement

Jan Robinson, Head of Legal and Governance (Monitoring Officer)
Andrew Turnbull, Development Strategy Manager

Andy Starkie, Inner Circle Consulting
Bek Seeley, Place Partners

1. Declarations of interest

There were no declarations of interest.

2. Public questions/Petitions

There had been none received.

3. Minutes

(These had been circulated before the meeting).

RESOLVED, subject to inserting the words “and Winter Night Shelter” after “SWEP”
and removing “and asylum seekers” in the paragraph beginning “Béatrice Humarau
addressed the committee” and correcting the spelling of “Humara” “Humarau” on
page six of the minutes, to approve the accuracy of the minutes of the meeting held
on 19 September 2024.

4. Making Norwich an Accessible City — Scrutiny Task and Finish Group Terms
of Reference

The Chair introduced the item.



Scrutiny Committee: 10 October 2024

A member expressed concerns that by adopting the Terms of Reference and forming
a Task and Finish Group this would bypass the Scrutiny Committee. The Chair
clarified that any recommendations from the Task and Finish Group would be
brought to the Scrutiny Committee who would determine which recommendations
would be recommended to Cabinet for their decision.

In response to a member’s comment the Executive Director of Resources said that
the Terms of Reference were broad in theme and the first meeting of the Task and
Finish Group would look to agree the further detail including the organisations and
individuals it would invite to provide evidence. The Monitoring Officer confirmed that
other members of the council would be able to attend meetings of the Task and
Finish Group but would not have voting rights.

The Chair commented in response to a member’s concerns around collective
accountability that if the Task and Finish Group votes on a particular item then this
would be the view of the Task and Finish Group even if members may individually
disagree with this.

A member queried how the resources would be provided to the group. In response
the Head of Legal and Governance (Monitoring Officer) confirmed that resources
would be made available within current resources, the Task and Finish Group would
be adequately resourced. The Task and Finish Group would be able to invite other
individuals and organisations as key withesses.

Councillor Maguire proposed, and Councillor Harper seconded, the following
amendment; to insert the words to the Terms of Reference: “Dissenting members
can be and would be urged to discuss their dissent and their reasons for it”.

The amendment was put to the vote and with a majority of members voting against
the amendment was lost.

RESOLVED, with a majority voting in favour, to:

1) Adopt the Terms of Reference for a Task and Finish Group on “Making
Norwich a truly accessible city; and

2) Appoint Councillors Davis, Galvin, Harper, Osborn and Wright to the Task and
Finish Group.

5. HR Processes review scope
The Chair introduced the item.

In response to a member question the Executive Director of Resources said that the
scope of the review was for directly employed members of staff, this included the
staff of Lion Homes Limited as they were employed by the Council, however Norwich
City Services Limited (NCSL) employees were not in scope. The Council provided
HR services to NCSL so the provision of the service could be reviewed. She
confirmed that the Scrutiny Committee could invite former employees to attend but
they would not be required to attend, information from exit interviews could be
provided.

A member asked that the representatives from the Trade Union, UNISON, were
invited to the meeting and asked that the decision around the Personnel Appeals
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Panel be considered. The Executive Director of Resources confirmed that the Trade
Union representatives could be invited to the meeting, the matter around the
Personnel Appeals Panel was part of the Council’s HR Policies which were in scope
of the review so these could be requested.

A member asked that the committee considered the use Non-Disclosure Agreements
(NDAs) as part of the review. The Executive Director of Resources said that
individual agreements could not be scrutinised but statistics on their use and reasons
for it could be considered. While individual payments in relation to NDAs could not
be considered the budget spend could be considered in a private meeting.

A member commented that the Key Lines of Enquiry could consider the recruitment
processes and the use of interim staff. This could be benchmarked on a sector wide
basis. An area that could be explored was the timescales to which HR policies were
reviewed and updated and the frequency of these. The review should also include
communication with staff of the service and the effectiveness of this.

Members commented that the review should also consider teams that had high
levels of staff turnover and absence and the reasons for this. The Key Lines of
Enquiry should also consider the diversity of the workforce and consider how
neurodivergent staff were supported both during recruitment and during their
employment.

In response to a member’s question the Executive Director of Resources confirmed
that if interim staff had been appointed to fill an existing role, then this would be
included in the review. Those with other arrangements would not be included.

RESOLVED to agree the HR Processes review scope with the additional Key Lines
of Enquiry.

6. Debate not Hate review scope
The Chair introduced the report.

A member commented that specific details on ensuring the safety of councillors
should not be discussed in public. The review should consider the way in which the
Council interacts with members of the public who either ask questions or take part in
protest. A member highlighted recent incidents of protest that took place at meetings
of the Full Council and suggested the arrangements could be reviewed. The Head of
Legal and Governance (Monitoring Officer) confirmed that the Local Government
Association (LGA) self-assessment toolkit would be able to address these areas and
make recommendations on agreed protocols. The Committee could also consider
reports and information from the Jo Cox Foundation.

The Chair suggested that the Scrutiny Committee would make recommendations to
Full Council on this topic, which could include a motion on adopting the Debate not
Hate principals.

In response to a question the Chair confirmed that candidates standing in local
elections would not be in the scope of the review but other matters around the
publication of details of elected councillors would be.
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Members suggested that individuals who had asked questions or attended protests,
so far as they could be identified could be invited to provide feedback on the
process.

RESOLVED to agree the Debate not Hate review scope, including considering
inviting members of the public who had asked questions or protested to provide their
feedback.

7. Norwich City Hall Reimagined

The Cabinet Member for An Open and Modern Council presented the report. The
Scrutiny Committee was asked to provide their comments and feedback on the
Strategic Outline Case (SOC) on Norwich City Hall Reimagined. City Hall was a
Grade II* listed building which had been purpose built to be the site of the local
government for the city of Norwich since 1938. The Council would continue to
occupy City Hall as its main seat of operation. Due to the significance of the building
in the fabric of the city doing nothing was not an option. The SOC highlighted that the
building was underutilised and there was an opportunity to generate an income
stream for the Council and to make the building accessible for Council staff, visitors
and other future occupants of the building while reducing the environmental impacts
of the building. A number of sessions and workshops had been held for councillors,
employees and partners had been able to provide feedback which had been
considered within the SOC. Once the SOC had been agreed further work would be
done to build a business case to fully explore the implications of the options.

The Chair thanked officers for their work in bringing this forward and for the
workshops conducted over the summer.

Members asked questions around the engagement that had taken place and how
this would be taken forward. Members were assured that the engagement that had
taken place was around narrowing the list of options for the SOC. Further
engagement would take place with a wider audience on options that could be
delivered. The stakeholder engagement would be carefully designed, and the
appropriate groups identified to engage with, as well as a wider engagement with
members of the public. It had been clear from the engagement so far that partners,
staff and members were passionate about the City Council addressing areas of
concern such as supporting local business and ways in which City Hall could be
used and public realm improvements.

In response to a member’s question on the workspace pilots the Interim Executive
Director of Major Projects said that proposals were currently being worked through,
an area of the building had been identified for this. This pilot was intended to start in
early 2025.

A member commented that the City Council should consider using the space at City
Hall for a Tourist Information Centre and to provide space for young people as there
was a lack of space for them, the Council should also look to consult with young
people on City Hall.

The Leader of the Council reaffirmed that a wide ranging consultation would take
place, the options presented during the consultation would need to be feasible and
viable. The Council did not want to raise expectations on options that were not
deliverable.
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In response to a member’s question the Interim Executive Director of Major Projects
said that the Cabinet would be considering a report on joining the Joint Venture with
other Norfolk local authorities that provided credits to mitigate nutrient neutrality. A
number of options would be considered.

A member commented that members of the public did not feel welcomed to the
building and to ensure that the Council was addressing a wide range of views from a
representative sample of residents a Citizens Assembly should be considered. The
Head of Property and Economic Development said that suggestions on how to
conduct the consultation were welcomed and would consider these in detail and
develop the stakeholder engagement plan when the Cabinet had given approval to
proceed.

A member asked whether the Council was considering the sale of the land
leasehold. In response the Leader of the Council said that this was not a
consideration.

In response to a member’s question the Interim Executive Director of Major Projects
said that digitalisation of Council services and how this worked with the City Hall
refurbishment would be considered at the detailed planning stage. This could include
the way in which services could work together to provide a more flexible approach.
The Head of Property and Economic Development said that the Council had looked
at examples of best practices from other local authorities, including visiting sites, to
better understand how this could be delivered.

A member commented that often individuals found out about consultations too late to
respond adequately or at all to the consultation. The Council should build the
narrative around City Hall to engage residents with consultations and look at ways in
which it communicates around consultations.

8. Exclusion of the public

RESOLVED to exclude the press and public from the meeting during consideration

of item *9 (below) 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.

*9. Norwich City Hall Reimagined — Exempt Appendix (Para 3)

Members asked questions on the exempt part of the report. This included on delivery
routes for the project, specific elements of the SOC and on the cost-benefit ratio
calculation.

RESOLVED, unanimously, to endorse the Cabinet report to Cabinet.
(Members of the public and press were readmitted to the meeting).
10. Norwich City Hall Reimagined

The Chair confirmed that during the exempt section of the meeting the Scrutiny
Committee had unanimously agreed to endorse the report to Cabinet.
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11. Report to Norwich City Council Scrutiny Committee from Norfolk Health
Overview and Scrutiny Committee 5 September 2024

The Chair introduced the item as Councillor Galvin had sent her apologies. He
thanked Councillor Galvin for the report. A member commented that the Committee
could consider an item on the provision of dentistry services in the area.

RESOLVED to note the Report to Norwich City Council Scrutiny Committee from
Norfolk Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee 5 September 2024.

12. Exclusion of the public

RESOLVED to exclude the press and public from the meeting during consideration
of items *10 (below) 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.

*10. Pre-scrutiny of Participation in Investment Partnership (Paras 3 and 5).
(An exempt minute exists for this item).

Members asked questions and were given responses on items within the report.

RESOLVED to ask for further information and clarifications to be provided to an
extraordinary meeting of the Scrutiny Committee.

(As three hours had passed since the beginning of the meeting, a vote was taken on

whether to continue with the remaining business. With a majority voting against
continuing the meeting, the meeting ended at 19:35.)

CHAIR
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