NORWICH
City Council

Council

Members of the council are hereby summoned to attend the
meeting of the council to be held in the council chamber, City Hall, Norwich, on

Tuesday, 18 March 2025

19:30
Agenda
Page nos

1 Lord Mayor's announcements
2 Public questions/petitions

To receive questions / petitions from the public which have

been submitted in accordance with the council's constitution.
3 Minutes 5-40

To approve the accuracy of the minutes of the meeting held

on 25 February 2025.
4 Local Government Reorganisation — interim submission 41 -78

Purpose - The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government (MHCLG) wrote to all Norfolk Leaders on 5
February 2025 inviting them to work with other council
leaders in the area to develop a proposal for Local
Government Reorganisation (LGR).This report sets out the
work that has been undetaken, the recommendations that
work for three unitary councils for Norfolk, work undertaken
to set out the case for a Norwich unitary on urban
boundaries and requests that Council recommends to
Cabinet the submission of the relevant documents to
Government to fulfil their request for interim plans by 21
March 2025.

5 Questions to cabinet members

(A copy of the questions and replies will be available on the
council's website prior to the meeting)
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6 Pay Policy Statement 2025-2026 79-94

Purpose - To consider the pay policy statement for 2025-
2026.

7 Purpose-built student accommodation Supplementary 95 - 160
Planning Document

Purpose - To consider the draft purpose built student
accommodation (PBSA) Supplementary Planning Document,
taking into account the recent evidence.
8 Treasury Management 2024-25 Quarter 3 review 161 -170

Purpose - This report sets out the Council's Treasury
Management performance for Quarter 3 of 2024-2025.

9 Motions

To consider motions for which notice has been given in
accordance with the council's constitution.

9(a) Motion - Youth Mobility Scheme between the UK and EU 171 -172

9(b) Motion - Motion to advocate for the Replacement of 173 -174
Council Tax with a Progressive Land Value Tax

9(c) Motion - Norwich Walk-in Centre 175-176

9(d) Motion - Access to healthcare in Norwich 177 - 180

10 Exclusion of the public

Consideration of exclusion of the public.

EXEMPT ITEMS:

(During consideration of these items the meeting is not likely to be open to the press
and the public.)

To consider whether the press and public should be excluded from the meeting
during consideration of an agenda item on the grounds that it involves the likely
disclosure of exempt information as specified in Part 1 of Schedule 12 A of the Local
Government Act 1972 or it being confidential for the purposes of Section 100A(2) of
that Act.
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In each case, members are asked to decide whether, in all circumstances, the public
interest in maintaining the exemption (and discussing the matter in private)
outweighs the public interest in disclosing the information.

Page nos

*11 Funding Approval for Two Environmental Projects

» This report is not for publication because it would disclose
information relating to the financial or business affairs of any
particular person (including the authority holding that information)
as in para 3 of Schedule 12A to the Local Government Act 1972.

Jan Robinson

Head of Legal and Governance (Monitoring Officer)
For further information please contact:

Leonie Burwitz
t: (01603) 989255
e: leonieburwitz@norwich.gov.uk

Democratic services
City Hall, Norwich, NR2 1NH
www.norwich.gov.uk

Date of publication: Monday, 10 March 2025
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Information for members of the public

Members of the public and the media have the right to attend meetings of full
council, the cabinet and committees except where confidential information or
exempt information is likely to be disclosed, and the meeting is therefore held in
private.

For information about attending or speaking at meetings, please contact the
committee officer above or refer to the council’'s website

IN 4\
\ TRAN

communication for all

If you would like this agenda in an alternative format, such as a larger or smaller
font, audio or Braille, or in a different language, please contact the committee
officer above.
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NORWICH

City Council
Item 3
MINUTES
Council
19:30 to 22:35 Tuesday, 25 February 2025
Present: Councillors Thomas (Lord Mayor), Bolton, Calvert, Carrington,

Champion, Davis, Driver, Fox, Francis, Fulton-McAlister, Galvin,
Giles, Hampton, Harper, Haynes, Hoechner, Huntley, Jones,
Kendrick, Kidman, Lubbock, Maguire, Oliver, Osbon, Packer, Padda,
Prinsley, Sands (M), Sands (S), Smith, Stonard, Wright and Young

Apologies: Councillors Ackroyd, Caine, Price, Schmierer and Worley

Absent: Councillor Catt

1. Lord Mayor’s Announcements

The Lord Mayor asked Councillor Sue Sands to speak in memory of Michael
Banham, former Lord Mayor who had recently passed away.

A minute’s silence was held.

Councillor Stonard, the Leader of the Council made an announcement to confirm
that he had appointed Councillor Harper to his cabinet. Her portfolio would be Major
Projects.

2. Declarations of interests

Councillor Lubbock declared an other registerable interest in motion 11(a) — Calling
on government for urgent chalk stream protections as a member of the Norfolk
Wildlife Trust.

3. Public questions/petitions

The Lord Mayor announced that two public questions had been received within the
provisions of the Council’s constitution.

Question 1

Consultation with Market Traders
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Council: 25 February 2025

Mr Mark Wright asked the cabinet member for a prosperous Norwich the following
question:

“‘Regarding the earmarked £740.000 initial investment proposed for Norwich
market, the traders feel we were not given proper consultation. 1, we were
promised three options on the future of the market and these never
materialised. 2, these options were to be discussed with the so called “ market
experts team” in November and this crucial meeting was cancelled without
apology or explanation. 3, despite repeated requests the traders were not
given even the slightest indication as to the potential investment funds
available and as a result couldn’t possibly be expected to offer any relevant
input into the workshops, we eventually found out about the £740.000 through
the press. Question. Why haven’t we received proper consultation?”

Councillor Kidman, the cabinet member for a prosperous Norwich gave the following
response:

“Thank you for your question. Traders are at the heart of our efforts to explore
and refine future options for Norwich Market. As part of developing a strategic
outline case for the provisions market, we conducted two workshops, several
meetings with traders, and a traders' survey. These activities were designed
to capture the issues and opportunities identified by traders and feed them
into the strategic outline case.

The strategic outline case presents a broad rationale for change and outlines
various options, ranging from minor adjustments to significant interventions.
At this stage, no preferred option has been selected, and no firm decisions
have been made, other than allocating the budget to continue this work and
implement some short-term improvements.

We are now entering a further round of consultations with traders and the
wider public to discuss the issues and opportunities identified earlier, share
potential solutions, and develop a preferred concept design. There will be
additional opportunities for consultation and engagement on any preferred
option before any necessary planning consents are sought.

The next traders' meeting is scheduled for later this week, followed by a
workshop in March to consider the options.”

As a supplementary question Mr Wright asked whether the Council would consider
forming a working group with traders as it had done in 2016 which led to Norwich
Market wining the award for Best Large Outdoor Market in the UK in 2019. In
response Councillor Kidman said that based on feedback and surveys it was clear
that there were operational and physical challenges that made it difficult for traders
to work and visitors to visit. The council was committed to addressing these issues.
The session on Thursday would give the opportunity for traders to speak to officers
and councillors as well as subsequent workshops in March.

Question 2
Allotments
The Lord Mayor read the following question from Mr Herb Joseph to the deputy

leader and cabinet member for a climate responsive Norwich:
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Council: 25 February 2025

“The waiting list for allotments around the city is over two years long. On
some sites, no plots have been offered to people from the waiting list in over a
year. Meanwhile, allotments have the highest vacancy rate in memory with
some decent plots untouched in 3 or more years. While rents have increased
every year for some time it isn’t clear whether they are sufficiently funded or
whether they are subsidised. Are allotments receiving the appropriate amount
of attention that they deserve?”

Councillor Hampton, the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate responsive
Norwich gave the following response:

“The council fully recognises the benefit that allotments provide for our tenants
in terms of food growing, biodiversity, social interaction and physical activity.
We have over 2000 plots across 18 sites in the city, and we believe that they
provide excellent value. Unlike many other councils, rent increases over the
last few years have been kept at inflation only, and financially the service is
self-sufficient.

Allotments are receiving the attention they deserve, and we now have 2
dedicated members of staff working in the service. We are aware that a
backlog of woks had developed over the last 12 months, and we are working
hard to address this. In addition, a priority for the service is to reduce waiting
lists and fill vacant plots across our allotments”

As Mr Wright was not present there was no supplementary question.
Petition

There had been no petitions received.

4. Minutes

RESOLVED to approve the accuracy of the minutes of the budget meeting held on
12 February 2025.

5. Questions to Cabinet Members

The Lord Mayor announced that 24 questions had been received from members of
the council to cabinet members, for which notice had been given in accordance with
the provisions of Part 3 of the Council’s constitution.

The questions are summarised as follows:

Question 1 Councillor Bolton to the leader of the council on green infrastructure
Community Infrastructure Levy projects.

Question 2  Councillor Young to the leader of the council on the borrowing from the
Greater Norwich Growth Board for central Norwich roadworks.

Question 3 Councillor Galvin to the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich on the
effectiveness of Neighbourhood Community Infrastructure Levy.

Question 4 Councillor Hoechner to the deputy leader and cabinet member for a
climate responsive Norwich on access to baby changing units.
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Question 5

Question 6

Question 7

Question 8

Question 9

Question 10

Question 11

Question 12

Question 13

Question 14

Question 15

Question 16

Question 17

Question 18

Question 19

Question 20

Question 21

Council: 25 February 2025

Councillor Calvert to the cabinet member for housing on responses to
councillors.

Councillor Champion to the deputy leader and cabinet member for a
climate responsive Norwich on a report based on “Motion for the
Ocean’”.

Councillor Davis to the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich on the
Norwich Walk-in Centre.

Councillor Oliver to the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate
responsive Norwich on the Jenny Lind Park toilets.

Councillor Catt to the leader of the council on use of pictures of
Norwich in campaign.

Councillor Fox to the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate
responsive Norwich on the handling of processed waste.

Councillor Carrington to the deputy leader and cabinet member for a
climate responsive Norwich on Nature Towns and Cities Fund.

Councillor Padda to the leader of the council on Anglia Square
Redevelopment Update.

Councillor Fulton-McAlister to the deputy leader and cabinet member
for a climate responsive Norwich on Enfield Road Play area.

Councillor Mike Sands to the cabinet member for housing on the cuts
to housing related support by Norfolk County Council.

Councillor Smith to the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich on the
retrofitting of community centres.

Councillor Driver to the cabinet member for an open and modern
council on the customer contact experience.

Councillor Huntley to the deputy leader and cabinet member for a
climate responsive Norwich on achieving operational net zero
emissions.

Councillor Maguire to the cabinet member for a prosperous Norwich on
the Small Culture Grants and Cultural Partnership Grants.

Councillor Sue Sands to the deputy leader and cabinet member for a
climate responsive Norwich on the installation of solar panels on
council-owned buildings.

Councillor Padda to the cabinet member for a prosperous Norwich on
the work at The Halls.

Councillor Mike Sands to the deputy leader and cabinet member for a
climate responsive Norwich on the tree canopy cover in Norwich.
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Council: 25 February 2025

Question 22 Councillor Maguire to the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich on the
holiday activities and food programme.

Question 23 Councillor Smith to the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich on the
health coaching programme.

Question 24 Councillor Carrington to the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich on the
Norwich Health and Wellbeing Partnership’s support of MensCraft.

(Full details of the questions and responses were available on the council’'s website
prior to the meeting. A revised version is attached to these minutes at Appendix A
and includes a minute of any supplementary questions and responses.)

6. The council’s 2025-26 Council Tax Resolution

Councillor Kendrick moved and Councillor Giles seconded the recommendations as
set out in the report.

Following debate it was:

RESOLVED, with all 33 members present voting in favour (Councillors Bolton,
Calvert, Carrington, Champion, Davis, Driver, Fox, Francis, Fulton-McAlister, Galvin,
Giles, Hampton, Harper, Haynes, Hoechner, Huntley, Jones, Kendrick, Kidman,
Lubbock, Maguire, Oliver, Osborn, Packer, Padda, Prinsley, Sands (M), Sands (S),
Smith, Stonard, Thomas, Wright and Young that the total of all precepts of the
collection fund is calculated in accordance with Sections 32-36 of the Local
Government Finance Act 1992 as amended by the Localism Act 2011 (as shown in
Annex A) taking into account precepts notified by Norfolk County Council and the
Office of the Police Crime Commissioner for Norfolk.

7. Update on Devolution and Local Government Reorganisation
(This report had been circulated).

Councillor Stonard moved, and Councillor Harper seconded the recommendations
as set out in the report.

Following debate it was:
RESOLVED, unanimously to:

1) Note the progress in regard to the creation of a Mayoral Combined County
Authority for Norfolk and Suffolk.

2) Note the progress in regard to developing a proposal for local government
reorganisation in Norfolk, including a new Norwich Unitary Council

3) Note the working principles and narrative set out in section 21 of the report.

4) Agrees to establish a Devolution and Local Government Reorganisation
Working Group as set out in paragraphs 22 to 26 of the report.

Page 9 of 180



Council: 25 February 2025
8. Updated Financial Regulations

Councillor Kendrick moved and Councillor Mike Sands seconded the
recommendations as set out in the report.

Following debate it was:
RESOLVED, unanimously, to approve the updated Financial Regulations.
9. Updated Contract Procedures Rules

Councillor Kendrick moved and Councillor Driver seconded the recommendations as
set out in the report.

Following debate it was:
RESOLVED, unanimously, to approve the updated Contract Procedure Rules.
10. Schedule of Norwich City Council Meetings 2025 2026

Councillor Kendrick moved an amended Schedule of Norwich City Council Meetings
2025-2026 so that ordinary meetings of the Full Council would start at 19:30 instead
of 19:00, Councillor Driver seconded the recommendation as amended.

Following debate it was:

RESOLVED, unanimously, to approve the Schedule of Norwich City Council
Meetings 2025-2026 as amended.

11. Motions

The Lord Mayor announced that four motions had been received for consideration.
Motion 11(a) — Calling on government for urgent chalk stream protections.
(Councillor Lubbock had declared an other registerable interest in this item).

An amendment had been received from Councillor Galvin, as Councillor Galvin was
amending her own motion this became part of the substantive motion:

Inserting the words “and cultural” after “natural” in resolution c)

Inserting the words “including by awarding freedom of the city to the river
at a special meeting to be called for that purpose, to be accepted on its
behalf by some of the local organisations that care for it” at the end of
resolution c).

Councillor Galvin moved and Councillor Champion seconded the motion as
amended.

The Lord Mayor said that she had received a request to take the vote in parts on the
motion.

Discussion ensued.
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Council: 25 February 2025

On being moved to the vote, members voted on the resolutions as set out in the
motion 1a), 1b), 1d) and 1e) together and then resolution 1c) and it was:

RESOLVED:

1) Unanimously to agreed the following resolutions, which became part of the
substantive motion

1)

b)

e)

To write to the Deputy Prime Minister and Secretary of State for Housing,
Communities and Local Government The Rt Hon Angela Rayner MP,
Secretary of State for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs, as well as The
Rt Hon Steve Reed OBE MP, and Minister of State, Matthew Pennycook
MP to:

Ask them to utilise the opportunity of planning reforms to designate chalk
streams and their catchments with a bespoke protection, which protects
them as well as enabling enough new homes to be built.

Protect our chalk streams and provide the continuity and certainty needed
to underpin local action by urgently clarifying its plan for chalk streams by
releasing an improved version of the previously promised ‘Chalk Stream
Recovery Pack’. This action plan must be decisive and ambitious, outlining
a specific designated protection for chalk streams, offering enhanced legal
protections, strengthened enforcement mechanisms and immediate
investment in restoration and conservation.

Stress that as convenors of the River Wensum Strategy and Partnership
we stand ready to support and enhance where possible the
implementation of government measures and to work collaboratively to
support the recovery of the River Wensum, and share learnings with other
chalk streams nationwide and agencies and charities that work for their
protection and recovery.

Ask them for an urgent written response on the above matters

2) With a majority voting against, to reject the following resolution, which were
removed from the substantive motion:

c)

Note that as a city we value greatly the River Wensum, as well as our
other city rivers, and want to enhance the natural and cultural status of
these important nature corridors including by awarding freedom of the city
to the river at a special meeting to be called for that purpose, to be
accepted on its behalf by some of the local organisations that care for it.

3) Therefore, the substantive motion is:

RESOLVED unanimously that:

“In Norwich thanks to our wonderful river Wensum, and across our country,
we are lucky to have globally rare chalk streams. These precious habitats are
a unique part of our natural environment and national heritage. 85% of the
world’s chalk streams are found in England alone, and they are some of the
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Council: 25 February 2025

most biodiverse and ecologically significant freshwater ecosystems in the
world.

Communities have deep concerns regarding the degradation of, and therefore
the future of, these irreplaceable natural treasures. The current reforms to
planning in England offer a crucial opportunity for the Government to protect
and enhance these precious streams for future generations and protect the
rare biodiversity which depends on them.

Chalk streams are exceptionally vulnerable to pollution, over-abstraction, and
habitat degradation. Despite sterling work from many local partners including
the Norfolk Rivers Trust, water quality in chalk streams across the UK
continues to worsen, with unabated pollution from our highways, agricultural
run-off and sewage outfalls, as well as over abstraction, significantly
disrupting the ecology of these rivers, with detrimental impacts for wildlife (see
references below).

This council NOTES:

1) While we welcome the Government’s launch of an Independent
Commission into the water sector, more urgent action must be taken to
protect our chalk streams. Last year, polluting effluent flowed into these
rivers across England. Locally, the River Wensum was polluted by
sewage 398 times in 2023 - lasting 1,089 hours. In addition, the river is
failing European health targets for forever chemicals (Polybrominated
Diphenyl Ethers, PBDE) and continues to suffer from a cocktail of other
contaminants including microplastics and pharmaceuticals.

2) As the current Wildlife Trust’'s campaign _Save our chalk streams |
Norfolk Wildlife Trust notes, we need decisive national Government
action in planning to ensure that these unique waterways are
preserved for future generations.”

This council RESOLVES:

1) To write to the Deputy Prime Minister and Secretary of State for Housing,
Communities and Local Government The Rt Hon Angela Rayner MP,
Secretary of State for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs, as well as The
Rt Hon Steve Reed OBE MP, and Minister of State, Matthew Pennycook
MP to:

a) Ask them to utilise the opportunity of planning reforms to designate chalk
streams and their catchments with a bespoke protection, which protects
them as well as enabling enough new homes to be built.

b) Protect our chalk streams and provide the continuity and certainty needed
to underpin local action by urgently clarifying its plan for chalk streams by
releasing an improved version of the previously promised ‘Chalk Stream
Recovery Pack’. This action plan must be decisive and ambitious, outlining
a specific designated protection for chalk streams, offering enhanced legal
protections, strengthened enforcement mechanisms and immediate
investment in restoration and conservation.
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Council: 25 February 2025

c) Stress that as convenors of the River Wensum Strategy and Partnership
we stand ready to support and enhance where possible the
implementation of government measures and to work collaboratively to
support the recovery of the River Wensum, and share learnings with other
chalk streams nationwide and agencies and charities that work for their
protection and recovery.

d) Ask them for an urgent written response on the above matters.”
Motion 11(b) — Exploring emissions and weight-based parking charges

An amendment had been received from Councillor Hoechner, as Councillor
Hoechner was amending her own motion this became part of the substantive motion:

Replacing “2026/27” with “2027/28” at the end of resolution 1).

Replacing the words “parking permit charges” with the words “charges for
on-street parking, including permit parking” at the end of resolution 3)”

Councillor Hoechner moved and Councillor Calvert seconded the motion as
amended.

Councillor Hampton moved and Councillor Stonard a motion without notice, under
rule 74(a) to refer the motion to Cabinet.

Following debate it was:

RESOLVED, with 21 voting in favour and 11 voting against to refer the following
motion to Cabinet:

This council NOTES:

1) Larger cars cause more damage to our roads, are more likely to seriously
injure or Kill pedestrians, and take up more valuable public space.

2) Cars have been growing at an astonishing 0.5cm per year since 2000. The
growth in size is particularly pronounced among luxury SUVs. For
example, the Land Rover Defender grew by 20.6cm in just 6 years.

3) SUVs now have an average width of 2m, reducing the space available to
other road users, particularly cyclists, and create more danger for all of
them. Children are eight times more likely to die when struck by a SUV
compared to children struck by a passenger car. SUVs also cause five to
ten times more damage to the road surface than a normal family car,
making them particularly costly to the public purse.

4) Higher polluting cars, particularly larger and diesel models, are
significantly greater contributors to carbon emissions and local air
pollution, which worsens heart disease, triggers asthma and damages
children's lungs, costing the NHS many millions of pounds every year.
SUVs consume around 20% more fuel than a medium-size non-SUV car
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and, because of their weight, they are also worse for non-exhaust
emissions from brakes and tyres.

Wealthier people are responsible for a larger share of transport related
emissions in the UK due, among others, to higher rates of car ownership,
and preference for larger and less fuel-efficient vehicles, highlighting that
transport-related emissions are also a social justice issue.

Cities across the world have taken a stand and charge heavier and higher-
emitting vehicles more for parking. Paris has recently tripled charges for
SUVs parking inside the city. Bath introduced emissions-based parking
charges in the city in 2023 and is now expanding this to car parks across
the County. Several London boroughs, including Lambeth Council and the
Royal Borough of Greenwich, run emissions-based schemes, with
Westminster City Council also operating a diesel surcharge for pre-2015
diesel vehicles.

According to the most recent available data published in the “2022/23 Joint
Core Strategy for Broadband, Norwich and South Norfolk Annual
Monitoring Report”, carbon emissions from transport have been stagnant
in Norwich for several years, and concentrations of the air pollutant
nitrogen dioxide, a major component of vehicle exhaust, have exceeded
the limit considered safe by the WHO[ in several instances, suggesting
that urgent action is needed to bring down transport emissions and to
clean up our air.

This council BELIVES:

1)

3)

Norwich residents would benefit from the implementation of a fairer and
more equitable charging system that more accurately reflects the greater
cost to the public purse generated by larger and higher emitting vehicles.

Norwich can learn from the experiences of cities championing action on
improving air quality and road safety, and on reducing carbon emissions,
by implementing emissions- and weight-based parking charges.

Introducing increased parking charges for higher emitting and/or heavier
vehicles would be relatively simple, seeing that the DVLA holds the
requisite information by numberplate. Enforcement could be managed
using cameras and keypads for pay-and-display.

Council RESOLVES:

1)

To request Cabinet to commission a feasibility study for a more equitable
system of parking charges that takes into account vehicle emissions
and/or weight, building on best practice developed and tested by other
councils, with a view to implementing such a system by 2026/27.
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Council: 25 February 2025

2) To request that Cabinet reports back to Council within 6 months on
progress made.

3) To request the Leader of the Council to call on the political leadership of
Norfolk County Council to explore the implementation of emissions- and/or
weight-based parking permit charges.

4) To request the Leader of the Council to call on the political leadership of
Norfolk County Council to prioritise the provision of accessible,
affordable/free and reliable local public transport.

5) To request the Leader of the Council to write to the Secretary of State for
Transport to request significantly increased central government funding for
local authorities to provide local public transport that is accessible,
affordable/free and reliable.”

Motion 11(c) — Condemnation of the Government’s approach to mimicking
Reform and its impact on migrant communities

An amendment had been received from Councillor Davis, as Councillor Davis was
amending her own motion this became part of the substantive motion:

“The title of the motion has been changed to: “Condemnation of the
Government’s approach to mimicking Reform and its impact on migrant
communities”

Replacing the pre-amble with the following: “Whilst Norwich City Council
works towards becoming a council of sanctuary, the government has
released videos of migrant raids and deportations.

Release of the footage is part of a crackdown on those entering the
country illegally but echoes similar initiatives enabling the
mainstreaming of racism by the Tory government that were criticised by
Labour and others — as quoted by Clive Lewis, MP for Norwich South in
The Guardian, on Monday February 10, 2025.

The raids were being publicised as Home Secretary Yvette Cooper’s
landmark Border Security, Asylum and Immigration Bill returned to
parliament for its second reading.

Home Secretary Yvette Cooper said releasing footage of deportations is
part of efforts to restore public confidence in the immigration system.

Since July, enforced returns have surged by 24 per cent.

Over 1000 Labour MPs, councillors and activists have signed an open
letter, through the Labour Campaign for Free Movement, urging the
leadership to, ‘Oppose Reform on immigration, don’t mimic them.”

Councillor Davis moved and Councillor Galvin seconded the motion as amended.

Following debate, it was
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Council: 25 February 2025
RESOLVED, with a majority voting against, to reject the motion:

“Whilst Norwich City Council works towards becoming a council of sanctuary,
the government has released videos of migrant raids and deportations.

Release of the footage is part of a crackdown on those entering the country
illegally, but echoes similar initiatives enabling the mainstreaming of racism by
the Tory government that were criticised by Labour and others — as quoted by
Clive Lewis, MP for Norwich South in The Guardian, on Monday February 10,
2025.

The raids were being publicised as Home Secretary Yvette Cooper’s
landmark Border Security, Asylum and Immigration Bill returned to parliament
for its second reading.

Home Secretary Yvette Cooper said releasing footage of deportations is part
of efforts to restore public confidence in the immigration system.

Since July, enforced returns have surged by 24 per cent.

Over 1000 Labour MPs, councillors and activists have signed an open letter,
through the Labour Campaign for Free Movement, urging the leadership to,
‘Oppose Reform on immigration, don’t mimic them’.

This council NOTES:

1) That the duty imposed by section 149(1) of the Equality Act 2010 on
public authorities is one requiring them, in the exercise of their
functions, to have due regard to the need to:

a. eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other
conduct that is prohibited by or under the act;

b. advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a
relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share
it; And

c. foster good relations between persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it.

2) That, according to The Nolan Principles, holders of public office should
actively promote and robustly support the principles and challenge poor
behaviour wherever it occurs.

3) Its commitment to being a city that embraces diversity, supports
migrants, and stands against rhetoric that targets vulnerable
communities.

4) That we are working towards becoming a council of sanctuary.

This Council RESOLVES:

1) To ask the Leader of the Council to write to the Home Secretary to
urge an end to this dangerous narrative, which undermines the values

of compassion, inclusivity, and solidarity that Norwich holds dear.
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2) To reaffirm this council remains dedicated to promoting a safe and
welcoming environment for all.”

Motion 11(d) — Local Government Pay

Councillor Fox moved and Councillor Hoechner seconded the motion as set out in
the agenda papers.

Councillor Kendrick moved and Councillor Stonard a motion without notice, under
rule 74(a) to refer the motion to Cabinet.

Following debate it was:

RESOLVED, with 19 voting in favour and 13 voting against to refer the following
motion to Cabinet:

“Local government has endured central government funding cuts of more than
50% since 2010. Between 2010 and 2020, councils lost 60p out of every £1
they have received from central government. Research by UNISON has
shown that councils across England, Wales and Scotland are facing a
collective funding shortfall of more than £4bn by the financial year 2024/25
and a cumulative funding gap of £8bn by 2025/26. The last Government’s
‘levelling up’ pots of money did little to help.

Council and school workers kept our communities safe through the pandemic,
often putting themselves at considerable risk as they work to protect public
health, provide quality housing, ensure our children continue to be educated,
and look after older and vulnerable people.

Since 2010, the local government workforce has endured years of pay
restraint with the majority of pay points losing at least 25 per cent of their
value since 2009/10. Staff have endured the worst cost of living crisis in a
generation.

At the same time, workers have experienced ever-increasing workloads and
persistent job insecurity. Across the UK, 900,000 jobs have been lost in local
government since June 2010 — a reduction of more than 30 per cent. Local
government has arguably been hit by more severe job losses than any other
part of the public sector. There has been a disproportionate impact on
women, with women making up more than three-quarters of the local
government workforce.

Recent research shows that if the Government were to fully fund the unions’
2025 pay claim, around half of the money would be recouped thanks to
increased tax revenue, reduced expenditure on benefits and tax credits, and
increased consumer spending in the local economy.

This council BELIEVES:

1) Local government workers keep our communities clean and safe, look
after those in need and keep our towns and cities running.

2) Without the professionalism and dedication of our staff, the council
services our residents rely on would not be deliverable.
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3) Local government workers deserve a proper real-terms pay increase.
The Government needs to take responsibility and fully fund this
increase; it should not put the burden on local authorities whose
funding has been cut to the bone and who were not offered adequate
support through the Covid-19 pandemic.

This council RESOLVES to:

1) Support the pay claim submitted by UNISON, GMB and Unite on behalf
of council and school workers for an increase of £3,000 on all pay
points

2) Call on the Local Government Association to make urgent
representations to central government to fund the NJC pay claim

3) Write to the Chancellor and Secretary of State to call for a pay increase
for local government workers to be funded with new money from
central government

4) Meet with local NJC union representatives to convey support for the
pay claim and consider practical ways in which the council can support
the campaign

5) Encourage all local government workers to join a union.”

(The Lord Mayor closed the meeting.)

LORD MAYOR
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Questions to cabinet members
Question 1

Councillor Bolton to ask the leader of the council the following question:

“‘Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) projects under the Green Infrastructure
heading often involve hard infrastructure. Presumably new Green
Infrastructure projects should reflect the Green Infrastructure Standards
recommended by Natural England in their Green Infrastructure Framework.
How does, for example, a car park extension at Venta Ilcenorum (£155,000) fit
the CIL theme of Green Infrastructure as opposed to Transport?”

Councillor Stonard, the leader's response:

“‘Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) funding is used to support the delivery
of a range of different types of green infrastructure projects. This year over
£3m of CIL funding has been recommended to six Green Infrastructure
Projects, including:

. Improving paths, cycleways, and making biodiversity enhancements at
Lion Wood,
. Implement Changing Places Toilets and improved access at

Sweetbriar Marshes,

. Restoring an area of footpath along the Wherryman’s Way at
Bramerton,

Venta Icenorum is a popular greenspace with many visitors, and an important
part of the strategic Gl network. The improvements made by this project
include carpark surfacing, cycle racks, EV charge points and gated access to
make it possible to secure the site at night. These works improve access to
the site for residents of Greater Norwich to enjoy. Prior to delivery of the
project, access to the site had become dangerous due to the number of
visitors parking on verges and concerns had been raised by Norfolk
Constabulary.

A competitive bidding process is in place for projects to secure CIL funding,
and applications are independently assessed. All applicants must
demonstrate a robust strategic case, considering local and national policy.
This includes the Natural England Green Infrastructure Framework.
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Access is identified as core principle of good green infrastructure under the
Natural England Green Infrastructure Framework, and Natural England’s
“Accessible Greenspace Standard” emphasises the importance of improving
people’s ability to access green spaces. Improving the amenities available at
green spaces offer significant benefit, and when taken alongside a range of
other measures form part of the strategic plans to enhance green
infrastructure across Greater Norwich.”

(Councillor Bolton asked as a supplementary question if the Cabinet Member would
consider reviewing The CIL theme to concentrate on themes previously mentioned
and to include climate adaptations. Councillor Stonard said that the core principle
was around access to green spaces, and improving access. For this particular green
space, access was by vehicle, so enhanced parking facilities were a reasonable way
to spend from the fund.)

Question 2

Councillor Young to ask the leader of the council the following question:

“In Nelson ward, residents have been in touch about cars speeding and traffic
accidents in terraced streets which do not have adequate traffic calming. As
part of City Deal Borrowing £60m Infrastructure Project Funding, the GNGB
investment Plan states that to date, £40m for the Broadland Northway has
been drawn down, and a further £10m is due to be drawn in the coming
months to support the delivery of Long Stratton Bypass. The £10m remaining
borrowing allocation within this category (available to end March 2026), is
intended to be used for Central Norwich Road network schemes, but this
borrowing has not yet been drawn. What are the suggestions from the City
Council for using some of the remaining £10m to the benefit of sustainable
transport in Norwich so that residents can feel safe?”

Councillor Stonard, the leader's response:

“The City Deal was signed with government in December 2013. To date, the
Greater Norwich Growth Board has committed to borrowing £50m of the total
£60m allocated to ‘Strategic Infrastructure Projects’ which is intended for
major strategic projects which support the growth of the full Greater Norwich
area.

The remaining £10m of City Deal borrowing has not been drawn due to a
range of factors, including increasing interest rates, increasing rates of
inflation, increasing build costs plus decreasing levels of Community
Infrastructure Levy income (which is required to repay the borrowing). Of
particular note is the impact of Nutrient Neutrality which has led to significant
stalling in housing growth and subsequently reduced CIL income. Whilst the
work to mitigate Nutrient Neutrality is progressing at pace, it remains unclear
when CIL income levels will return to that as previously realised. Together
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these factors have reduced the financial viability of increasing the borrowing
commitment in the short term.

Additionally, the £10m borrowing which was initially expected to be utilised for
central Norwich road network schemes has not been drawn in part due to the
Greater Norwich partners success in securing alternative sources of funding
e.g. the Cycling City Ambition grant funding and two tranches of Transforming
Cities funding.”

(Councillor Young asked as a supplementary question if the leader, as a member of
the Greater Norwich Growth Board would make a case for spending the remaining
City deal borrowing on citywide traffic calming to improve the quality of life for all
residents and safety of vulnerable road users and if not, suggest how this important
policy could be funded. Councillor Stonard in response said that there was a current
issue with drawing down the £10 million worth of funding due to reduced ability to
repay. This had been caused in part due to the reduction in CIL funding due to
Nutrient Neutrality and higher interest rates.)

Question 3

Councillor Galvin to ask the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich the following
question:

“‘Norwich has been allocated £1,304,374.67 through Neighbourhood CIL.
Communities and individuals are encouraged to suggest ideas to the City
Council. We would like to see the City Council involve councillors in a
structured way; for example, by inviting proposals and assisting with working
up suitable ideas and publishing an annual report on NCIL spend (the most
recent report shown on City Council website is dated 2022/23). Can you
please share the metrics of how the Council reviews the effectiveness of its
NCIL spending?”

Councillor Giles, the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich's response:

“Through our existing processes, for larger awards, we invite groups and
residents to suggest projects requiring via expressions of interest and, if
required, they are given support and guidance as to how to go about
developing a full application. Ward members are able to submit ideas in this
same way. Forms for expressions of interest and full application forms have
been circulated to colleagues in advance of the meeting.

These expressions of interest and full applications are, following consultation
with myself as the Cabinet Member to check alignment with political and
corporate priorities, assessed by the NCIL Board made up of officers from
across the Council. The assessment is done against a structured scoring
system designed to give prioritisation to our Reducing Inequalities Target
Areas (RITA), and to those applications that deliver on the Council’s priorities
and demonstrate good evidence of community involvement.
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For smaller awards, they can apply for a pledge of up to 50% match funding
for their project, capped at £5,000. These smaller awards are assessed by the
Neighbourhoods and Community Enabling Team in accordance with a similar
structured scoring system.

The multi-year grant to Norwich Unity Hub went through Cabinet for a key
decision due to the scale of the award over multiple years.

It is important to highlight that the figure cited in the question for NCIL is
awarded is the figure awarded since 2013. If the funding already committed to
Norwich Unity Hub is excluded, we are forecasting £20,000 uncommitted
NCIL to spend over each of the next three financial years.

Over the coming months we will be refreshing our approach to allocating NCIL
to ensure it remains effective. As part of this we will engage with ward
councillors about how they can best input into the NCIL process.

We report on NCIL spend as part of the Greater Norwich Growth Board
report. All funded projects are required to submit end of project reports
detailing how they have delivered against the funded outcomes.

As part of the award to Norwich Unity Hub, we are developing a strong social
value framework that will enable us to monitor the impact this project is
delivering for Norwich residents specifically.

We will apply the learning of this framework to other NCIL funded projects and
possibly wider so that we can effectively see the social return on investment
we are getting.”

(Councillor Galvin asked as a supplementary question if the NCIL funding was
allocated according to political priorities and asked what the process was for
deciding how it was spent. Councillor Giles responded that as a democratic
institution if a major decision was needed the administration would consider its
political priorities, reflecting the democratic mandate received from the electors that
voted it into office. Once comments had been received from the executive, they went
to the NCIL Board composed of officers from across the council. The Board scored
the applications according to a scoring matrix and decided on whether to advance
the expression of interest or whether to award a full application.)

Question 4

Councillor Hoechner to ask the deputy leader and cabinet member for a
climate responsive Norwich the following question:

“The Baby Changing units in the new toilet blocks in Heigham Park and
Sloughbottom Park are located inside the disabled toilet, which can only be
opened with a RADAR key. This means that parents and carers who do not
have a RADAR key are unable to access it. Could the Cabinet member
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please explain why this problematic arrangement was not spotted during the
procurement process, and what the Council will do to ensure parents and
carers will be able to access the baby change units going forward?”

Councillor Hampton, the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate
responsive Norwich's response:

‘RADAR keys have been used to provide access baby change facilities
throughout the country for many years. In addition the new toilet blocks that
were constructed at Heigham Park and Sloughbottom Park were fully
compliant with building regulations at the time of construction. These
regulations have since been updated, and in the future baby change facilities
will be accessible without the need for a RADAR key.”

Councillor Hoechner then asked a supplementary question:

(Councillor Hoechner asked as a supplementary question if the baby changing
facilities could be made available without the need for a RADA key and whether this
exploration would be in consultation with the Inclusive Norwich Partnership and
families. Councillor Hampton responded that she would talk to officers about what
could be done in Heigham Park and Sloughbottom parks given the change in
regulations.)

Question 5

Councillor Calvert to ask the cabinet member for housing the following
question:

“I wrote to Cabinet member Councillor Beth Jones in November last year
without acknowledgement or reply. | wrote to politely remind her of my letter in
January, again with neither acknowledgement nor reply. | have now written for
a third time in hope of at least acknowledgement. What does Councillor Jones
feel is a reasonable timeframe to respond to correspondence from a fellow
councillor?”

Councillor Jones, the cabinet member for housing's response:

“I would like to apologise for not acknowledging or responding to Councillor
Calvert’s correspondence. As you can imagine, as a Portfolio Holder and
ward councillor, | receive a great deal of correspondence and take pride in
being responsive. This was an oversight, and | do apologise.

The correspondence relates to the Safer Norwich Board and | know that
Councillor Calvert has been in touch with community safety staff about this
meeting. The Board is made up of a number of partners with membership and
terms of reference agreed by these partners. It is a very operational meeting
focussed on the delivery of the Safer Norwich Strategy, which was approved
by Cabinet in March 2023 Introduction | Safer Norwich Strategy 2023-26 |
Norwich City Council. Membership includes council officers and staff from
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other partner organisations, such as the police. | attend the meeting in my role
as Portfolio Holder to ensure | have oversight of the council, and partners’,
progress. | am happy to provide an overview of the progress made towards
the delivery of the Strategy to Councillor Calvert and other councillors who
may be interested”

Councillor Calvert then asked a supplementary question:

(In response to Councillor Calvert’s supplementary question Councillor Jones said
that she would discuss the issues outside of the meeting).

Question 6

Councillor Champion to ask the deputy leader and cabinet member for a
climate responsive Norwich the following question:

“In September 2023, this council passed the "Motion for the Ocean". Could
the cabinet provide an update on where the resolutions from that motion
currently stand?”

Councillor Hampton, the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate
responsive Norwich's response:

“The Environmental Strategy Team have already provided you directly with a
full response so I'll focus my answer today on the key actions. The council is
actively engaged with its partners across several workstreams which aim to
improve water quality in our rivers and water courses. Our own Biodiversity
Strategy aims for improvements to water-based habitats and this is proving to
be an essential statement of the city’s intent as the Local Nature Recovery
Strategy and the Greater Norwich Green Infrastructure Strategy are
developed with our partners. These strategies contain extensive measures to
protect and enhance all our habitats, both blue and green.

Additionally, the council is a member of the Norfolk Strategic Planning
Framework (NSPF) which has numerous active workstreams to improve water
quality relating to harmful nutrient levels. The NSPF has created a fund which
can be accessed for mitigation projects.

Numerous projects are underway to reduce harmful nutrients in the Wensum,
upstream of Norwich. Furthermore, Whitlingham sewage treatment works are
planned to be upgraded around 2030 which will reduce negative impacts on
the river Yare between Norwich and the sea into which it flows.

The council will continue to work with partners to protect and enhance our
waterways for the benefit of residents and nature”

(Councillor Champion asked as a supplementary question where the cabinet
member would be willing to meet with “the Cow Tower dippers” who were working to
establish a designated bathing spot. Councillor Hampton responded that she was
happy to learn more about the group and their application)
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Question 7

Councillor Davis to ask the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich the following
question:

“The Norwich walk in centre was previously saved from the threat of closure.
When does the contract expire and has the cabinet member received any
assurances that the Walk in Centre will remain open as a vital resource for the
citizens of Norwich?”

Councillor Giles, the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich's response:

“This is a contractual matter for the Integrated Care Board (ICB). | apologise |
have not been able to receive a substantive answer from the ICB in time for
this meeting so cannot provide you with information other than that in the
public domain, which is that the contract procurement for the walk-in centre,
health centre and Vulnerable Adult Service has been paused by the ICB. | will
escalate a request for this information to the Chair of the ICB.

| would highlight the prime function of district councils and district-level health
and wellbeing partnerships in the Integrated Care System is to bring together
partners at place upstream to improve the socio-economic determinants, and
to some extent lifestyle choices, which impact on health and wellbeing
outcomes, seeking to reduce pressure on clinical services. Our role in relation
to provision of clinical services is limited to an influencing one.”

(Councillor Davis asked as a supplementary question asked why members of the
health and wellbeing board had not been kept up to date with progress of the
procurement process. Councillor Giles responded that a Health and Wellbeing Board
and Integrated Care Partnership meetings would be held on 5 March 2025 and he
would escalate the matter to the chair and share the information with Councillor
Davis.)

Question 8

Councillor Oliver to ask the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate
responsive Norwich the following que stion:

“Thank you for agreeing to our budget amendment to replace the Jenny Lind
Park toilets. Please could you advise us as to when work will start on this
essential, long-anticipated and welcomed community facility?”

Councillor Hampton, the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate
responsive Norwich's response:

“The council has agreed to invest £100,000 in new public toilets in the Green
Flag Jenny Lind Park

So that we will meet the needs of visitors to the park and the communities
surrounding it, we will be consulting on their requirements via Get Talking
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Norwich and local engagement. A specification for the new works will be
developed incorporating feedback from this consultation, and the works will
then need to be procured taking into account the new Procurement Act 2023.

A detailed project plan will need to be drawn up in the next few weeks and at
that point we will have timescales available to share.”

(By way of a supplementary question Councillor Oliver asked about the consultation
process and what options would be considered for those residents that were digitally
excluded. Councillor Hampton responded and said that the details on the
consultation had not yet been decided. With other consultations relating to parks
and open spaces there had been in person drop in engagement events and working
with local organisations in the vicinity. She would speak to the ward councillors to
understand what was required in the area.)

Question 9

Councillor Catt to ask the leader of the council the following question:

“Could the Cabinet Member comment on the revelation that the Labour
government has used pictures of Norwich as part of a targeted social media
campaign to deter Albanian citizens from coming to the UK and what that
says about Norwich City Council’s performance on keeping our city clean?”

Councillor Stonard, the leader's response:

“The campaign being referenced consisted of a series of black-and-white
photos, taken in a number of different UK cities, captioned with quotes from
Albanian migrants. The two shots which are visibly in Norwich (on Theatre
Street) have no obvious connection with cleanliness issues and, in my
opinion, do not depict Norwich in a particularly negative light. Another image
posted as part of the campaign displays an incident of graffiti, but it is a
cropped in photo and its location is unclear. There are also photos used of
estates, which are not located in Norwich.”

(As Councillor Catt was absent there was no supplementary question.)
Question 10

Councillor Fox to ask the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate
responsive Norwich the following question:

“The household recycling that is collected by Norwich City Council, is sent by
the Norfolk Waste Partnership to a Materials Recycling Facility in Costessey.
From here, the processed waste is sold to the highest bidder. How can
Norwich City Council be confident that this recycling is being handled ethically
and not sent overseas or causing harm elsewhere?”
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Councillor Hampton, the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate
responsive Norwich's response:

“The household recycling collected on behalf of the council is processed by
NEWS (Norse Environmental Waste Services) at its Materials Recovery
Facility (MRF) at Costessey.

The processed materials are not sold to the highest bidder. There are a
variety of arrangements in place which best meet the marketability and value
of the materials collected, whilst ensuring that we minimise our impact on the
environment. In addition, there is strict legislation in place governing the
management of waste both in the UK and when exporting, and compliance
with this legislation will always supersede any commercial consideration.

For example, the UK only has processing capacity for less than 50% of the
paper and cardboard that we consume, and we are therefore reliant upon
exportation to meet our recycling needs. Despite this, NEWS continuously
monitor the processing market for opportunities to process as much of this
material as possible within the UK.

Where materials are exported they are tracked via a fully transparent process
by the Environment Agency. This provides them with advance notification of
end-destinations, and they can prevent any transportation where processing
facilities do not meet its standards. Through this tracking process both the
Environment Agency and NEWS ensure that our recyclable material is being
handled ethically and responsibly. This information is accessible on the
Environment Agency’s website

Other materials such as Mixed Plastics, Glass, Aluminium Cans and Steel
Cans are processed in the UK.”

(Councillor Fox confirmed that she did not have a supplementary question.)
Question 11

Councillor Carrington to ask the deputy leader and cabinet member for a
climate responsive Norwich the following question:

‘I was really pleased to hear that the council’s Expression of Interest to the
Nature Towns and Cities Fund was successful and we are now able to make
a full bid. Can the cabinet member for a climate responsive Norwich tell us
more about how the council would use this funding?”

Councillor Hampton, the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate
responsive Norwich's response:

“Our expression of interest was one of 274 to the Nature Towns and Cities
Fund, and we are now through to the final bidding round with 37 other local
authorities. The council is leading the bid and has convened a partner group
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including Norfolk Wildlife Trust, Broadland, South Norfolk and Norfolk County
councils.

The aim of the fund is to create new capacity, in terms of paying for staff time,
in order to develop partnerships and plans for improving nature in a way that
also equitably benefits people and place. For Norwich, the bid focuses on the
detailed planning and consultation necessary to implement Norwich’s urban
nature recovery network, which is the centre piece of our Biodiversity
Strategy.

In practical terms, this means engaging with all owners of publicly accessible
green space, determining how it is currently managed and encouraging as
much land as possible to become managed for biodiversity. The project will
develop a spatial map of the city, showing our existing nature habitats, where
the new habitats can be created and the new nature corridors and stepping
stones along which nature can recover deep into the city centre. An additional
aim is to provide equitable access to ‘doorstep’ nature, close to people’s
homes, workplaces and on active travel routes to other attractors.

The project will also determine new ways of managing and funding green
spaces, for the benefit nature and people, and to reduce emissions, cost and
ecotoxicity.”

(Councillor Carrington confirmed that she did not have a supplementary question.)
Question 12

Councillor Padda to ask the leader of the council the following question:

“Last December, the city council announced it had acquired Anglia Square
using funding from Homes England in order to bring forward comprehensive
redevelopment of up to 1,100 new homes alongside commercial, retail, and
community uses. Subsequently, the council announced it had received further
funding from Homes England to pay for the demolition and remediation of the
site, to ready it for development. The total resources received from Homes
England for Anglia Square now totals £34m. Most people in the City will
welcome this very significant progress, after many years of delay. Could the
Leader please set out the next steps in the redevelopment process and when
we will be able to see some activity on the site?”

Councillor Stonard, the leader's response:
“Thank you for your question.

| was delighted that we were successful in acquiring Anglia Square and being
awarded the additional grant of £34m from Homes England which covers the
council’s costs for acquisition, demolition, remediation, and bringing forward
the redevelopment.
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Officers are now busy on several workstreams to drive the project forward,
including preparation for demolition, engaging tenants to enable vacant
possession of the site and working on options for their relocation.

Currently surveys are being undertaken on the vacant properties, that are
required for the full risk and method statements, to enable the safe demolition
of the site.

Full demolition will start later this year. Further details about the next key
stages of the project will be shared once more specific timings can be
committed to.”

(Councillor Padda confirmed that she did not have a supplementary question.)
Question 13

Councillor Fulton-McAlister to ask the deputy leader and cabinet member for a
climate responsive Norwich the following question:

“As a University Ward councillor, | was delighted to see that the Enfield Road
play area is the next play area in the city to be upgraded. Could the cabinet
member for a climate responsive Norwich explain how the local community
was able to input into the design of this much-valued space?”

Councillor Hampton, the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate
responsive Norwich's response:

“The work comes following a local consultation, with feedback from more than
200 residents who responded to our consultation, including 44 young people
aged 2-12: Enfield Road Playground Upgrade (on Get Talking Norwich).

“Enfield Road playground is a much-loved community asset, demonstrated by
the high number of respondents to the consultation. The upgrade
demonstrates the council’s commitment to updating and maintaining our play
areas, to encourage active young lives and outdoor play.

In selecting a preferred design, the council requested engaged three different
play companies . We then launched a consultation exercise requesting
feedback on these designs via Get Talking Norwich in October 2024 inviting
the playground’s visitors, and residents throughout the city, to select their
favourite design. Our community enabling team also consulted with the local
library and school.

A member of staff from the parks and community enabling team were
available in person at the park on 7 November to discuss the survey / designs
and answer any questions the public had regarding the play area.

Consultation closed on in November 2024. The council received 204
responses in total including 44 from young people aged 2 -12. Works started
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on 3 February and will take up to eight weeks to complete. All response can
be viewed at the following link Enfield Road Playground Upgrade | Get
Talking Norwich, and we are looking forward to opening a fantastic addition to
the city’s play facilities”

(Councillor Fulton-McAlister confirmed that he did not have a supplementary
question.)

Question 14

Councillor Mike Sands to ask the cabinet member for housing the following
question:

“Could the cabinet member for housing comment on the impact of the county
council’s cuts to housing related support?”

Councillor Jones, the cabinet member for housing's response:

“Norfolk County Council has approved a reduction in its spending on housing
related support (HRS) services. These cuts impact across the county, with the
reduction impacting accommodation-services as follows:

Of the 16 accommodation-based schemes for adults in scope:
e Four services to be decommissioned (three in Norwich)
e One service will see funding reduced by 13.5% (one in Norwich)
e 11 services will see funding reduced by 30% (two in Norwich)
Of the 11 accommodation-based schemes for young people in scope:
e Seven services will see funding reduced by 20% (none in Norwich)
e Four services will see funding reduced by 30% (four in Norwich)
There are also non-accommodation-based funding reductions as follows:

e Homeless prevention annual contracts (SHPS which operates
across 6 housing authorities outside Norwich)

¢ Norwich Pathways - (annual payment to Norwich City Council for
Pathways core grant)

e Severe Weather Emergency Protocol (SWEP) contribution - (to
seven districts)

Norwich Pathways still receives Rough Sleeper Initiative funding and Norwich
City Council still contributes £120,000 towards core grant. We have been
anticipating that the funding envelope for the Pathways Consortium would
either remain stagnant or decrease and have been planning services for
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2025-2026 based on that expectation. To offset some of the county council’s
cuts, we have used some additional winter pressure funding to support the
funding of winter accommodation costs.

Norfolk County Council alongside Norwich City Council have met with housing
providers and charities that will be impacted by these cuts in Norwich. They
have also been providing support from our housing benefit team to
understand if there is a way to negate some of these cuts by increasing their
claim for intensive housing management costs. Norfolk County and Norwich
City Council will continue to collaborate with registered providers and charities
to minimise the impact of these funding reductions as much as possible.

Whilst we have done all we can to work with the County Council and with
housing providers, there is no doubt that these cuts will be challenging. The
cuts will reduce the support options we have in the city and the number of
beds available. Providing support to people to remain in accommodation is
essential if we are to reduce homelessness and rough sleeping. Often, the
accommodation alone is not enough and whilst we as a City Council have the
responsibility for homelessness and housing, we cannot provide the specialist
and often intensive support that some people need. | recognise the challenge
that councils have to balance budgets. However, given so many people are
struggling, and we need to offer more support, not less, it is disappointing that
the county council has chosen this area to make these cuts.”

((In response to Councillor Mike Sands’ supplementary question Councillor Jones
said that she had been disappointed by County Councillor Jamiesons’ comments
that the county council had no legal obligation in relation to homelessness as the
issue needed to be addressed by all partners; the city council, county council and
other public sector organisations and the third sector.)

Question 15

Councillor Smith to ask the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich the following
question:

“Can the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich update us on progress with
work looking into the potential to retrofit this council’s community centres and
the benefits this would bring?”

Councillor Giles, the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich's response:

“Over the course of this financial year, the council has engaged a specialist
retrofit architects practice, based in Norwich, to review our 15 community
centres with a view to saving energy costs, emissions and improving comfort
for users. An innovative and holistic approach has been developed to ensure
the benefits of energy efficiency and renewable energy measures can be
accurately predicted, whilst at the same time retaining the architectural
heritage of our buildings.
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The reviews consider the cost and carbon effectiveness of numerous
measures including wall and roof insulation, window replacements, ventilation
improvements, heat pumps and solar panels. The effectiveness of such
measures was modelled for today’s climatic conditions as well as for future
scenarios, to ensure, for example, that overheating risks remain controlled.

The findings of the study have allowed decisions to be made about how to
invest, with confidence, in our community centres. A programme of
improvements will be rolled out over the coming months, which will see all our
community centres benefiting from energy efficiency measures so that
operating costs and emissions are significantly and reliably reduced.”

(Councillor Smith confirmed that he did not have a supplementary question.)

Question 16

Councillor Driver to ask the cabinet member for an open and modern council
the following question:

“Great strides have been taken to improve the customer contact experience.
Can the Cabinet member for an open and modern council highlight in which
ways the council has become more accessible for the residents of Norwich.”

Councillor Kendrick, the cabinet member for an open and modern council's
response:

“Thank you, Councillor Driver, | am really pleased to have the opportunity to
talk about the excellent work that is happening to enhance our customers’
experiences and to make our services more accessible.

Customers can reach us through various methods, including online, phone
and by appointment, which can be requested via multiple channels: calling our
customer contact team, sending an email, or visiting us in person. An adviser
at the contact centre manages most appointments and handles ad hoc
requests if customers arrive and there is availability.

We have significantly improved our phone service and, | am pleased to say,
have consistently reduced telephone wait times. Additionally, instead of
waiting in a queue, customers can request a callback, which we aim to
respond to within 10 minutes. Our customer contact survey shows improved
feedback, indicating increased satisfaction with our service.

Response times for customer complaints have also improved across all
services, consistently meeting targets each month. These measures are
reported as Key Performance Indicators in the quarterly reports to Cabinet.

Delivery of the customer and digital strategy includes numerous initiatives
aimed at enhancing the customer experience. For instance, a redesigned
website, this has seen the delivery of a new accessibility toolbar to help
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customers access information. Work is well underway, and phase one being
delivered in March will see many of our online services updated and
improved.

Finally, a review of customer communications is also underway, aiming to
make all written communications easier to understand and more accessible.”

(Councillor Driver confirmed that he did not have a supplementary question.)
Question 17

Councillor Huntley to ask the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate
responsive Norwich the following question:

“Can the cabinet member for a climate responsive Norwich comment on what
progress has been made towards the council’s aim of achieving operational
net zero emissions by 20307?”

Councillor Hampton, the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate
responsive Norwich's response:

“Our most recent carbon footprint report for the 2023-2024 financial year
shows that we achieved an 8% reduction compared to the previous year,
significantly exceeding the 3% annual target. Since 2007/2008 we have
reduced our emissions overall by 69.8%. This has been achieved by various
means including delivering over 140 energy efficiency projects funded by the
government’s SALIX scheme, such as the responsive lighting system installed
throughout City Hall. We've also installed solar panels on City Hall, Rose
Lane Car Park and Hurricane Way and the air source heat pump at City Hall
which was funded through the Public Sector Decarbonisation Fund. We
continue to procure a 100% green electricity generation mix, to ensure the
electricity we consume is as low carbon as possible.

Much work is ongoing to further reduce our operational emissions towards net
zero by 2030. For example, the works planned for the Eaton Park changing
rooms include the permanent removal of gas heating appliances, with two
heat pumps and a solar array providing a lower carbon solution to meet the
needs of users. In the coming months, a bid will be made to the Low Carbon
Skills Fund to produce a feasibility study for replacing gas boilers with electric
heating systems, mainly heat pumps, across the rest of our operational
estate.

I’m confident that we’ll continue to reduce our emissions, in pursuit of our
target to be operationally net zero by 2030.”

(Councillor Huntley confirmed that he did not have a supplementary question.)

Question 18
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Councillor Maguire to ask the cabinet member for a prosperous Norwich the
following question:

“‘Norwich is a city rich in cultural engagement and is a champion for the arts.
Could the cabinet member for a prosperous Norwich please comment on the
positive impact the Small Culture Grants and Cultural Partnership Grants had
on local organisations?”

Councillor Kidman, the cabinet member for a prosperous Norwich's response:

“We are proud of the support we give those who create the cultural heartbeat
of our city via the Small Culture Grants and Cultural Partnership Grants.

We know that cultural activities can give those participating a sense of
wellbeing and we have supported a range of activities from theatre and music
companies providing creative activities for young people or those with
profound and multiple learning difficulties, to others delivering activities
promoting diversity and public participation or supporting creative
practitioners.

The Cultural Partnership Grants support our anchor organisations, including
Norfolk and Norwich Festival, Norwich Arts Centre, and the National Centre
for Writing, to develop the creative and cultural ecology of Norwich.”

(Councillor Maguire confirmed that he did not have a supplementary question.)
Question 19

Councillor Sue Sands to ask the deputy leader and cabinet member for a
climate responsive Norwich the following question:

“It was great to hear that permission was granted to enable the installation of
over 600 solar panels at Riverside Leisure Centre. Can the cabinet member
for a climate responsive Norwich comment on whether there is potential to
install solar on more council-owned buildings in the future?”

Councillor Hampton, the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate
responsive Norwich's response:

“The large solar system at Riverside Leisure centre did indeed receive
planning permission in December, and I'm pleased to say this project is
running on time with the solar panels starting to be installed within the next
four weeks.

With regards further solar installations, we currently have a feasibility study
underway with a local specialist consultant, looking at our larger operational
buildings, with the intention of installing solar panels on all of them.

The initial findings are very positive, indicating that solar is both economically
and environmentally beneficial. The next stage of this project has now
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commenced, with applications being made to UK Power Networks to make
sure the proposed solar systems can be connected to the grid. Subject to this,
business cases would be developed in order to consider the case for further
investment to be built into the future capital program and to be considered by
cabinet and full council in due course”

(Councillor Sue Sands confirmed that she did not have a supplementary question.)

Please note that the following questions are second questions from members
and will only be taken if the time taken by questions has not exceeded thirty
minutes. This is in line with paragraph 53 of Part 3 of the council’s
constitution.

Question 20

Councillor Padda to ask the cabinet member for a prosperous Norwich the
following question:

“Can the cabinet member for a prosperous Norwich please comment on the
work being undertaken this year to the Halls, and how this renovation will
serve the people of Norwich from both a cultural and economic perspective?”

Councillor Kidman, the cabinet member for a prosperous Norwich's response:

“The Halls is a Grade | scheduled ancient monument. It is the only venue of
its kind in the city and is a vital part of the city’s cultural, economic and
community life. The renovation of The Halls will see it transformed into a
multi-use performance space. The project includes accessibility
improvements, high-quality audio-visual equipment and digital capacity, and a
new café/bar. When it reopens, The Halls will enhance cultural provision in
Norwich and contribute to the council’s priorities as per its community-led
plan, as well as aligning to the themes of the Norwich 2040 City Vision.”

(Councillor Padda confirmed that she did not have a supplementary question.)
Question 21

Councillor Mike Sands to ask the deputy leader and cabinet member for a
climate responsive Norwich the following question:

“Can the cabinet member for a climate responsive Norwich comment on what
measures this council can take to improve tree canopy coverage in the city?”

Councillor Hampton, the deputy leader and cabinet member for a climate
responsive Norwich's response:

“The council recognises the importance of trees in our city and is committed to
increasing tree canopy cover in the city. Trees contribute to making Norwich
the place that it is, a leafy green city with tree canopy cover well above the
national average.
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Trees are an important part of our heritage, they clean our air, attract people
to our city, improve quality of life, create habitat and link green spaces and
create shade and cooling on the increasing number of hotter days.

We continue to seek funding to replace and plant new trees. Over the 2023-
2024 financial year we committed £229,875 to planting trees within the green
spaces managed by the council, and for the 2024-2025 financial year,
£203,647 has been committed. But we also recognise the need to increase
tree canopy cover not just on our own land but also more widely across the
city.

We therefore commit to lead, convene where necessary, and help coordinate
work with our partners, such as the county council who manages street trees,
our local authority neighbours and other owners of publicly accessible land to
grow Norwich’s urban forest and to ensure it is healthy and climate resilient.

The council is developing an ambitious tree strategy, which is at an advanced
stage of drafting and will set out our intentions and actions to deliver new and
ambitious targets for trees in Norwich.”

(Councillor Mike Sands confirmed that he did not have a supplementary question.)
Question 22

Councillor Maguire to ask the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich the
following question:

‘| was pleased to see the Government extend the Holiday Activities and Food
Programme. Could the Cabinet member for a Fairer Norwich please comment
on Active Norfolk’s work to continue delivering this crucial programme?”

Councillor Giles, the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich's response:

“I welcome the Government’s extension of the Holiday Activities and Food
Programme which is important to the Government’s mission of breaking down
the barriers to opportunity for children. It is vital that children from more
deprived homes do not miss out on food and enriching activities in school
holidays.

Following the announcement, Active Norfolk will continue to lead its co-
ordination.

A provider event was held on Tuesday 11th February, and this was an
opportunity to reflect on the impact of the programme to date, whilst looking
ahead to the next year and how the programme may be improved to continue
positively supporting and benefiting thousands of eligible families across
Norfolk.
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Provider applications for the Easter delivery period are currently being
reviewed and Active Norfolk will consult with Norwich City Council and other
local authority representatives to ensure there is high quality, suitable and
varied sessions available which meet the contrasting needs and interests of
young people.

Quality assurance visits by Active Norfolk and Norwich City Council officers
will take place over Easter to ensure standards for delivery and food provided
are met for the young people accessing the programme.”

(Councillor Maguire confirmed that he did not have a supplementary question.)
Question 23

Councillor Smith to ask the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich the following
question:

“‘Residents in Melbourne Cottages and Ashby Court have positively
commented to me on the Health Coaching delivered by Age UK in sheltered
housing schemes; a programme funded by the Norwich Health and Wellbeing
Partnership. Could the Cabinet Member for a Fairer Norwich please comment
on the evaluation of this programme?”

Councillor Giles, the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich's response:

“The impact report provided by Age UK Norwich for this project covers the
eight locations of sheltered housing. The project ran from January 2024 to
March 2025. Results included the following:

e 75 clients were supported
e Overall health improved

o Four stage balance test and 30 second sit to stand test showed
positive improvements.

e There was a positive shift in falls efficacy scale scores
e 100% of clients would recommend Age UK Norwich
Client satisfaction was collected as below:
e 77% of clients supported have not had a trip or fall since support began

e 92% have not had an emergency admission to hospital since support
began

o 92% of clients have not had a temporary stay at a residential home
since support began

« 100% have not had an increase in care needs since support began

Page 37 of 180



Council: 25 February 2025

e 100% of clients have not had an emergency GP appointment since
support began

e 77% of clients were either somewhat to completely satisfied with Age
UK Norwich

e 100% of clients would recommend Age UK Norwich.

Overall this project proved successful despite issues and challenges which
were addressed throughout the project. Learning and next steps have been
noted as follows:

o To focus on schemes with limited engagement long term funding with
regular attendance and adapting to client needs will help drive
attendance.

« A multi-agency approach to engagement needed

Accessibility issues to be addressed to allow others to attend from outside the
scheme

(Councillor Smith confirmed that he did not have a supplementary question.)
Question 24

Councillor Carrington to ask the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich the
following question:

“Could the Cabinet member for a Fairer Norwich please comment on how
funding from the Norwich Health and Wellbeing Partnership has supported
MensCraft to deliver garden clearances for vulnerable tenants?”

Councillor Giles, the cabinet member for a fairer Norwich's response:

“Menscraft, working in partnership with INTERACT have been supporting
some of our most vulnerable residents to clear their gardens to create and
maintain a space for them that supports their emotional and physical
wellbeing. Funding was provided for 12 visits and 8 have been completed.
This is one of a range of interventions the INTERACT team can provide.

Not only does the service provide support to residents with their gardens, but
Menscraft give learning and volunteering opportunities to men in Norwich who
are struggling with their mental health to help with this work.

Clients accessing the service receive a visit from a trained horticulturalist and
a support worker to identify what is possible for their garden. Typically, this
will involve not only a garden clearance but work to make their garden more
manageable and a pleasant environment to be in, further promoting increased
wellbeing. Residents are then given advice and guidance on how to maintain
their garden into the future.
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The service also works with complementary organisations like Men’s Shed
who, for example, built a waist high planter for a client who due to their
disability wasn’t able to bend down. This allowed them to garden again, a
hobby they previously enjoyed, but were unable to carry out.

Clients report a greater sense of wellbeing from this service and it
compliments other services they receive, further promoting their
independence and contributing to our Community-led Plan priority of a ‘Fairer

"

Norwich’.

(Councillor Carrington confirmed that she did not have a supplementary question.)
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NORWICH
City Council ltem 4

Committee name: Council
Committee date: 18/03/2025
Report title: Local Government Reorganisation — interim submission
Portfolio : Councillor Stonard, Leader of the council
Report from:  Chief executive
Wards: All wards
OPEN PUBLIC ITEM
KEY DECISION

Purpose The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG)
wrote to all Norfolk Leaders on 5 February 2025 inviting them to work with other
council leaders in the area to develop a proposal for Local Government
Reorganisation (LGR). The letter sets out the criteria and what is expected to be
received in the interim plan to be submitted by 21 March 2025.

This report sets out the work that has been undertaken, the recommendations of
that work for three unitary councils for Norfolk, work undertaken to set out the case
for a Norwich unitary on urban boundaries, and requests that Council
recommends to Cabinet the submission of the relevant documents to Government
to fulfil their request for interim plans by 21 March 2025.

Recommendation:

e For Council to endorse the three unitary proposal for Norfolk, as set out in
“Interim Report” Appendix A and supported by “A case for Greater Norwich:
Supporting the Interim Plan, to follow.

e To recommend to Cabinet that the Interim report (Appendix A), supported by
“A Case for Greater Norwich — Supporting the Interim Plan” to follow, should
be submitted to Government in line with their request for an interim plan by 21
March.

e For Council to note emerging plans for engagement on these issues before a
final report to Government in September.
Policy framework
The council has five corporate priorities, which are:
e A prosperous Norwich.

e Afairer Norwich.
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¢ Aclimate responsive Norwich.
e A future-proof Norwich.

e An open and modern council.

This report meets all corporate priorities

Report details

Introduction

1.

As set out in the Council paper of 25 February 2025, the Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) wrote to all Norfolk Leaders on 5
February 2025 inviting them to work with other council leaders in the area to
develop a proposal for Local Government Reorganisation (LGR). The letter sets
out the criteria and what is expected to be received in the interim plan to be
submitted by 21 March 2025.

This report sets out the work that has taken place, in line with the Council motion
on 21 January 2025, to:

a. identify, in collaboration with all Norfolk districts, the best options for local
government reform across Norfolk (Appendix A — Interim Plan for Local
Government Reorganisation in Norfolk)

b. develop the case for a Unitary Norwich on urban boundaries (A Case for
Greater Norwich — Supporting the Interim Plan) - to follow.

This report seeks Council’'s endorsement of a three unitary proposal for Norfolk,
including a Norwich unitary on urban boundaries, and asks Council to
recommend to Cabinet the submission of the relevant documents (Appendix A
and A Case for Greater Norwich- Supporting the interim plan - to follow), to
Government.

Noting the views expressed at Council on 25 February around the need for
consultation and engagement with our communities on these critical issues, the
report also provides initial thinking on engagement and consultation activities
going forward.

Interim plan requirements

5. The interim plan to be submitted to Government should set out the progress to

date on developing proposals in line with the criteria and guidance. The
Government recognises that that the level of detail that is possible at this stage
may vary from place to place but the expectation is that an interim plan is
submitted jointly by all councils in the area. However, it is also recognised that the
interim plan can describe more than one potential proposal for the area, if there is
more than one option under consideration.

6. Government have stated that the interim plan should:

a. ldentify any barriers or challenges where further clarity or support would be
helpful
b. Identify the likely options for the size and boundaries of new councils that
will offer the best structures for delivery of high-quality and sustainable
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public services across the area, along with indicative efficiency saving
opportunities

Include indicative costs and arrangements in relation to any options
including planning for future service transformation opportunities

. Include early views as to the councillor numbers that will ensure both

effective democratic representation for all parts of the area, and also
effective governance and decision-making arrangements which will
balance the unique needs of your cities, towns, rural and coastal areas, in
line with Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE)
guidance

. Include early views on how new structures will support devolution

ambitions

Include a summary of local engagement that has been undertaken and any
views expressed, along with your further plans for wide local engagement
to help shape your developing proposals

. Set out indicative costs of preparing and standing up an implementation

team as well as any arrangements proposed to coordinate potential
capacity funding across the area

. Set out any voluntary arrangements that have been agreed to keep all

councils involved in discussions as this work moves forwards and to help
balance the decisions needed now to maintain service delivery and ensure
value for money for council taxpayers, with those key decisions that will
affect the future success of any new councils in the area

Developing Proposals

7. In Motion 10a passed at Full Council on 21 January 2025, Council resolved:

“To commit to collaborating with other relevant authorities to ensure that the
whole system of new unitary authorities is able to realise our ambitions for our
communities, reduce inequalities and accelerate growth in our key economic
areas. This includes building on best practice and retaining current exemplar
services when developing new models for service delivery.

To commission the development of a business case for a new unitary authority
for the Norwich urban area, to be submitted to Government within the required
timescales.”

8. Both pieces of work are well underway. Interim findings are appended to this
report with the intention that they are sent to Government on 21 March, fully
responding to Government’s request for interim plans if endorsed by Council. A
summary of the work is set out in the following paragraphs.

Collaborating with relevant authorities:

9. A Norfolk wide project group has been convened consisting of officers from all
District, City and Borough Councils within Norfolk, responsible for developing
proposals for reorganisation. This includes working with any consultants that are
commissioned and conducting research, gathering feedback, and drafting
recommendations. The group reports regularly into Chief Executives and
Leaders, who have been meeting regularly on this subject.

10.Through a combined procurement exercise, Norfolk District, City and Borough
Councils have contracted with Deloitte to provide a report to assess the best
option for local government reorganisation in Norfolk, and to fulfil the other

Page 43 of 180



requirements for an interim plan to be submitted to Government. This report is at
Appendix A — Interim Plan

11.The assessment of the options for local government reform in Norfolk identifies
three unitary councils to be the most advantageous option against the
Government's criteria, including a unitary Norwich.

12.The reasons for this are set out in the Appendix A but in summary, a three unitary
option including a Norwich unitary scores highest as it:

Is firmly rooted in an understanding of the places of Norfolk, in that it reflects
and prioritises the three main historic urban centres (Norwich, Great
Yarmouth and King’s Lynn) which act as the main civic and economic hubs for
Norfolk. Each of these places has its own distinct characteristics which can be
exploited under a unitary structure based around these three urban centres.

Will drive the delivery of improved outcomes for the people of Norfolk,
including focusing on attracting globally renowned companies investing in the
UK driving both local and national economic growth, reducing worklessness in
deprived areas, contributing to building social cohesion, and driving a strong
prevention agenda for health and wellbeing.

Creates a singular focus for Norwich as the economic driving force and
powerhouse of Norfolk, creating opportunity for significant growth around
the urban fringe in an integrated way, therefore promoting future economic
and housing growth.

Creates more opportunity for delivering economic growth by
acknowledging that different areas of the county have extremely different
economies and allowing for local plans to address the local needs of each
area, based on a real understanding of place and the local economy. For
example, Norwich will focus on knowledge and innovation, professional and
technology services; the coastal areas will focus on becoming an energy hub,
and the rural areas will focus on market towns, agri-tech and manufacturing.

Ensures that areas will have appropriate place identities as far as possible,
given the smaller scale of the authorities and therefore greater focus on
individual place, in particular giving greater focus to Norwich, ensuring that the
residents of North Norfolk are aligned with the appropriate identity for them,
and reflecting the identities, economic, travel to work, and housing market
similarities across the West Norfolk / Breckland and South Norfolk / Broadland
areas.

Is based on local relationships between Districts with a track record of
successful collaboration and delivering highly effective, cost-effective
services. For example, each unitary can work closely alongside its hospital,
and with two new builds in Norfolk and an ageing population, the integration
between social care and health to accelerate prevention and healthy ageing
programmes can be more rapidly achieved.

Provides a strong base for devolution alongside a Norfolk and Suffolk
Strategic Authority due to the balanced nature of the population sizes of the

proposed unitaries, allowing equal representation; the differential between the
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proposed unitaries and the potential Strategic Authority (as the Government
has requested), and the ability to create economic growth through focus on
delivering local plans for local places, and in particular unleashing the
potential of Norwich, working with the new Strategic Authority which will be
critical in creating the strategic infrastructure and roadmap.

e Better maintains effective local engagement due to the smaller number of
local authorities, which can build on highly successful methods of community
and stakeholder engagement employed by each of the Districts.

13.The Interim Plan is being considered by all District, City and Borough Councils in

Norfolk at Full Council meetings week commencing 17 March. Councils are being
requested to confirm their preference in terms of the options set out, so that this
information can be included in the Norfolk submission to Government, meeting
the ambition of Government to receive joint submissions from the Norfolk area.

Development of a business case for a new unitary authority for the Norwich
urban area

14. As resolved in Motion 10a, work has also been undertaken to commission the

development of a business case for a new unitary authority for the Norwich urban
area.

15. This work builds on the case developed within the district collaboration work set

out above, acknowledging that the district work, with its broader remit, could not,
at this point, get into the level of detail that Norwich City Council was seeking to
set out in terms of the case for a Norwich unitary, given our ambition for the area
and huge opportunity a unitary Norwich provides for the region and nation in
terms of sustainable growth.

16. “A Case for Greater Norwich — Supporting the Interim Plan”- to follow, sets out

initial thinking on the opportunity for Norwich, and the wider proposed devolution
area, from a unitary Norwich and will be submitted, alongside the Interim Plan, to
Government on 21 March. It will set out core arguments as to why a unitary
Norwich, within a wider devolved area, offers the best model to improve public
services, strengthen local democracy, and drive economic growth.

Consultation

17.Evidencing local engagement and how it has informed proposals is a key theme

throughout the Local Government Reorganisation criteria set by the Government.
Development of the full business case will be underpinned by a comprehensive
piece of engagement work to demonstrate:

a. how proposals meet local needs and are informed by local views
b. how communities will be engaged under the proposed structure
c. how concerns will be addressed

d. and specifically, issues of

— local identity
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— cultural and historic importance.

18.This engagement work is seen as a continuation of the commitment set out in the
community-led plan — a shift to build public participation into the everyday
business of the council — and puts residents and customers at the heart of
everything we do.

19. In-person briefing sessions are being hosted on Tuesday 11 March and
Wednesday 12 March to provide informal briefings about local government
reorganisation, devolution and what this means for Norwich. This is an
opportunity for members and key stakeholders to discuss the interim proposals
being submitted, the rationale that underpins the strategic case for a three-unitary
model in Norfolk and build local engagement intro this ongoing piece of work.

20.The engagement will run from late spring and include surveys and conversations
with the following groups of stakeholders:

a. Elected members

b. Officers

c. Residents including council tenants, students, community groups and
grass roots organisations

d. Tourists and visitors

e. Workers and commuters

f. Sector stakeholders including:

Accessibility & Inclusion Education & Universities Leisure & Hospitality
Business & Enterprise Environment Older People
Care Health Police & Fire
Creative Housing & Development Travel & Tourism
Young people VCSE & Faith

21.Generally, when engaging, there is a need to balance best practice on
representation with considerations around protecting privacy and
maximising response rates. There is no blanket rule or single set of guidance
that directly applies. There are general sets of guidance, as well specific rules
around data privacy.

22.For this piece of work, there is a need to balance the desire for demographic data
with the requirement for gathering as large a pool of opinion and comment as
possible. Experience demonstrates that asking people for demographic data in
online surveys is a barrier to participation, so the intention is to make
demographic questions optional, prioritising a higher response.

23.Interviews and focus groups where people have been selected to take part,
means privacy is a much greater consideration. There is a need to ensure their
answers are unidentifiable, to support their candour. Therefore, the intention is
not to ask for demographic data and to collate their answers in a way that
protects their identities.
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24. Any street engagement will also present a tension between successfully
gathering a broad spread of responses and collecting demographic data.
Experience shows that trying to collect ethnicity, sexuality etc data in a street
setting is hard and likely to be unwelcome. So, it is the intention to prioritise being
accessible and inviting.

25.1n all cases, it is the intention to ask participants and respondents for the first part
of their postcode, helping to provide a picture of geographic representation, which
would add value to our proposal.

26.Overall, the approach being proposed is not a statistical one, focusing on
numerical representation. What is required is a broad range of opinions, captured
over a short period of time that provides a rich snapshot of how a broad selection
of different kinds of people from different contexts feel about specific issues in
relation to devolution and local government reorganisation.

27. In addition, Government is undertaking consultation on Devolution arrangements:
Council’s proposed response will be discussed at Scrutiny Committee on 20
March with recommendations taken to Cabinet on 2 April.

Implications
Financial and resources

28.Any decision to reduce or increase resources or alternatively increase income
must be made within the context of the council’s stated priorities, as set out in its
community-led plan “We are Norwich” and budget.

29.There are no proposals in this report that would reduce or increase resources at
this time. Appendix A in Section 4 includes estimated costs to develop the full
plan. These are estimated costs and will be shared across the Norfolk Council’s.
It is unclear at this stage whether there will be government funding to support
these costs. A one-off sum of £250K was approved by Council as part of the
2025/26 budget to support devolution and local government reorganisation
proposals. Additionally, Appendix A also includes estimated costs of
implementation. Further work will have to be undertaken on how these costs will
be funded, but it is assumed at the current time that they could be capitalised and
funded from the potential future savings delivered from creating the new unitary
authorities.

30.As a consequence of the timelines imposed upon the council there has been a
need to commission some work to support the preparation of the submissions
required, full details of which will be reflected within future budget management
reports and the provisional outturn report for 2024/25 to Cabinet. It is proposed
that reserves will be utilised to support any assessed financial implications and
will be approved by the Chief Finance Officer in line with the Constitution.

31.The implementation of LGR in Norfolk will require significant resource and have
financial implications for each Council. The exact implications will not be known
until a full business case is developed. This will be outlined in the submission
expected to be made to MHCLG by the September date.

32.Any additional funding required over and above the £250K already approved in
the 2025/26 budget, will be met from the budget risk reserve subject to the
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approval process set out above.

Legal

33.Until the English Devolution Bill becomes law, the legislation governing the
creation of Combined County Authorities (CCA) is the Levelling Up and
Regeneration Act 2023. This act sets out that only upper tier authorities may be
constituent members of the CCA. If the Government decides to establish a
Norfolk and Suffolk CCA, statutory orders will need to be made to bring the new
authority into being and to confer powers.

34.The decision to submit a proposal for LGR is not a function that is reserved to the
Full Council. Therefore, by virtue of the definitions contained in the Local
Authorities (Functions and Responsibilities) (England) Regulations 2000 (as
amended), it is an executive decision to be taken by the Cabinet. However, it is
recognised custom and practice that a decision of such significance will be
debated at a meeting of the Full Council, and that the Cabinet will have regard to
the comments of the Full Council when making its final decision.

35.As with Devolution, new unitary authorities can only be vested and conferred
powers by statutory instrument, If the Government accepts a proposal for LGR in
Norfolk, relevant statutory orders will be made dealing with amongst other
matters:

The necessary postponement of any elections to existing authorities.
The dissolution of existing authorities.

The number and names of the new unitary authorities.

The number of members on each authority and its cycle of ordinary
elections.

The conferring of powers to the new unitary authorities.

The transfer of finances, staff and assets to the new authorities.

cooow

o

Statutory considerations

Consideration Details of any implications and proposed
measures to address:

Equality and Diversity This report does not have direct impacts for
equality and diversity. It provides a progress
update.

Impacts will be considered as part of business
case proposals.

Health, social and economic This report does not have direct impacts for
impact health, social and economic impact.

Impacts will be considered as part of business
case proposals.
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Consideration Details of any implications and proposed
measures to address:

Crime and disorder This report does not have direct impacts for crime
and disorder. It provides a progress update.

Impacts will be considered as part of business
case proposals.

Children and adults safeguarding This report does not have direct impacts for
children and adults safeguarding. It provides a
progress update.

Impacts will be considered as part of business
case proposals.

Environmental impact This report does not have direct impacts for
environment. It provides a progress update.

Impacts will be considered as part of business
case proposals.

Risk management

Risk Consequence Controls required
An inability to create Outcomes for Norwich and Norfolk | Developing a
consensus across residents are less positive as the strong case for a
Norfolk for a new urban focus of a wider authority Norwich Unitary.
Norwich Unitary would be diluted; e.g. around Ongoing

Council sustainable joined up growth and collaborative

housing delivery. Wider effects on working with
national growth given the role cities | Norfolk authorities
play in the drivers of growth. and internally a
Working Group to
be established
with cross party
representation

Norwich may not have | Less focus within the MSA around Develop strong

constituent the power of cities to drive case for a
membership in the new | sustainable and equitable growth, Norwich Unitary
Mayoral Strategic leading to worse outcomes for and demonstrate
Authority(MSA) Norfolk and the UK. impact on
Government’s
missions.

Other options considered

36.There is an option to not proceed with a submission of an interim plan in March.
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This is not the preferred route as it does not enable the council to use its voice
and ensure that views of Norfolk residents, communities and businesses are

represented.

37.0ptions for a single unitary, two unitaries and three unitaries are explored in
Appendix A, the Interim Plan, and the reasons for ranking a three unitary highest

are set out.

Reasons for the decision/recommendation

38.Government has set out its intentions around Local Government Reform, and
have requested interim plans in March and full plans in September. To get the
best option for the communities of Norwich, and Norfolk, it is important that we
engage in this process and ensure our views are heard. The proposals we are
putting forward in the Interim Plan for Local Government Reorganisation in
Norfolk and A Case for Greater Norwich, Supporting the Interim Plan (to follow,

set out the arguments for a model for three unitaries across Norfolk, including one

for Norwich on urban boundaries.

Background papers:

Council paper 25 February Devolution and Local Government Reorganisation

including Appendix 1 (of that paper) 5 February 2025 letter from Jim McMahon OBE

MP Minister of State for Local Government and English Devolution

Appendices:

Appendix A: Interim Plan for Local Government Reorganisation in Norfolk

Contact officer: Chief Executive

Name: Lou Rawsthorne

Email address: louiserawsthorne@norwich.gov.uk

IN 4\
W TRAN

communication for all

If you would like this agenda in an alternative format,
such as a larger or smaller font, audio or Braille, or in a
different language, please contact the committee
officer above.
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https://cmis.norwich.gov.uk/Live/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=jrrW3X948MpFUQhYKsEXf9j%2b0bvN5aF5dzLqBrUnHzVfZp5oZvSDoQ%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d
https://cmis.norwich.gov.uk/Live/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=jrrW3X948MpFUQhYKsEXf9j%2b0bvN5aF5dzLqBrUnHzVfZp5oZvSDoQ%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d

Deloitte.

Interim Plan for Local Government Reorganisation in Norfolk

DRAFT - March 2025

© 2025 Deloitte LLP. Deloitte confidential. Public Sector — For Approved External Use
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DRAFT

This Report and the work connected therewith are subject to the Terms and Conditions of the
contract between Deloitte LLP and the Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk, on behalf
of the other District Councils of Norfolk.

The Report is produced solely for the use of the Councils for the purpose of considering their options
for future local government structures in Norfolk. Its contents should not be quoted or referred to in
whole or in part without our prior written consent except as required by law. Deloitte LLP will accept
no responsibility to any third party, as the report has not been prepared, and is not intended, for
any other purpose.

We take responsibility for this Report which is prepared on the basis of the limitations set out below.
The matters raised in this Report are only those which came to our attention during the course of
our work and are not necessarily a comprehensive statement of all the weaknesses that may exist
or all improvements that might be made. Any recommendations made for improvements should be
assessed by you for their full impact before they are implemented.

If this document contains details of an arrangement that could result in a tax or National Insurance
saving, no such conditions of confidentiality apply to the details of that arrangement (for example,
for the purpose of discussion with tax authorities). In any event, no other party is entitled to rely
on our document for any purpose whatsoever and thus we accept no liability to any other party who
is shown or gains access to this document.

Deloitte LLP
March 2025

Deloitte LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales with registered number
0C303675 and its registered office at 1 New Street Square, London, EC4A 3HQ, United Kingdom.

Deloitte LLP is the United Kingdom affiliate of Deloitte NSE LLP, a member firm of Deloitte Touche
Tohmatsu Limited, a UK private company limited by guarantee ("DTTL"”). DTTL and each of its
member firms are legally separate and independent entities. DTTL and Deloitte NSE LLP do not
provide services to clients. Please see www.deloitte.com/about to learn more about our global
network of member firms.

© 2025 Deloitte LLP. All rights reserved.
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The purpose of this paper

In December 2024, the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government released the
English Devolution White Paper. The White Paper sets out the Government’s ambitions around
local government reorganisation in that they are seeking to establish Unitary Councils in existing
two-tier areas. Subsequently, on 5th February 2025, a formal call for unitary solutions was made
by Government, with a March 21st deadline for initial plans. Each Council in Norfolk was invited to
work with the other council leaders in the area to develop a proposal for local government
reorganisation. In this context, the District Councils wished to undertake a piece of work to review
all of the options for local government reorganisation and select the option with the most benefits
for the people of Norfolk. Therefore, the District Councils commissioned Deloitte to undertake an
appraisal of the options and prepare a submission for Government on this basis.

This paper represents the output of this work. It provides the information requested by
Government in initial plans by March 21st, including an appraisal of three key options for the future
of local government in Norfolk, barriers and challenges faced so far, and early views on costs and
councillor numbers.

1. Context and Approach

This report represents the culmination of collaborative efforts by Norfolk's District Councils, driven
by a shared commitment to securing the best possible outcomes for the citizens of Norfolk.
Recognising the Government's call for unitary solutions in the English Devolution White Paper,
council leaders and chief executives have dedicated significant time and resources to appraising
options for local government reorganisation. This collaborative spirit, deeply ingrained in Norfolk's
ethos, is exemplified by existing successful partnerships like the Norfolk Waste Partnership. These
initiatives demonstrate the District Councils' proven ability to work together effectively, leveraging
shared expertise and resources to deliver high-quality services that meet the diverse needs of
Norfolk's residents.

Norfolk, a county rich in history and natural beauty, presents a unique tapestry of vibrant
communities, each with its own distinct identity and economic profile. From the bustling urban
centre of Norwich, a recognised economic powerhouse, to the coastal communities of Great
Yarmouth and North Norfolk, and the rural heartlands of Breckland and King's Lynn & West
Norfolk, the county offers a diverse landscape of opportunities and challenges.

This report acknowledges the unique nuances of Norfolk, recognising that a one-size-fits-all
approach to local government reorganisation would fail to capture and address the specific needs
and aspirations of its diverse communities. The options appraisal process has been guided by a
deep understanding of these local contexts, ensuring that the chosen model not only delivers
administrative efficiencies, but also empowers communities, fosters local ownership, and
celebrates the distinct identities that make Norfolk so unique.

2. Barriers and Challenges

Firstly, please note that the options appraisal is work in progress and an evolving document.
Meaningful engagement with broader key stakeholders, in particular with local communities, is
currently being planned and will have a key impact in finalising the options appraisal. This will also
play a key role in finalising the specific boundaries for the proposed unitaries in each option: the
Districts would like to hear and take into account local views on the identities of individual
communities.

Deloitte Confidential: Public Sector-For Approved External Use March 2025
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Therefore, the findings in this paper should be considered transitional and interim until further
discussions and, in particular, public engagement can be undertaken.

Second, Norfolk District Council Leaders and Senior District Council Officers have engaged positively
and collaboratively in discussions and exploratory working sessions to discuss and appraise suitable
options. This has taken time and resource to collate data, discuss the options, and undertake
engagement. Much further work will be required to build on this positive start. Therefore, securing
funding to further develop the full plan and supporting business case will be essential. This is costed
below.

Third, the Districts would welcome further clarity from Government on their position regarding the
future of urban areas in two-tier areas. The White Paper highlights the crucial role of cities as
economic drivers and their unique needs in terms of housing, infrastructure, and service delivery.
However, specific guidance on how these considerations should be factored into local government
reorganisation proposals would be beneficial. In particular, the issues involved in defining the
boundaries around the city of Norwich to create a unitary are complicated. Further clarity on what
the Government perceives as key considerations here would be welcome, enabling the Districts to
assess the options and ensure the chosen model best serves the needs of all Norfolk's citizens,
including those in urban areas.

3. Option Appraisal

An initial longlist of options was developed based on a review of previous work around local
government reorganisation in Norfolk, inputs from Deloitte, discussions with Leaders and Chief
Executives, and a review of population numbers and the Government’s criteria.

This longlist was then reviewed and the following notable options were eliminated:

e The ‘doughnut’ option (carving out Norwich as a single unitary with the rest of the county
forming a separate unitary) was eliminated as the ‘worst of all worlds” with the breadth of
places that would be covered by the ‘ring’, including significant travel times from one end of
the unitary to the other, whilst not having the scale and efficiency advantages of the single
county unitary model. The shortlisted two-unitary model outlined below was preferred.

e Cross-county boundary changes (i.e. forming unitaries that span across the Norfolk -
Suffolk border) were ruled out as this would mean changes to both District and County
boundaries. The potential arguments for this level of change did not justify the added
complexity, in particular given Government indicated they wished for minimal change to
existing broader public service boundaries (e.g. the Police).

e A three-unitary model focusing on extended Norwich boundaries (i.e. including the whole of
South Norfolk and Broadland in a single unitary with Norwich) was rejected on the basis that
it would leave behind an unsustainably small local authority in population terms in a
combination of North Norfolk and Great Yarmouth.

A shortlist of three options was created. The three shortlisted options for local government
reorganisation have been examined as outlined below.

Option 1 - Single County Unitary
Option 2 - Two Unitary Option
e Unitary 1: Kings Lynn and West Norfolk, Breckland, and a part of North Norfolk

e Unitary 2: Broadland, Great Yarmouth, Norwich, South Norfolk, and the remainder of North
Norfolk

Deloitte Confidential: Public Sector-Far A pr§ved External Use March 2025
age 54 ot 180



DRAFT 5

Option 3 - Three Unitary Option
e Unitary 1: Greater Norwich on Extended Boundaries
e Unitary 2: Breckland, Kings Lynn and West Norfolk, and a part of North Norfolk

e Unitary 3: Great Yarmouth, the remainder of Broadland and South Norfolk, and the
remainder of North Norfolk

Please note that the specific boundaries under option 2 and option 3 are currently being defined with
the support of community engagement. It would be helpful to receive a steer from the Government
on the criteria for changing current District boundaries, as described above.

The Criteria

The three options have been assessed against the following criteria, as set by the Government in
the letter dated 5t February 2025:

1. A proposal should seek to achieve for the whole of the area concerned the establishment of
a single tier of local government.

2. Unitary local government must be the right size to achieve efficiencies, improve capacity
and withstand financial shocks.

3. Unitary structures must prioritise the delivery of high quality and sustainable public services
to citizens.

4. Proposals should show how councils in the area have sought to work together in coming to
a view that meets local needs and is informed by local views.

5. New unitary structures must support devolution arrangements.

6. New unitary structures should enable stronger community engagement and deliver genuine
opportunity for neighbourhood empowerment.

Ranking the options against the criteria

Each of the three options have been given a forced ranking against each of the six criteria, as
indicated in the table below. The forced ranking approach means that each option is scored either
one, two or three against the criteria with no tied rankings, in order to establish each option’s merits
against each criteria in a relative fashion, allowing conclusion to be reached on which option is best
(and worst).

This process has been undertaken objectively by assessing the relative merits of the evidence
provided by the seven Districts, as well as the theoretical benefits and disbenefits of each option
against each criteria. Please note that a score of 3 is best and a score of 1 is worst. The rankings for
each option have then been added together and ranked with the highest score being selected as the
preferred option.

Deloitte Confidential: Public Sector-For A pr§ved External Use March 2025
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Table 1: Rankings of each option against the six criteria.

1. Establishment of a single tier of 1 2 3
local government

2. Right size to achieve efficiencies, 3 2 1
and withstand financial shocks

3. Public service delivery 1 3 2
Councils working together and

. . 1 2 3

local place identity

5. Support devolution arrangements 1 2 3

6. Stronger community engagement 1 2 3

When considering the scoring above, it is important to note a couple of things:

1.

This assessment has not applied any weighting to the individual criteria. Each
criterion has been appraised and ranked on an equal footing, recognising the importance of
each, and given that Government has given no formal steer on the most important factors.
Therefore individual councils may wish to decide which of the criteria are most
important to them - and prioritise the scores in those areas, which may lead to a
different overall assessment.

The Districts would welcome clarification from the Government on whether this
assumption of equal weighting across all criteria is correct. If specific criteria are
considered more critical than others, receiving this steer would be beneficial in refining the
assessment and ensuring alignment with the Government's priorities.

As mentioned above, each unitary model in Norfolk presents distinct advantages and
disadvantages and a set of trade-offs and competing arguments. The analysis of the
key metrics across the county within this report, which support the Government’s preferred
criteria, do not create a robust picture of the perfect configuration of unitaries moving
forward. For example, metrics indicate a range of places with differing demographies,
different economies, different housing markets, and different needs. Therefore, the selection
of the preferred option becomes a balancing act of competing arguments based on the
evidence.

Three further key things should be noted:

First and foremost, the single county unitary scored significantly lower than the other two
options. It was the best option identified against only one of the six criteria - the financial and
demographic assessment in criteria 2. Therefore, despite the complexity outlined above and
potential trade offs, a clear conclusion does emerge from this assessment that the single
county unitary option should be rejected.

Second, it should be noted that for several of the criteria, there were small differences between the
two-unitary and three-unitary models.

Third, the three unitary model did score the best overall against the Government'’s criteria
and therefore has been selected as the preferred option.

Deloitte Confidential: Public Sector-For A]pprgved External Use March 2025
Page 56 ot 180



DRAFT 7

Summary of scoring against the criteria

The appendix to this report contains the detailed evidence and rationale for each ranking against
the criteria. A summary has been provided below.

The two and three-unitary models create more opportunity for delivering economic growth
by acknowledging that different areas of the county have extremely different economies, and
allowing for local plans to address the local needs of each area, based on a real understanding of
place and the local economy. For example, Norwich will focus on knowledge and innovation,
professional and technology services; the coastal areas will focus on becoming an energy hub, and
the rural areas will focus on market towns, agri-tech and manufacturing.

The three unitary model has been ranked as best because of the evidence of the unique
nature of the Norwich economy. Norwich requires its own solutions to economic and housing
issues and the creation of integrated growth, unlocking the potential of the Norwich economy as the
powerhouse of the region. The UK’s economic future hangs on the success of its cities, which
generate the majority of national GVA. Option 3 (three unitary model) is the only option that gives
due weight and focus to the City of Norwich in this regard, supporting its delivery of economic
growth.

Furthermore, the three unitary model creates two distinct other unitaries rooted in place. Each would
have an urban focus in Great Yarmouth and King’s Lynn. There is also evidence of some economic,
travel to work, and housing market similarities across the two potential new unitaries built around
the West Norfolk / Breckland and South Norfolk / Broadland areas, which builds the relative case for
the three unitary model: the new unitaries can develop plans to tackle the shared needs in these
areas and deliver economic growth.

The possible shortcoming of the three unitary model is that it breaks the Norwich travel to work
area: a very large geographic area from which residents commute into Norwich, and therefore
potentially isolates some communities outside of their most suitable economic zone. This will have
to be managed carefully if this option is implemented. Overall, this concern is counterbalanced by
the unique position of Norwich and the creation of three new unitaries, each with an urban focus
and a set of shared economic issues, but it must be acknowledged that this is a trade-off between
reasonable arguments.

Finally, the single county unitary creates a footprint that is too big covering the whole 2000+
square miles of Norfolk and has less chance of creating economic growth due to its lack of focus on
place. The data is very clear that different areas of the county have extremely different economies,
with different sectoral focuses, and different economic challenges, such as high housing prices in
some areas, or a lack of skills in other areas. For one local authority to develop individualised plans
to address these needs would be very difficult. Instead, local plans are required to address these
local needs, based on a real understanding of place and local economy, which is best provided by a
greater number of smaller unitaries dedicated to place. Therefore the single county unitary has been
ranked as worst against this criterion.

A rapid financial assessment has been undertaken as part of this work and it indicates that option
one - the single county unitary — may achieve the greatest net financial benefits due to its
scale and ability to make savings from exploiting economies of scale.

Option three - a three-unitary model - may achieve the lowest savings due to the need to create
three councils with separate structures and services, and smaller economies of scale.

Option two (two-unitary model) represents a compromise between options one and three.
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However, it should be noted that the financial assessment has only looked at transactional savings
from bringing services together. Smaller unitaries may be able to deliver more transformational
change through better understanding and management of local demand and by creating more locally
designed preventative services by working with the voluntary and community sector. Investing in
these preventative measures can generate long-term cost savings. Moreover, the unitaries could
create some shared services across the Norfolk footprint to achieve economies of scale where
required, for example in corporate services. Existing examples of collaboration and shared services
between the Districts prove this can be done successfully. These two points could bridge the savings
gap to the single unitary model.

Furthermore, diseconomies of scale are also possible when organisations get bigger. Organisational
structures and processes can become too complicated and cumbersome. Many Town and Parish
councils would describe the County Council in these terms. Further public and stakeholder
engagement will be important on this point.

This has been a purely theoretical exercise to look at costs and benefits. Savings delivery from this
kind of programme is much more difficult in reality. There are certainly examples of county unitaries
that have been formed which have struggled to deliver financial savings, and then struggled
financially subsequently, particularly in rural areas. Size alone is not an answer to financial
sustainability.

On the population size question, option one is the only option that meets the Government’s criteria
for a minimum population size of 500,000. However, this would create the second largest authority
by population in England, covering a very large geography and therefore diluting community identity
and place-making and shaping. Both the proposed two councils and three councils under options
two and three would cover a significant population size and geography and compare favourably to
other unitary councils that currently exist in England.

A two or three-unitary model has more chance of improving services due to the potential focus on
local need. Residents have different needs in different places across the county. Evidence makes
this clear in areas such as skills and education, unemployment rates, ageing population and social
care needs, and health and wellbeing indicators. A two or three-unitary model can take into
account these different local needs, and deliver services that are responsive to them, being
more agile and more easily moving resources to where they are needed most.

However, there is the risk of disaggregation of services as existing county level services may be
divided up into two unitaries or three unitaries. This could be expensive as it will need to recreate
staffing structures. To mitigate this, for services where scale is important, and local need less so,
the two or three unitaries could collaborate and create shared services. For example, a Children’s
Trust model could be set up for Children’s Social Care. Elements of commissioning and market
management could be conducted on the county footprint (or Strategic Authority footprint) as a
shared service where appropriate, whilst local teams in the individual unitaries focus on assessment
and prevention. This could achieve a balance between the benefits of economies of scale, and locally
tailored services. All the District Councils are keen to explore this as part of the next detailed analysis
stage.

On the other hand, the single county unitary could in theory create more economies of scale, and
potentially deliver greater performance consistency across the county. However, the County Council
has not been able to achieve this at the current time. For example, 28% of Norfolk’s 320 care homes
need improvement. A more locally driven approach may be able to generate more improvement.

As noted above, a number of smaller unitaries may be able to deliver more transformational change
by creating more locally designed preventative services, rooted in local communities and new
relationships with residents and the voluntary sector, and built around concepts of social prescribing.
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A three unitary model would be effectively aligned to existing public service delivery infrastructure,
including the three Public Protection Divisions of the Police, the three principal Further Education
colleges, and the three acute hospitals in Norfolk. Similarly, the three-unitary model would mean
that the highest crime areas of Norwich, Great Yarmouth, and King’s Lynn and West Norfolk each
fall under a separate unitary authority. This could facilitate dedicated police attention and resources
to reduce crime levels and implement prevention strategies.

Overall, option two - a two-unitary model - has been scored best as is it minimises the
disaggregation risk (which grows with the greater number of unitaries) and improves
economies of scale, whilst being able to better take into account local needs than the
single county unitary.

The three unitary model has the best chance of improving services due to the potential focus on
local need, and is aligned to existing public service delivery infrastructure, but this model will require
a greater level of disaggregation than the two unitary model.

The two and three-unitary models build on the Districts’ track record of collaborative
working. There is much evidence in this regard. Existing collaboration shows that shared services
between councils in Norfolk can be highly effective, and new unitaries can build on this base. The
two and three unitary models also clearly create brand new entities, removing any sense of
‘takeover’, which may cause cultural problems.

Perhaps most importantly, smaller unitaries are more likely to develop and maintain a sense
of real place, community and identity. The three-unitary model acknowledges Norwich’s historic
and cultural identity as the major city of the region. It also makes it possible for the unitary to focus
on tackling Norwich’s urban issues, which are different to the rest of the county. It also creates two
distinct other unitaries rooted in place. Each would have a single historic centre and urban
focus, one with King’s Lynn in the West, and one with Great Yarmouth in the East. It also ensures
that other areas (including North Norfolk, the Broads, Brecks and Fens, and market towns) will
have appropriate place identities as far as possible.

Again, here, the differences between a two and three unitary model are not huge. A three
unitary model places a clearer focus on the Norwich identity, but would remove certain South Norfolk
and Broadland communities from their natural place connection to Norwich, and instead puts these
communities in a new unitary council with Great Yarmouth and parts of North Norfolk. There is also
a risk that a Norwich unitary on extended boundaries results in the inclusions in the unitary of
geographically separate, distinct settlements, with natural boundaries between them and Norwich.
This could create a swamping effect that would be more diluted in the two unitary model.

This is a trade-off that must be acknowledged: some communities unfortunately will lose out
whichever model is selected. Resident consultation and engagement will support further work on
this area as the full plan is developed. On the basis that a two unitary model creates an authority
that would have to serve a greater number of distinct places that encompasses all of Great Yarmouth,
Norwich, South Norfolk, Broadland, and part of North Norfolk - the three unitary model has been
ranked best.

The single county unitary scores lowest against this criteria. The current county council area
of Norfolk is not a coherent single place. There is so much variation within the county that any
solution must take into account the unique challenges and priorities of each place. For example, the
significant size of Norfolk means that is likely to be too big to be managed by one council. Travel
times and mileage from one end of the county to another are significant (with a one hour, twenty
five minute drive from Great Yarmouth to King’s Lynn). In some parts of the county, populations are
dispersed over enormous areas - for example, King’s Lynn and West Norfolk covers an area of 552
square miles. Breckland covers 500 square miles.
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The two and three-unitary models can achieve the potential economic benefits of
operating strategically at scale if the Norfolk and Suffolk Strategic Authority is created. It
is easy to envisage an approach that combines multiple unitaries across Norfolk and Suffolk with the
Strategic Authority, therefore providing an ideal combination of strategic thinking on issues such as
planning and transport, and local focus on the specific challenges that need to be faced in the
individual places within the two counties.

The three unitary model has been ranked as best on the basis of the arguments above, in
that it creates a more balanced power dynamic within the Strategic Authority. Each unitary
would represent a distinct community of interest with a comparable population size, ensuring that
no single authority dominates the partnership. Three unitaries would also provide a stronger platform
for local voices to be heard within the Strategic Authority.

A single county unitary would be too similar in size to the Strategic Authority for it to
make sense. It would create a power imbalance between the county and the Strategic Authority
given the size difference would not be large. The three unitary model creates a clear size differential.

The two or three-unitary models better maintain effective local engagement. There is a significant
danger that a county unitary could become too remote from citizens and communities, reduce
local decision making, and even perhaps damage the interests of the individual places. Bigger local
authorities may be more inclined to give more focus to factors such as value for money at the
expense of local need and have to trade off the different needs of different places, simply due to
their size. This can mean that local places lose out.

By contrast, a two or three-unitary model could create a very different culture, building on
the strengths of the districts in working with their local residents and communities of place and
interest. There is lots of evidence of the effectiveness of the local engagement programmes of the
District Councils in Norfolk.
The three unitary option has been ranked as best on the basis that it creates councils of a
more relatable scale that are therefore closer to their communities: smaller is better for
local engagement.
Summary of the scoring against the criteria
This methodology results in the following conclusion:
e The three-unitary model (option 3) has received the highest ranking.
e The two-unitary model (option 2) has received the second overall ranking.
e The single county unitary model (option 1) has received the lowest overall ranking.
Fundamentally the three-unitary option scored the best because it:
e Is firmly rooted in an understanding of the places of Norfolk, in that it reflects and
prioritises the three main historic urban centres (Norwich, Great Yarmouth and
King’s Lynn) which act as the main civic and economic hubs for Norfolk. Each of these
places has its own distinct characteristics and opportunities which can be exploited under a

unitary structure based around these three urban centres.

e Will drive the delivery of improved outcomes for the people of Norfolk, including
focusing on attracting globally renowned companies investing in the UK driving both local
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and national economic growth, reducing worklessness in deprived areas, contributing to
building social cohesion, and driving a strong prevention agenda for health and wellbeing.

Creates a singular focus for Norwich as the economic driving force and powerhouse
of Norfolk, creating opportunity for significant growth around the urban fringe in an
integrated way, therefore promoting future economic and housing growth.

Creates more opportunity for delivering economic growth by acknowledging that
different areas of the county have extremely different economies, and allowing for local plans
to address the local needs of each area, based on a real understanding of place and the local
economy. For example, Norwich will focus on knowledge and innovation, professional and
technology services; the coastal areas will focus on becoming an energy hub and strong
tourist economy, and the rural areas will focus on market towns, agri-tech and
manufacturing.

Ensures that areas will have appropriate place identities as far as possible, given the
more relatable scale of the authorities and therefore greater focus on individual place, in
particular giving greater focus to Norwich, and reflecting the identities, economic, travel to
work, and housing market similarities across the West Norfolk / Breckland and South Norfolk
/ Broadland areas.

Is based on local relationships between existing Districts with a track record of successful
collaboration and delivering highly effective, cost effective services. For example,
each unitary can work closely alongside its acute hospital, and with new build replacement
hospitals proposed at Great Yarmouth (Gorleston) and Kings Lynn and an ageing population,
the integration between social care and health to accelerate prevention and healthy ageing
programmes can be more rapidly achieved.

Provides a strong base for devolution alongside a Norfolk and Suffolk Strategic
Authority due to the balanced nature of the population sizes of the proposed unitaries,
allowing equal representation; the differential between the proposed unitaries and the
potential Strategic Authority (as the Government has requested), and the ability to create
economic growth through focus on delivering local plans for local places, and in particular
unleashing the potential of Norwich, working with the new Strategic Authority which will be
critical in creating the strategic infrastructure and roadmap.

Better maintains effective local engagement due to the number of smaller authorities,
which can build on highly successful methods of community and stakeholder engagement
employed by each of the Districts.

4. Indicative costs and arrangements

An initial estimate of costs has been made at £1.2m for developing the full plan up to September
2024, as per the table below.

These costs include the officer implementation team required to develop the full plan.
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Table 5: Estimation of direct process costs.

Estimated

Area Description Cost

Officer time within Councils to support project
management, policy development and subject £0.3m
matter expert input.

Capacity Funding: External advisory spend:
Proposal Development,
Financial Modelling, and
Implementation planning. « Advice on development of Target Operating £0.7m

Model, workforce integration, estates

rationalization, business case, financial

modelling, as required.

Support with preparation of full plan.

Stakeholder Appointing external advisors to help manage
Communications and overall communications and engagement process. £0.2m

Eniaiement

An estimate has also been made of the costs of implementation of the three unitary model at
£14.4m. Again, a breakdown is provided below.

This is early work. The assumptions made so far are based on previous experience of undertaking
similar exercises. Therefore these figures cannot be relied upon at this stage by the local authorities
concerned as accurate estimates.

Table 6: Estimation of enabling restructuring costs.

Estimated

Area Description Cost

Redundancies to facilitate restructuring, to
reduce long term management costs.

Costs of an integrated programme office to drive
rapid and effective integration of services needed £1.6m
to deliver benefits.

e Data Centre and data migration
IT Networks

Telephony

Financial Ledgers

Payroll systems

Procurement systems

Estates Costs to consolidate the estate as part of £0.7m
restructure.

Total £14.4m

Redundancies £5.1m

Programme Integration
(PMO)

Digital/IT £7m

Further work will have to be undertaken on how these costs will be funded, but it is assumed at the
current time that they could be funded from the potential savings delivered from creating the new
unitaries, as per the financial assessment.

The costs could be phased over a period of time depending on the pace of implementation plans and
the degree of change that the new authorities wish to implement.
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5. Councillor numbers

The following councillor numbers have been estimated at this stage, based on a ratio of 5000 electors
to one councillor. This ratio is based on potentially similar councils such as North Yorkshire and
Cornwall.

Unitary 1 43
Unitary 2 48
Unitary 3 50

6. Structures to support devolution

The three-unitary model for Norfolk presents a promising approach to supporting devolution
arrangements and fostering a balanced and effective partnership within a two-county (Norfolk and
Suffolk) Strategic Authority.

Enhanced balance and representation

More equitable power dynamics: Dividing Norfolk into three unitaries, as proposed, creates
a more balanced power dynamic within the Strategic Authority. Each unitary would represent
a distinct community of interest, ensuring that no single entity dominates the partnership.
This aligns with the Devolution White Paper's emphasis on "partnerships that bring more
than one Local Authority together over a large geography" and avoids the risk of a single
dominant authority overshadowing others.

Amplifying local voices: Three unitaries would provide a stronger platform for local voices to
be heard within the Strategic Authority. Each unitary would be more directly accountable to
its residents, fostering greater responsiveness to local needs and priorities. This structure
promotes the White Paper's principle of "ensuring that decisions are made at the most
appropriate level," empowering communities to have a greater say in shaping their future.

Strengthening collaboration and local focus

Facilitating strategic alignment: The three unitary model can facilitate better alignment
between strategic priorities and local needs. Each unitary, with its more focused geographical
area, can develop a deeper understanding of its communities' specific challenges and
opportunities. This local expertise can then be brought to the Strategic Authority, ensuring
that decisions are grounded in local realities and reflect the diverse needs of the region.

Promoting integrated solutions: While some issues require a county-wide approach, many
challenges are best addressed at a more localised level. Three unitaries would empower local
leaders to develop tailored solutions, fostering innovation and responsiveness. For example,
Unitary 3, encompassing Great Yarmouth, part of Broadland and South Norfolk, and part of
North Norfolk, could develop specialised strategies for coastal management and tourism,
while Unitary 2, comprising Breckland, Kings Lynn and West Norfolk, and the North Norfolk
County divisions of Fakenham & The Raynhams, Holt and Wells, could focus on rural
transport and economic development initiatives tailored to their specific needs.

Unlocking devolution's full potential

Nurturing strong local leadership: Three unitaries would foster the development of strong
local leadership, empowering communities to take ownership of their future. This aligns with
the White Paper's vision of "a strong foundation of capable and responsive local governance"
as a prerequisite for successful devolution. By distributing power and decision-making across
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three entities, this model encourages greater accountability and responsiveness to local
needs.

e Building blocks for an established Mayoral Strategic Authority: The White Paper envisions a
future where all parts of England have an Established Mayoral Strategic Authority, unlocking
further devolution and an Integrated Settlement. This three-unitary model for Norfolk
provides the necessary building blocks for achieving this ambition. By establishing a
balanced and collaborative framework at the local level, this structure paves the way for a
smooth transition to an Established Mayoral Strategic Authority, ensuring that Norfolk is
well-positioned to benefit from further devolution.

The three-unitary option for Norfolk aligns strongly with the principles and objectives of devolution
as outlined in the White Paper. It promotes a balanced and representative Strategic Authority,
enhances collaboration and local focus, and fosters the development of strong local leadership. This
model offers a promising pathway for unlocking the full potential of devolution, ensuring that all
communities in Norfolk and Suffolk have a meaningful voice in shaping their future and benefitting
from a more prosperous and equitable region.

7. Local engagement

As noted above, the tight deadlines for creating the proposal have thus far precluded the opportunity
for meaningful engagement with key stakeholders, town and parish councils and Norfolk’s residents.

The District Councils are keen to inform and involve residents, businesses, and staff, the
opportunities for which have been severely constrained in this early phase of work.

To do this the districts will utilise existing community networks, working closely with existing
community groups, parish and town councils, and other local organisations to reach residents
through established channels. Briefings are already taking place with parish and town councils across
Norfolk.

The districts will also employ a variety of communication channels: using a mix of online and offline
communication channels, including social media, local newspapers, public meetings, and focus
groups, to ensure that information is accessible to all. Recognising that a one-size-fits-all approach
is not always effective, and local communities and demographic groups have different preference
towards routes of engagement, each districts tailor engagement strategies to the audience, topic or
outcome being sought.

The districts have written to a range of key stakeholders including the Integrated Care Board, Acute
Hospital Trusts, Police and Crime Commissioner, Fire and Rescue Authority, local Higher Education
and Further Education providers, National Park Authorities, and the voluntary and third sector. They
will seek meetings to explore the preferred option of these stakeholders for local government
reorganisation.

8. Voluntary arrangements
A range of regular meetings have been set up to enable the councils involved to keep working on
these proposals. These meetings are supported by a programme team with membership taken from
all the districts. The meetings are as follows:

e The Programme Team meet every Tuesday afternoon

e Council Leaders meet every week on a Monday

e Council Chief Executives meet every week on a Friday

e There are regular touchpoints between the districts and the County Council.
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Conclusion

This paper has identified a three unitary model as the preferred option for the future structure of
local government in Norfolk (please see the ‘Summary of the scoring against the criteria’ section
above for details).

In arriving at this conclusion, Norfolk District Council Elected Leaders and Senior District Council
Officers have engaged positively and collaboratively in discussions and exploratory working sessions
to discuss and appraise suitable options.

Initial thoughts have already been provided on potential costs, councillor numbers and devolution
arrangements.

The District Councils would now like to continue to work together to develop this option further for
final submission in September 2025, including a full business case and fully worked up boundaries.

In this regard, a steer from Government on the criteria for determining whether changes are required
to existing District boundaries would be very helpful. The issues involved in defining the boundaries
around the city of Norwich to create a unitary are complicated. Further clarity on what the
Government perceives as key considerations here would be welcome.
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The following sections provide a summary of evidence supporting the conclusions outlined above.

Economy

Norfolk's local economies share several key similarities and potential synergies that could be
leveraged for collective growth and prosperity as part of a potential multi-unitary model:

Economic powerhouse: Norwich City stands out as the urban centre, dominated by public
administration, education, and retail, reflecting its role as a regional hub. Norwich's growth
in sectors like digital technology, financial services, and healthcare creates potential
employment opportunities for residents of surrounding areas like South Norfolk and
Broadland. Improving transport links and promoting skills development aligned with these
sectors could enhance access to these opportunities.

Coastal Tourism: Great Yarmouth, North Norfolk, and King's Lynn & West Norfolk all benefit
significantly from coastal tourism, attracting visitors to their beaches, seaside towns, and
natural beauty. This shared strength presents opportunities for collaboration, particularly in
attracting a wider visitor demographic, extending the tourism season and invest in maritime
related industries.

Agriculture and Agri-Tech: Agriculture remains a significant sector in North Norfolk,
Breckland, and South Norfolk. Collaboration on initiatives to promote agri-tech innovation,
support rural businesses, and enhance agricultural productivity could benefit all three
regions.

Manufacturing: King’s Lynn & West Norfolk and Breckland both have a long history of
manufacturing, forming a significant part of their economic identity and employment base.
Collaboration on initiatives to support manufacturing businesses, attract investment in the
sector, and develop a skilled workforce to meet industry needs would enhance the growth
of this market area. This could involve joint skills training programs, shared resources for
business support, and promoting the region as a hub for manufacturing excellence.

Professional and Technical Sectors: Norwich and the surrounding urban areas have key
economies in financial and professional services. This continued growth could see a spill over
affect to wider areas, accelerating innovation and growth across the wider county.

Market Town Revitalisation: With a network of market towns that serve as vital economic
and social hubs for their communities, King’s Lynn & West Norfolk and Breckland face similar
challenges from the rise of online shopping, changing consumer habits, and the need to
attract new businesses and investment. Collaboration on initiatives to revitalise market town
centres, promote local businesses, and create attractive public spaces could benefit both
districts.

Access to Knowledge and Innovation: South Norfolk and Broadland benefit from their
proximity to Norwich, with its world-leading research institutes, universities, and thriving
business clusters. This proximity provides opportunities for collaboration on research and
development, knowledge transfer, and skills development, potentially benefiting businesses
in both regions.

This analysis indicates that the two and three-unitary models create more opportunity for delivering
economic growth by acknowledging that different areas of the county have extremely different
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economies, and allowing for local plans to address the local needs of each area, based on a real
understanding of place and the local economy.

For example, Norwich will focus on knowledge and innovation, professional and technology services;
the coastal areas will focus on becoming an energy hub, and the rural areas will focus on market
towns, agri-tech and manufacturing.

Housing

Analysis of housing tenure patterns across Norfolk districts reveals distinct variations that highlight
the varied market dynamics within the county.

Predominant Household Tenure Arrangements
(97% coverage)

30,000
20,000
o I I I II III I IIII I
o CHn fen R i 1
Breckland Broadland Great King's Lynn North Norwich South
Yarmouth and West Norfolk Norfolk
Norfolk
m Owned: Owns outright ® Owned: Owns with a mortgage or loan
m Social rented B Private rented: Private landlord or letting agency

These variations in housing tenure patterns have implications for the proposed unitary models. The
concentration of private and social renting in Norwich highlights the need for a greater focus on
resources and support services related to tenant rights, housing affordability, and homelessness
prevention in the city. Conversely, the high levels of homeownership in King's Lynn & West Norfolk,
South Norfolk and Broadland might influence planning strategies under the three unitary model
focusing on supporting sustainable development that meets the needs of homeowners, while also
ensuring a sufficient supply of affordable housing options.

The annual net additions to the housing stock across the Norfolk districts illustrate some notable
gaps between housing delivery and projected needs.

Local Housing Need

1000

0 I

Breckland Broadland Great King’s Lynn North Norfolk Norwich ~ South Norfolk
Yarmouth and West
Norfolk

B LHN under the new standard method ®Average Annual Net additions (2021/22-2023/24)

Across Norfolk, the average annual net additions of housing (dark green bars) generally fall short of
the Local Housing Need targets (light green bars) set by the new standard method. This shortfall is
particularly pronounced in North Norfolk, King's Lynn & West Norfolk, and Norwich. This suggests
these areas face a greater challenge in meeting their housing needs, and working across three
unitaries may be helpful in the future. For example, an integrated approach on a bigger footprint
may help Norwich to deliver more housing. However, this must be done carefully. It must be
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acknowledged that South Norfolk and Broadland have excellent track records of housing delivery,
and a three unitary model could disrupt this, when compared to a two unitary model. Issues such
as the strategic gap between communities around the fringe of Norwich must be maintained.

Considering economic inactivity, five of the seven Districts exhibit similar rates of residents receiving
unemployment-related benefits. By contrast, the needs in Great Yarmouth (5%) and Norwich (4.1%)
are significantly different. A three unitary model could ensure focused on attention on these issues
as Great Yarmouth and Norwich will be in different local authorities.

Travel to work

Travel to Work Areas (Current Norfolk Boundaries) T
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The disadvantage of the three unitary model is that it breaks the travel to work area across South
Norfolk and Broadland where residents commute into Norwich and potentially isolates some
communities outside of their most suitable economic zone. This will have to be managed carefully if
this option is implemented, which should be helped by the economic similarities between South
Norfolk and Broadland, which will put these interests at the heart of the potential new unitary. This
focus is already evident through the existing Greater Norwich Growth Board (GNGB) which brings
together Norwich City, South Norfolk, and Broadland, in conjunction with the wider county, to
accelerate infrastructure development and access into the area.

Please note that the travel to work data above is from 2014 and before the Covid pandemic - but it
is the latest available data on this subject.
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Demography

A two or three-unitary model could also be built on similarities in population demographics. For
example, King's Lynn & West Norfolk and Breckland, both share a comparable split of their population
aged 0-18 (c.20%) and working aged adults (c.55%). Similarly, Great Yarmouth, Broadland and
South Norfolk all demonstrate a similar population size of older-aged adults (c.35,000). These
similarities indicate a good basis for the two or three unitary model.

Persons by age group for proposed unitaries, mid 2023 (three

unitary)
200,000
150,000
100,000
< mnflm ull ulll
_ Unitary 1 Unitary 2 Unitary 3

EAge 0-18 ®mAge 19-64 mAge 65+

Criteria two: Right size to achieve efficiencies, and withstand financial shocks

A rapid financial assessment has been undertaken as part of this work, considering both estimated
costs and savings across the proposed models. The results of this work are shown in the table below.

Option 1: Option 2: Option 3:
Sing i
Redundancy Costs £7.3m £6.3m £5.1m
Integration PMO £1.1m £1.3m £1.6m
Costs Digital/IT £5m £6m £7m
Estates £0.9m £0.8m £0.7m
Council tax harmonisation £9.8m £8.2m £5.5m
Total Costs £24.1m £22.6m £19.9m
Leadership savings £5.5m £4.6m £3.7m
Corporate Services £15.9m £14.3m £12.9m
. Property Rationalisation £2.7m £2.4m £2.2m
Savings - A
Service Optimisation £10m £9m £8.1m
Democratic Savings £1.3m £0.8m £0.6m
Total Savings £35.4m £31.1m £27.5m
Net Saving £11.3m £8.5m £7.6m

Please note that an exercise of this type is by its nature very driven by the assumptions made. The
assumptions made so far are based on previous experience of undertaking similar exercises.
Therefore these figures cannot be relied upon at this stage by the local authorities concerned as
accurate estimates. This is an exercise to show relative costs and benefits, which can then give an
indication of which option may be the most financially advantageous.
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Please also note that further areas would be looked at where savings could be made as part of the
move towards a final plan and supporting business case. These might include service transformation
opportunities, or potentially looking at issues such as the costs of creating and manging new parish
councils, or any potential savings from possibly merging the Broads Authority into the new
unitaries.

Criteria three: Public service delivery

A two or three-unitary model has more chance of improving services due to the potential focus on
local need. Residents have different needs in different places across the county. Evidence makes
this clear in areas such as skills and education, unemployment rates, ageing population and social
care needs, and health and wellbeing indicators.

Health and wellbeing

For example, health and wellbeing indicators indicate different challenges in different places, as
indicated by the graph below showing smoking prevalence.

Percentage of people aged 18 and over who state they currently smoke cigarettes
(excluding e-cigarettes)

20.0
15.0
10.0
0.0
Breckland King's Lynn and North Norfolk  Broadland Great South Norfolk Norwich
West Norfolk Yarmouth

Smaller unitaries may be able to deliver more transformational change by creating more locally
designed preventative services, rooted in local communities and new relationships with residents
and the voluntary sector, and built around concepts of social prescribing. Investing in these
preventative measures promises not only to reduce homelessness but also to generate long-term
cost savings.

Deprivation

Number of communities in % of population in 20%

most deprived in England

20% most deprived in

England
Breckland 6 10.4%
Kings Lynn & West Norfolk 7 15.4%
North Norfolk 2 2.6%
South Norfolk 0 0.0%
Broadland 0 0.0%
Great Yarmouth 9 40.0%
Norwich 12 39.0%

Norwich faces a unique challenge with regards to deprivation, with 20 communities classified within
the most deprived 20% in England. While Great Yarmouth follows with nine communities in the same
category, the concentration in Norwich highlights a specific need for targeted intervention. A three-
unitary model, where Norwich is addressed in the context of the immediate greater Norwich area,
allows for a bespoke approach to tackling these deeply rooted issues. This focused strategy can
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better address the complex interplay of socio-economic factors contributing to deprivation in
Norwich.

The two and three-unitary models build on the Districts’ track record of collaborative
working. There is much evidence in this regard, with examples provided below.

Parking Operations

Parking Operations is a service department of the Borough Council of King’s Lynn & West Norfolk
(BCKLWN), providing parking related services to a number of local authority partners. Those included
in the partnership are Borough Council of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk, Breckland District Council,
Great Yarmouth Borough Council, Norfolk County Council, North Norfolk District Council, Norwich
City Council and South Norfolk & Broadland.

The partnership behind Parking Operations exemplifies the collaborative spirit already present
amongst Norfolk's District Councils. This joint venture, responsible for managing on-street parking
operations, demonstrates the tangible benefits of shared services and regional cooperation.

Parking Operations provides a comprehensive range of services, including: enforcement of
parking regulations, management of parking permits, and operation of pay and display
machines: Parking Operations manages and maintains pay and display machines in both districts,
ensuring a consistent and user-friendly experience for motorists.

Key aspects of this collaboration that highlight its effectiveness:

e Pooling resources, increasing efficiency: By joining forces, the councils have
streamlined their parking operations, achieving cost savings and increased efficiency. This
partnership allows for the sharing of expertise, technology, and resources, ultimately
benefiting both councils and Norfolk’s residents.

¢ Seamless service delivery across boundaries: Parking Operations provides a seamless
experience for residents and visitors, regardless of which district they are in. This joined-up
approach simplifies parking regulations and enforcement, enhancing convenience and
promoting a more positive image for both areas.

¢ A model for future collaboration: The success of Parking Operations serves as a blueprint
for future collaborations between Norfolk's District Councils. It demonstrates the potential
for shared services to deliver tangible benefits, paving the way for a more integrated and
efficient approach to local governance.

The existence of Parking Operations directly challenges the notion that a single, large unitary
authority is necessary for effective service delivery in Norfolk. This partnership showcases the ability
of District Councils to collaborate successfully, leveraging their combined strengths to provide
efficient and cost-effective services for their residents.

The volume and diversity of collaborations across Norfolk demonstrate that:

e Partnership is ingrained within the county: Collaboration is deeply ingrained in the
ethos of local governance in Norfolk. It is not a reactive response to specific funding
opportunities or government mandates, but a proactive and enduring commitment to
working together for the greater good.

o District councils are not siloed entities: The widespread collaboration across Norfolk
demonstrates that District Councils are not operating in isolation. They are actively
engaged in partnerships, both as leaders and participants, demonstrating their
commitment to working across boundaries for the benefit of the wider community.
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o Effective collaboration can exist independently of structural change: The success
of existing partnerships, operating within the current District Council framework,
challenges the assumption that a single unitary authority is a prerequisite for effective
collaboration and service delivery.

The evidence overwhelmingly points to a local governance landscape in Norfolk where collaboration
is not just an aspiration, but a lived reality. This collaborative spirit, evident in the breadth and depth
of partnerships across the county, provides a strong foundation for future devolution and local
empowerment, regardless of structural changes to local government.

The UK Government's Devolution White Paper outlines a clear vision for empowering local areas
through Strategic Authorities. In the context of Norfolk, a two-county Strategic Authority
encompassing both Norfolk and Suffolk presents a compelling opportunity. However, the success of
this model hinges on establishing a strong foundation at the unitary level.

A two-unitary model for Norfolk, while a step towards a more balanced structure, still presents
challenges to the effective implementation and long-term success of devolution arrangements within
a proposed two-county Strategic Authority with Suffolk.

Addressing imbalance

¢ Mitigating dominance: Dividing Norfolk into two unitaries, as proposed, would partially
address the issue of a single, dominant entity within the Strategic Authority. However,
Unitary 2, encompassing the more populous and economically powerful areas of Broadland,
Great Yarmouth, Norwich, and South Norfolk, would still hold a significant advantage over
both Unitary 1 and Suffolk. This could lead to an uneven playing field within the Strategic
Authority, potentially hindering equitable decision-making and resource allocation.

¢ Population disparity persists: Unitary 2 would have a much bigger population than
unitary 1, potentially creating a democratic deficit and undermining the principle of "one
person, one vote".

Challenges to collaboration and local focus

e Strategic alignment and local needs: The Devolution White Paper emphasizes the
importance of aligning strategic priorities with the nuanced understanding of local needs.
While two unitaries offer a degree of local focus, the proposed division could create
challenges in addressing issues that require a more integrated approach. For example,
transport infrastructure planning, economic development strategies, and environmental
management often transcend unitary boundaries, necessitating strong collaboration and a
shared vision.

¢ Risk of a two-tier system: Dividing Norfolk into two unitaries, with one encompassing the
more urbanised and economically powerful areas, could inadvertently create a two-tier
system within the county. Unitary 1, with its predominantly rural character, might struggle
to compete for resources and influence within the Strategic Authority, potentially
exacerbating existing inequalities and hindering its ability to effectively address the needs
of its communities.

Unlocking devolution's potential
e Fostering local leadership: Two unitaries would provide a platform for stronger local

leadership compared to a single unitary model. However, the potential for an imbalance
between the two wunitaries could hinder the development of truly equitable and
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representative local governance. The Devolution White Paper's vision of empowered local
authorities working in partnership within a Strategic Authority might be compromised by this
uneven power dynamic.

In contrast, the three-unitary model for Norfolk presents a more promising approach to supporting
devolution arrangements and fostering a balanced and effective partnership within a two-county
Strategic Authority with Suffolk.

Enhanced balance and representation

e More equitable power dynamics: Dividing Norfolk into three unitaries creates a more
balanced power dynamic within the Strategic Authority. Each unitary would represent a
distinct community of interest with a more comparable population size to Suffolk, ensuring
that no single entity dominates the partnership. This aligns with the Devolution White Paper's
emphasis on "partnerships that bring more than one Local Authority together over a large
geography" and avoids the risk of a single dominant authority overshadowing others.

e Amplifying local voices: Three unitaries would provide a stronger platform for local voices
to be heard within the Strategic Authority. Each unitary would be more directly accountable
to its residents, fostering greater responsiveness to local needs and priorities. This structure
promotes the White Paper's principle of "ensuring that decisions are made at the most
appropriate level," empowering communities to have a greater say in shaping their future.

Strengthening collaboration and local focus

e Facilitating strategic alignment: While three unitaries might require more coordination,
this structure can actually facilitate better alignment between strategic priorities and local
needs. Each unitary, with its more focused geographical area, can develop a deeper
understanding of its communities' specific challenges and opportunities. This local expertise
can then be brought to the Strategic Authority, ensuring that decisions are grounded in local
realities and reflect the diverse needs of the region.

¢ Promoting integrated solutions: While some issues require a county-wide approach,
many challenges are best addressed at a more localised level. Three unitaries would
empower local leaders to develop tailored solutions, fostering innovation and
responsiveness. For example, Unitary 3, encompassing Great Yarmouth, part of Broadland
and South Norfolk, and part of North Norfolk, could develop specialised strategies for coastal
management and tourism, while Unitary 2, comprising Breckland, Kings Lynn and West
Norfolk, and the North Norfolk County divisions of Fakenham & The Raynhams, Holt and
Wells, could focus on rural transport and economic development initiatives tailored to their
specific needs.

Unlocking devolution's full potential

e Nurturing strong local leadership: Three unitaries would foster the development of
strong local leadership, empowering communities to take ownership of their future. This
aligns with the White Paper's vision of "a strong foundation of capable and responsive local
governance" as a prerequisite for successful devolution. By distributing power and decision-
making across three entities, this model encourages greater accountability and
responsiveness to local needs.

e Building blocks for an established Mayoral Strategic Authority: The White Paper
envisions a future where all parts of England have an Established Mayoral Strategic
Authority, unlocking further devolution and an Integrated Settlement. This three-unitary
model for Norfolk provides the necessary building blocks for achieving this ambition. By
establishing a balanced and collaborative framework at the local level, this structure paves
the way for a smooth transition to an Established Mayoral Strategic Authority, ensuring that
Norfolk is well-positioned to benefit from further devolution.
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Imbalance and ineffective representation

e Dominating the Strategic Authority: A single Norfolk unitary, with its significantly larger
population compared to Suffolk, would create an inherent imbalance within the Strategic
Authority. This dominance risks sidelining Suffolk's needs and priorities, hindering equitable
decision-making and potentially leading to a "Norfolk-centric" approach to strategic
planning. The Devolution White Paper explicitly cautions against such imbalances,
emphasising the importance of "partnerships that bring more than one Local Authority
together over a large geography." In addition, having a single county unitary in Norfolk and
Suffolk would create an imbalanced dynamic with the Strategic Authority potentially blurring
the lines between their accountabilities due to the similar scales to which they operate.

e Diluting Local Voices: A single unitary for Norfolk would encompass a vast and diverse
area, potentially diluting the voices of individual communities within the Strategic Authority.
This could lead to reduced accountability and responsiveness, as decision-making becomes
more centralised and removed from the specific needs and concerns of local communities.
The White Paper stresses the importance of "ensuring that decisions are made at the most
appropriate level," which a single, dominant unitary for Norfolk would fail to achieve.

Hindered collaboration and local input

e Struggling with strategic priorities: The Devolution White Paper outlines key areas of
competence for Strategic Authorities, including transport, skills, housing, economic
development, environment, health, and public safety. These areas require a nuanced
understanding of local needs and effective collaboration between the Strategic Authority and
its constituent unitaries. A single unitary for Norfolk, with its vast and diverse geography,
would struggle to provide the necessary local insight and collaborative spirit. This is
particularly crucial for areas like health and social care, where effective communication and
collaboration are essential for delivering integrated services.

o Stifling local leadership: The White Paper envisions a future where all parts of England
have an Established Mayoral Strategic Authority, unlocking further devolution and an
Integrated Settlement. However, achieving this ambition requires a strong foundation of
capable and responsive local governance. A single unitary for Norfolk could stifle local
leadership, concentrating power and decision-making in a single entity, rather than fostering
the "multiple Local Authorities" model that the White Paper advocates for.

Population ratio and democratic deficit

o Disproportionate representation: A single unitary for Norfolk would create a stark
population imbalance within the Strategic Authority. This disproportionate representation
could lead to Suffolk's needs being overlooked and a democratic deficit within the
partnership. The White Paper highlights the importance of "a sensible population size ratio"
between local authorities and the Strategic Authority, which a single Norfolk unitary would
fail to achieve.

¢ Reduced accountability: A large, single unitary might be less responsive to the needs of
individual communities, as decision-making becomes more centralised and removed from
those directly affected. This reduced accountability could undermine trust in the devolution
process and hinder the long-term success of the Strategic Authority.

The two or three-unitary models better maintain effective local engagement. A single unitary
authority for Norfolk, while potentially offering administrative efficiencies, presents a significant risk
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of centralising power and decision-making, potentially diminishing neighbourhood empowerment. A
single, county-wide authority could:

¢ Increase distance between decision-makers and communities: A larger, more remote
authority could lead to a disconnect between residents and those making decisions that
affect their lives. This distance can encourage a loss of civil pride and reduce opportunities
for meaningful community input.

e Prioritise county-wide agendas over local needs: A single unitary might focus on
strategic priorities at the county level, potentially overlooking the specific needs and
aspirations of individual neighbourhoods. This could result in a "one-size-fits-all" approach
that fails to address the unique challenges and opportunities of diverse communities.
Broader, county-wide, and regional priorities should be picked up by the Strategic Authority.

¢ Undermine existing hyperlocal structures: Norfolk already has a network of parish and
town councils that play a vital role in representing local interests and engaging residents at
the neighbourhood level. A single unitary could inadvertently diminish the role of these
hyperlocal structures, as decision-making power shifts to a more centralised authority.

Furthermore, a single unitary structure faces the challenge of effectively engaging communities
across a vast and diverse county. A centralised structure could:

e Limit opportunities for meaningful participation: A single authority might struggle to
create sufficient opportunities for residents across the county to participate in consultations
and decision-making processes. This could lead to a sense of disenfranchisement,
particularly in more remote or less populous areas.

e Struggle to reach diverse communities: Norfolk is home to a wide range of
communities, each with its own unique characteristics and communication preferences. A
single unitary might struggle to develop tailored engagement strategies that effectively
reach and resonate with all these diverse groups.

¢ Create a perception of "top-down" decision-making: A centralised structure could
foster a perception that decisions are being made remotely, without sufficient consideration
of local perspectives. This could erode trust in the new authority and hinder community buy-
in.

¢ Prompt the recreation of multiple tiers: The potential disconnect between a single
unitary and local communities could be mitigated through the creation of forums at a local
level which would add additional complexity and potential fragmentation across the county.

By contrast, a two or three-unitary model could create a very different culture, building on
the strengths of the districts in working with local people. There is lots of evidence of the
effectiveness of the local engagement programmes of the District Councils in Norfolk.

Norfolk boasts a diverse network of partnerships that exemplify a proactive and inclusive approach
to community engagement. These partnerships provide valuable insights into how a new unitary
structure can effectively involve residents in decision-making processes and ensure that local
government is truly responsive to their needs.

e Collaborative service delivery: Partnerships like CNC Building Control (detailed in
previous responses) demonstrate how collaborative service delivery models can enhance
community engagement. By bringing together multiple authorities and stakeholders, these
partnerships create more accessible points of contact for residents, foster a more joined-up
approach to service provision, and encourage community input into service design and
delivery.
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e Addressing community needs: Numerous partnerships in Norfolk focus on addressing
specific community needs, demonstrating a commitment to involving residents in finding
solutions to local challenges. For example, the Norfolk Community Advice Network (NCAN)
Strategic Partnership brings together a wide range of organisations to provide advice and
support services, ensuring that residents have access to the help they need. Similarly, the
Greater Norwich Homelessness Forum and the Norfolk Housing Alliance demonstrate a
collaborative approach to tackling homelessness, involving both statutory and voluntary
sector partners in developing and implementing solutions.

e Promoting health and wellbeing: Partnerships like Active Norfolk and the Norwich Health
and Wellbeing Partnership highlight the importance of community engagement in promoting
health and wellbeing. These partnerships involve a wide range of stakeholders, including
local authorities, the NHS, and community groups, in developing and delivering initiatives
that address local health needs and promote healthy lifestyles.

e Safeguarding vulnerable individuals: Norfolk's commitment to safeguarding vulnerable
individuals is evident in partnerships like the District Councils Safeguarding Group and the
Norfolk Safeguarding Children Partnership Group. These partnerships bring together
statutory and voluntary sector organisations to develop and implement safeguarding
strategies, ensuring that the voices of vulnerable individuals and their families are heard,
and their needs are met.

¢ Valuing resident’s views: Councils currently employ various methods to engage residents
and incorporate their feedback into decision-making. For instance, Norwich City Council's
"Get Talking Norwich" initiative demonstrates a proactive approach to gathering resident
opinions on key issues. Additionally, Broadland District Council and South Norfolk Council
employ the use of targeted pulse surveys to gauge public satisfaction with services. These
surveys provide valuable insight into resident experiences.

e Shaping growth: Community partnerships have been shaped through initiatives such as
the "Future Breckland" initiative, which was designed to prioritise community involvement
in shaping the district's growth. Through extensive engagement with over 22,000
stakeholders, including residents, businesses, and community groups, the project identified
six key objectives for each market town in the region, ranging from economic growth to
sustainability and wellbeing. This collaborative approach, involving workshops, interviews,
and data analysis, resulted in documents outlining tailored strategies for each town,
addressing unique challenges and leveraging opportunities to enhance the lives of residents
and businesses.

e Local government outreach: Norfolk demonstrates its commitment to resident
involvement through local government engagement. North Norfolk District Council actively
engaged town and parish councils to receive their input on reorganisation criteria and
potential challenges, as part of a consultation on English Devolution and Local Government
Reorganisation. Processes such as this ensure that town and parish council perspectives are
considered when shaping the new unitary structure. Additionally, Breckland Council is
establishing new avenues for community engagement and building upon existing
partnerships. This includes briefing council members on devolution and Local Government
Reorganisation plans, engaging with towns and parishes through online briefings and press
releases, and collaborating with local MPs. An independent consultation has also taken place
to gather resident feedback, ensuring local perspectives shape the council's approach.

The success of these existing partnerships provides a strong foundation for ensuring community
engagement within a new unitary structure. By learning from these examples, Norfolk can:

¢ Build on established networks and relationships: New unitary authorities can leverage
the existing networks and relationships established through these partnerships, ensuring
continuity of engagement and building trust with communities.
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e Adapt successful engagement methods: The diverse range of engagement methods
employed by these partnerships, including public meetings, focus groups, online
consultations, and collaborative workshops, can be adapted and implemented by new unitary
authorities to suit the specific needs of their communities.

e« Embed a culture of collaboration and co-production: The collaborative ethos that
underpins these partnerships should be embedded within the culture of new unitary
authorities, ensuring that community engagement is not just a one-off event but an ongoing
process that informs decision-making at all levels.

Norfolk's existing collaborative arrangements provide a wealth of experience and best practice in
community engagement. By building on these strengths, a new unitary structure can ensure that
residents are actively involved in shaping their communities, that local government is truly
responsive to their needs, and that the transition to a new system is smooth, inclusive, and
successful.

Based on the successful track record outlined above, multiple unitary authorities for Norfolk, with
their smaller, more focused geographical areas, offer a more promising framework for ensuring
effective community engagement. This model can:

e Create more accessible points of contact: Smaller unitaries, with their closer proximity
to communities, can provide more accessible points of contact for residents seeking
information or wishing to share their views. This could involve:

o Decentralised offices and service points: Establishing local offices and service points
in each unitary area, making it easier for residents to engage with their local
authority.

o Dedicated locality teams: Creating dedicated teams within each unitary authority
responsible for developing and implementing community engagement strategies.

¢ Tailor engagement methods to local contexts: Multiple unitaries can develop tailored
engagement methods that are appropriate for the specific characteristics of their
communities. This could involve:

o Utilising existing community networks: Working closely with existing community
groups, parish and town councils, and other local organisations to reach residents
through established channels.

o Employing a variety of communication channels: Using a mix of online and offline
communication channels, including social media, local newspapers, public meetings,
and focus groups, to ensure that information is accessible to all.

¢ Foster a culture of collaboration and co-production: Multiple unitaries can foster a
culture of collaboration and co-production, actively involving residents in the design and
delivery of services.

Ensuring community engagement is not just a box to be ticked; it is a fundamental principle that
must underpin Norfolk's transition to a new unitary structure. Multiple unitary authorities, with their
emphasis on local focus, accessibility, and tailored engagement strategies, offer a more promising
framework for achieving this goal than a single, centralised authority. By actively seeking and
incorporating community input throughout the process, Norfolk can create a new system of local
governance that is truly representative, responsive, and accountable to its residents.

The three unitary option has been ranked as best on the basis that it creates councils of a
more relatable scale that are therefore closer to their communities: smaller is better for
local engagement.
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NORWICH
City Council ltem 6

Committee name: Council
Commiittee date: 18/03/2025
Report title: Pay Policy Statement 2025-2026

Portfolio: Councillor Kendrick, Cabinet member for an open and modern
council

Report from:  Head of HR and organisational development
Wards: All wards
OPEN PUBLIC ITEM
Purpose
To consider the pay policy statement for 2025-2026.
Recommendation:
To approve the Councils pay policy statement for 2025-2026.
Policy framework
The council has five corporate priorities, which are:
e A prosperous Norwich.
e Afairer Norwich.
e Aclimate responsive Norwich.
e A future-proof Norwich.
e An open and modern council.

This report meets the open and modern council corporate priority in the Corporate
Plan.
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Report details

1. Section 38 (1) of the Localism Act 2011 requires the Council to consider,
approve and publish a pay policy statement for each financial year. The pay
policy statement must be approved by a resolution of the full Council by 31
March each year.

2. The pay policy statement must as a minimum set out the council’s policies
relating to:

a) the remuneration of its chief officers
b) the remuneration of its lowest paid employees

c) the definition of the lowest paid employees adopted by the council for
the purposes of the pay policy statement and the reasons for adopting
that definition

d) the relationship between the remuneration of its chief officers and
employees who are not chief officers

e) the publication of and access to information relating to remuneration of
chief officers

It must also comply with the statutory and supplemental guidance issued by the
Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities.

3. The pay policy statement for 2025/26 is attached as Appendix A.
4. The pay policy statement for 2025/26 incorporates the following changes:

a. Updated salaries to reflect the Joint Negotiating Committee (JNC) for
Chief Executive and Chief Officer pay award effective from 1 April 2024
to 31 March 2025, para 2.5 of the pay policy statement. This represents
an increase of 2.5% on all pay points.

b. Updated salaries to reflect the National Joint Council (NJC) for local
government services pay award effective from 1 April 2024 to 31 March
2025, para 1.6 of the pay policy statement. This represents an increase
of £1,290 on pay points 4 to 43 and a 2.5% increase on all pay points
above 43.

c. Pay multiples have been updated in para 5. The ratio between the
highest paid employee and other employees based on the median
earner has increased slightly from 1:4.28 to 1:4.54. The ratio of the
highest and lowest pay points has improved slightly from 1:6.51 to
1:6.06.

d. Para 2.6 has been added to reflect that one executive director post has

additional responsibilities for deputising for the chief executive and
receives an honorarium equivalent to 10% of their basic annual salary.
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5. Agreements on pay increases for 2025/26 have not been reached. The pay
rates and pay ratios detailed in the pay policy statement will be updated in line
with any agreed pay increase for 2025/26.

6. The pay policy statement meets the statutory requirements of the Localism Act
2011.

7. The councils first pay policy was approved by full Council on 20 March 2012,
and in each subsequent year.

Consultation

8. The remuneration and terms of condition of employment contained in the pay
policy statement have been subject to formal consultation with UNISON, the
council’s recognised trade union. The pay policy statement for 2025/26 has
been circulated to members of the Joint Consultative and Negotiating
Committee.

Implications
Financial and resources

Any decision to reduce or increase resources or alternatively increase income
must be made within the context of the council’s stated priorities, as set out in its
community-led plan “We are Norwich” and budget.

9. There are no proposals in this report that would reduce or increase resources.
The pay policy statement sets out current remuneration arrangements and
there are no additional or increased financial implications arising from the pay
policy statement.

10.The salary scales in the pay policy statements are based on the 2024/25 rates
of pay. The council adopts the nationally negotiated local government pay
agreements. The recognised trade unions have submitted pay claims for
2025/26 and national pay briefings with councils are currently taking place.
Increases for 2025/26 have not been agreed and therefore the financial
implications are unknown at this time. A 2.5% uplift has been applied to salary
budgets for 2025-26 to cover the nationally agreed pay increase and
incremental drift. Should the nationally negotiated pay agreements exceed the
budget assumptions the financial implications will need to be given further
consideration.

Legal

11.1t is a legal requirement under the Localism Act 2011 for the council to have
and publish an annual pay policy statement.
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Statutory considerations

Consideration

Details of any implications and proposed
measures to address:

Equality and diversity

The council applies the National Joint Council
(NJC) job evaluation scheme. Decisions on pay
are fair, equitable and transparent. An equality
impact assessment was carried out when the
current pay structure was introduced and equality
impact assessments are carried out on policies
impacting on employees and on an action specific
basis, as appropriate

Health, social and economic
impact

The councils pay policy and adoption of living
wage foundation living wage supports financial
inclusion and is likely to have a positive health,
social and economic impact.

Crime and disorder None
Children and adults safeguarding None
Environmental impact None
Risk management
Risk Consequence Controls required
The Council does not The Localism Act is not | The pay policy statement will
fulfil the requirements of | complied with. be considered at full Council

the Localism Act 2011 in
agreeing and publishing
the pay policy statement.

before 31 March and
published on the Councils
website within 21 days of
approval.

Other options considered

12.None — the production and publication of a pay policy statement is a statutory
requirement under the Localism Act.

Reasons for the decision/recommendation

13.To meet the requirements of the Localism Act 2011

Background papers: None

Appendices: Appendix 1 Pay Policy Statement 2025-2026

Contact officer:

Name: Dawn Bradshaw, head of HR and organisational development

Telephone number: 01603 987524
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Email address: dawnbradshaw@norwich.gov.uk

If you would like this agenda in an alternative format,
IN A such as a larger or smaller font, audio or Braille, or in a
Y TRAN different language, please contact the committee
communication for all Ofﬁcer above.
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PAY POLICY STATEMENT 2025-26
Introduction

This pay policy statement is provided in accordance with Section 38 of the Localism
Act 2011 and is effective from 1 April 2025. The pay policy statement was approved
at a meeting of full Council on 12 February

Scope

This document sets out the council’s pay and reward arrangements for the whole
workforce including senior pay arrangements. The pay policy statement excludes
pay arrangements and terms and conditions of employment of employees who have
transferred into the council and are protected under the Transfer of Undertakings
(Protection of Employment) regulations.

1. Employee remuneration up to and including heads of service

1.1 Employees up to and including head of service grades are subject to the
National Joint Council (NJC) for local government services national
agreement on pay and conditions of service. These are supplemented by
locally agreed collective agreements reached with trade unions recognised by
the council.

1.2  The council’s pay structure commences at spinal column point (SCP) 4 up to
SCP 59L. SCP’s 4 to 43 reflect the NJC national pay points, SCP’s 44L to 59L
are locally agreed pay points.

1.3  There are 14 grades within the pay structure. Grade 1 is the lowest grade and
grade 14 is the highest grade. Grades 13 and 14 apply to head of service
posts.

1.4  Salaries in the pay grades 1 -14 are updated in line with pay awards notified
from time to time by the NJC for local government services.

1.5 Posts are allocated to the pay grades through a process of formal job
evaluation using the NJC job evaluation scheme.

1
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1.6  Pay and grading structure — pay rates 1 April 2024 — 31 March 2025*

Grade JE score | SCP Annual salary Hourly rate
4 £24,404 £12.65
Grade1 | Up to 260 5 £24 790 £12.85
6 £25,183 £13.05
Grade 2 | 261 - 291 7 £25 584 £13.26
8 £25,992 £13.47
9 £26,409 £13.69
10 £26,835 £13.91
Grade 3 | 292-332 £27.269 £14.30
12 £27,711 £14.36
13 £28,163 £14.60
14 £28,624 £14.84
15 £29,093 £15.08
16 £29,572 £15.33
Grade 4 | 333 -373 17 £30,060 £15.58
18 £30,560 £15.84
19 £31,067 £16.10
20 £31,586 £16.37
21 £32,115 £16.65
Grade5 | 374-414 | 22 £32,654 £16.93
23 £33,366 £17.29
24 £34,3‘|4 £17.79
25 £35,235 £18.26
26 £36,124 £18.72
Grade 6 | 415 -455 57 £37.035 £19.20
28 £37,938 £19.66
29 £38,626 £20.02
30 £39,513 £20.48
Grade 7 | 456 - 501 31 £40.476 £20.98
32 £41,511 £21.52
33 £42.708 £22.14
34 £43,693 £22.65
Grade 8 | 502 - 547 35 £44 711 £23.17
36 £45,718 £23.70
37 £46,731 £24.22
38 £47,754 £24.75
Grade 9 | 548 - 593 39 £48710 £25.25
40 £49,764 £25.79
41 £50,788 £26.32
Grade 10 | 594 -644 | 42 £51,802 £26.85
43 £52,805 £27.37
44L £54,467 £28.23
2
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Pay and grading structure — pay rates 1 April 2024 — 31 March 2025* (continued)

Grade JE score | SCP Annual salary (FT) Hourly rate
451 £55,527 £28.78
46L £56,944 £29.52
48L £59,892 £31.04
49L £60,645 £31.43
50L £62,998 £32.65
52L £66,271 £34.35
53L £67,207 £34.84
54L £69,721 £36.14

Grade 13 | 752 -812 55 £71.514 £37.07
56L £73,743 £38.22
57L £75,042 £38.90

Grade 14 813+ 58L £77,182 £40.01
59L £79,173 £41.04

*To be updated in line with national pay agreement for 2025/26 when agreed.

1.7

1.8

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

Employees on Grade 1 are defined as our lowest paid employees.

The council pays employees no less than the Living Wage Foundation living
wage rate. The rate is reviewed and updated by the Living Wage Foundation
annually, normally in November for implementation within six months. If the

council’s lowest pay grade falls below the living wage rate, a supplement will
be paid to equate to the living wage rate from 1 April following any increase.

Chief executive and chief officer pay

The council’s chief executive is the head of paid service, and the deputy chief
executive and executive directors are chief officers. The roles of director are
deputy chief officers. The pay arrangements for chief officers have also been
applied to director roles.

The current pay arrangements are locally determined and operated. Salaries
in these pay grades are updated in line with pay awards notified from time to
time by the Joint Negotiating Committee (JNC) for Chief Executives and Chief
Officers.

The pay and grading structure for chief officers was agreed by full Council on
22 September 2020.

The establishment of new positions with proposed salary packages of
£100,000 per annum or greater are subject to approval by full Council.
Appointments to existing positions on salary packages of £100,000 per annum
or greater, within the remit of the agreed pay policy statement, will be made by

3
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the member appointments panel. Appointments to the statutory roles of head
of paid service, s151 officer and monitoring officer are subject to approval by
full Council.

2.5 Chief executive and chief officer and director grading structure
1 April 2024 — 31 March 2025*
Grade SCP Annual Salary (FT) Hourly rate
£ £

Chief Executive 150 £141,649 £73.42
151 £144,821 £75.06
152 £147,995 £76.71
153 £151,167 £78.35
154 £154,339 £80.00

Executive Director | 110 £103,686 £53,74
111 £107,597 £55.77
112 £111,508 £57.80

Director 106 £84,141 £43.61
107 £88,051 £45.64
108 £91,960 £47.67
109 £95,869 £49.69

*To be updated in line with national pay award for 2025/26 when agreed

2.6

2.7

3.1

3.3

An executive director may be allocated the additional role of deputy chief
executive and will receive an honorarium equivalent to 10% of their basic
annual salary for the additional responsibilities.

The terms and conditions of employment for the chief executive and chief
officers are determined in accordance with collective agreements, negotiated
from time to time, by the JNC for Chief Executives and the JNC for Chief
Officers, as set out in the Scheme of Conditions of Service. These are
supplemented by local agreements reached with trade unions recognised by
the council and by the rules of the council.

Heads of service

In accordance with the Local Government and Housing Act 1989 a non-
statutory chief officer for the purposes of this pay policy statement is defined
as a person who reports directly to or is accountable directly to the head of
paid service. A deputy chief officer is defined as a person who reports directly
to or is directly accountable to a statutory or non-statutory chief officer. This
definition excludes secretarial, clerical and support services.

These heads of service are not subject to the pay and conditions of service
determined by the JNC for Chief Officers of local authorities but are employed
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3.4

41

5.0

5.1

5.2

under NJC terms and conditions of employment and are paid in line with the
pay structure detailed in 1.6.

The head of legal and governance holds the statutory role of monitoring
officer. This role is subject to the NJC terms and conditions of employment,
and the pay structure detailed in 1.6.

Other arrangements

Election fees

The Returning Officer has overall responsibility for the conduct of elections
and is appointed under the Representation of the People Act 1983. The role
of returning officer is carried out by an employee of the council but is carried
out in a personal capacity and is distinct and separate from their duties as an
employee. Election fees are paid for the additional duties and are paid
separately to the normal salary arrangements.

The chief executive is the council’s Returning Officer.

Fees for Parliamentary, Police Commissioner, Referendum and European
elections are set by parliamentary statutory order.

Fees for undertaking County and District elections are calculated in
accordance with a formula agreed annually by the Norfolk Chief Executives’
Group, based on a recommendation by the County Electoral Officers’ Group.

The setting of Returning Officer fees is considered by a meeting of the
Chairpersons of the Norfolk authorities’ member remuneration panels.

Other employees of the council, including senior officers within the scope of
this policy may receive additional payment for specific election duties.

Lowest and highest paid employees

The council’s lowest paid employees are paid on Grade 1 of the pay structure.
The minimum pay point paid to any employee is SCP 4 of the pay structure.
This equates to a basic salary of £24,404 per annum. The salary range for
Grade 1 is £24,404 to £24,790 per annum.

The council’s highest paid employee is the chief executive. The chief
executive salary scale ranges from £141,649 to £154,339 per annum.

Pay Multiples
The ratio between the highest paid employee and other employees based on
the median earner is 1:4.54

The ratio of the highest and lowest pay point, based on full time equivalent
salaries at 31 March 2025 is 1:6.06
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5.3

6.0

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

In calculating the pay ratios, full time equivalent salaries and basic pay have
been used. Basic pay excludes overtime, additional hours and other additional
salary related payments.

The council does not have a policy on maintaining or reaching a specific pay
ratio between the highest and lowest paid employees.

General principles applying to remuneration of all employees

Living wage

The council is an accredited Living Wage Foundation living wage employer
and has adopted a living wage policy for employees and agency workers and
contractors engaged through the council’s procurement processes.

Pay on appointment

Starting salary on appointment is determined by assessment of relevant
experience and competence to undertake the job role and taking account of
current salary level. Salary on appointment will be within the salary range for
the post.

Pay progression

All employees are remunerated on a pay range. The pay policy recognises
that movement through defined pay ranges should continue as employees
increase their effectiveness and expertise through knowledge and experience
and most employees will normally receive an annual increment on 1 April
each year up to the maximum point of the pay grade.

Employees appointed between 1 October and 31 March receive their first
increment after 6 months in post and any subsequent increments on 1 April
each year.

Accelerated increments can be awarded based on special merit or ability,
subject to the maximum of the scale not being exceeded.

Relocation and disturbance

Relocation expenses may be granted where new employees are required to
move to the area to take up employment and their circumstances meet the
criteria laid down in the relocation assistance scheme.

Existing employees required to move home for their employment or who incur
additional costs because of a decision of the council in respect of their
employment may be eligible for reimbursement of some expenses depending
on the circumstances.

Expenses and Travel

» Travel for work

Employees are not required to provide a car for work purposes and pool cars
are available for official business travel.

6
Page 89 of 180



6.6

6.7

6.8

Employees may choose to use their own transport for official business travel
and are reimbursed at the following rates:

Mileage per mile first 8,500 miles 469 p
Mileage per mile after 8,500 miles 13.7p

Employees who choose to use a cycle for official business purposes and have
not obtained the cycle through the cycle to work scheme, will be reimbursed in
line with the mileage rate applicable for motorised vehicles.

Employees required to have access to a vehicle, because of the nature of
their duties are classified as operational users. Operational users have access
to pool cars but may use their own vehicle and be reimbursed mileage.

» Car Parking
Operational users who work in or from city hall and use their own vehicle for
work purposes are provided with a city centre car park pass.

Employees who are required to remain at work or return to work to attend an
evening meeting will be provided with a city centre car park pass to enable
them to attend the evening meeting.

Employees working at other council buildings may use the parking at the site,
where this is available.

+ Subsistence

Subsistence will be paid to employees who necessarily incur additional
expense in the course of their work. Claims will generally be supported by a
receipt. Actual expenditure is reimbursed, subject to locally agreed maximum
amounts.

Bonus scheme
The council does not operate a bonus scheme.

Performance related pay
The council does not operate a performance related pay scheme.

Professional fees and subscriptions
The council reimburses professional fees and subscriptions as follows:

e employees undertaking approved studies towards a professional
qualification, which require professional membership. The subscription is
paid for the period of the studies, subject to satisfactory progress being
made.

¢ specified professions where there are proven recruitment difficulties as a
recruitment and retention incentive.
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e statutory chief officers where the professional membership is a
requirement in accordance with their statutory function.

6.9 Overtime and enhancements
Some posts within the council attract enhancements and/or overtime payments.
Overtime and enhancements are applied in accordance with set criteria which
are nationally and locally agreed.

6.10 Honoraria
If it is appropriate for an honorarium to be paid, this will be in accordance with
agreed criteria for payment of honoraria.

6.11 Severance arrangements

On ceasing to be employed by the council, employees will only receive
compensation where this is appropriate as outlined below:

Employees who are dismissed on the grounds of redundancy and who
have a minimum of two years' continuous service with the council will
normally be entitled to be paid statutory redundancy pay, which is
calculated according to the individual employee's age, length of service
and gross weekly pay subject to a statutory maximum.

The Local Government (early termination of employment) (Discretionary
Compensation) England and Wales Regulations 2006 enable local
authorities to pay discretionary compensation in certain circumstances
above the statutory entittement. The council has exercised its discretion to
increase the redundancy payment as follows:

¢ the statutory upper pay limit will be disregarded when calculating a
week's pay for the purposes of the statutory redundancy payment and
will calculate redundancy payments based on actual week’s pay.

e the redundancy payment will be enhanced by a factor of 1.5.

Redundancy calculation is the same across the council irrespective of position
and pay grade.

Employees aged 55 and over and who are redundant and are members of the
local government pension scheme immediately become entitled to receive
their pension benefits. Pension benefits are not increased or augmented in
these circumstances.

In exceptional circumstances and where the business case supports it, the
council may agree to a severance package in relation to termination of
employment, to avoid or settle a legal claim.

Severance packages of £100,000 or more will be considered at full
Council.
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6.12

6.13

6.14

6.15

6.16

Pension

All employees who have a contract of employment for at least 3 months and
are under age 75 will automatically be enrolled in the Local Government
Pension Scheme. Employees can choose to opt out of the pension scheme

The council contribute to the employee’s pension, expressed as a percentage
of the employee’s pensionable pay. The employer contribution rate is
assessed and set every three years following an actuarial valuation of the
Norfolk Pension Fund.

The employee also contributes to their pension. The employee contribution
rates vary from 5.5% to 12.5% of pensionable pay.

The council auto enrols all eligible employees into the Local Government
Pension Scheme in accordance with legislative requirements.

Flexible retirement

The council considers requests for flexible retirement from employees aged
55 and over who reduce their grade and/or hours of work. This enables the
employee to have immediate access to their Local Government Pension
Scheme benefits whilst retaining employment.

Requests are normally only granted when the overall financial impact is
neutral or results in savings for the council.

The council does not waive any actuarial reductions resulting from early
payment of pension benefits for flexible retirement.

Market supplements

The council will consider the payment of market pay supplements in
exceptional circumstances and where there are significant external market
pressures impacting on recruitment and retention. Market supplements are
applied, reviewed and withdrawn in accordance with the council’s market
supplement policy.

Re- engagement

All posts are advertised in accordance with the council’s recruitment policies.
Appointments and any decision to re-employ a former employee, who left
employment in receipt of a severance or redundancy payment, will be made
on merit.

Contracts for services

The council will seek to appoint individuals to vacant posts using the
recruitment procedures on the basis of contracts of employment and apply
direct tax and national insurance deductions from pay through the operation of
PAYE.

Interim appointments are made in accordance with the council’s procurement
policies and the provisions for contract for services.
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6.17

6.18

7.0

Consultants and agency workers are not employees of the council and are not
covered by this pay policy statement but may be appointed as an officer of the
Council by the Chief Executive or an Executive Director for the purposes of
delegating functions and decisions.

Where there is a need for consultant/interim support, the council will seek to
avoid contractual arrangements which could be perceived as being primarily
designed to significantly reduce the rate of tax paid by that person, such as

paying the individual through a company, effectively controlled by him or her.

In line with the Agency Workers Directive, the council will aim to pay workers
engaged through a contract for services at a rate consistent with the pay and
reward of the councils directly employed workforce. In some instances, there
may be a need to consider market factors in determining an appropriate pay
level.

Where interim workers are engaged by the council, an assessment will be
completed to establish whether they fall within the scope of IR35 legislation
using the HMRC status tool. Workers that fall within scope will have income
tax and national insurance contributions deducted.

Salary sacrifice
The council provides salary sacrifice arrangements for childcare vouchers and
the cycle to work initiative.

Gender pay gap
The Government implemented mandatory gender pay gap reporting for
employers with 250 or more employees in April 2017.

Gender pay gap information for the council can be viewed on the gender pay
gap service.

https://gender-pay-gap.service.gov.uk

Amendment and review of pay policy

The council’s pay policy statement will be reviewed and agreed by full council
on an annual basis and before 31 March each year.

If it is necessary to amend the pay policy statement during the year that it
applies, any amendment will be by resolution of the full Council.

The policy and any subsequent amended policy will be published on the
council’s website within 21 days of full council approval.
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NORWICH
City Council ltem 7

Committee name: Council
Commiittee date: 18/03/2025

Report title: Purpose-built student accommodation Supplementary Planning
Document

Portfolio: Councillor Stonard, Leader of the council
Report from:  Head of planning and regulatory services
Wards: All Wards
OPEN PUBLIC ITEM
KEY DECISION

Purpose

To consider the draft Purpose Built Student Accommodation (PBSA)
Supplementary Planning Document, taking into account the recent evidence.

Recommendation:
To agree to go out for consultation on the draft PBSA SPD.
Policy framework
The council has five corporate priorities, which are:
e A prosperous Norwich.

A fairer Norwich.

A climate responsive Norwich.

A future-proof Norwich.
e An open and modern council.

This report addresses the first four aims. The report also helps to implement
policy 5 of the Greater Norwich Local Plan.

In terms of priorities or actions in the Corporate Plan, this report addresses
‘Norwich is a great place to live, work, learn and visit’, ‘Good quality homes for all’
and ‘A city ready for change’.
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Report details

1.

Norwich has excellent higher education facilities which include the University of
East Anglia and Norwich University of the Arts. It is important to both the city of
Norwich and the higher education establishments based here that an attractive
range of good quality accommodation is offered to students which can take
both the form of purpose-built student accommodation (PBSA) and private
rented accommodation (which includes Houses in Multiple Occupation -
HMOs).

In November 2019 Norwich City Council produced an evidence and best
practice advice note for purpose-built student accommodation in Norwich as
the city had been experiencing a significant rise in demand for PBSA in the
preceding years. The 2019 guidance note sought to develop a better
understanding of both the need for such accommodation and of the key factors
that should be taken into consideration as part of the planning application
process.

Since November 2019 a significant amount of PBSA has been delivered in
Norwich. Whilst PBSA traditionally took the form of halls of residence provided
by the universities themselves, in more recent years PBSA has predominately
been delivered by the private sector in the city centre and, to a lesser extent, in
peripheral neighbourhoods.

At the time that the 2019 guidance note was produced, the adopted local plan
(the Norwich development management policies plan, 2014) did not contain a
specific policy relating to PBSA. Therefore, it was not possible to produce a
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) to guide planning decision making
as there was no policy basis for such a document. The purpose of the
guidance note was to inform both applicants and decision makers by pulling
together relevant policy, evidence, best practice and information about student
development.

Since the publication of the 2019 guidance note, not only has a significant
amount of student accommodation been delivered, but also the Greater
Norwich Local Plan (GNLP) was adopted in March 2024. As part of policy 5
(Homes), there is a specific policy on purpose-built student accommodation.

The 2019 guidance note is therefore out of date, and it was considered
necessary to update the evidence base and guidance on PBSA. This SPD on
purpose-built student accommodation in Norwich provides updated guidance
and will assist developers, educational institutions and the Local Planning
Authority (LPA) in implementing policy 5 of the GNLP. The main purpose of this
SPD therefore is to supplement GNLP policy 5 and in particular to set out the
current position with regards to the need for additional PBSA within the plan
period to 2038 as well as providing guidance in order to encourage good
quality accommodation in appropriate and sustainable locations where the
need for future PBSA is established.

The SPD takes account of the most recently available information and
evidence set out within the Norwich Purpose Built Student Accommodation
(PBSA) Study produced by AECOM and published in November 2024.

Key findings
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8. Norwich’s student population has been expanding steadily over recent decades
alongside the expansion of higher education, with both the University of East
Anglia (UEA) & Norwich University of the Arts (NUA) likely to continue to grow
over the coming years.

9. To understand the potential future demand for PBSA in Norwich, it is essential
to establish how many of the projected students are expected to live in this
accommodation type. Not all full-time students need to live in rented
accommodation as they may live either in their parental/guardian home, a
house or flat bought for them by their parents, or may own their
accommodation.

10. The starting point therefore is to establish the living situation of current
students and HESA data breaks down the type of accommodation full-time
students live in. In 2022/23 29.6% of full-time students lived in PBSA which is
above the proportion of full-time students living in PBSA across the UK (22.6%)
in 2022/23.

11.Applying the proportion of each student type to the student number projections,
based on HESA past trends data, gives an estimate for the demand for PBSA
in Norwich to 2038/39. Based on current occupancy patterns, it is estimated
that by 2038/39 there may be a need for:

o 7,293 PBSA beds to meet the demand of all full-time students;

o 6,267 PBSA beds to just meet the demand of full-time undergraduates;

o 3,612 PBSA beds to just meet the demand of full-time undergraduate
entrants.

12.As of October 2024, there were 6,349 student bedspaces in Norwich in PBSA.
This figure however does not include the Ziggurats (Norfolk and Suffolk
Terrace) at the UEA as these halls of residence were closed in 2023 due to
Government guidance on Reinforced Autoclave Aerated Concrete (RAAC). Itis
unclear when the Ziggurats will reopen (but this is unlikely to occur in the next
3 years) meaning there are 663 bedspaces currently unusable. If these were
available, there would be 7,012 PBSA bedspaces in Norwich.

13. Alongside the existing stock of PBSA, as of October 2024 there were 2,342
PBSA bedspaces in the planning pipeline which includes 933 which have
planning permission and 1,409 with a planning decision still pending.

14.The total volume of existing and near-term future supply could therefore
amount to 7,945 bedspaces, including existing PBSA, the pipeline schemes
approved or under construction, and assuming the reopening of Ziggurats. If
also taking into consideration the pipeline schemes that still have a decision
pending, this figure could total 9,354 bedspaces if all are approved and
constructed. It should however be acknowledged that not all pipeline
development will necessarily be approved and/or delivered.

15.1n order to determine whether the current and pipeline PBSA stock will meet
the needs of existing and future student populations, it is important to
understand PBSA occupancy rates. To inform the 2024 PBSA study, AECOM
contacted the two universities and the private PBSA providers to establish their
current occupancy rates. Of the providers that gave details on occupancy,
rates ranged from fully occupied to approximately 62% occupied, pointing to
significant variation. One provider noted that the 2024/25 academic year is the
first that the scheme has not been fully occupied, with 96% occupancy for this
academic year. Overall, providers and stakeholders were generally of the view
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that there is sufficient, if not excess, PBSA provision in Norwich at present.
Discussions with both UEA and Norwich University of the Arts were also
undertaken. UEA representatives expressed the overall view that there is
currently enough provision of PBSA in Norwich, with underoccupancy in their
halls of residence rising as a result. Norwich University of the Arts were also of
the view that there are adequate PBSA bedspaces in Norwich to meet their
needs for the short term and does not welcome over-provision of PBSA. While
it might appear to widen choice and guarantee available spaces,
underoccupied schemes are seen as detrimental to the student experience due
to the vibrancy of accommodation and the financial position of providers, which
is linked to their offering of amenities and events.

16. Furthermore there are also a number of key factors that influence a student’s
decision about their accommodation options with one of the key factors being
affordability, particularly as tuition fees and accommodation costs rise. Table
10 of the SPD shows the cost of PBSA compared to HMOs in Norwich, with
HMOs being the most common form of alternative student accommodation,
with 39.5% of full-time students in Norwich living in HMOs in 2022/23. Based
on the average student maintenance loan and the average cost of halls of
residence, after paying rent students would have £553 remaining for the whole
academic year which is clearly insufficient to cover their other living costs and
students would need to find additional funds either through paid work alongside
study and/or contributions from parents, caregivers or other sources.

17.By comparison students living in an HMO would have £2,250 remaining. This is
a clear incentive for students to choose to live in HMOs in Norwich, especially
after their first year of study. Without a reduction in the cost of PBSA in
Norwich, it may not be realistic to expect increased PBSA delivery to reduce
students’ reliance on HMOs and to move to PBSA accommodation.

18. Furthermore, whilst affordability is a key factor in students’ decision making
about accommodation, it is not the only factor that dictates their preferences.
Students often want to move away from PBSA seeking greater freedom from
restrictions and rules. In addition with HMOs there is greater choice about
location.

19.Taking into account all of the above, it is now therefore anticipated that the
current stock and expected pipeline of PBSA in Norwich will comfortably meet
the future demand of students to 2038/39, including ensuring an element of
choice within the market. Indeed, the scale of expected supply exceeds
estimated demand which points to the potential for oversaturation in the
market, with possible repercussions for occupancy levels, provider finances,
and student quality of life. Therefore, it is concluded that the evidence suggests
that there is no further need for PBSA as the needs of the existing student
population and projected future population can be meet by the existing and
pipeline supply.

20. Notwithstanding this whilst the current evidence would suggest that there is no
need for any further PBSA over the GNLP plan period, the Council
acknowledges that the situation can and may change over time. There is
therefore the opportunity for applicants to submit an assessment of need as
part of a future planning application, with section 5 of the SPD setting out what
a needs assessment must cover.

21.Section 5 also lists the factors that the Council will take into consideration in
the assessment of relevant planning applications. This includes need, location,
scale, external building design, external amenity and landscape design,
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internal building design, cycle storage, management, partnership/support from
Higher Educational Institutions in Norwich, provision of a mix of
accommodation, sustainability and energy consumption and flexibility and
robustness. The SPD also sets out how an offsite contribution for affordable
housing will be calculated and gives details of conversion rates.

Public consultation

22.This version of the SPD is a draft for consultation. A five-week period of
consultation is due to take place in April/May 2025. This accords with the
Statement of Community Involvement for Norwich and the Local development
Regulations. The SCI set out that for SPDs there shall be a minimum
consultation period of four weeks but if the consultation takes place over
holiday period, additional time will be required.

23.The SCI sets out that consultation methods for involving people in plan-making
and the consultation will accord with that set out within the SCI. A variety of
methods will be used which will include:

Emails to all groups and individuals on the plan-making database
Get Talking Norwich and social media

Press release

Council’s website

Paper documents in City Hall

Focus group with the Universities

Emails to existing PBSA providers

Emails to any developers with pending PBSA planning applications

24.Following the public consultation, amendments to the document will be made
as appropriate/necessary. The document in its amended form will then be
presented to Sustainable Development Panel with a recommendation to note
the summary of consultation responses, and comment on the revised
document. The finalised document will be presented to cabinet, then full
Council for adoption.

Implications

Financial and resources

25.Any decision to reduce or increase resources or alternatively increase income
must be made within the context of the council’s stated priorities, as set out in
its Corporate Plan 2024-29 and budget. There are no proposals in this report
that would reduce or increase resources. Staff time to produce the SPD and to
carry out the consultation process is met from existing budgets.

Legal

26.There are no legal implications.

Statutory considerations

Consideration Details of any implications and proposed
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measures to address:

Equality and diversity

During the consultation process and prior to the
SPD being finalised an Equality Impact
Assessment shall be carried out in relation to the
SPD.

The evidence base confirms there is a sufficient
supply of PBSA to meet existing and future
demand whilst ensuring an element of choice
within the market. This choice should ensure that
those with protected characteristics can secure
suitable accommodation to meet their needs.

Permitting PBSA where there is no evidence of
need could reduce the provision of general need
housing. There is currently substantial need for
general need housing. General need housing built
to modern building regulation standards would
provide accommodation for those with protected
characteristics.

Health, social and economic
impact

The provision of student accommodation could
have health, social and economic implications.
Whilst it is important to ensure that there is
sufficient accommodation to enable the
universities to grow it is important that the PBSA
market does not become oversaturated as this
could have significant detrimental impacts. The
SPD sets out the existing position but
acknowledges that this may change over time
and therefore an assessment of need can be
submitted with planning applications.

In terms of health and social impacts, where a
need for PBSA is established the SPD provides
guidance to ensure that accommodation is of high
quality and provides good living conditions for
future and nearby residents.

Crime and disorder

The draft SPD requires all schemes for PBSA to
be accompanied by a management plan.

Children and adults safeguarding

No direct impact as a result of this report.

Environmental impact

No significant impact as a result of this report as
most environmental issues are covered within
other planning policies or under building
regulations. Notwithstanding this, there is a
paragraph within the draft SPD which sets out
that consideration should be given in the
design of PBSA to all aspects of
sustainability.
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Risk management

Risk

Consequence

Controls required

Council does not agree

on the SPD.

to go out for consultation

The city council has an
out-of-date PBSA
guidance note that was
published in 2019 which
does not reflect the
current planning policy
position or include the
most recent evidence
base. This could cause
confusion for the public
and for applicants and
could result in planning
applications for PBSA
being approved where
there is no need. This
could lead to
oversaturation of the
market, under-
occupation of existing
schemes and could
prevent the delivery of
general needs housing.

Council members have the
opportunity to view the
evidence base and comment
on the draft SPD. They will
also have the opportunity to
see the consultation
responses and to comment
before the document is
finalised. This should allay
any concerns that the draft
SPD is not fit for purpose and
should not be put forward for
consultation.

Other options considered

27.No other options have been considered. The existing PBSA guidance note is
out of date. Whilst Policy 5 of the recently adopted GNLP sets out the policy
approach, an SPD is required in order to ensure that new PBSA is only
delivered where there is the need for it. Our current evidence base clearly sets
out that existing supply and pipeline supply is sufficient. It is however important
that if need changes over time, any PBSA is of high quality to ensure that it
meets the needs of Norwich’s student population and that any future PBSA will

contribute to mixed and inclusive neighbourhoods.

Reasons for the decision/recommendation

28.There is a requirement to consult on SPDs. Full Council is therefore asked to
agree to put the SPD out for consultation.

Background papers: None
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Appendices:

Appendix 1 — Draft Purpose-built student accommodation in Norwich
Supplementary Planning Document

Contact officer:

Name: Joy Brown / Mike Burrell

Telephone number: 01603 989 245/ 01603 987 964

Email address: joybrown@norwich.gov.uk / mikeburrell@norwich.gov.uk

IN 4\
W TRAN

communication for all

If you would like this agenda in an alternative format,
such as a larger or smaller font, audio or Braille, or in a
different language, please contact the committee
officer above.
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Executive summary

Norwich has excellent higher education facilities which include the University of East
Anglia and Norwich University of the Arts. It is important to both the city of Norwich
and the higher education establishments based here that an attractive range of good
quality accommodation is offered to students which can take both the form of
purpose-built student accommodation (PBSA) and private rented accommodation
(which includes Houses in Multiple Occupation - HMOs).

As part of policy 5 of the Greater Norwich Local Plan (GNLP) there is a specific
policy on purpose-built student accommodation. The main purpose of this
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) is to supplement GNLP policy 5 and in
particular to set out the current position with regards to the need for additional PBSA
within the plan period to 2038 as well as providing guidance in order to encourage
good quality accommodation in appropriate and sustainable locations where the
need for future PBSA is established.

Norwich’s student population has been expanding steadily over recent decades as
has the provision of purpose-built student accommodation. Whilst PBSA traditionally
took the form of halls of residence provided by the universities themselves, in more
recent years PBSA has predominately been delivered by the private sector in the city
centre and, to a lesser extent, in peripheral neighbourhoods.

It is now anticipated that the current stock and expected pipeline of PBSA in Norwich
will comfortably meet the future demand of students to 2038/39, including ensuring
an element of choice within the market. Indeed, the scale of expected supply
exceeds estimated demand which points to the potential for oversaturation in the
market, with possible repercussions for occupancy levels, provider finances, and
student quality of life. Therefore, it is concluded that the evidence suggests that there
is no further need for PBSA as the needs of the existing student population and
projected future population can be meet by the existing and pipeline supply.

Notwithstanding this whilst the current evidence would suggest that there is no need
for any further PBSA over the GNLP plan period, the Council acknowledges that the
situation can and may change over time. There is therefore the opportunity for
applicants to submit an assessment of need as part of a future planning application,
with section 5 of this SPD setting out what a needs assessment must cover. Section
5 also lists the factors that the Council will take into consideration in the assessment
of relevant planning applications. This includes need, location, scale, external
building design, external amenity and landscape design, internal building design,
cycle storage, management, partnership/support from Higher Educational Institutions
in Norwich, provision of a mix of accommodation, sustainability and energy
consumption and flexibility and robustness. The SPD also sets out how an offsite
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contribution for affordable housing will be calculated and gives details of conversion
rates.

This version of the document is a draft for consultation. A five-week period of
consultation is due to take place in April/May 2025. Following the public consultation,
amendments to the document will be made as appropriate/necessary.

The document in its amended form will then be presented to Sustainable
Development Panel with a recommendation to note the summary of consultation
responses, and comment on the revised document. The finalised document will be
presented to cabinet, then full Council for adoption.
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1

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

Purpose

Norwich has excellent higher education facilities which include the University of
East Anglia and Norwich University of the Arts. Over the past few decades both
universities have grown, and both have plans to expand further. It is important
to both the city of Norwich and the higher education establishments based here
that an attractive range of good quality accommodation is offered to students
which can take both the form of purpose-built student accommodation (PBSA)
and private rented accommodation (which includes Houses in Multiple
Occupation - HMOs).

In November 2019 Norwich City Council produced an evidence and best
practice advice note for purpose-built student accommodation in Norwich as
the city had been experiencing a significant rise in demand for PBSA in the
preceding years. The 2019 guidance note sought to develop a better
understanding of both the need for such accommodation and of the key factors
that should be taken into consideration as part of the planning application
process.

Since November 2019 a significant amount of PBSA has been delivered in
Norwich. Whilst PBSA traditionally took the form of halls of residence provided
by the universities themselves, in more recent years PBSA has predominately
been delivered by the private sector in the city centre and, to a lesser extent, in
peripheral neighbourhoods.

At the time that the 2019 guidance note was produced, the adopted local plan
(the Norwich development management policies plan, 2014) did not contain a
specific policy relating to PBSA. Therefore, it was not possible to produce a
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) to guide planning decision making
as there was no policy basis for such a document. The purpose of the
guidance note was to inform both applicants and decision makers by pulling
together relevant policy, evidence, best practice and information about student
development.

Since the publication of the 2019 guidance note, not only has a significant
amount of student accommodation been delivered, but also the Greater
Norwich Local Plan (GNLP) was adopted in March 2024. As part of policy 5
(Homes), there is a specific policy on purpose-built student accommodation.
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1.6 The 2019 guidance note is therefore out of date, and it was considered
necessary to update the evidence base and guidance on PBSA. This SPD on
purpose-built student accommodation in Norwich provides updated guidance
and will assist developers, educational institutions and the Local Planning
Authority (LPA) in implementing policy 5 of the GNLP. The main purpose of this
SPD therefore is to supplement GNLP policy 5.

1.7 The SPD takes account of the most recently available information and evidence
set out within the Norwich Purpose Built Student Accommodation (PBSA)
Study' produced by AECOM and published in November 2024.

1 PBSA Study | Norwich City Council

Page 108 of 180


https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/10624/pbsa_study_-_november_2024

2

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

2.4.

Introduction

Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) and their students have many positive
economic impacts for Norwich, boosting the city’s national and international
profile, providing local companies with skilled graduates, and purchasing local
goods and services. The universities have an important role to play in delivering
a creative city as part of the Norwich 2040 City Vision.

Norwich student population data

Norwich’s student population has been expanding steadily over recent decades
alongside the expansion of higher education, with both the University of East
Anglia (UEA) & Norwich University of the Arts (NUA) likely to continue to grow
over the coming years.

The Higher Education Statistics Authority (HESA) provides data on students
and Higher Education Institutions (HEIs). This is a key starting point for
understanding student numbers in Norwich. The latest available dataset is for
2022/23 which records 21,375 students in Norwich (full and part time students
from UEA and Norwich University of the Arts). Of these 18,540 are full time
students, with 15,185 being full time undergraduate students. In 2022/23 4,800
were full time undergraduate entrants. Table 1 shows a breakdown of student
numbers for each university.

Table 1: Student Number in Norwich 2022/23

UEA NUA | Total
All students 18,540 2,835 21,375
Full time 15,775 2,765 18,540
students
Part time 2,765 65 2,830
students

Source: HESA

Table 2 shows how student numbers in Norwich changed between 2014/15 and
2022/23. Overall, the number of full-time students in Norwich increased by
19.8% between 2014/15 and 2022/23, with the number of full-time
undergraduate students increasing by 20.9% over the period, and entrants by
10.1%. The number of full-time students increased year on year until there was
a slight decline (-215 students) in 2021/22, and a further decline (-510 students)
in 2022/23. Overall, there was an increase of 3,065 full-time students between
2014/15 and 2022/23.
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Table 2: Student Numbers in Norwich 2014/15 — 2022/23
2015/ 2016/ 2017/ | 2018/ 2019/ 2020/ 2021/ 2022/

16 17 18 19 20 21 23
Full time (all) 15,475 | 15,980 | 17,315 | 17,870 | 18,280 | 18,330 | 19,265 | 19,050 | 18,540

Full time
(undergraduate) 12,560 | 13,015 | 14,105 | 14,835 | 15,005 | 15,185 | 15,895 | 15,795 | 15,185

Full time

(undergraduate, | 4 360 | 5060 |5,395 |5,080 |5,340 |5585 |5495 |4,945 | 4,800
entrant?)

Source: HESA, AECOM Calculations

2.5. Over the past decade the Government has made a number of changes to
admissions and funding policies for higher education which has the potential to
affect the number and demographic characteristics of students studying and
living in Norwich. This can affect both the number of domestic and international
students. In addition to government policy change, student numbers may also
have been impacted by the covid-19 pandemic and the UK leaving the
European Union (EU).

2.6. Of the 21,375 students in Norwich, 18,540 are full time, accounting for nearly
13% of Norwich'’s total population of 143,922 residents (2021 census)?, and
potentially in need of accommodation. This usually takes the form of purpose-
built student accommodation (both provider-maintained property and private
sector halls) or other private rented accommodation (predominately Houses in
Multiple Occupation - HMOs). Some students will stay within their parents’
homes or have their own residence.

Defining PBSA

2.7. Purpose-built student accommodation (PBSA) is a type of housing dedicated to
accommodating full-time students. This specific function distinguishes PBSA
from mainstream residential development and other specialised housing
products, such as Build to Rent. Within the planning system, PBSA is
considered ‘sui generis’ which means that it does not fall within any of the use
classes. PBSA can range significantly in size: typical developments have a
capacity of between 250 - 500 rooms but can exceed 1,000 in some cases*.
Their most common ownership and management arrangements include:

2 A small number of undergraduate entrants may be transfer students from other universities, meaning
although they would be an entrant at the Norwich universities, they may not be 15t year students.

3 Norfolk - Population - District | Norwich | InstantAtlas Reports (norfolkinsight.org.uk)

4 Higher Education Policy Institute ‘Student Accommodation: The Facts’ (2020)
https://www.hepi.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/HEPI-Student-Accommodation-Report-FINAL .pdf
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2.8.

2.9.

2.10.

2.11.

e Halls of residence — owned and managed by a Higher Education Institution
(HEI). In Norwich the majority of student halls are located on the UEA
campus and University Village.

e Direct let PBSA — owned, managed, and let by private operators.

e Partnership/nominations PBSA — generally owned and managed by private
operators but with agreements or links to one or more HEIls. In Norwich a
number of PBSA developments are privately managed but linked through
nominations agreements to Norwich University of the Arts.

Bedspaces within PBSA are usually provided as one of the following two

categories:

e Communal/cluster flats: individual bedrooms (either with an en-suite or
shared bathroom) contained within larger flats that often house between 4
and 6 students (but exceed this in some cases). Kitchens and other
communal spaces are shared.

e Studio apartments: self-contained units accommodating a single student,
typically with a kitchenette and private bathroom.

The precise composition of these accommodation types varies. Cluster flats
may have a greater range of bedroom options (e.g. single bed, double bed,
shared bedrooms, en-suite, shared bathroom), and some larger studio
apartments are capable of accommodating two residents.

In addition to their private bedrooms or flats, PBSA tends to offer a range of
onsite amenities and larger communal spaces, which can include:

e Lounges and social spaces;

e Study rooms or quiet zones;

e Gyms, cafes, games rooms, cinemas or other recreational/entertainment
facilities;

e Onsite laundry facilities; and

e Bicycle storage.

PBSA, whether student halls or privately managed, typically offers an all-
inclusive rental model, in which the costs of all utilities and on-site amenities
are built into the rent. Rental payments can be weekly, monthly, termly or
annually. Tenure arrangements can also differ from the wider private rented
sector (PRS), including shorter contracts aligning with the academic calendar,
options for remaining over the summer break, and provisions for breaking
leases where students need to drop out.
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The Private Rented Sector (PRS)

2.12. Private rented housing including HMOs currently fulfil a large proportion of the
need for student accommodation in Norwich with approximately 39.5% of all
full-time students living in this form of accommodation (HESA, AECOM).

2.13.HMOs are properties occupied by multiple unrelated individuals who share
living space or amenities. Whilst standard residential dwellings fall under use
class C3, HMOs fall under their own use class (C4), defined as “small, shared
houses occupied by between 3 and 6 unrelated individuals, as their only or
main residence, who share basic amenities such as a kitchen or bathroom”.°
HMOs containing more than 6 unrelated individuals are excluded from
classification and are considered “sui generis” in planning terms.

2.14.The precise number of HMOs in Norwich is not known as not all HMOs need an
HMO licence or planning permission. It is understood that HMOs are found in
all of the city’s wards, with higher concentrations in those to the west of the city
centre.

2.15. Whilst this SPD does not cover student HMOs, the provision of PBSA and
HMOs are intrinsically linked as the provision of PBSA is likely to take some
pressure off the private rented sector. It is important that a joined-up approach
is taken to PBSA and HMOs; this SPD will therefore help inform the council’s
policy response to HMOs.

2.16. This SPD also aims to continue to encourage closer working with both
universities and other relevant bodies (such as students unions), to encourage
development of well managed appropriate student accommodation and reduce
the potential for conflict arising between students and their neighbours. By
encouraging good quality and appropriate student accommodation in Norwich
with a positive student experience, Norwich City Council will help support the
continuing success of the Higher Education Institutions in the city, and
increased retention of graduates in Norwich following their studies thereby
boosting the city’s reputation and economic prospects.

5 Planning Portal Use Classes (updated 01/09/2020)
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3 Policy Context

3.1

3.2

3.3

National Planning Policy Context

The National Planning Policy Framework 2024 (NPPF) sets out the
Government’s policy approach to achieving sustainable development. In
relation to delivering a sufficient supply of homes, the NPPF requires that the
needs of groups with specific housing requirements are addressed and
reflected in planning policies (paragraph 63). Students are specifically listed as
a particular group whose needs should be addressed.

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)®, updated in May 2021, advises that local
planning authorities should plan for sufficient student accommodation whether
it consists of communal halls of residence or self-contained dwellings, and
whether or not it is on campus. It states that encouraging more dedicated
student accommodation may provide low-cost housing that takes pressure off
the private rented sector and increases the overall housing stock. The PPG
encourages plan makers to consider options which would support both the
needs of the student population as well as local residents before imposing caps
or restrictions on students living outside of university-provided accommodation.
Plan makers “need to engage with universities and other higher educational
establishments to ensure they understand their student accommodation
requirements”.

The 2024 NPPF places increased emphasis on housing delivery with a new
standard method for calculating housing being introduced which is much more
ambitious than its predecessor. Considering PBSA in the context of housing
supply and delivery, PPG (Housing supply and delivery) sets out that student
accommodation can count towards an authority’s housing land supply where
the delivery of PBSA will allow other housing (e.g. HMOs) to be released into
the general market and/or where it will allow general housing to remain as
such, rather than being converted into student accommodation.

6 Housing needs of different groups - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)

10
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

Guidance relating to the Housing Delivery Test (HDT) includes communal
student accommodation in the calculation of housing need, with an assumption
that 2.4 units of student accommodation equate to one unit of general market
housing. This ratio (which was last updated in December 2024) should be used
when monitoring residential completions and housing delivery as this is a
consistent baseline mandated for use across the country in the Housing
Delivery Test (HDT) Rulebook’. The Greater Norwich Local Housing Needs
Assessment (LHNA) used a ratio of 2.5 as this was the ratio set out within the
HDT at the time.

However, when forecasting future housing supply, the ratio of 1:2.85 can be
used. This ratio reflects Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)8, which repeats the
same baseline given in the HDT Rulebook, but states that authorities may need
to adjust it based on census data indicating the average number of students
living in student-only accommodation in the local area.® Norwich City Council
introduced the adjusted conversion ratio of 1:2.85 for communal/cluster
accommodation (for the purpose of assessing future housing supply) during the
GNLP examination process. An Update Note set out the new ratio in November
2021, which has been applied since. The Inspectors’ Report on the GNLP
applauds this adjusted approach for aligning with PPG, and states that it is
considered to be justified.

For PBSA which takes the form of studio flats, each net student bedroom is
counted as 1 net new dwelling.

The NPPF also aims to build a strong and competitive economy, stating that
significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth

and productivity, and aims to ensure the viability of town centres.

Local Planning Policy Context

The GNLP'? (adopted March 2024) asserts that PBSA will be of strategic
importance for the growth of the city over the plan period, due in part to historic
and expected increases in the student population. The GNLP notes that over
the lifetime of the plan, Norwich city centre and other accessible and
sustainable locations are likely to see the delivery of a higher density of flats,
and this may also include an increase in PBSA developments.

7HDT Rulebook: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-measurement-
rule-book/housing-delivery-test-measurement-rule-book, para 10.

8 PPG: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-supply-and-delivery, para 025.

9 PPG: (as above), para 033.

10 Additional housing supply evidence: https://www.gnlp.org.uk/sites/gnlp/files/2021-
11/D3.2B%20TP%20Policy%201%20Appendices%20Update%20t0%20Housing%20Trajectory%20T

ables%20and%20Graphs%2022.11.21%20Final_0.pdf, paras 8-10.
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3.9 Policy 7.1 sets out that development at the UEA will cater for up to 5,000
additional students by 2038 through intensification of uses within the campus
and some limited expansion. In terms of the provision of PBSA at the UEA
campus, policy 5 of the GNLP sets out that this will have regard to the UEA
Development Framework Strategy (DFS) or any successor documents.
Furthermore, PBSA within the boundaries of the UEA campus will be exempt
from affordable housing provision.

3.10 Away from the UEA campus, Policy 5 of the GNLP sets out that PBSA will be
supported where the need for the development is justified by the current of
proposed size of Norwich'’s higher educational institutions. Furthermore, any
proposal for PBSA must:

e Be in a location suitable for residential development with sustainable
access to the institutions served;

e Be of a scale large enough so that services and amenities are provided
on-site to ensure high standards of student welfare;

e Contribute to a mixed and inclusive neighbourhood, not dominating
existing residential communities;

e Provide a mix of accommodation types to meet a range of needs in the
student accommodation market;

e Be required to pay a commuted sum sufficient to provide an off-site
policy compliant level of affordable housing for which a supplementary
planning document will give more detailed guidance on the methodology
for calculating equivalent dwellings from student accommodation.

3.11 In terms of Norwich’s Development Management Policies'3, policy DM13
relates to communal development and multiple occupation. Part of the policy
relates specifically to residential institutions and student accommodation and
sets out a number of criteria that such proposals need to satisfy in addition to
satisfying the overall objectives for sustainable development in policy DM1, and
criteria for residential development in policy DM12. The requirements of DM13
are summarised as follows:

e the site must not be designated or allocated for an alternative non-
residential use;

e if allocated for housing, it can be demonstrated that the proposal would
not compromise the delivery of a 5-year housing supply for the city;

" Inspector’'s Report: https://www.gnlp.org.uk/sites/gnlp/files/2024-
02/Greater%20Norwich%20LP%20-%20Inspectors%20Report%20-%20FINAL%20%281%29.pdf,
para 337.

12 Adoption | GNLP

13 Development management policies | Norwich City Council
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3.12

3.13

3.14

¢ the location provides convenient and direct access to local facilities and
bus routes;

e the provision of shared amenity space is satisfactory; and

e applicants can demonstrate provision of satisfactory servicing and
warden / staff accommodation.

Policy DM12 sets out principles for all residential development, not all of which
are relevant to student accommodation. Relevant criteria are summarised
below:

e proposals should not compromise delivery of wider regeneration
proposals and should be consistent with the objectives for sustainable
development set out in the JCS and in policy DM1;

e proposals should have no detrimental impacts upon the character and
amenity of the surrounding area (including open space) which cannot be
resolved by the imposition of conditions; and

e proposals should contribute to a diverse mix of uses within the locality.

The GNLP Sites Plan contains several relevant allocations. The plan allocates
three development sites at the UEA campus (NOS.09, NOS.10, NOS.11) which
are expected to be developed for university related development and student
accommodation within the local plan time-period up to 2038. In addition, the
UEA Grounds Depot Site (NOS.12) is identified as a strategic reserve for future
student accommodation development at the campus by the university. This
reserve site will only be released after the completion of the development of the
other sites allocated for student accommodation.

The UEA Development Framework Strategy was updated in 2019 and sets out
a growth vision for the university, which plans to accommodate an extra 5,000
students by 2035. A revised Development Framework Strategy (DFS refresh) is
being prepared by the UEA. Once finalised and endorsed by Norwich City
Council as Local Planning Authority, the DFS refresh will provide additional
detailed evidence and guidance to inform development proposals for the
specific sites allocated in the GNLP and for elsewhere in the campus. Whilst
the draft UEA Strategic Development Framework (November 2021) states that
“It is still conceivable that by 2040, the UEA student population will climb to
22,000 FTEs” it does qualify this by saying that the future of higher education is
precarious and uncertain.
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3.15 Other site allocation policies that also mention the provision of student
accommodation include STR.02 (Land at and adjoining Anglia Square),
NCC.04 (Land at Mountergate/Prince of Wales Road), NCC.12 (Land adjoining
Sentinel House) and NCC.14 (The Former Eastern Electricity Headquarters,
Duke’s Wharf).

3.16 The Council last revised its affordable housing Supplementary Planning
Document™ (SPD) in 2019 to reflect the 2018 NPPF and the latest evidence at
the time for housing need which was set out in the 2017 Strategic Housing
Market Assessment (SHMA). The Affordable Housing SPD is a material
consideration in determining applications for new student accommodation on
sites allocated for housing or housing-led development. The SPD requires
updating to account for subsequent changes to legislation and guidance, and to
reflect the recently adopted GNLP.

3.17 The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) applies to all new development which
adds 100m? of new floorspace, the creation of a new dwelling, or the
conversion of a building no longer in lawful use. Section 106 agreements and
planning conditions may also be used where necessary. The CIL Charging
Schedule™, adopted by Norwich City Council on the 25 June 2013, sets out the
charge per square metre that will apply to each category of new development.
Privately developed purpose-built student accommodation is regarded as ‘sui
generis’ which falls under the category ‘All other types of development covered
by the CIL regulations’. This currently returns a charge of £8.50 per m2. The
Charging Schedule rate is index linked which is updated annually.

14 Affordable housing supplementary planning document | Norwich City Council
15 Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) charges | Norwich City Council
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4 Need for additional purpose-built student accommodation

4.1. This section pulls together current data on the student population and the

distribution and characteristics of PBSA in Norwich. It then factors in projected

growth in the student population at the city’s Higher Educational Institutions
(HEIs), whilst noting the factors that might affect growth in student numbers and
future demand for PBSA. Based on this information and experience elsewhere it
reaches a conclusion on the need for additional PBSA until 2038/39.

Current Student Population

4.2. The most recently available data (Higher Education Statistics Agency - HESA,
2022/23) on student numbers for UEA and Norwich University of the Arts is
shown in Table 3, along with the breakdown between undergraduates and
postgraduates, and UK and non-UK students. Table 2 (chapter 2) shows how
student numbers in Norwich have changed between 2014/15 and 2022/23.

Table 3: Student numbers in 2022/23

Total Students — 2022/23

Full-time students — 2022/23

Undergraduate | 13,320 Undergraduate | 12,460
Postgraduate 5,225 Postgraduate 3,320

UEA 18,540 15,775
UK 15,490 UK 12,855
International 3,055 International 2,925
Undergraduate | 2,740 Undergraduate | 2,725
Postgraduate 95 Postgraduate 45

NUA 2 2,7

v UK 2,660 835 UK 2,595 765

International 175 International 175

Total 21,375 18,540

Source: HESA

Student number projections

4.3. Past trends are an important indicator when projecting forward the potential
future number of students in Norwich. The projections within this report are
based on past trends and population projections as opposed to the future
strategic plans of the UEA and Norwich University of the Arts. Neither have
specific up to date' targets for future student numbers, rather looking for a
general growth trajectory over time. Whilst the draft UEA Strategic Development
Framework states that “It is still conceivable that by 2040, the UEA student

6 The 2019 UEA Development Framework Strategy identified a target of an additional 5,000 students
by 2035, but this is a dated strategy which the projections are not based upon.
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population will climb to 22,000 FTEs” it goes on to qualify this somewhat by
saying that the future of higher education is precarious and uncertain.

4.4. The past student numbers highlighted in Table 2 (chapter 2) are a baseline for
the level of growth forecast, with the average annual growth between 2014/15
and 2022/23 used to project student numbers to 2038/39, shown in Table 4 and
summarised below:

e 24,670 full-time students in Norwich;
e 20,435 of the full-time students being undergraduates; and
e 5,680 of the full-time undergraduate students being new entrants.

e For all full-time students in Norwich this is an average increase of 383
students per year.

Table 4: Student Number Projections, Norwich, 2023/24 — 2038/39

2023 2024 2025 | 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 | 2034

124 125 126 127 128 129 130 131 132 JkX] 134 135

Full
time

all)

Full
time
(UG)

18,923 | 19,306 | 19,689 | 20,073 | 20,456 | 20,839 | 21,222 | 21,605 | 21,988 | 22,371 | 22,754 | 23,138 | 23,521 | 23,904 | 24,287 | 24,670

15,5613 | 15,841 16,169 | 16,498 | 16,826 | 17,154 | 17,482 | 17,810 | 18,138 | 18,466 | 18,794 | 19,123 | 19,451 19,779 | 20,107 | 20,435

Full
time
(UG, 4855 | 4910 | 4965 | 5020 | 5075 | 5130 | 5185 | 5240 | 5295 | 5350 | 5405 | 5460 | 5515 | 5570 | 5625 | 5,680
entrant)

Source: HESA, AECOM Calculations

4.5. As a sense check, the number of full-time students in Norwich in 2022/23 was
compared to the number of individuals aged 15-24 in Norwich (Office for
National Statistics (ONS) population projections 2022) to establish what
proportion of this population cohort are students. The resulting percentage
(64.3%) was then applied to the ONS projection for this cohort in 2038. This
calculation suggests that there would be around 20,274 full-time higher
education students in Norwich at this time. This produces an increase of 1,734
students between 2022 and 2038, or 108 per annum. This is a lower figure but
on the same scale as the projections above, which are taken forward through
this report.
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International students

4.6.As a key demand stream for PBSA it is important to understand the current and
future number of international students. This group, alongside first year
undergraduates, constitutes the primary market for PBSA in Norwich and
nationwide.

4.1

According to HESA data and as shown in table 3, in 2022/23 there were
2,925 international full-time students at the UEA and 175 international
full-time students at Norwich University of the Arts (totalling 3,100
students which is around 16.7% of the total full-time student numbers
within Norwich). Of these 12.7% were from the EU and 87.3% were non-
EU.

The equivalent UK data shows that 69.4% of full-time students of full-
time students were domestic in 2022/23, with 30.6% international (11.9%
EU and 88.1% non-EU).

When looking at the average between 2018/19 and 2022/23 for the UK,
73.1% of full-time students were from the UK, with 26.9% non-UK (20.8%
EU and 79.2% non-EU). This shows that Norwich generally has a greater
proportion of domestic students than the UK as a whole.

The proportion of international full-time students is quite heavily influenced
by postgraduate students, with the national average (2018/19-2022/23)
rate of international full-time undergraduate students 17.0%, compared to
26.9% across all full-time students. When looking at Norwich specifically,
in 2022/23 9.7% of full-time undergraduates were international students,
compared to 16.7% across all full-time students.

The uncertainties are generally greater when projecting international student
numbers because of less predictable factors such as future travel restrictions,
Government policies and global events. AECOM have used two methodologies
for projecting forward the number of international students in Norwich with the
first row applying the average national proportion of international students
between 2018/19 and 2022/23 (26.9%) to projections for all students in Norwich
whereas the second row relates only to the proportion of full-time students in
Norwich in 2022/23 (16.7%). This estimates the number of international students
at HE institutions in Norwich by 2038/39 as 4,125 - 6,644 as shown in table 5

below.
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Table 5: International Student Number Projections, Norwich, 2023/24 — 2038/39

2023 | 2024 2025 2026 2027 | 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037

124 125 126 127 128 129 130 131 132 133 134 135 136 137 138

Full
time
(all) 5,096 | 5,199 | 5,302 | 5,406 | 5,509 | 5612 | 5715 | 5818 | 5922 | 6,025 | 6,128 | 6,231 6,334 | 6,437 | 6,541 6,644

26.9%
non-UK

Full
time
(al) 3,164 | 3,228 | 3,292 | 3,356 | 3,420 | 3,484 | 3,548 | 3,612 | 3,677 | 3,741 3,805 | 3,869 | 3,933 | 3,997 | 4,061 4,125

16.7%
non-UK

Source: HESA, AECOM Calculations

Demand for Purpose Built Student Accommodation

4.2 To understand the potential future demand for PBSA in Norwich, it is essential
to establish how many of the projected students are expected to live in this
accommodation type. Not all full-time students need to live in rented
accommodation as they may live either in their parental/guardian home, a
house or flat bought for them by their parents, or may own their
accommodation.

4.3 The starting point therefore is to establish the living situation of current students
and HESA data breaks down the type of accommodation full-time students live
in. Table 6 shows that in 2022/23 29.6% of full-time students lived in PBSA,
compared to 30.6% of full-time undergraduates, and 63.6% of full-time
undergraduate entrants. This demonstrates that first year undergraduates are
much more likely to live in PBSA than students as a whole in Norwich, although
over a quarter of full-time students live in this type of accommodation. This is
above the proportion of full-time students living in PBSA across the UK (22.6%)
in 2022/23.
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Table 6: Term time address of full-time students, Norwich, 2022/23

Provider Private

. o Parent’s Own Other rented
maintained | sector . . 47
home residence accommodation
property halls
Full-time 19.6% | 10.0% |  11.0% 15.8% 39.5% |  4.2%
students (all)
Full-time o o o o o o
students (UG) 20.7% 9.9% 11.5% 13.5% 41.0% 3.3%
Full-time
students (UG, 50.3% 13.3% 12.5% 8.2% 15.0% 0.7%
entrant)
Full-time
students (UG, 6.5% 8.3% 11.0% 16.1% 53.5% 4.6%
not an entrant)

Source: HESA, AECOM calculations

4.4 Applying the proportion of each student type to the student number projections
based on HESA past trends data gives an estimate for the demand for PBSA in
Norwich to 2038/39. Table 7 shows, based on current occupancy patterns, that
by 2038/39 there may be a need for:

o 7,293 PBSA beds to meet the demand of all full-time students;

o 6,267 PBSA beds to just meet the demand of full-time undergraduates;

o 3,612 PBSA beds to just meet the demand of full-time undergraduate
entrants.

4.5 The Council seeks to meet PBSA bed demand for all full-time students in order
to give students studying at all levels a choice, and to ensure that those
postgraduate students that want to live in PBSA are able to.

Table 7: Estimated PBSA bed demand, Norwich, 2023/24 — 2038/39

2023 | 2024 2025 2026 2027 | 2028 2033 2034 2035
124 125 126 127 128 129 134 135 136
Full
time
(all) 5594 | 5,707 | 5,821 5,934 | 6,047 | 6,160 | 6,274 | 6,387 | 6,500 | 6,613 | 6,727 | 6,840 | 6,953 | 7,066 | 7,180 | 7,293
Full
time
(UG) 4,757 | 4,858 | 4,958 | 5,059 | 5,160 | 5,260 | 5,361 5,462 | 5,562 | 5663 | 5,763 | 5864 | 5965 | 6,065 | 6,166 | 6,267
Full
time
(UG, 3,087 | 3,122 | 3,157 | 3,192 | 3,227 | 3,262 | 3,297 | 3,332 | 3,367 | 3,402 | 3,437 | 3,472 | 3,507 | 3,542 | 3,577 | 3,612
entrant)

Source: HESA, AECOM Calculations

7 This is assumed to mainly be HMOs
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4.6 Itis important to note some caveats to these projections:

o The projections are based on 2022/23 trends in student occupancy and
assume that they will continue in the future (i.e. the proportion of students
living in PBSA will remain broadly the same over time.)

o Potentially, the 2022/23 proportion of students living in PBSA may be
limited by the existing stock (quantity and quality) and that increasing the
stock may in turn increase demand. However, as discussed later in this
section, existing PBSA stock is not fully occupied which suggests that
there is currently excess supply. This would indicate that all PBSA bed
demand is being met and the level of demand is not being constrained by
the current supply.

o International students are more likely to live in PBSA than the wider
student population. However, it is not possible to precisely quantify future
demand due to continued uncertainties in international student numbers,
which can be so quickly and significantly influenced by external factors. If
in the future international student numbers increase significantly, then the
demand for high-quality PBSA may also increase. On the contrary, if
government policy or international students’ desires (i.e. other countries
become more attractive) change, occupancy rates may fall short of
expectations, leading to oversupply or saturation in the market.

Distribution and characteristics of existing PBSA

4.7 The term ‘purpose-built student accommodation’ (PBSA) refers to both
university-maintained property and private sector halls. As of October 2024,
there were 6,349 student bedspaces in Norwich in PBSA®. This figure however
does not include the Ziggurats (Norfolk and Suffolk Terrace) at the UEA as
these halls of residents were closed in 2023 due to Government guidance on
Reinforced Autoclave Aerated Concrete (RAAC). This also affected parts of
Nelson Court and Constable Terrace, but these were fully reopened by
September 2024. It is unclear when the Ziggurats will reopen (but this is
unlikely to occur in the next 3 years) meaning there are 663 bedspaces'®
currently unusable. If these were available, there would be 7,012 PBSA
bedspaces in Norwich.

8 This assumes that any twin rooms advertised as both single and double occupancy are the same
rooms. It also assumes that the 35 twin rooms in UEA halls of residence are occupied by two people
as the maximum possible occupancy. It also assumes that the 2-bedroom apartments are fully
occupied. This total also excludes the 40 family apartments available at UEA as these are not
considered traditional student accommodation, and most students will not be eligible, meaning they
are not meeting general student needs. They are, however, an important resource for postgraduate or
mature students with families.

9 This assumes that any twin rooms advertised as both single and double occupancy are the same
rooms. It also assumes that the 86 twin rooms in the Ziggurats are occupied by two people as the
maximum possible occupancy. It also assumes that the 2-bedroom studio apartments are fully
occupied.
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4.8 When looking at the breakdown in type of the current stock of 6,349

bedspaces, 85.4% (5,423) are within cluster flats, 8.9% (568) are studios, 4.4%
(280) are classed as ‘other'??, and information is lacking or unknown for 1.2%

(78).

4.9 Table 8 provides a full breakdown of the current stock of PBSA, including
numbers of bedspaces, the type of PBSA (e.g. halls of residence, nominations,
direct let), and provides additional relevant information.

Table 8: Stock of PBSA in Norwich, 2024

Halls of
Residence / Additional
Bedspaces Nominations / Type of Room Information
Direct Let
UEA - Ensuite Halls of
twin 35 Residence (UEA) | Cluster flats -
. Assumed to be
UEA - Ensuite 35 : Halls o} Cluster flats same rooms as
sole use Residence (UEA) above
UEA - Ensuite Halls of
campus 1,752 Residence (UEA) Cluster flats i
UEA - Ensuite Halls of .
campus plus 50 Residence (UEA) Cluster flats Newly refurbished
UEA - Standard
campus Halls of
(postgraduate 50- 112 Residence (UEA) Cluster flats Shared bathroom
week license)
UEA — The Village Halls of UEA student
ensuite 715 Residence (UEA) Cluster flats village
UEA — Two ‘68 Halls of 2-bedroom | Shared bathroom
bedroom unit Residence (UEA) apartments (between 2)
UEA — Barton Halls of Newest UEA
Hickling Crome 744 Residence (UEA) Cluster flats accommodation
20 This includes 2-bedroom units and larger apartments (i.e. not studios).
21
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INTO manage the

Ensuite INTO 100 UEApartnership | ) \cierflats | PBSA but located
with INTO
on UEA campus
Halls of Cluster flats and
Rochester Court 48 : studios (split New in 2024
Residence (NUA)
unknown)
Duke Street Halls of All ensuite
Riverside 100 Residence (NUA) Cluster flats accommodation
, 25-year agreement
. Nominations 225 rogmisfg (from 2015) to
All Saints Green 228 cluster flats and .
(NUA) 3 studios exclusively cater to
NUA students
Halls of Washbasin and
Beechcroft 7 Residence (NUA) Cluster flats ensuite rooms
, 404 rooms in Received
Direct let and .
( cluster flats, 189 nominations from
Crown Place 705 nominations di 112 losed Zi
(NUA) studios, closed Ziggurats
apartments (UEA)
Opened
L Direct let and 429 rooms in Septembgr 2023.
St Crispin’s o Received
684 nominations cluster flats and L
House ! nominations from
(NUA) 225 studios )
closed Ziggurats
(UEA)
Shoemakers 69 rooms in
73 Direct let cluster flats and -
Court .
4 studios
Somerleyton 56 rooms in
59 Direct let cluster flats and -
House .
3 studios
189 rooms in All cluster flats are
Benedict’s Gate 302 Direct let cluster flats and .
. ensuite
113 studios
43 rooms in All cluster flats are
Heathfield 44 Direct let cluster flats and
; shared bathroom
1 studio
Portland House 40 Direct let Cluster flats All ensuite
22
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House

UEA partnership

30 studios

Velocity Student 34 Direct let Cluster flats All ensuite
Pablo Fanque Direct let but with 214 rooms in All cluster flats are
244 cluster flats and

ensuite

PBSA pipeline

4.10 Alongside the existing stock of PBSA, as of October 2024 there were 2,342
PBSA bedspaces in the planning pipeline which includes 933 which have

planning permission and 1,409 with a planning decision still pending.

4.11 The total volume of existing and near-term future supply could therefore

amount to 7,945 bedspaces, including existing PBSA, the pipeline schemes
approved or under construction, and assuming the reopening of Ziggurats. If
also taking into consideration the pipeline schemes that still have a decision
pending, this figure could total 9,354 bedspaces if all are approved and
constructed. It should however be acknowledged that not all pipeline
development will necessarily be approved and/or delivered. Table 9 gives

details of the pipeline PBSA (as of October 2024).

Table 9: PBSA pipeline in Norwich, 2024

Bedspaces

Additional Information

The Blackdale Building, Bluebell Road

(Phase 2) 401 Approved
Car park adjacent to Sentinel House, 37-43 059 Commenced
Surrey Street

Car park to the rear to Premier Travel Inn, 139 Commenced
Duke Street

11 Normans Building 141 Approved
Former Eastern Electricity Board site, Duke . ,
Street, Duke’s Wharf 480 Decision Pending
Land adjacent to former Shoe Maker public 33 Decision Pending

house, Enfield Road
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Debenhams Building, Orford Place 405 Decision Pending

Nelson Hotel, Prince of Wales Road 491 Decision Pending

4.12 Figure 1a illustrates the distribution of existing and pipeline PBSA in Norwich. It
shows that the majority of the PBSA pipeline is located in the city centre, with 5
schemes within 800m of Norwich University of the Arts and just one within
800m of the UEA. However, much of the private PBSA (outside of those with
nominations agreements with Norwich University of the Arts) caters for
students from both institutions. This is likely in part due to the introduction of
permanent hybrid learning from the UEA post-Covid, meaning students are on
campus fewer days than previously and so some prefer to live in the city centre
rather than prioritising being close to campus. The two distinct areas of PBSA
shown in figure 1a are likely due to the UEA campus being a 20+ minutes bus
journey outside of the city centre, with PBSA development either on or very
close to the UEA campus or in the city centre, with the areas between more
residential in character and therefore less likely to be appropriate for PBSA
development.
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Figure 1a: Map of PBSA Schemes in Norwich
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Figure 1b: Map numbering and scheme name

1 - UEA Campus Halls of Residence (excluding 663 Ziggurat bedspaces)
2 - UEA Campus Halls of Residence (The Village)
3 - Rochester Court

4 - St Crispin's House

5 - Crown Place

6 - Duke Street Riverside

7 - All Saints Green

8 - Beechcroft

9 - Pablo Fanque House

10 - Velocity Student

11 - Portland House

12 - Shoemakers Court

13 - Somerleyton House

14 - Benedict's Gate

15 - Heathfield

16 - Nelson Hotel 491
17 - Debenhams Building 405
18 - Land adjacent to former Shoemaker Public House 33
19 - Former EEB Site 480

20 - 11 Normans Building

21 - Car Park at Premier Travel Inn
22 - 37-43 Surrey Street

23 - The Blackdale Building (Phase 2)

-
-
o

100 1000
Bedspaces

@ Purpose Built Student Accomodation
Pipeline
B Approved/Under construction

Decision pending

Occupancy levels and future PBSA need

4.13 In order to determine whether the current and pipeline PBSA stock will meet
the needs of existing and future student populations, it is important to
understand PBSA occupancy rates. To inform the 2024 PBSA study, AECOM

contacted the two universities and the private PBSA providers to establish their

current occupancy rates.

4.14 Of the providers that gave details on occupancy, rates ranged from fully
occupied to approximately 62% occupied, pointing to significant variation. One
provider noted that the 2024/25 academic year is the first that the scheme has
not been fully occupied, with 96% occupancy for this academic year.
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4.15 Overall, providers and stakeholders were generally of the view that there is
sufficient, if not excess, PBSA provision in Norwich at present. Consultation
also identified that a number of direct let/nominations PBSA providers struggled
particularly with occupancy for the 2024/25 year, but that nominations from the
closed UEA Ziggurats and significant price reductions have helped to fill empty
rooms. It is not known what level of occupancy some providers would have
without the 663 students transferred from the Ziggurats, but it is very likely to
be lower.

4.16 Discussions with both UEA and Norwich University of the Arts were also
undertaken. UEA representatives expressed the overall view that there is
currently enough provision of PBSA in Norwich, with underoccupancy in their
halls of residence rising as a result. This is a more recent development as,
previously, PBSA outside of the University was seen as a helpful resource for
meeting excess demand unable to be met by halls of residence, which tended
to be filled first.

4.17 Norwich University of the Arts were also of the view that there are adequate
PBSA bedspaces in Norwich to meet their needs for the short term (the next 2
years). Despite owning and operating fewer halls of residence, Norwich
University of the Arts does not welcome over-provision of PBSA. While it might
appear to widen choice and guarantee available spaces, underoccupied
schemes are seen as detrimental to the student experience due to the vibrancy
of accommodation and the financial position of providers, which is linked to
their offering of amenities and events.

4.18 The above occupancy rates were taking in 2024 and are likely to vary across
sites and over time. Therefore, any PBSA needs assessments submitted in

support of applications must include up to date information on occupancy.

Student choice and factors influencing occupancy rates

4.19 There are a number of key factors that influence a student’s decision about
their accommodation options with one of the key factors being affordability,
particularly as tuition fees and accommodation costs rise. Research suggests
that students are not willing or able to pay any price for PBSA rooms and the
associated facilities (Cushman & Wakefield, 20232"). Inflation and the cost-of-
living crisis has also impacted students considerably, with the amount they are
able to spend on accommodation reducing alongside other increased living
costs.

21 Cushman & Wakefield. (2023). UK Student Accommodation Report. Available at
https://image.comm.cushmanwakefield.com/lib/fe37117171640578741271/m/1/CW+Student+Accom
modation+Report+2023+Low+Res.pdf
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4.20 Table 10 shows the cost of PBSA and HMOs (based on the 2024 Norwich

HMO Study) in Norwich alongside 2023/24 student maintenance loans. This is
a key housing option to consider alongside PBSA as the generally most
common form of alternative student accommodation, with 39.5% of full-time

students in Norwich living in HMOs in 2022/23. Table 10 shows that a room in
an HMO in Norwich is more affordable than all forms of PBSA, with the
exception of the lowest cost halls of residence, which is a twin room at UEA
and therefore not completely equivalent.

Table 10: Norwich PBSA Affordability

Maximum  Average Minimum
Student Student Student
22 Average Loan Loan
Annual Monthly
Cost
Cost
£9,978 £7,950 £7,125

Room (HMO) £5,700 £475 Yes Yes Yes
PRS2 Studio £7,200 £600 Yes Yes No

1-bedroom £8,256 £688 Yes No No

Upper Cost of

Halls of £8,226 £686 Yes No No

Residence

Lower Cost of

Halls of £3,828 £319 Yes Yes Yes

Residence

Average Cost

04 of Halls of £7,397 £616 Yes Yes No

55284'?‘25 Residence

Upper Cost

Private PBSA £12,374 £1,031 No No No

(Studio)

Upper Cost

Private PBSA £9,200 £767 Yes No No

(Cluster)

Lower Cost £6,061 £505 Yes Yes Yes

Private PBSA

Source: Norwich HMO Study 2024, AECOM calculations

22 Annual refers to the length of tenancy rather than annual year. Students in PBSA if not moving back
to the family home would have to potentially pay further rent for the months not covered by PBSA

tenancies.

23 Data from AECOM’s 2024 Norwich HMO Study
24 All costs are based on 2024/25 academic year. Halls of residence prices are based on UEA and 40-
week tenancies. Private PBSA is calculated on the basis of 46-week tenancies as the most common

option.
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4.21

4.22

4.23

4.24

When looking at the affordability of PBSA in comparison to student
maintenance loan payments, the lowest cost halls of residence and estimated
lower cost private PBSA rents are covered by the minimum student
maintenance loan. The average student maintenance loan also covers the
average cost of halls of residence. The maximum student maintenance loan will
cover all forms of accommodation with the exception of higher cost studios in
private PBSA.

Although the student maintenance loan is sufficient to cover the cost of most
PBSA options, this is just the cost of rent and utilities, with minimal residual
income for living costs. For example, based on the average student
maintenance loan and the average cost of halls of residence, students would
have £553 remaining for the whole academic year. This is clearly insufficient to
cover their other living costs and students would need to find additional funds
either through paid work alongside study and/or contributions from parents,
caregivers or other sources.

By comparison, students living in an HMO would have £2,250 remaining. This
is a clear incentive for students to choose to live in HMOs in Norwich,
especially after their first year of study. Without a reduction in the cost of PBSA
in Norwich, it may not be realistic to expect increased PBSA delivery to reduce
students’ reliance on HMOs and to move to PBSA accommodation.
Consultation with providers shows that some are aware of this issue and the
need for PBSA pricing to better reflect student loan incomes.

Furthermore, whilst affordability is a key factor in students’ decision making
about accommodation, it is not the only factor that dictates their preferences.
Whilst first-year and international students are much more likely to live in PBSA
than the wider student population, students in their later years of study tend to
more commonly live in HMOs (53.5% of full-time undergraduate non-entrant
students in Norwich in 2022/23). Research in both Sheffield®® and Scotland?®
found that students often move away from PBSA seeking greater freedom from
restrictions and rules. Consultation with lettings agents in Norwich also
identified that some students moving from PBSA to HMOs found PBSA to be
lonely. This may be linked to occupancy, with lower occupancy having an
impact on the student experience and sense of community.

25 Stevenson R and Askham P. (2011). Purpose Built Student Accommodation: Changing Face of
Student Accommodation in Sheffield. Sheffield Hallam University Built Environment Research
Transactions. 3(1). Pp. 6-16.

26 Campbell A, Gibb K, James G, Martinico L, McCaskell A, Roberts N, Robins T, Williams L. (2024).
Student Housing Options and Experiences of Homelessness in Scotland: a Report by the Cross-Party
Group on Housing. UK Collaborative Centre for Housing Evidence. Pp. 1-37.
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4.25

4.26

Students often also have greater choices about location in the private rented
sector than through PBSA. For example, a large proportion of PBSA schemes
in Norwich are located in and around the city centre and Norwich University of
the Arts. Conversely, whilst there are still some HMOs in the city centre, a
significant proportion are near but not within the UEA campus, where there are
fewer PBSA schemes. HMOs and PBSA are therefore meeting different
geographical needs in Norwich and so it may not be possible to replace HMO
demand with additional PBSA, and it may not be appropriate to deliver PBSA in
the more residential locations surrounding UEA. Consultation with lettings
agents in Norwich also identified that for students moving from PBSA to HMOs,
location and proximity to the university (particularly for UEA) were key
considerations.

Therefore, whilst increasing the stock of PBSA may result in a further shift of
students from the private rented sector into the PBSA sector, the gap in cost
between PBSA and cheaper private rented accommodation is likely to
constrain the choices of many students. Furthermore, whilst a larger stock of
PBSA may reduce prices as providers compete for filling bedspaces, it is not
known to what extent oversupply would impact the viability of schemes and too
much supply may lead to closures.

Conclusion on need for additional PBSA

4.27

4.28

AECOM and Norwich City Council have liaised with both higher education
institutions and PBSA providers to inform this document. Neither university
have up-to-date targets for future student numbers and therefore student
number projections are based on a general growth trajectory over time with
past trends helping to project the potential future number of students in
Norwich.

As reported in the sections above, it is anticipated that the current stock and
expected pipeline of PBSA in Norwich will comfortably meet the future demand
of students to 2038/39, including ensuring an element of choice within the
market. Indeed, the scale of expected supply far exceeds estimated demand
which points to the potential for oversaturation in the market, with potential
repercussions for occupancy levels, provider finances, and student quality of
life.

30
Page 133 of 180



4.29 The estimates for the demand for PBSA in Norwich to 2038/39 is based on

4.30

current accommodation occupancy patterns of students. It is acknowledged
that potentially, the 2022/23 proportion of students living in PBSA may be
limited by the existing stock (both its quantity and quality) and that increasing
the stock may in turn increase demand. However, current PBSA stock is not
fully occupied which suggest that there is currently excess supply. This would
indicate that all PBSA bed demand is being met and the level of demand is not
being constrained by the current supply. Furthermore, the importance of HMOs
in the local market is also acknowledged with HMOs offering a uniquely
affordable accommodation option that is not matched by the available
alternatives.

It is concluded that the evidence suggests that there is no further need for
PBSA as the needs of the existing student population and projected future
population can be met by the existing and pipeline supply. However, going
forward, ongoing data collection, regular monitoring and review of data in
association with higher education institutions in Norwich is essential to improve
the understanding and accurate forecasting of such developments and to gain
more detailed information about changing student preferences.
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5 Best practice principles

Introduction

5.1. The purpose of this document is to supplement GNLP policy 5 and to better
inform both applicants and decision makers in relation to proposals for purpose-
built student accommodation. Whilst the current evidence would suggest that
there is no need for any further PBSA over the GNLP plan period, the Council
must acknowledge that the situation can and may change over time. There is
therefore flexibility in policy 5 which provides the opportunity for applicants to
submit an assessment of need as part of a future planning application.

5.2. The objective of this SPD therefore is to encouraging good quality
accommodation in appropriate and sustainable locations where the need for
future PBSA is established. This will ensure that the needs of Norwich’s student
population can be met and that any future PBSA will contribute to mixed and
inclusive neighbourhoods.

5.3. This section lists the factors that the council will take into consideration in the
assessment of relevant planning applications. It pulls together existing policy,
evidence, best practice and information about student development into a series
of guidelines to inform the planning application and assessment process.

5.4.Individual proposals will be assessed on a case-by-case basis. Applicants are
encouraged to engage with the council’s Pre-application service?”.

Need

5.5. GNLP policy 5% sets out that away from the UEA campus, proposals for
purpose-built student accommodation will be supported where the need for the
development is justified by the current or proposed size of Norwich’s higher
educational institutions. The evidence set out in section 4 concludes that there is
currently considered to be no need for additional PBSA in Norwich during the
plan period. If no evidence to the contrary is provided it is unlikely that planning
applications for further PBSA development away from the UEA campus will be
supported.

5.6. Notwithstanding this, the Council acknowledges that various factors, such as the
universities’ growth plans, PBSA supply, HMO supply, affordability, occupancy
levels and student preference, which can all influence the quantum of need, can
change over time. Information on need will be kept up-to-date and will be

27 Pre-application planning advice | Norwich City Council
28GNLP Policy 5
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informed by ongoing council engagement with the higher education institutions.
Any subsequent updates on need will be publicised on the council’'s website or
included in a future iteration of this Supplementary Planning Document.

5.7. Furthermore, as part of the planning application process, applicants can submit
PBSA needs assessment if they consider the Council’s evidence is out of date. It
is however important that any needs assessment covers the following factors
and that the applicant engages with both universities:

e Current and future student numbers

e Existing PBSA supply and future pipeline supply

e Current occupancy rates (through engagement with the universities and
existing PBSA providers)

e Student preference (which should include an affordability assessment).

5.8. Whilst it is recognised that it is important to ensure that the accommodation
needs of the current and future student population can be met through both the
provision of PBSA and the private rented sector, there remains a need in
Norwich for development of market and affordable housing as defined in the
Greater Norwich Local Housing Needs Assessment 2°(July 2021). This means
that, while it is important to consider the merit of additional student
accommodation, due consideration should be given to the opportunity to deliver
much needed housing.

5.9. Student housing should not be prioritised to the detriment of other forms of
housing or development undermining the provision of mixed and balanced
communities in Norwich. Student accommodation in the city centre may be
competing with other, high value commercial interests. Care needs to be
exercised in ensuring sites used for student accommodation do not impact on
the overall commercial potential of the city.

Location

5.10. Historically the majority of university accommodation for students has been
located on the UEA campus but in more recent years the majority of PBSA has
been provided in the city centre to serve both the UEA and Norwich University of
the Arts.

5.11. If the need for further PBSA arises then the key locational focus for future
provision of any new student accommodation will be the UEA campus and the
city centre where the two key higher education institutions are situated. This
does not rule out provision of PBSA to serve the future needs of Norwich City
College, should that need arise.

29 B22.3 Greater Norwich LHNA.pdf

33
Page 136 of 180


https://www.gnlp.org.uk/sites/gnlp/files/2021-11/B22.3%20Greater%20Norwich%20LHNA.pdf

5.12. Policy 5 of the GNLP sets out that proposals for PBSA at the UEA campus will
have regard to the UEA Development Framework Strategy (DFS) or any
successor document and the policy does not set out the requirement to
demonstrate ‘need’ for any proposed student accommodation on the campus.
Furthermore, policy DM263° of the Development Management Policies is also
relevant and this sets out that development within the UEA campus will be
supported subject to proposal being in accordance with any masterplanning
documents currently in place and subject to development:

a) conserving the landscape and architectural significance of the UEA, retaining
a green edge, safeguarding and enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity and
protecting significant vistas;

b) implementing the UEA Travel Plan; and

c) Promoting public access to open spaces.

5.13. Proposals at the UEA should also take into account the other considerations
set out within this section of the SPD as appropriate.

5.14. Away from the UEA campus proposals must be in a location otherwise
suitable for residential development with excellent sustainable access to the
higher education institutions served.

5.15. Proposals must also be located with good access to existing local facilities
and amenities, such as shops, cafes, and leisure uses appropriate to the student
market, to ensure a high quality of student experience.

5.16. PBSA will not be acceptable on sites allocated or designated for other
purposes, except in exceptional circumstances and subject to not undermining
planning policies in the Greater Norwich Local Plan or Development
Management Policies Plan (such as DM 12,13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20).

5.17. For city centre located PBSA developments, mixed-use development is
encouraged, with active frontages provided at street level to maintain vibrant
streets for the wider community throughout the year.

5.18. As stated above proposed new PBSA developments must demonstrate that
the site is in an accessible location for higher education institutions and
accessible by sustainable transport modes (including bus transport, cycling and
walking). For all applications it should be demonstrated that bus provision runs
at times and with capacities appropriate for the number of students requiring the
service to fulfil their educational needs. Secure cycle storage should be
provided on site for occupants and their visitors.

30 DM26 Supporting development at the University of East Anglia
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5.19. Proposed developments should be appropriately located to enable them to be
car free in accordance with policy DM32 ‘Encouraging car free and low car
housing’ of the adopted local plan. If sites are appropriately located there should
be no need or desire for residents to use a private car (with the exception of
appropriate provision of car parking spaces for disabled people). Further to this,
management of sites and contractual arrangements should be agreed with
residents to discourage/prohibit private car parking/use whilst in residence.

5.20. Access to Norwich Car club or provision of a Norwich Car Club bay or bays
close to proposed development may contribute to a successful car free
development.

Scale

5.21. In recent years the council has received proposals for PBSA for a range of
sizes. Table 8 (chapter 4) shows the stock of PBSA in Norwich (as of October
2024) and Table 9 (chapter 4) shows the PBSA pipeline in Norwich (also as of
October 2024). Excluding the halls of residents, existing PBSA ranges from 34
units at Velocity Students (St Mildred’s Road) to 705 units at Crown Place
(Surrey Street). In terms of schemes in the pipeline, this ranges from 33 at Land
adjacent to former Shoe Maker public house, Enfield Road (pending decision) to
several schemes which have over 400 units (which includes the Former Eastern
Electricity Board site (Duke Street), the Debenhams Building (Orford Place) and
Nelson Hotel (Prince of Wales Road) which are all pending decisions.

5.22. There are a number of factors considered relevant to the appropriate scale for
provision of new purpose-built student accommodation:

(a) The development must be of sufficient scale to be capable of providing for
high standards of student welfare, including 24-hour staffing on-site.
Student resilience and emotional wellbeing are of great concern to the
higher educational establishments as well as to the council. Good quality
accommodation has an important role to play in student wellbeing, with
issues such as provision of on-site maintenance, reception and security
being key considerations for students, and identifies the ability to talk to
wardens and counselling services as very valuable in times of difficulty.

(b) New PBSA development should ensure that adequate infrastructure and
on-site amenities, as described in these guidelines, can be provided and
serviced effectively.

(c) New PBSA development should achieve appropriate densities, and
planning decisions should support development that makes efficient use of
land (NPPF, paragraph 124). On the one hand proposed PBSA should be
of sufficient scale to represent an efficient use of land; low-density
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developments are unlikely to be able to demonstrate this. On the other
hand, proposed PBSA should contribute to mixed and inclusive
neighbourhoods, and should not be so high density that it dominates
existing residential developments.

5.23. In line with these considerations, Norwich City Council regards developments
within the range of 200-500 student bed-spaces as acceptable in principle for
new PBSA developments in Norwich. It is considered that developments below
the 200 threshold are less likely to be able to viably provide the appropriate level
of management and facilities required to ensure a high quality development.
Proposals within the 200-500 bed-space range are likely to be relatively high-
density which would be most suited to city centre or campus locations. PBSA
development in excess of 500 bedspaces may have negative impacts on
neighbourhoods and existing residential communities.

5.24. There may be valid reasons why applications for PBSA developments outside
the 200-500 range are appropriate, for example such development might include
a mixture of educational uses within the site in addition to student
accommodation. In any case, PBSA applications outside this range should
provide appropriate justification to address the issues set out above.

External Building Design

5.25. Norwich is a historic city with many important cultural landmarks. The
appearance, scale, height and massing of proposed developments are highly
important considerations and must be sympathetic to relevant positive
characteristics of the site and its setting. Norwich local authority area has 17
designated conservation areas, approximately 1,500 statutory listed buildings
and 25 scheduled ancient monuments of international importance; as well as
many locally listed buildings. It is important that regard is paid to safeguarding
the historic environment.

5.26. Developments should respect the existing form and grain of the local area,
including the historic skyline, and must be designed sympathetically to respect
their immediate and surrounding environments to minimise any adverse impacts.
Inappropriate design at scales influenced by economic factors alone will not be
supported. Building design must accord with policies and guidance laid out in
paragraph 5.28 below. Specific advice on individual projects can be provided by
Conservation and Design officers as part of a pre-application advice request.

5.27. Buildings should be designed with minimal impact upon the amenity of its
surroundings and neighbouring residents, with regards to noise, loss of light,
overshadowing and loss of privacy and shall be assessed against relevant local
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planning policies. Proposed developments should also address the cumulative
impact of the new development.

5.28. Local Planning Policies relevant to design and building form include:
GNLP Policy 2: Sustainable Communities
GNLP Policy 3: Environmental Protection and Enhancement
GNLP Policy 7.1: The Norwich Urban Area including the Fringe Parishes
DM2: Ensuring satisfactory living and working conditions (Amenity),
DM3: Delivering High Quality Design,
DM9: Safeguarding Norwich’s heritage

5.29. Local heritage and conservation design guidance?' can be found on the
council website. Conservation area appraisals®? are of particular relevance as is

the Heritage Interpretation SPD33.

External Amenity and Landscape Design

5.30. Creating sustainable communities depends, amongst other things, on the
relationship between the design of buildings, their location, and the quality of the
outdoor space. Successful places, where people are attracted to live, have
successful provision of external amenity and green spaces offering lasting
economic, social, cultural and environmental benefits.

5.31. External green space is a vital component of good design and healthy living.
Given the increase in high-density residential developments in recent years, it is
essential that a sufficient supply of high-quality external space is included to
minimise impacts on biodiversity and provide net gains in biodiversity and green
infrastructure as required. Appropriate landscaped external space for use by
occupants is an essential requirement of successful applications for PBSA. City
centre developments in particular must facilitate this, preventing increasing
pressure on existing public amenity and green space.

5.32. General guidance relating to local landscape design and information expected
to be provided in support of a planning application can be found in the adopted
Landscape and Trees SPD3.

5.33. Policies relevant to landscaping include:
GNLP Policy 2: Sustainable Communities
GNLP Policy 3: Environmental Protection and Enhancement

31 Heritage and conservation | Norwich City Council

32 Conservation area appraisals | Norwich City Council

33 Heritage interpretation SPD (Adopted December 2015) | Norwich City Council
34 Landscape and Trees SPD (Adopted June 2016) | Norwich City Council
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GNLP Policy 7.1: The Norwich Urban Area including the Fringe Parishes
DM2: Ensuring satisfactory living and working conditions

DM®6: Protecting and enhancing the natural environment

DMY7: Trees and development,

DMS8: Planning effectively for open space & recreation

Internal Building Design

5.34. Purpose-built student accommodation is typically occupied by students for the
majority of a year (contracts are often between 46 and 48 weeks in length).
Therefore, it is critical that design is of a high quality with adequate amenity to
contribute to healthy sustainable lifestyles including daylight, sunlight, privacy
and outlook. Appropriate amenities and facilities must be provided for the
occupants including sufficient communal space, private and shared facilities, for
example kitchens and dining rooms should be designed to be of a sufficient size
for all occupants to dine together. Sufficient on-site laundry facilities are often
regarded as important facilities for students.

5.35. Student accommodation has unique characteristics differing from other
residential accommodation. Student accommodation should provide an
appropriate environment in which to study as well as live, socialise and sleep. It
is likely that elements of the buildings will be in use for 24 hours a day. In high
density developments where the occupants are unable to select their
neighbours, the provision of private space is also important.

5.36. The government has provided guidelines for space standards in general
market housing in the “Technical housing standards — nationally described space
standard”. However, there are no equivalent guidelines for student
accommodation.

5.37. The ‘Metric Handbook — Planning and Design Data’3® is a well-recognised
source of planning and design data for all types of development. In the absence
of government technical standards for student accommodation the council has
used the Metric Handbook as the basis for the following guidelines which it
advises proposals for PBSA should meet:

Room Sizes

e A standard study bedroom without en-suite bathroom should have a minimum
area of 10m?2.

¢ A standard study bedroom with en-suite bathroom should have a minimum
area of 13m2.

35 ‘Metric Handbook — Planning and Design Data’, seventh edition (2021), edited by Pamela Buxton
(Chapter 24 Housing for students and young people)
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Appropriate provision must be made for accessible rooms and wheelchair
access in accordance with the Building Regulations, Access to and Use of
Buildings: Approved Document M. Requirements for accessible rooms are
also addressed in BS 8300:2018 Volumes 1 &2. Wheelchair users require
larger study bedrooms, with room for a wheelchair turning space between
furniture and provision of an appropriate ensuite bathroom. Circulation, social
and communal spaces should also be accessible. The proportion of rooms
designed for wheelchair users shall be agreed with the Local Planning
Authority.

Studio ‘room’ for one student with en-suite bathroom and kitchen area should
have a minimum area of 18m?. Studio rooms could arguably be comparable
to a bedsit flat with additional space sufficient to accommodate the
appropriate furniture to use for study purposes as well as an en-suite
bathroom.

Studio ‘flat’ for one student or a couple with en-suite bathroom and kitchenette
should have a minimum area of 30m?. Studio flats could arguably be
comparable to 1 bed 1 person flats for minimum internal space requirements.
Other shared facilities such as laundry and communal spaces may contribute
to the acceptability of the comparably smaller space in a studio flat. However,
there must be sufficient space to accommodate the appropriate furniture to
use for study purposes as well as an en-suite bathroom

Sizes of communal rooms will need to be determined against the number of
people sharing them. The figures in table 11 below are indicative only, for
guidance:

Number of Residents 3 4 5 6 7
L!V|.ng room in a dwelling with 13m? 14 m2 15 m2 1®.m | 17 m?
dining kitchen
Dining Kitchen 10 m? 11 m? 12 m? 13 m? 14 m?

Table 11: communal spaces — indicative minimum sizes

5.38. Overall accommodation satisfaction is important for student wellbeing and is a
significant contributing factor to general life satisfaction. Supporting students to
integrate well in their accommodation and socialise with housemates helps to
ensure an overall satisfactory student experience which can results in a greater
level of retention of students and increases wellbeing.

5.39. The Student Academic Experience Survey3® is an annual survey conducted
by Advance HE & Higher Education Policy Institute (HEPI), which seeks to

understand and track undergraduate student experience in UK higher education.
Analysis of loneliness by accommodation shows that the highest frequencies of

36 Student Academic Experience Survey 2024 1718100686.pdf
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loneliness are not experienced by students staying in university halls. However,
it is important to note that occasional loneliness is actually very prevalent, with
students living in and around others (in halls, in shared accommodation) being
quite likely to say they feel lonely once a week. It appears that living in close
proximity to others can mitigate the worst effects of loneliness, but the very
nature of this experience for students of a young age can still lead to some
students requiring support.

5.40. The benefits of ‘sharing accommodation’ with communal areas and shared
kitchens/dining spaces are more likely to allow students to engage in peer-to-
peer discussion, support and collaboration either of an interdisciplinary or cross-
disciplinary nature. These positive attributes are unlikely to be achieved through
residing in studio flats and there is therefore some concern that such
accommodation does not encourage interaction with fellow students. As set out
within the ‘Metric Handbook — Planning and Design Data’3” the nature of self-
containment provided in studios can lead to a sense of isolation. Furthermore,
PBSA that is delivered as studio flats is unlikely to be affordable for a large
proportion of the student population. Therefore, developments seeking provision
of studio flats should do so only in conjunction with specific nomination rights
from an institution. Care must be taken to ensure that other means of social
interaction are provided in order to encourage a sense of community.

Cycle storage

5.41. Secure cycle storage must be provided on site for occupants and their
visitors. Whilst policy DM31 sets out that cycle parking is provided to at least the
levels prescribed within appendix 3 of the DM policies plan, appendix 3 does not
address the specific requirement of cycle storage provision within PBSA as when
the Development management policies plan was adopted in 2014 the provision
of PBSA still took the form of halls of residence provided by the universities
themselves and was primarily focused on the UEA campus.

5.42. As PBSA does not fall within any use class and is ‘sui generis’, the housing
standards do not apply but instead for each planning application the provision of
cycle storage has been and will continue to be assessed on a case-by-case
basis. Notwithstanding this, the ‘Metric Handbook — Planning and Design Data’38
sets out that the level of cycle storage will typically be 1:2 — 1:4 (cycle space:
student) which should be used as a guide and starting point. Approximately 5 per
cent of the total amount are typically required to be enlarged spaces for a range
of accessible options.

37 ‘Metric Handbook — Planning and Design Data’, seventh edition (2021), edited by Pamela Buxton
(Chapter 24 Housing for students and young people)
38 ‘Metric Handbook — Planning and Design Data’, seventh edition (2021), edited by Pamela Buxton
(Chapter 24 Housing for students and young people)
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5.43. In order to gain a better understanding of whether existing cycle storage
provision in PBSA is sufficient to meet the demand AECOM were asked to
address this matter within their PBSA study. The findings are set out within the
paragraphs below.

5.44. Table 12 shows the amount of cycle storage at PBSA schemes in Norwich,
how this compares to the number of bedspaces, and how well used the cycle
storage is, based on consultation with providers. There is some variation in
provision, with scheme 4 providing more cycle storage spaces than bedspaces,
whilst scheme 2 has a cycle storage space for every 7.6 residents. The level of
use also varies across schemes, with scheme 2 at ¢.90% occupancy and
schemes 3 and 5 reported to be fairly well used. However, the PBSA schemes
with provision of cycle storage closer to the number of bedspaces (schemes 1, 4,
and 6) record much lower rates of usage, up to just 25%. No providers identified
a lack of cycle storage.

Table 12: PBSA Cycle Storage Usage
Volume Cycle Cycle Storage % of Cycle

PBSA Scheme Storage : Bedspaces Storage Used
1 40 1:1.1| Maximum 25%
2 40 1:7.6 c. 90%
3 Unknown Unknown “Very well
used”
4 80 1:0.9 20%
5 200 1:3.5| “Used quite a
lot”
6 160 1:14 9% - 19%
7 Unknown Unknown | 6/7 bikes each
year

Source: PBSA Providers, Norwich

5.45. Table 12 solely relates to direct let and nominations PBSA, not halls of
residence. However, consultation with UEA identified no undersupply of cycle
storage, with it considered to be well used but not oversubscribed. UEA noted
that a lot of students use the bus as well as the electric bike and scooter
schemes, with the latter also identified as growing in use by some PBSA
providers.

5.46. Based on the AECOM findings, it would appear that if the Council were to
require cycle storage to be provided at the same level as general needs housing
(i.e. on a 1:1 basis) there would be a significant amount of oversupply and this
could be detrimental to the overall design and layout of the scheme. As such to
help determine an appropriate level of provision applicants should undertake a
travel survey. In order to inform this travel survey (and the number of cycle
parking spaces that should be provided for students on site) an up-to-date
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survey should be carried out of other student accommodation in Norwich in order
to get an understanding of how many students walk, cycle, or travel by public
transport. For those that cycle it will be important to gain an understand of how
many own their own cycles and how many use the electric bike scheme (Beryl).

5.47. As part of the travel plan regular surveys and checks of cycle parking demand
should be undertaken which should help address any problems should they
occur. Furthermore, it will be important to future proof schemes so if cycle use
increases and demand approaches capacity, additional cycle parking can easily
be provided on site.

5.48. In addition, visitors cycle spaces must be provided within the public realm.

Management

5.49. Given the recent trend for increased provision of privately developed PBSA in
the student housing market, it is important that the quality of management of
PBSA is on a par with university managed accommodation. Proposals for new
student accommodation should be accompanied by a management plan which
displays how the accommodation will be managed during operation; this should
include (but not exclusively):

e Arrangements for moving in/out days:
To ensure that impacts on traffic network are managed effectively. A
schedule of how this will be operated will be expected.

e Control of Car use:
It is expected that proposals for new PBSA will be located in the city centre or
the UEA campus, and will be expected to be car free developments, (with the
exception of provision for students with disabilities). Applicants should
provide details of measures to ensure that a car free policy shall be adhered
to (such as clear advertising as a car free site prior to moving into the
property, terms of tenancy agreements, restrictions on parking within a one-
mile radius of the property amongst local residences, parking inspection
patrols, procedures for dealing with tenants who do not abide by the
agreement, measures to positively promote alternative sustainable transport
methods).

¢ On site security, cleaning and maintenance procedures:
Security: Details of appropriate security measures, such as a security door
and window locks, intercom entry systems, lighting, wardens and CCTV,
which can all help to make the local environment safer for occupants and
reduce opportunities for crime.
Cleaning: Nature and frequency of provision including the responsibilities and
expectations for all parties involved and how this information shall be
conveyed. (e.g. what areas will be cleaned by professional cleaners &
expected frequency; what areas are the responsibility of the occupants to
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clean)
Maintenance: Details of commitment to a ‘planned maintenance schedule’ as
well as procedure for reporting and dealing with unexpected maintenance
events.
¢ Refuse storage and collection arrangements:
High densities of students living together can produce a large amount of
refuse. Refuse storage and collection arrangements must be clearly defined,
along with guidelines for responsibilities of occupants including refuse
minimisation and positive recycling protocols.
e Compliance and Standards:
Details to be provided to demonstrate that compliance with relevant safety
standards (Fire, Health and Safety etc.) and how this will be managed and
updated.
Details of key personnel and their responsibilities.
Method of conveying information to occupants including detailing their
responsibilities.
Paragraph 0.16 of ‘Building Regulations Approved Document M: access to
and use of buildings, volume 2 — buildings other than dwellings3® indicates
that purpose-built student living accommodation should be treated as hotel/
motel accommodation in relation to space requirements and internal facilities
for wheelchair users.
e Neighbour/Community liaison to address & mitigate concerns:
= Details of proposed measures to ensure that occupants of the
accommodation integrate effectively into the host community. (Existing
example initiatives in Norwich could include UEA SU ‘Good Neighbour’
scheme)
»  What procedures, measures and guidance will be provided to address or
mitigate issues that may arise?
= How will expectations of occupants be conveyed to them & what may be
the repercussions of not abiding by expectations.
» Details of method of how neighbouring residents may report concerns,
and expectations for resolution management.
e Appropriate soundproofing: to address both internal and external noise
transmission.
o Pastoral care and welfare:
24-hour staffing on site is required to provide for high standards of student
welfare. Pastoral care is of high importance in PBSA to ensure the wellbeing
of the occupants. Details as to how this shall be provided will be required,
including details of partnership with external bodies or Higher Education
Institutions where appropriate. (e.g. Issues that may arise: debt management,

39 Source: Building Regulations Approved Document M — Volume 2.
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/44
1786/BR_PDF _AD M2 2015.pdf
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health issues, criminal behaviour). Methods of delivery may include
personnel on site, senior resident/resident tutor scheme, and/or a telephone
helpline. The level of provision is expected to vary dependent upon the scale
of the proposed development and whether the accommodation provided is on
or off campus.

e Provision of onsite wardens is beneficial to ensuring that there is a point of
contact to address concerns relating to all of the above issues as and when
they arise.

5.50. Provision of a well thought out and detailed management plan may assist in
building community confidence in proposed developments and promote a
positive experience for students as residents. Developments subject to
management and supervision arrangements appropriate to the size, location and
nature of occupants of schemes may be supported.

Partnership/Support from Higher Education Institutions in Norwich:

5.51. Higher education institutions and their affiliated Students Unions are best
placed to understand and represent the needs of their students. It should be
demonstrated that proposals for new student accommodation have involved
consultation with, and meet the needs of, higher education institutions in Norwich
and representatives of their students. Agreement should be sought relating to
appropriate: location, facilities, amenities, tenure type, cost, and management. It
should also be demonstrated that accommodation meets either a current need or
accurately projected future growth of HEIs in Norwich.

5.52. A planning application for proposed new student accommodation
developments should demonstrate that contact has been made with at least one
of the HEIs in Norwich through the following means (in order of preference):

(a) Proposed new student accommodation can be demonstrated to be in
collaboration/partnership with one of Norwich’s HElISs.

(b) Proposed new student accommodation has agreed nomination rights from at
least one of Norwich’s HElISs.

(c) Consultation with at least one of Norwich’s HEIs can be demonstrated with a
written response from the institution(s) confirming support in principal for the
proposal as submitted.

5.53. The City Council has established a working group which contains
representatives from the City Council, Higher Education Institutions and
Students’ Unions. It should continue to meet to provide improved assessment
and monitoring of student numbers and accommodation needs.
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Providing an accommodation mix for a wide range of students

5.54. Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) Housing needs of different groups*°,
updated in May 2021, advises that local planning authorities should plan for
sufficient student accommodation and states that encouraging more dedicated
student accommodation may provide low-cost housing that takes pressure off
the private rented sector and increases the overall housing stock. The
information presented in section 4 raises a degree of caution that recent delivery
of PBSA may not be in accordance with PPG guidelines. Rather than delivering
low-cost accommodation, development has largely been targeted at the high-
cost luxury market aimed at the overseas/mature student sector. This potentially
upwardly affects rental rates in all areas of student accommodation delivered
through the private sector.

5.55. The cost-of-living crisis was a recurring theme within the most recent Advance
HE/HEPI study*'. With finances being squeezed, accommodation costs are likely
to be a key consideration for many students. Most frequently mentioned within
the surveys were requests around reduction and/or provision of more flexible
payment plans for accommodation and tuition fees in combination with more
financial support opportunities such as bursaries or providing paid jobs for
students.

5.56. The National Union of Students (NUS) has a policy (set out within
Accommodation Costs Survey 2021)4?, that an affordable rent for PBSA is no
more than 50% of the maximum amount of student finance available in England,
and that providers should ensure that at least a quarter of their portfolio sits
within this cap. Care must be taken not to saturate the market with high-end
high-cost provision.

5.57. The following methods to improve affordability of student accommodation
should be considered by applicants when developing proposals for PBSA:
o offer a range of room types
o oOffer rents at a range of prices
e increased amount of low-priced rooms, offer some at a percentage of rent
below market value
e vary tenancy lengths
e external protocol for affordability criteria (Unipol/students’ union etc.)
¢ include other bills in rent cost (internet, energy etc.)
e offer subsidies/bursaries/scholarships

40 Housing needs of different groups - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)
41 Student Academic Experience Survey 2024 1718100686.pdf
42 gccommodationcostsurvey 2021.pdf
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5.58. Applicants should demonstrate that contact has been made with HEIs & their
Student Union organisations in Norwich and agreement/support has been
reached on the level of low-cost provision of accommodation or affordability
policy of the development.

5.59. Alongside the mixture of tenure types there is increasing demand nationally
for an element of ‘specialist’ accommodation types including:
e alcohol-free, single-sex, quiet blocks
e rooms that can be adapted for ambulatory disability
e safeguarding accommodation
e accommodation for families.

Sustainability and energy consumption

5.60. Consideration should be given in the design of PBSA to all aspects of
sustainability including reducing energy consumption, carbon emissions and the
inclusion of renewable energy sources. Other issues for consideration include
reducing water consumption, rainwater harvesting, the use of LED lighting and
intelligent controls, waste and recycling facilities in both construction and use,
sustainable urban drainage and sustainable transportation.

Flexibility and robustness

5.61. Whilst all planning applications for PBSA will be scrutinised to ensure that
they are genuinely accommodation solely for use by students, and not C3 (i.e.
general market) housing, it is important that in the event of an oversaturation of
the PBSA market, it is possible to easily convert units into other accommodation
types. Sui Generis PBSA does not have any permitted development rights for
change of use, as such any future change of use would require formal planning
consent. It is therefore not guaranteed that that conversion would receive
planning permission.

5.62. A particular barrier to easily converting student accommodation to mainstream
(non-student) accommodation is that C3 housing is required by GNLP policy 5 to
meet space standards that student accommodation is not. This presents the risk
that it may not be financially viable to undertake a costly conversion process to
expand any rooms/units that do not meet the required standards and to
repurpose unwanted or needed communal areas.

5.63. Therefore, as set out in The ‘Metric Handbook — Planning and Design Data’43
it is important that provision of future flexibility is incorporated into the design so

43 ‘Metric Handbook — Planning and Design Data’, seventh edition (2021), edited by Pamela Buxton
(Chapter 24 Housing for students and young people)
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it is easy to adapt accommodation if the demand for student residences reduces.
As a result, any new application for PBSA should provide evidence of how the
development could be converted into other residential uses if needed in the
future.

Affordable housing provision

5.64. Policy 5 of the GNLP requires development proposals for PBSA away from
the UEA campus to “pay a commuted sum sufficient to provide an off-site policy
compliant level of affordable housing”. It goes on to say that an SPD will provide
further guidance on the methodology for calculating equivalent dwellings from
student accommodation.

5.65. The rationale for requiring commuted sums for affordable housing from PBSA
is as follows:

e New student accommodation is often proposed on sites that could
otherwise be developed for general purpose housing which would include
affordable homes as part of the wider tenure mix. The GNLP
acknowledges the importance of new residential development providing
for a mix of housing types and tenures, which in turn contribute to mixed
and balanced communities.

e PBSA-represents a notable proportion of the housing delivered in Norwich
in recent years, and the current pipeline suggests this trend is not (yet) in
decline.

e The city has significant ongoing needs for affordable housing. The Greater
Norwich LHNA identifies a need for 15,762 units of affordable housing
over the period 2018-2038 (788 per annum).*

e Since PBSA counts toward the achievement of Norwich’s overall housing
requirement but does not currently contribute to affordable housing
delivery, a gap is created between the amount of affordable housing that
might be expected by applying the Council’s policy-compliant housing
percentage to its overall housing requirement, and what is delivered in
practice.

e The volume of PBSA schemes seen in recent years and the current
pipeline suggests that this form of development is financially attractive to
developers and investors (rather than simply the function of unmet needs
for student housing).

44 Greater Norwich LHNA: B22.3 Greater Norwich LHNA 0.pdf, Figure 2.
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To create a level playing field, PBSA should provide affordable housing
contributions in line with other forms of development, if viable.

This would also help to meet the needs of a wider range of groups, in line
with the GNLP’s broader vision and objectives,*> and would bring clear
community benefits from a form of development that only caters for the
needs of a subset of the local population.

5.66. Policy 5 of the GNLP requires financial contributions (rather than on-site
delivery of affordable housing) for PBSA. It also requires contributions only on
sites outside of the UEA campus. The Inspectors’ Report on the GNLP
recommended both of these specific provisions,*® and expressed overall support
to the principle of Policy 5 and to the approach of providing further detailed
guidance in a new SPD or similar document.

5.67. To calculate the value of commuted sums for PBSA, it is considered
appropriate to keep the approach consistent with the existing calculation that is
applied to other mainstream residential schemes on which financial contributions
for off-site affordable housing provision are sought.

5.68. The current methodology for calculating payments for off-site affordable
housing provision is set out in Appendix 3 of NCC’s Affordable Housing SPD,
adopted in July 201947, At the time of writing and adopting this SPD on PBSA
this is therefore the methodology that should be used. However, the 2019
Affordable Housing SPD is due to be updated in due course and therefore the
methodology in any updated SPD will apply.

5.69. The following points should be taken into account when calculating the off-site
affordable housing contribution.

The payment schedule is set at a level that will enable the Council to
deliver a unit equivalent in type to those that would otherwise be provided
on site.*® The 85% social rent and 15% shared ownership percentages
reflect the affordable housing tenure mix policy expectation. The final
blended figure of £1,020.05 should be used in all calculations.

The figures presented in the Affordable Housing SPD are accurate for July
2019 and should be index linked using the BCIS all-in tender price index*®
to bring them up to date.

45 GNLP: https://www.gnlp.org.uk/, Vision for Greater Norwich in 2038, page 34.

46 Inspectors’ Report (as above), paras 113, 127 and 128.

47 Affordable Housing SPD (as above), Appendix 3.

48 Affordable Housing SPD (as above), para 6.8.

49 BCIS Tender Price Index | Estimate of Tender Price Inflation
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e The updated figure is then applied to the floorspace of the foregone
affordable housing — i.e. the floorspace of the scheme multiplied by the
affordable housing policy quota.

e Whilst the 2019 Affordable Housing SPD would require 30% affordable
housing for schemes of 10-15 dwellings and 33% affordable housing for
schemes of 16+ dwellings), the GNLP now requires 33% on all sites
across the plan area with the exception of Norwich city centre, where the
requirement is at least 28% (subject to viability). The GNLP requirements
should be used.

e Regarding the floorspace input to the calculation, shared amenity or
communal space (lobbies, corridors, or gyms for example) shall not be
included. The shared common space within cluster accommodation shall,
however, be included.

o Aflat fee of £1,000 is added to cover legal costs. This is paid per scheme
rather than per unit.

e Where PBSA takes the form of conversions from other uses it may benefit
from Vacant Building Credit.

5.70. The Viability Appraisal supporting the GNLP did not include PBSA within its
scope. In accordance with paragraph 59 of the NPPF and practice guidance
paragraph 10-007-20190509, viability can be considered at the application stage
if the applicant can demonstrate that particular circumstances justify the need for
a decision stage viability assessment. All viability assessments should reflect the
recommended approach in national planning practice guidance, including
standardised inputs, and should be made publicly available.

Conversion rates

5.71. The existing affordable housing contribution is based on floorspace (rather
than units) and therefore a conversion rate is currently only needed to ascertain
whether the proposal is ‘major’ i.e. 10 units or more although a different
methodology may be developed in the future. In this instance a conversion rate
of 1:2.4 shall be used for clusters and 1:1 for studios as this would be considered
the number of units that would be delivered on a scheme.

5.72. Conversion rates are needed however when monitoring residential
completions and when forecasting future housing supply. The rates set out
below should be used.

5.73. For PBSA which takes the form of studio flats, each net student bedroom is
counted as 1 net new dwelling. However, for PBSA which takes the form of
communal/cluster accommodation (with bedrooms clustered around common
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areas), the precise conversion ratio employed differs depending on the purpose
of the calculation.

5.74. When monitoring residential completions and housing delivery, the ratio is
1:2.4, where 2.4 net PBSA bedrooms equates to 1 net new mainstream dwelling.
This means that 24 net student bedrooms of this type equate to 10 mainstream
residential dwellings.

5.75. When forecasting future housing supply, the ratio is 1:2.85. This means that
24 net student bedrooms of this type equate to 8 mainstream residential
dwellings (rounded).

5.76. The former ratio (1:2.4) is a consistent baseline mandated for use across the
country in the Housing Delivery Test (HDT) Rulebook®®.The Greater Norwich
LHNAS" used a ratio of 2.5 as this was the ratio set out within the HDT at the
time. The latter ratio (1:2.85) reflects Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), which
repeats the same baseline given in the HDT Rulebook,%? but states that
authorities may need to adjust it based on Census data indicating the average
number of students living in student-only accommodation in the local area.>3

5.77. NCC introduced the adjusted conversion ratio of 1:2.85 for communal/cluster
accommodation (for the purpose of assessing future housing supply) during the
GNLP examination process, based on Census data for average student
household sizes. An Update Note set out the new ratio in November 2021,5*
which has been applied since. The Inspectors’ Report on the GNLP applauds
this adjusted approach for aligning with PPG, and states that it is considered to
be justified.%®

50 HDT Rulebook: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-measurement-
rule-book/housing-delivery-test-measurement-rule-book, para 10.

51 B22.3 Greater Norwich LHNA 0.pdf, para 9.20.

52 PPG: https://www.gov.uk/quidance/housing-supply-and-delivery, para 025.

53 PPG: (as above), para 033.

54 Additional housing supply evidence: https://www.gnlp.org.uk/sites/gnlp/files/2021-
11/D3.2B%20TP%20Policy%201%20Appendices%20Update %20t0%20Housing%20Trajectory%20T
ables%20and%20Graphs%2022.11.21%20Final_0.pdf, paras 8-10.

55 Inspectors’ Report: https://www.gnlp.org.uk/sites/gnlp/files/2024-
02/Greater%20Norwich%20LP%20-%20Inspectors%20Report%20-%20FINAL %20%281%29.pdf,
para 337.
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6 Implementation

6.1. Moving forward / next steps:

The draft Supplementary Planning Document shall be presented to
Sustainable Development Panel, with a recommendation to comment on the
document prior to public consultation.

Authorisation to consult shall be sought from full Council (based on a
recommendation from Cabinet).

The document shall then be subject to public consultation for a minimum
period of four weeks in accordance with the Statement of Community
Involvement for Norwich and the Local development Regulations (if the
consultation takes place over the Easter period, additional time will be
required).

Following the period of public consultation, amendments to the document
shall be made as appropriate/necessary.

The document in its amended form will then be presented again to
Sustainable Development Panel with a recommendation to note the summary
of consultation responses, and comment on the revised document.

The finalised document shall then be presented to cabinet, then full Council
for adoption.

6.2. Monitoring and data collection

As mentioned throughout this document, there are areas of this report that
require ongoing monitoring to establish a greater understanding of the current
climate and developing picture of student accommodation in Norwich. These
include:

student numbers at both institutions relevant to institutional growth plans with
accurate estimations of those requiring accommodation.

international student numbers

new consents and delivery of consented accommodation

student accommodation preferences (in association with students union
representatives)

available tenure types

occupation levels of institutional and private PBSA

At present there are no post-graduation co-housing developments in Norwich,
this is something that has been seen in other University cities; emergence of
accommodation of this nature should also be monitored.

6.3. 1t is proposed that the PBSA working group meets regularly to collate share
information to provide an accurate response to the changing climate of student
accommodation to best meet the needs of the students, the institutions and the
city.
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7 Details of public consultation

7.1. A 5-week period of consultation on this document will commence at 9am on
Wednesday 2™ April 2025 and end at 5pm on Wednesday 7" May 2025.

7.2.Copies of the consultation document will be available in City Hall.

7.3.Please submit comments on the consultation by the closing date in one of the
following ways:
e In writing to: Norwich City Council Planning Service, City Hall, St Peter’s
Street, Norwich NR2 1NH; or
e By email to: LDF@norwich.gov.uk
e Online using Get Talking Norwich

7.4.Representations cannot be made anonymously. Please provide your name,
company name (if applicable). Please note that your representations will be
made publicly available along with your name.

7.5. All consultation comments will be assessed and taken into consideration in a
revised version of the document which will be considered by Sustainable
Development Panel, likely to be in June/July 2025. The final version of the
document will be reported to Cabinet and then full Council for approval, likely to
be in July/August 2025.
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APPENDIX 1: Glossary

C2 Residential institutions - Residential care homes, hospitals, nursing homes,
boarding schools, residential colleges and training centres.

C3 Dwellinghouses - this class is formed of 3 parts:

e (C3(a) covers use by a single person or a family (a couple whether married or
not, a person related to one another with members of the family of one of the
couple to be treated as members of the family of the other), an employer and
certain domestic employees (such as an au pair, nanny, nurse, governess,
servant, chauffeur, gardener, secretary and personal assistant), a carer and
the person receiving the care and a foster parent and foster child.

e C3(b): up to six people living together as a single household and receiving
care e.g. supported housing schemes such as those for people with learning
disabilities or mental health problems.

e (C3(c) allows for groups of people (up to six) living together as a single
household. This allows for those groupings that do not fall within the C4 HMO
definition, but which fell within the previous C3 use class, to be provided for
i.e. a small religious community may fall into this section as could a
homeowner who is living with a lodger.

C4 Houses in multiple occupation - small shared houses occupied by between
three and six unrelated individuals, as their only or main residence, who share basic
amenities such as a kitchen or bathroom.

Sui Generis - Certain uses do not fall within any use class and are considered 'sui
generis'. Such uses include: betting offices/shops, pay day loan shops, theatres,
larger houses in multiple occupation with more than six persons sharing, hostels
providing no significant element of care, scrap yards. Petrol filling stations and shops
selling and/or displaying motor vehicles. Retail warehouse clubs, nightclubs,
launderettes, taxi businesses and casinos.

Purpose Built Student Accommodation (PBSA) - housing specifically built for
university students by private developers, further education institutions or higher
education institutions. Properties may be provided in a variety of forms, including:
Multiple bedrooms with shared facilities, modern halls of residence containing en-
suite bedrooms with shared kitchen, dining and living facilities. Self-contained studio
or flats with private kitchens but shared living space.
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APPENDIX 2: List of Acronyms

CIL Community Infrastructure Levy

EU European Union

DFS Development Framework Strategy
GNLP Greater Norwich Local Plan

HEI Higher Education Institution

HESA Higher Education Statistics Authority
HMO House in Multiple Occupation

HDT Housing Delivery Test

LHNA Local Housing Needs Assessment
LPA Local Planning Authority

NPPF National Planning Policy Framework
NUA Norwich University of the Arts

NUS National Union of Students

ONS Office for National Statistics

PBSA Purpose Built Student Accommodation
PPG Planning Practice Guidance

PRS Private Rented Sector

RAAC Reinforced Autoclave Aerated Concrete
SHMA Strategic Housing Market Assessment
SPD Supplementary Planning Document
UEA University of East Anglia
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APPENDIX 3: Relevant Local Planning Policy

Relevant Local Planning Policies/Documents
Greater Norwich Local Plan adopted March 2024 (GNLP)
Policy 1 The sustainable Growth Strategy
Policy 2 Sustainable Communities
Policy 3 Environmental Protection and Enhancement
Policy 4 Strategic Infrastructure
Policy 5 Homes
Policy 6 The Economy
Policy 7.1 The Norwich Urban Area including the fringe parishes
Norwich Development Management Policies Local Plan adopted Dec. 2014
(DM Plan)
DM1 Achieving and delivering sustainable development
DM2 Ensuring satisfactory living and working conditions
DM3 Delivering high quality design
DM4 Providing for renewable and low carbon energy
DM5 Planning effectively for flood resilience
DM6 Protecting and enhancing the natural environment
DM7 Trees and development
DM8 Planning effectively for open space and recreation
DM9 Safeguarding Norwich'’s heritage
DM11 Protecting against environmental hazards
DM12 Ensuring well-planned housing development
DM13 Communal development and multiple occupation
DM15 Safeguarding the city’s housing stock
DM16 Supporting the needs of business
DM17 Supporting small business
DM18 Promoting and supporting centres
DM19 Encouraging and promoting major office growth
DM20 Protecting and supporting city centre shopping
DM21 Protecting and supporting district and local centres
DM22 Planning for and safeguarding community facilities
DM23 Supporting and managing the evening and late night economy
DM26 Supporting development at the University of East Anglia (UEA)
DM28 Encouraging sustainable travel
DM31 Car parking and servicing
DM32 Encouraging car free and low car housing
DM34 Securing essential strategic infrastructure from development
through the Community Infrastructure Levy
Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs)
Landscape and Trees (June 2016)
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Heritage Interpretation (Dec 2015)
Open Space and Play (Oct 2015)
Affordable Housing (2019)
Main Town Centre Uses and retail Frontages (Dec 2014)
Conservation areas
1 City Centre Introduction
Northern city character area
Anglia square character area
Northern riverside character area
Colegate character area
Cathedral Close character area
EIm Hill and Maddermarket character area
Prince of Wales character area
King Street character area
St Giles character area
St Stephens character area
Ber Street character area
Civic character area
All Saints Green character area
2 Bracondale Bracondale conservation area appraisal
3 Newmarket Road
4 Heigham Grove Heigham Grove conservation area
appraisal
5 Thorpe St Andrew Thorpe St Andrew conservation area
appraisal
6 Sewell Sewell conservation area appraisal
7 Eaton Eaton conservation area appraisal
8 Trowse Millgate Trowse Millgate conservation area
appraisal
9 Earlham
10 Old Lakenham Old Lakenham conservation area
appraisal
11 Bowthorpe Bowthorpe conservation area appraisal
12 Mile Cross Mile Cross conservation area appraisal
13 Thorpe Hamlet Thorpe Hamlet conservation area
appraisal
14 Thorpe Ridge Thorpe Ridge conservation area appraisal
15 Unthank & Christchurch
16 Hellesdon Village
17 St Matthews St Matthews conservation area appraisal
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https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3005/11_ber_street_character_area
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3006/12_civic_character_area
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3007/13_all_saints_green_character_area
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/2994/bracondale_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3010/heigham_grove_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3010/heigham_grove_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3017/thorpe_st_andrew_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3017/thorpe_st_andrew_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3013/sewell_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3009/eaton_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3018/trowse_millgate_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3018/trowse_millgate_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3012/old_lakenham_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3012/old_lakenham_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/2993/bowthorpe_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3011/mile_cross_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3015/thorpe_hamlet_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3015/thorpe_hamlet_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3016/thorpe_ridge_conservation_area_appraisal
https://www.norwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/3014/st_matthews_conservation_area_appraisal
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NORWICH
City Council ltem 8

Committee Name: Council

Committee Date: 18/03/2025

Report Title: Treasury Management 2024/25 Quarter 3 review

Portfolio: Councillor Kendrick, cabinet member for an open and modern

council
Report from: Interim Chief Finance Officer (S.151)

Wards: All Wards

OPEN PUBLIC ITEM

Purpose

This report sets out the Council’'s Treasury Management performance for Quarter
3 of 2024/25.

Recommendation:

Council is asked to note the contents of the report and in particular the treasury
management activity undertaken in the 3 Quarter of the 2024/25 financial year
and adopt the report.

Policy Framework

The council has five corporate priorities, which are:

. An open and modern council
. A prosperous Norwich.

. A fairer Norwich.

. A climate responsive Norwich.
. A future-proof Norwich

This report supports the delivery of all these priorities.

Background

1. CIPFA (the Chartered Institute of Public Finance & Accountancy) defines
treasury management as: “The management of the local authority’s borrowing,
investments and cash flows, including its banking, money market and capital
market transactions; the effective control of the risks associated with those
activities; and the pursuit of optimum performance consistent with those risks.”
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2.

This report primarily reviews the council’s treasury management activity during
the first nine months of the financial year 2024/25 and reports on the
prudential indicators as required by CIPFA’s Treasury Management Code of
Practice.

The original Treasury Management Strategy (TMS) and Prudential Indicators
were reported to and approved by Council on 21 February 2024 and, as the
original decision-making body, subsequent monitoring reports should also be
considered by Full Council.

This Council has adopted the new CIPFA Code of Practice for Treasury
Management in the Public Sector and operates its treasury management
service in compliance with this Code. This requires that the prime objective of
treasury management activity is the effective management of risk, and that
borrowing activities are undertaken on a prudent, affordable and sustainable
basis.

Investment Strategy

5.

The TMS for 2024/25, which includes the Annual Investment Strategy, was
approved by the council on 21 February 2024. It sets out the Council’s
investment priorities as being:

e Security of capital.
e Liquidity of capital; followed by
e Yield.

No policy changes have been made to the investment strategy and the
Council will therefore, continue to aim to achieve the optimum return (yield) on
investments commensurate with proper levels of security and liquidity.

The Council continues to consider the broader impact of its investments and a
new element of the Treasury Management code will also require consideration
of Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) policies in placing future
investments. Currently the Council has placed £30m in three sustainable
deposits. The deposits guarantee that the investments are referenced against
sustainable assets.

Treasury Management Third Quarter Review Report 2024/25

Due to Committee timings, it was not possible to include all the data for Quarter
3 as at 315t December. The Treasury Management Activity below shows the
actual 30" November data and a forecast 315 December position. The
forecast 31st December position will be updated verbally for the actual
December position where possible at the meeting on 71" January. Details of
the verbal update provided to Treasury Management committee for the activity
to 315t December are shown at Appendix A.

10. There were no Breaches to report in the third quarter as at 30" November

against any of the key Prudential Indicators.

11.The Council held £102m of investments as at 30 November 2024. Table 1

below shows the movement in investments for the first eight months of the
year. The balance as at 30" November reflects the normal receipt of income
and government grants towards the beginning of the year where amounts have
not yet been expended.
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Table 1

12.

Investments Actual Actual Actual Estimate

31-Mar-24 30-Sep-24 | 30-Nov-24 31-Dec-24
£000 £000 £000 £000

Short term

investments:

Banks 20,000 25,000 25,000 25,000

Building Societies 0.000 0,000 0 0

Local Authorities 46,000 35,000 30,000 30,000

Cash Equivalents:

Banks 11,446 10,720 13,034 13,000

Non- UK Banks 0,000 0,000 0 0

Building Societies 0,000 0,000 0 0

Local Authorities 5,000 0,000 0 0

voney Market 6,300 25,300 33,500 35,000

unds
UK Government 0.000 0,000 0 0
Total 88,746 96,020 101,534 103,000

In setting its Treasury Management budgets the council agreed an investment
interest income budget target of £4.584m for 2024/25 (2023/24 £4.032m). The
budget target reflected the forecast interest rate environment available for short
term investments. The Link forecast interest rates as at 11" November are
shown below in Table 2. As at 30" November the return on investments has

resulted in £2.5m of actual interest being achieved by the Treasury

Management Team. Forecasts show that the actual outturn is estimated to

exceed budget.

Table 2

Link Group Interest Rate View 11.11.24

Dec-24 Mar-25 Jun-25 Sep-25 Dec-25 Mar-26 Jun-26 Sep-26 Dec-26 Mar-27 Jun-27 Sep-27 Dec-27

BANK RATE 4.75 4.50 4.25 4.00 4.00 3.75 3.75 3.75 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50
3 month ave eamings 4.70 4.50 4.30 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.80 3.80 3.80 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50
6 month ave eamings 4.70 4.40 4.20 3.90 3.90 3.90 3.80 3.80 3.80 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50

12 month ave earnings 4.70 4.40 4.20 3.90 3.90 3.90 3.80 3.80 3.80 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50

5yr PWLB 500 490 480 460 450 450 440 430 420 410 400 400 390
10 yr PWLB 530 510 500 480 480 470 450 450 440 430 420 420 410
25yr PWLB 560 550 540 530 520 510 500 480 480 470 460 450 4.50
50 yr PWLB 540 530 520 510 500 490 480 470 460 450 440 430 430
BALANCE SHEET POSITION

External Borrowing

13.Table 3 below shows that as at 30 November the Council had external
borrowing of £204m, of which £159m relates to the Housing Revenue Account
(HRA). In the first eight months of the year the Council has not completed any
borrowing and has repaid one loan maturity totalling £2.5m. In accordance with
the TMS, there are no proposals to borrow for the remainder of the financial
year.
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Table 3

Actual Actual Actual Forecast 2024/25 Revised
to end of T™S Forecast
Q3 Forecast
Long Term Borrowing | 31-Mar-24 | 30-Sep-24 | 30-Nov-24 | 31-Dec-24 | 31-Mar-25 | 31-Mar-25
£000 £000 £000 £000 £000 £000
Public Works Loan Board 201,648 201,648 199,148 199,148 199,148 199,148
Money Market 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
if’r(:’dgé?r‘]’:b(grpet”a”y 133 133 133 133 127 133
Other fifancial 78 52 27 27 375 375
Corporate Bonds and
ExteFr)naI Mortgages 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total 206,870 206,844 204,319 204,319 204,661 204,667
Capital Expenditure
14.The 2024/25 capital programme budgets were approved as part of the budget
report to full Council on 21 February 2024. The 30" November revised budget
has been used in the draft 2025/26 Treasury Management Strategy.
Table 4
2024/25 2024/25 2024/25
Original Revised Revised
Budget Budget
By Qg S 24
£000 £000 £000
General Fund capital expenditure 28,652 23,186 22,916
General Fund capital loans 5,000 0 0
HRA 43,707 30,736 29,661
Capital Expenditure 77,359 53,922 52,577
Financing — Nov-23 £000
Capital receipts 1,424
Retained “one for one” RTB receipts 5,459
Major repairs reserve 21,519
Contributions and grants 16,561
Revenue contribution from earmarked reserves 503
Greater Norwich growth partnership 74
Community infrastructure levy 392
S106 1,039
Total 46,971
Borrowing need for the year 5,606
Total Financing 52,577
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Capital Financing Requirement (CFR)

15.The Council’'s Capital Financing Requirement (CFR) for 2024/25 is set out
below. The CFR is the total historic outstanding capital expenditure yet to be
financed from revenue or capital resources. It is a measure of the council’s
indebtedness, and therefore its underlying borrowing need. The CFR also

includes other long-term liabilities such as finance leases.

Table 5
2024/25 2024/25
Original Revised
Estimate Estimate
TMS Nov-24
£000 £000
Opening General Fund CFR 91,298 112,112
Movement in General Fund CFR 11,706 (20,814)
Closing General Fund CFR 103,004 91,298
Movement in CFR represented by:
Borrowing need 10,669 6,228
Loan repayment (56) (57)
Less MRP and other financing adj. 1,093 1,233
Movement in General Fund CFR 11,706 7,405
Opening HRA Fund CFR 208,533 208,533
Movement in HRA CFR 0 -1
Closing HRA CFR 208,533 208,532
TOTAL CFR 311,537 307,235

Prudential Indicators relating to Borrowing Activity

16.There has been no new borrowing activity to 30" November and there are no

plans to borrow for the remainder of 2024/25.

17.Authorised Limit — This represents the legal limit beyond which borrowing is
prohibited and needs to be set and revised by Council. It reflects the level of
external borrowing which, while not desired, could be afforded in the short
term, but is not sustainable in the longer term. The limit represents the CFR
(assumed fully funded by borrowing) plus a margin to accommodate any
unplanned adverse cash flow movements. This is the statutory limit determined
under section 3 (1) of the Local Government Act 2003. The authorised limit has
not been breached; Table 3 above indicates that the level of external borrowing
at 30" November 2024 was £205m, and is estimated to remain around the
same level by March 2025 and is well within the authorised limit in Table 6.

Table 6
2024/25
Prudential Indicator £000
Authorised Limit for external debt in 2024/25 TMS 341,537
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18.Operational Boundary — This indicator is based on the probable external debt
during the year; it is set deliberately lower than the authorised limit. This limit
acts as an early warning indicator should borrowing be approaching the
Authorised Limit. This limit may be breached on occasion under normal
circumstances, but sustained or regular breaches should trigger a review of
borrowing levels. The operational boundary has not been breached and current
external borrowing is well below the Operational Boundary.

Table 7
2024/25
Prudential Indicator £000
Original Operational boundary for external debt in TMS 311,537

19. Liability Benchmark - CIPFA introduced the liability benchmark as a new
Prudential Indicator for 2024/25. The liability benchmark is a projection of the
amount of loan debt outstanding that the authority needs each year into the
future to fund its existing debt liabilities, planned prudential borrowing and other
cash flows. Chart 1 below shows the Benchmark if no additional borrowing is
taken over the maturity of all loans. The chart shows the Council’s existing
outstanding loan debt in the blue and grey bars bordered by the black line.
The dark blue line which shows the Loans CFR. The Orange line shows the
net outstanding loan position after deducting treasury management
investments. The red dotted line is the Liability Benchmark (Gross Loan
requirement) which is net loans plus a liquidity allowance. The liability
Benchmark is significantly below the CFR demonstrating the Councils under
borrowed and internally borrowed position.

Chart 1
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Minimum Revenue Provision Policy (MRP)

20.The Council’s MRP policy was reviewed by Link Group (the Council’s Treasury
advisors) in 2023/24 and details of the changes were reported to the Treasury
Management Committee in November 2023. There are no revisions to the
policy to report in 2024/25 up to the 3 Quarter.

Consultation

21. The report is the Quarter 3 position statement for Treasury Management
activity for 2024/25. The report was considered by the newly formed Treasury
Management Committee who noted and endorsed the report for consideration
at Cabinet and Council.

Implications
Financial and Resources

22. Any decision to reduce or increase resources or alternatively increase income
must be made within the context of the council’s stated priorities, as set out in
its Corporate Plan and Budget. This report is for information only and there are
no proposals in this report that would reduce or increase resources.

Legal

23. The Council must have regard to the provisions of the Treasury Management
code of practice when undertaking and reporting on its treasury activities. The
requirement for Council to approve its Treasury Management Strategy and to
receive reports, on its treasury management performance, are requirements of
the Code of Practice.

24. The mid-year report must set out performance against the approved Prudential
Indicators and any breaches of them.

Statutory Considerations

Consideration Details of any implications and proposed
measures to address:

Equality and Diversity None

Health, Social and Economic Impact | None

Crime and Disorder None

Children and Adults Safeguarding None

Environmental Impact

Sustainable investment products are an area of
growth in the market. These options will be
considered where the investments are in line
with approved Treasury Management Strategy.

Security, liquidity and yield remain the
cornerstones of the Treasury Management
Strategy, and it is vital that all investments
continue to ensure the security of council funds
as a priority and remain compatible with the
risk appetite of the council and its cash flow
requirements.
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Risk Management

25. Managing risk is a major part of treasury management activity. All the limits
and indicators in place to reduce the level of risk have been adhered to so that
risks are at an acceptable level as in the treasury management strategy.

Risk Consequence Controls Required
Future interest rate Future loan interest rate | To mitigate the risk, we will
changes can offer both changes need to be work closely with our treasury
opportunity and risk. assessed against the advisors to review interest
cost of borrowing and rate forecasts to assess
Cashflow requirements are | the council’s ability to when we should borrow.
know to avoid the need for | fund expenditure from
unplanned borrowing or its own cashflows Surplus cash for investing is
overdraft facilities to meet | (internal borrowing). only available on a short-term
expenses as they fall due. basis until required to meet
Investment rates offer on-going or capital
an opportunity to expenditures.
generate income in The existence of reserves
support of council provides some longer-term
priorities subject to the | opportunities to generate
achievement of security | investment returns but must
and liquidity be undertaken alongside an
considerations. assessment of risk and
knowledge of the council’s
cashflow requirements.

Other Options Considered

26. No other options have been considered. The report is to inform the treasury
management committee and the council of the treasury activity for the period 1
April 2024 to 31 December 2024.

Reasons for the decision/recommendation

27. To ensure the treasury management committee and Council are kept informed
of treasury activity in line with the Financial Regulations.

Background papers: None
Appendices: Appendix A — Updated activity to 315t December 2024.
Contact Officers:

Name: Robert Mayes
Telephone number: 01603 989648 Email address: robertmayes@norwich.gov.uk
Name: Caroline Knott
Telephone number: 01603 987615 Email address: carolineknott@norwich.gov.uk

PN If you would like this agenda in an alternative format,
IN such as a larger or smaller font, audio or Braille, or in a
W TRAN different language, please contact the committee

communication for all

officer above.
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Appendix A — Updated activity to 315t December 2024

NORWICH
City Council

Committee Name: Treasury Management Committee
Purpose

This report sets out the Council’'s Treasury Management performance for the first
nine months of the financial year to 31 December 2024.

Background

28. This report reviews the council’s treasury management activity during the first
nine months of the financial year 2024/25

a) reports on the prudential indicators as required by CIPFA’s Treasury
Management Code of Practice.

Investment Strategy
29. The Council’s investment priorities as being:
e Security of capital.
e Liquidity of capital; followed by
e Yield.
30. No policy changes have been made to the investment strategy

31. The Council held £103m of investments as at 31 December 2024.

a) Consideration of Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) policies has
been made whenever possible when placing investments and £30m are
currently held within ESG funds.

32.Investment interest income on track to achieve a little over budget
£4.584m for 2024/25 (2023/24 £4.032m).

This is due to the slower than expected reduction in interest rates by the MPC.

33. All investment transactions undertaken during the first nine months of 2024/25
were within the approved limits as laid out in the Annual Investment Strategy.

External Borrowing

34. External borrowing of £204.667m, £158.631m relates to the HRA.
a) Not completed any new borrowing
b) Repayment of £2.500m debt to the PWLB

c) No further repayments are scheduled the remainder of this financial year.
The next repayment of £2.500m is due July 2025 (HRA).
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Future Economic forecasts

35. At the December meeting, the Monetary Policy Committee (MPC) left interest
rates unchanged at 4.75% following a rate cut in November.

a) At the previous meeting, the MPC reduced rates for the first time since the
pandemic.

b) Next MPC meeting is on 6/2/25
Interest rate forecasts
36.1t is expected that interest rates will fall back over the next year or two.
Debt Rescheduling

No debt rescheduling was undertaken during the first nine months of 2024/25.
Prudential Indicators
None of the prudential indicators have been breached

Risk Benchmarking

37. At 30 September 2024 100% of the investment portfolio was held in low risk
specified investments.

A.O.B.
Banking Contract Update

38. We can confirm that the Council was part of the tender review panel that the
banking contract has been awarded to Barclays.
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Motion to: Council

Item 9(a)
18 March 2025

Subject: Youth Mobility Scheme between the UK and EU

Proposer: Councillor Wright

Seconder: Councillor Ackroyd

This council BELIEVES:

1)

2)

3)

Opportunities for young people to travel, study, and work abroad foster
cultural exchange, personal development, and economic growth.

A Youth Mobility Scheme between the UK and the EU would offer structured
opportunities for young people to gain international experience and develop
skills valuable to their personal and professional futures. In Norwich,
according to the 2021 Census, 48,814 young people aged between 18-35
(33.91% of the total population) would be eligible to benefit from the scheme.
The ability to experience different cultures and gain a better perspective of the
world is extremely valuable, especially for young people.

Local businesses — especially those in hospitality — would also benefit from
the extra temporary personnel offered by young people across the EU taking
advantage of the scheme.

This council NOTES that:

1)

2)

3)

The UK previously benefited from the EU’s Erasmus+ programme, which
supported youth mobility and exchange. Prior to Brexit, our young people
were able to freely travel between member states, and wider European
Economic Area (EEA) to live work and study without time limits.

Since the UK’s departure from the EU, young people in Norwich and across
the UK face increased barriers to living, working, and studying in European
countries, limiting opportunities that were previously available. We now have a
90-day limit on the time we can spend in European countries without buying a
visa. Young people have been disproportionately impacted by the restrictions
on mobility.

The UK currently has Youth Mobility Schemes with Australia and Japan
allowing 18 — 35 year olds to move and work freely between countries for up
to 2 years — the UK /EU Youth Mobility Scheme would follow this model. In
April 2024 the EU Commission expressed a desire to open negotiations with
the UK on a youth mobility scheme for young people aged 18-30, which was
rejected by the previous Conservative Government and has yet to be
accepted by the current Labour Government.
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4) Press reports suggest that the UK Government is preparing to soften its
stance on implementing such a scheme, with proposals set to be presented at
a summit in London on 19 May.

This council RESOLVES to:

1) Publicly endorse the principle and benefits of establishing a Youth Mobility
Scheme between the UK and the European Union, and ask our local MPs to
consider doing the same.

2) Ask Group Leaders to write to the Secretary of State for Foreign,
Commonwealth and Development Affairs, and the Secretary of State for
Education, urging them ensure that backing such a scheme is at the core of
future discussions with the European Union as the UK looks to reset its
relationship with the bloc.
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Motion to: Council
Item 9(b)
18 March 2025

Subject: Motion to advocate for the Replacement of Council Tax with a
Progressive Land Value Tax

Proposer:  Councillor Davis

Seconder: Councillor Galvin

This Council NOTES:

1) Council Tax, as currently structured, is widely regarded as regressive,
disproportionately impacting low-income households.

2) Alternative taxation models, such as Land Value Tax (LVT), have been
proposed to create a fairer and more progressive system.

3) Norwich City Council has implemented a supportive Council Tax collection
approach, working closely with financial consortiums to assist residents
facing debt issues.

4) Despite these efforts, the burden of Council Tax continues to contribute to
financial hardship among residents

This Council BELIEVES that:

1) Implementing a Land Value Tax could alleviate some of the financial
pressures on residents by ensuring that taxation is based on land value,
promoting fairness and equity.

This Council RESOLVES to:

1) Formally call upon the UK Government to initiate a comprehensive review
of the current Council Tax system and explore the viability of replacing it
with a more progressive taxation system, such as Land Value Tax.

2) Engage with other local authorities, relevant stakeholders, and experts to
build a coalition advocating for tax reform that prioritizes fairness and
reduces the financial burden on low-income households.

3) Continue to support residents struggling with Council Tax debt by
enhancing access to financial advice services and exploring interim
measures to mitigate the impact of the current systems
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Motion to: Council

Item 9(c)
18 March 2025

Subject: Norwich Walk-in Centre

Proposer:  Councillor Giles

Seconder: Councillor Jones

This Council notes:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9)

10)The proposed changes are:

The Government has a mission to build an NHS fit for the future that is there
when people need it.

The Darzi Review found that the percentage of the NHS Budget devoted to
primary care fell by 25% between 2009 and 2021.

The GP Patient Survey reveals that patient satisfaction levels with general
practice has reduced from 80% in 2010 to 34.2% in 2023.

A majority of the respondents to the Government’s Change NHS consultation
listed access to primary care as a top three priority, and a recent poll by the
Health Foundation found that 38% of patients regarded access to primary care
as their number one priority.

The Government have increased annual funding for primary care by 7.2%,
higher than the 5.8% increase for secondary care. The Government and the
British Medical Association have reached agreement on the GP contract for the
first time in four years.

Primary care and resilience is a key ambition in the Norfolk and Waveney
Integrated Care Board’s Joint Forward Plan.

The Norfolk and Waveney Integrated Care System (ICS) Health Inequalities
Strategic Framework for Action commits the ICS to the guiding principle of
proportionate universalism.

40% of residents in Norwich live in the top 20% deprived areas according to the
Index of Multiple Deprivation; residing in Norfolk and Waveney ICS Core 20
areas to combat health inequalities. By contrast 16% of residents across Norfolk
and Waveney live in Core 20 areas.

That the Norfolk and Waveney Integrated Care Board has launched a
consultation on changes to local healthcare services, including the Norwich
Walk-in Centre.
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a. Closing the Norwich Walk-in Centre and then investing £1.5m in GP
practices across Norfolk and Waveney using a fairer funding formula

b. Keeping the Walk-in Centre open but reducing the opening hours from 12
hours per day to four hours per day and then investing £750,000 in GP
practices across Norfolk and Waveney using a fairer funding formula

11)Previously, in January 2023, Norfolk and Waveney Integrated Care Board

launched a consultation on options relating to the Walk-in Centre, including a
proposal to close it.

a. MPs, councillors, patients, healthcare professionals and residents
campaigned city wide to save the Walk-in Centre

b. On 14 March 2023 Norwich City Council passed a motion stating its view
that the Walk-in Centre should not be closed.

c. The Norfolk and Waveney ICB subsequently reversed its decision to

This Council RESOLVES to:

1) Clearly state its support for the continuation of the existing Walk-in Centre
service.

2) Write to the Integrated Care Board stating this support.

3) Encourage people to participate in the consultation to make sure the
commissioners hear their voices.
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Motion to: Council

Item 9(d)
18 March 2025

Subject: Access to healthcare in Norwich

Proposer:  Councillor Galvin

Seconder: Councillor Schmierer

This Council notes:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

Norwich’s Walk-in Centre sees around 6,000 patients a month. It takes pressure
off A&E and GP surgeries and helps thousands of people when they can't get a
doctor's appointment, especially at weekends. People from more deprived
backgrounds are more likely to use the Walk-in Centre, and thus more likely to
be negatively affected by its potential closure.

The Vulnerable Adults Service provides essential specialist services for those
experiencing homelessness and drug or alcohol dependence, sex workers, and
those with precarious immigration status.

The Out of Hours service offers crucial face-to-face appointments during times
when regular GP surgeries are closed. Offering out of hours services in fewer
locations would make it harder for some people to be seen, particularly those
who do not drive, have limited access to public transport or have lower incomes.

There has been considerable turmoil and uncertainty in the way these services
have been managed in recent years which has impacted hardworking staff; and
has a potential negative effect on patient care, especially of the most
vulnerable.

NHS Norfolk and Waveney initially shared plans for the Norwich Walk-in Centre,
Vulnerable Adults Service Inclusion Health Hub and GP Practice at Rouen
Road in a nine-week consultation which closed on 26 March 2023. Feedback
received from members of the public who completed the survey and the
stakeholders potentially affected by the proposed changes (including healthcare
and local authorities) strongly indicated the desire for the Walk-in Centre to
remain open.

Taking this into account, as well as the wider landscape of primary care
provision in Norfolk and Waveney, NHS Norfolk and Waveney recommended on
5 May 2023 that the Walk-in Centre remained open and that a new contract for
the services was commissioned when the current one expired.

However, a joint statement was issued on 23 October 2023 by OneNorwich
Practices (providers of the sdtaged a7 tbhd 8the) and the NHS Norfolk and



Waveney Integrated Care Board to transition staff and services to other
providers in the system over the coming months, and then close down the
organisation running these services, due to OneNorwich’s sudden financial
collapse.

8) In December 2023 it was announced that North Norfolk Primary Care would
take over the Walk-in Centre, as well as the Vulnerable Adults Service and the
patients list of the Norwich Practices Health Centre until March 2025.

9) Following a significant adverse variance to the financial plan in August 2024 the
Norfolk and Waveney ICS was placed under the Investigation and Intervention
programme by the NHS East of England regional team. This programme (I and |
level 4) includes the intervention of Deloitte consulting: they are looking at,
among other things, areas of 'discretionary' spend.

10)On 10 December 2024 the ICB abandoned the procurement of the new contract
in Norwich covering the Walk-In Centre, registered practice and Vulnerable
Adults Service on the grounds of affordability, and instead extended the
services run by the existing provider beyond 31st March 2025 for a period of 12
months.

11)However, on 3 March 2025 it was announced by the ICB that a new
consultation/survey would be run with the intention to look at options for the
Walk In Centre of closure or going down to 4 hours a day of service; for the
Vulnerable Adults Service of either staying the same or closing the base and
going to different communities, possibly on a bus or going to different hostels;
and for the Out of Hours Service reducing the number of bases in various ways.

12)Finally and without warning, on 5 March 2025 staff were told in addition that the
ICB required cuts of just over 6 per cent starting in April this year which means
a significant reduction in the provision of medical services at the WiC and VAS
which will have increased and immediate impacts on patient care and the wider
health provision network. This is in addition to the proposals in the ongoing
consultation of 3 March and came with no warning.

This Council RESOLVES to:

1) Ask Cabinet to:

a. Request from the ICB an urgent report (by 24 April or as soon as
possible) which includes all relevant data on both the current ongoing
reduction in medical services (starting in April) and those planned after
the current public consultation ends. This should include but not be
limited to: projected numbers of patients not accepted at the Walk In
Centre due to limited range of skills of nurses and no GP cover; how
the Out of Hours service will cope after 7pm when the Walk in Centre
is closed; where treatment will take place of patients registered to the
Vulnerable Adults Service who are not ready for transfer to mainstream
or on a palliative care list; and a full assessment of the impact of all the
changes, including a risk assessment of impact the potential cuts will
have on the health IBA88chHR entBlisk to patients in Norwich,



especially vulnerable service users; all to include rationale and
evidence base.

In the light of the report to then set out steps that the council will take
to engage with partners to try to minimise risk to its citizens, especially
those most vulnerable.

2) Write to the hardworking staff at the Walk In Centre, Vulnerable Adults Service
and Out of Hours service and thank them for the work they do for Norwich
citizens in spite of the uncertainty and turmoil of the way the services have been
managed.

3) Write to the NHS Norfolk and Waveney Integrated Care Board (ICB) to ask

them to:

a.

f.

Commit to maintaining the essential services provided by the Norwich
Walk-In Centre on Rouen Rd, the Vulnerable Adults Service Inclusion
Hub on Westwick St, and the Out of Hours Service.

Seek additional funding from central government to bridge any
financial shortfalls.

Carry out a needs-based risk assessment of all services to determine
where any savings can be made that do not unfairly impact the poorest
and most vulnerable the hardest.

Commit to using patient panels drawn from service users to review
consultations and plans in advance of publication.

Seek the advice of the Faculty for Homeless and Inclusion Health to
ensure that ICB service standards meet the best practice for
commissioners and service providers.

Ensure that future service models are evidence based.

4) Write to the ICB, local MPs, NHS England and the Secretary of State for Health
and Social Care to:

a.

Register its profound concern over the treatment of and potential
closure of the Walk In Centre and Vulnerable Adults Health Inclusion
Hub and the impact on staff and patients, including some of the city’s
most vulnerable service users.

Request an urgent independent inquiry into the circumstances and
causes of this funding crisis, including governance, management and
financial issues; an evaluation of the services and the management of
any conflicts of interest in the reletting of the contracts to providers so
that an understanding of what has gone so wrong within will enable a
stable future for these vital services.

Ensure that scrutiny regarding transparency and conflict of interest
takes place to ensure bids for future delivery are fair and in the public
interest.

5) Request that the government, as part of the 10 year health plan, pledges that:
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a. NHS services will be adequately funded so those in most need of care
receive it and do not see their services cut.

b. That the complex internal markets in the NHS which are not
adequately overseen are thoroughly scrutinised for conflicts of interest.

c. That circumstances in which NHS trusts and providers have collapsed

are reviewed by inquiries with terms of reference that are open to
involved patrties, including staff and users, to help set.
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