
  

MINUTES 

Cabinet 

17:30 to 19:12 Wednesday, 09 July 2025 

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

Apologies: None 

In 
attendance: 

Councillor Galvin (Deputy Leader of the Green Group) 

Councillor Fox 

Councillor Hoechner 

Councillor Stutely 

18. Declarations of Interest 

18.1 Councillor Harper declared that they had joined the Co-operative Party. Councillor 
Giles declared that they had joined the GMB Union.  

19. Public Questions and Petitions 

19.1 A question was received from Richard Wilson. As they were not in attendance the 
question was read out by the Leader as follows: 

“On 29 June 2021, Norwich City Council unanimously passed a motion to introduce 
an ethical advertising strategy which would be used to restrict the advertising of 
certain potentially harmful goods and services (gambling, alcohol, junk food and 
environmentally damaging products) in council owned advertising spaces, chiefly 
bus stops.  
 

It’s now over 4 years later, and we are still waiting for this strategy to be created. 
Since then 22 other councils in the UK have not only announced similar strategies, 
but enacted them too, helping to protect their citizens from these harmful 
advertisements. Why has Norwich City Council made so little progress with its own 
ethical advertising strategy?”  
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19.2 Councillor Giles responded to the question as follows:  

“Implementation of ethical advertising standards across Norwich by the City Council 
could only be done on council owned/commissioned adverts and platforms. Unlike 
many other councils, Norwich City Council undertakes extremely limited advertising 
activities. This is limited to some adverts in Citizen magazine which its 
communications team manage for content, and though its contract on bus shelters 
which runs until July 2026 (this was with Clear Channel which, in April 2025, was 
acquired by Bauer Media Group).   
  
A brief review of advertising income and an advertising policy was undertaken last 
year. It was concluded that the council’s opportunities for expanding advertising 
opportunities would be very restricted and would require substantial resource for a 
limited return. The development of the policy was therefore put on hold with a plan to 
revisit this in 2025, a year before the council might influence any contract renewal for 
the bus shelters.  
  
Given the announcement of the Local Government Reorganisation (LGR) in 
December 2024, the bus shelter contract will now be extended by a deed of variation 
(and not renewed) and thus the development of a policy to steer any new 
procurement is not necessary in respect of the bus shelters.  
   
All of that said, Norwich City Council do not own the bus shelters. Ownership was 
transferred on 11 September 2011 to Clear Channel (now Bauer) in a contract that 
states “the Council hereby transfers ownership of the Shelters to the Company for 
the consideration of one pound (receipt of which is acknowledged and accepted).  
 

With regards to broader planning control over advertisements, the NPPF, Para 141 
provides that planning authorities can only control the display of advertisements in 
the interests of amenity and public safety. Our current DM policies do not make 
reference to controlling advertising around schools. A full review of our DM policies 
has been postponed in light of the Government’s intention to produce mandatory 
national DM policies. Going forwards local DM policies will be required to not copy or 
contradict these national DM policies”.  

 

20. Minutes  

20.1 The minutes of the meeting, including the confidential minutes, held on the 4 June 
2025 were confirmed and signed as a true record. 

21. Questions to Cabinet Members 

21.1It was noted that questions 2 and 6 would be heard under item 14 on the agenda. 

21.2It was noted that Councillors Knight, Champion, Calvert were not in attendance and 
as such a response would be sent to them. 

21.3 Councillor Stutely raised the following question:  
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At the full council meeting on July 16th 2024, Motion 9(b) ‘Anglia Square’ passed 
unanimously and the Council resolved to:  
“7. Establish a cross-party working group which will be informed and engaged in 
proposals, and ensure that there is cross-party and cross-stakeholder engagement.”  
Please could I have an urgent update on the progress of this resolution? 

 
21.4 Councillor Harper responded as follows: 

 

Political leaders have been kept informed on progress on Anglia Square since the 
council expressed an interest in acquiring the site and this has continued since the 
acquisition. In addition, officers have been providing monthly briefings to myself as 
portfolio holder and to Mancroft Ward Councillors on current and forthcoming 
activities on the site.  

To date, there have been no new proposals for Anglia Square nor material changes 
to the existing planning permission, and the Council’s priority has been on 
implementing this planning permission and meeting Homes England’s timescales 
for spending the allocated £34m and getting development underway. Proposals for 
the latter phases will be developed where there will need to be stakeholder 
engagement, but this is some time away.  

In the meantime it is proposed that rather than creating a separate cross party 
working group, the arrangements for providing monthly portfolio and Ward 
Councillor briefings and quarterly detailed updates to political leaders is the way 
forward at a busy time for both officers and members in light of local government 
reorganisation and devolution. 

21.5 Councillor Stutely asked the following supplementary question: 

I am disappointed as this was a joint resolution from the Council from the Leader 
and Councillor Osborne and when they are made the public should expect them to 
be carried out. How can the public be assured that the council is functioning 
properly when we are not following up on basic resolutions that have been agreed. 

21.6 Councillor Stonard responded by detailing that Councillor Stutely was misinformed 
as it was a joint motion and detailed how they had spoken to Councillor Osborne 
some time ago and detailed that the group would start to meet at such time as the 
demolition and decisions on the development were taking place.  

22. Update on Good Employer Charter and the Making Norwich a truly Accessible 
City Task and Finish Group Report. 

22.1Councillor Padda gave a verbal update to the Cabinet thanking Members for their 
recommendations that were currently being methodically worked through by 
Officers and detailed that the additional work needed to be investigated and as such 
the report would be brought to the September meeting of the Cabinet. 

22.2 Councillor Galvin raised the question as follows:  
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Many people including user groups were involved in the co-production of the 
scrutiny report “making Norwich a truly inclusive city” leading to a set of important 
recommendations which have been agreed by scrutiny – when can we expect to 
see a written Cabinet response? 

22.3 Councillor Padda responded that an update had been provided to the Cabinet at 
their meeting today and that the full report was scheduled to come to Cabinet on the 
10 September 2025. A written response including detailed replies to each of the 
recommendations made in the report, will be suggested to Cabinet and published as 
part of the agenda papers for that meeting. 

 22.4 Cabinet Members thanked the Task and Finish Group for their work and to Cllr 
Galvin who led the group. The Cabinet commented that that they welcomed this 
coming back to the Cabinet in September. 

 

23. 2024-2025 Provisional Outturn 

23.1Councillor Harper presented the report to the Cabinet. Members heard that the 
provisional outturn provision was positive and noted that the revenue account was 
less than had been budgeted for which reflected well on the Council where other 
Councils were seeing excess spending and worsening financial sustainability. It was 
noted that there was slippage in the capital expenditure due to delays being 
incurred which meant that the profiling of the data needed to be updated and that 
this was a usual process when works were delayed or got underway. Officers were 
looking to see if lessons could be learnt to provide more clarity on projects. It was 
detailed that the HRA and housing outturn had remained relevant and reliable 
despite the shifts in national policy. The Cabinet heard that there was a strong 
general fund outturn position and reflected on the treasury management position 
and contributed to additional income but noted that there had been some shortfalls 
which would need to be addressed in the next budget. Councillor Harper concluded 
by detailing that funds available from the outturn would be added to reserves and 
could be used for priorities in the general fund and the HRA. 

23.2The Cabinet commented that there was a 5–10-year period for works and that this 
would be delivering on a scale that would be planning for the future. 

23.3 Councillor Galvin raised the question as follows:  

About 5 million pounds budgeted for employment costs went unspent last year. Also 
there has been a 5.9 million pound underspend against the HRA Capital 
Programme, meaning that important improvements to our housing stock, including 
firedoors, solar PV installation, energy efficiency updates and compliance upgrades 
are being delayed further. What is the Council leadership doing to get a grip on this 
to ensure both timely delivery and accurate budget forecasting going forward? 

23.4 Councillor Harper responded as follows: The Council’s outturn position reflected 
expenditure lower than budgeted in 2024/2025 which is a positive outcome on a 
number of levels. In terms of the financial health of the Council, in terms of the 
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continued delivery of services and value for money to Norwich residents and 
relative to the general financial position of a lot of local authorities across England. 

In terms of the capital programme, there are always issues that generate slippage 
in the delivery of the of the original plan and consequently the timing of when the 
expenditure occurs. The capital programme consequently always covers multiple 
financial years. In this context, there isn’t an underspend so much as slippage 
which needed to be re-profiled. 

We are always looking to keep budget management under review in order to 
improve decision making and practice in general. To this end discussions have 
already been held with Heads of Service to learn lessons from 2024-2025 with a 
particular focus upon the profiling of capital project expenditure.  

23.5 RESOLVED by a unanimous vote, that Cabinet: 

1) Noted the provisional £0.796m underspend on the General Fund revenue account 
and a windfall surplus of £8.300m arising from a change in national guidance around 
the use of retained capital receipts on the Housing Revenue Account (HRA); 

2) Noted the provisional £7.348 underspend against the General Fund and the 
£5.291m underspend against the HRA capital programmes; 

3) Noted the consequential General Fund and HRA balances;  

4) Noted the transfers to earmarked reserves; 

5) Delegated Authority to the Chief Finance Officer, in consultation with the Cabinet 
Member for Finance and Major Projects, the approval of carry-forwards of unspent 
2024-2025 capital budgets into the 2025-2026 capital programme. 

24. Corporate Performance Report for 2024-2025 

24.1 Councillor Stonard introduced the Corporate Performance Report for 2024-2025 
and detailed that for the reporting period 2024-2025, information across corporate 
performance, finance and risk elements is presented to Cabinet as three quarterly 
reports, and an annual report for 2024-2025. The KPIs in this report have been 
carried over from the previous corporate plan and are under review as part of the 
new business planning process. For the purpose of this report, the existing KPIs 
have been mapped to the new priorities in ‘We are Norwich – A community-led plan 
2024-2029’:  

• An open and modern council  

• A prosperous Norwich  

• A fairer Norwich  

• A climate responsive Norwich  

• A future-proof Norwich 
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The Leader concluded by detailing that the overall performance for 2024-2025 had 
remained steady. 

24.2 Councillor Galvin raised the question as follows: 

The KPI of reletting council homes is calculated by dividing the total number of days 
standard re-let properties were vacant in the period, by the number of standard 
relets in the period, and the aim is 21 days. While the decrease shown is welcome, 
and much better than the 100 days that this reached in recent years, 43 days is still 
double the target, and represents slow progress – and recently we have seen some 
climbs back in the wrong direction, for instance to 79 days last year. Why is it still 
taking so long for us to turn around our standard empty homes to make them 
available for thousands on the waiting list. 

24.3 Councillor Jones responded as follows: 

We have decreased our re-letting turnaround times to the best they have been in a 
number of years, which reflect the service improvements we are making. Norwich is 
not unique to these challenges which are being faced by many Councils.  

The 2025-2026 financial year started with 154 voids after receiving a very high 
number of voids in poor condition during Q4, and as historic seasonal trends 
predicted, the voids total figure had been slowly increasing again, but has started to 
level out again as we move into Q2.  

The re-let time for voids during Q1 was reflective of this and sat at a combined 
average duration of 57 days, but the condition of the returned stock and associated 
number of required repairs in each void continues to affect the turnaround time. 

Housemark undertook a nationwide survey earlier in the year and stated that the 
national average re-let duration for minor works voids is 50 days but increases to 74 
days for voids requiring major repairs. We are now in a new era, and voids re-let 
times may never return to the pre-pandemic figures achieved at that time.  

Housemark found that the targeted average re-let duration of 21 days is no longer 
realistic, we will be reviewing the KPI targets as necessary based on sector best 
practice, this indicates that a target of 48 calendar days is appropriate. 

24.4 RESOLVED by a unanimous vote, that Cabinet had reviewed the progress on the 
We are Norwich Community-led plan and key performance indicators for Quarter 4 
and the 2024-2025 period 

25.  Motion 11(D) – Local Government Pay 

25.1Councillor Fox addressed the meeting as the proposer of the motion. The Cabinet 
heard their thanks for the all Local Government staff and noted the value that they 
added to the City and that they were trying to get a fair deal. It was detailed that 
there was some disappointment that some of the points that had been raised had 
not been included and detailed how they felt that there was nothing stopping the 
adoption of the motion at Full Council previously. 
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25.2 Councillor Padda presented the proposed options to Cabinet that had been 
circulated in the Tabled Papers and detailed that three of the five parts were 
proposed for approval and that the remaining two were partially accepted. It was 
detailed how it would be inappropriate to engage with the unions when negotiations 
were taking place and detailed that the hard work off staff was recognised by the 
Cabinet.  

25.3 Some Members of the Cabinet expressed their disappointment at the comments 
from the proposer of the motion as the principal of the motion was supported by the 
Cabinet as well as how the majority of the decision was being supported. 

25.4 The Cabinet discussed that the current ongoing situation of negotiations meant that 
it would have been wrong to pre-determine the decision and outcome of the ballots 
taking place. 

25.5 Councillor Galvin raised the question as follows:  

The resolutions in this motion, which we put to Council way back in February – are 
general ones, could be accepted now and aim to show support for our hardworking 
public sector staff. Councillor Harper has said that the Cabinet could not pass the 
motion while pay negotiations were ongoing due to Council Rules but to date no 
such rules have been provided to us, despite being promised. Could Cabinet please 
today affirm its support for the public sector workers by agreeing to pass it now with 
no more delay? 

25.6 Councillor Harper responded as follows:  

Thank you for the question, you will see from the tabled papers published yesterday 
that the Cabinet has now responded to each of the points in the motion. 

25.7 RESOLVED by a unanimous vote that the following recommendations were 
accepted from the Motion as follows: 

1. Recommendation Partially Accepted – Cabinet Response: 

The Council is committed to working with unions and staff to advocate for fair 
and equitable wages for Local Government employees. However, it will not 
pre-empt the final decision to be determined by the government. In doing so, 
the Council must operate within its financial constraints to ensure that all staff 
are compensated fairly and sustainably. 

2. Recommendation Partially Accepted – Cabinet Response: 

Request that the Local Government Association (LGA) make formal 
representations to central government in support of funding the National 
Joint Council (NJC) pay claim. 

3. Recommendation Accepted 

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. 
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4. Recommendation Accepted – Cabinet Response: 

The Leader will meet with the NJC Union representative to explore how the 
council can best support the current pay claim. 

5. Recommendation Accepted – Cabinet Response 

The Council will issue and all-staff communication encouraging employees to 
consider joining a trade union as part of its commitment to supporting 
workforce representation. 

26. Motion 7(a) – Divest the Norfolk Pension Fund 

26.1Councillor Harper introduced the motion to the Cabinet and detailed how they 
wanted to introduce a good policy rather than having something that could be 
ignored. They detailed how they had approached the motion in good faith and to be 
honest about the contributions and outlined how it had been disappointing that 
some Councillors were whipping up problems which had been embarrassing for 
those making the comments. It was detailed that the proposal needed to be made 
for positive change as opposed to being reactive that also safeguarded financial 
performance and ensured transparency.  

26.2 Councillor Hoechner addressed the Cabinet as the proposer of the motion. The 
Cabinet heard that the UN had published a report that far too many corporate 
entities had profited from Israels economy of illegal occupation, apartheid, and 
genocide, and holding the private sector accountable was a necessary step. It was 
noted that treasury bonds had played a key role in funding the ongoing assault on 
Gaza and we don’t know much about where the Norfolk Pension Fund invests its 
money but it was noted through Freedom of Information requests that over 166 
million pounds were invested in companies linked to violations of international law 
and that over 500,000 pounds were invested in Israeli bonds. In light of these 
entanglements they were pleased to see the commitment to ethical investing. It was 
questioned why this could not have been adopted by Council but that they were 
pleased with the proposals put forward. 

26.3 Councillor Harper responded that they were in agreement on the preferred 
outcome and detailed how it had been frustrating that you could not amend the 
motion and detailed how they would look at what advice would be given to 
members in the future on this as there had been a misunderstanding on what had 
been permissible. 

26.4 Councillor Galvin raised the question as follows:  

The Norfolk Pensions Committee is the body charged with making crucial decisions 
about how the pensions fund is invested, including the extent to which it considers 
ethics. Norwich City Council has not had a representative on the Committee since 
2023, despite being the second largest Council employer in the scheme. Has the 
Council sought appointment of a representative in the years since 2023, and if not, 
why not? 

26.5 Councillor Harper responded as follows: 
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Norwich City Council and all of the district and borough Councils within Norfolk are 
major employer members of the Norfolk Pension Fund. The Norfolk Pension 
Committee is made up of a range of members charged with the fiduciary duty to the 
members of the fund, in this context, representatives of local authorities on the 
committee support the interests of all local authorities as employer members of the 
fund.  

Following a meeting of the Norfolk leaders’ Group on the 27 June 2025. Councillor 
Stonard has been appointed as a member of the Pensions Committee. 

26.6 RESOLVED by a unanimous vote, that the following recommendations were 
accepted as follows: 

1. Recommendation partially accepted – Cabinet Response: 

To ask the leader of the Council to write to the Chair of Pension Committee at 
Norfolk County Council, urging the Pensions Committee to:  

• Develop a robust, evidence-based ethical investment policy that reflects:  

- legal obligations under international and domestic law,  

- the views of scheme members, and  

- the need to safeguard the long-term financial performance of the fund.  

• Establish and apply enhanced due diligence and screening procedures to 
identify and avoid investments in governments, industries or companies 
demonstrably proved to be involved in serious human rights violations, 
environmental destruction, or breaches of international humanitarian law.  

• Define a clear process and timeline for divesting from companies and bonds in 
breach of the ethical investment policy, with quarterly reporting on progress.  

• Engage with recognised trade unions representing LGPS members (e.g. 
UNISON, Unite, GMB) to ensure their voices help shape the fund’s ethical 
investment strategy.  

• Write to the Joint Committee of the ACCESS Pool to:  

- Share Norwich City Council’s position;  

- Request the development of clear ESG screening aligned with international 
human rights standards;  

- Urge review and, where appropriate, divestment from investments not meeting 
ethical or fiduciary criteria. 

2. Recommendation Partially Accepted – Cabinet Response: 

Norwich City Council believes in a long term ethical investment strategy:  
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• Ethical investing is not at odds with fiduciary responsibility; in fact, investing in 
stable, rights-respecting environments can support the long-term performance of 
pension funds.  

• An ethical investment strategy must be long-term in nature, ensuring that 
investments deliver on trustees’ fiduciary duty to achieve a prudent balance 
between the interests of current and future beneficiaries of the pension fund.  

• Council recognises that pension fund investments are made for the long-term 
benefit of scheme members and across generations, and should not be subject 
to short-term political pressures. Ethical investment policies must therefore be 
consistent, evidence-based, and balanced.  

• Council staff and other scheme members have a right to transparency 
regarding how their pensions are invested, and to have their ethical concerns 
taken into account.  

• Engagement with companies can sometimes be effective, but in cases of 
repeated non-compliance or involvement in egregious practices, divestment may 
be the only effective course of action. 

3. Recommendation Partially accepted – Cabinet Response 

Define a clear process and timeline for divesting from companies and bonds in 
breach of the ethical investment policy, with quarterly reporting on progress.  

• Write to the Joint Committee of the ACCESS Pool to:  

- Share Norwich City Council’s position; - Request the development of clear 
ESG screening aligned with international human rights standards;  

- Urge review and, where appropriate, divestment from investments not meeting 
ethical or fiduciary criteria. 

4. Recommendation Partially Accepted – Cabinet Response: 

Instead of a standalone public statement, include this as part of the quarterly 
reporting and transparency commitments in the ethical investment policy.  

Promote collaborative dialogue with other councils to share Norwich’s position 
and encourage ethical investment alignment. 

5. Recommendation Rejected 

6. Recommendation Partially Accepted – Cabinet Response: 

To actively engage with and seek advice from Councils and Pension 
Committees that have already implemented ethical investment policies. 

7. Recommendation Accepted: - Cabinet Response: 
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Following a meeting of the Norfolk Leaders’ Group on 27 June 2025. 
Councillor Stonard has been appointed as a member of the Pensions 
Committee 

27. Review of emissions based charging for Council car parks following motion at 
Council on 25 February 2025 

27.1Councillor Hampton presented the report and detailed that there were benefits for 
emissions based charging detailed that the this could not be rejected out of hand 
but that there were innate challenges therein. It was detailed that a distinction 
needed to be made between whether it was vehicle weight only, vehicle weight and 
emissions or whether it was emissions only. It was detailed that there were 
examples of where emissions had been implemented but that a policy of emissions 
and weight would be prohibitively complex. It was detailed that although the Council 
did run a car parking service this did not account for all parking in Norwich and that 
this would have a financial implication as all ticket machines would need to be 
replaced. It was concluded that although the principles were supported the 
landscape of Local Government was changing and that this would be better suited 
being looked at by the future Greater Norwich Authority.  

27.2 Councillor Hoechner addressed the Cabinet as the proposer of the motion. The 
Cabinet heard that everyone currently pays the same amount for parking regardless 
of vehicle and that there were safety concerns of larger vehicles. It was detailed that 
the proposal from the Cabinet did nothing to reduce the carbon emissions and it 
was detailed that the analysis provided was flawed in its conclusion. The proposer 
asked the Cabinet to reconsider and ask for further information on the subject area. 

27.3 Councillor Hampton responded that the public safety issue was one of importance 
as well as amenity space but detailed that there are currently no UK weight based 
parking schemes. It was concluded that the responsible decision needed to be 
taken at this time and noted that the Council had a Transport Strategy that 
supported lower carbon emissions.  

27.4 Councillor Galvin asked the following question: 

The Green group is glad four of the resolutions have been accepted by the Cabinet. 
However, it is key to explore taking action. The feasibility study provided in the 
papers did not give any consideration to the potential road safety benefits or 
benefits for the amenity of public space of introducing weight or emissions based 
charging. Would you agree that making Norwich’s streets safer for road users, 
including pedestrians and cyclists and reducing  car spreading, cars taking up a 
large share of the public space, to improve public amenity are objectives the council 
supports, and if so, would you agree that these benefits should be explored before 
a definitive decision can be taken on this matter? 

27.5 Councillor Hampton responded as follows: 

Following submission of the motion on weight and/ or emissions based parking 
tariffs, officers conducted a feasibility study looking into this issue. 
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Given this was a feasibility study, work was focussed on the matters which are likely 
to impact how feasible introducing such a tariff system would be. 

We recognise that there would be benefits in terms of road safety and amenity of 
public spaces if such a scheme were to be implemented, but it has to be feasible to 
implement the scheme in the first place, and that’s what the study needed to 
ascertain. 

As per the report, we do not consider it feasible  at the current time to proceed with 
introducing an emissions  and or weight based tariff scheme, including due to 
financial and resource implications as well as its incompatibility with likely local 
government reorganisation timescales. 

The report also highlights the prospect that drivers who would be required to pay a 
higher tariff could simply park in a privately operated car park: meaning none of the 
benefits of the scheme will be fully realised, whether that’s air quality improvement,  
enhanced public safety or benefits to the amity of public spaces. At the moment, 
there is not sufficient evidence to suggest this can be mitigated adequately. 
Therefore even if the council were to proceed with emissions and / or weight base 
tariffs, it is not yet a given that public safety would be markedly improved.  

More broadly, council is committed to working with relevant partners to improve the 
amenity of public space and road safety. 

Road safety in the city and the county is being advanced through the Norfolk 
Community Safety Partnership, which recently published the Safer Norfolk plan 
2025-2028.  

A key element of the plan is the adoption of a Safe Systems approach to road 
safety, which focuses on five core areas: safe roads, safe speeds, safe vehicles, 
safe road users, post crash response. 

27.6 RESOLVED by a unanimous vote, that the following recommendations were 
accepted as follows: 

Recommendation A – Not Accepted – Cabinet Response:  

A feasibility study was conducted in June 2025 by council officers. The findings of 
the study are detailed in this report to cabinet. It has identified that, whilst 
emissions and / or weight-based parking tariffs are feasible, there are a number 
of reasons why the council should not adopt this approach at this time. These 
are: 

i. The environmental benefits in terms of air quality and carbon reduction have 
not yet been established across the city. This is due to a number of factors such 
as lack of monitoring outside the city centre, comparative low car usage in the 
city, and the potential for displacement of car parking to other car parks in the 
city.  

ii. There is also the potential for a high degree of complexity in introducing 
combined weight and emission-based tariffs, which could be confusing for our 
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customers and perceived as being intentionally obscure to generate more 
income.  

iii. Significant investment would be required in new equipment / machines. Whilst 
this can be mitigated by investigating alternative funding options (e.g. lease) it is 
expenditure that could be avoided by maintaining the current tariff structures. 

Recommendation B – Accepted: 

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

Recommendation C – Accepted: 

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. 

Recommendation D – Accepted: 

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. 

Recommendation E – Accepted: 

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. 

 

28. Contract for purchase of Temporary Nutrient Neutrality Credits 

28.1 Councillor Giles introduced the report and detailed that the proposal would be to 
purchase Nitrogen credits for the Nutrient Neutrality scheme that would ensure 
compliance with the obligations form Natural England. It was detailed that the 
current scheme of retrofitting water fittings in Council houses had focussed on 
priority schemes. The Cabinet Member detailed that Natural England had changed 
their advice and although the phosphorous level could be offset the Nitrogen level 
could not be guaranteed as there was not a permit in place for the Whittlingham 
waste water recycling centre and would not be in place until 2030. It was detailed 
that the change in guidance was unforeseeable but the in-house scheme would off 
set the phosphorus level in addition to reduced water bills for tenants. The Cost of 
the nitrogen credits would be offset by the cost of development and due to the limit 
on credits legal advice was being sought on the awarding of a contract. 

28.2 Councillor Galvin asked the question as follows: 

 National Planning guidance requires developers to follow the mitigation hierarchy 
and prioritise on-site nutrient reduction measures. In practice, its likely that most 
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developments in Norwich will require some off site nutrient credits, due to the 
difficulty of managing waste water on site. However the emphasis remains on 
developers to do everything reasonably possible before turning to credits, which 
should not become a convenient substitute. How will the Council assure the public 
that it is actively monitoring whether developers are genuinely exploring on-site 
mitigation first, and not defaulting to off-site credits by simply claiming they are the 
only viable route? 

28.3 Councillor Giles responded as follows: 

 Nutrient Neutrality (NN) is part of the Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) for a 
development site, which is about the protection of sensitive high status habitat sites 
in Norfolk. The protected site relevant to development in Norwich for NN is the 
Broads Special Area of Conservation and specifically the Yare Broads and Marshes 
site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). Planning practice guidance refers to a 
mitigation hierarchy in so far as in the first instance effort should be made to avoid 
impact on the integrity of the protected habitat site itself before mitigation. This is 
different to the mitigation hierarchy relating too Biodiversity Net Gain where 
mitigation  should be provided on site first before purchasing off site credits. 

 NN mitigation must ensure that nutrient levels in the water reaching the protected 
site do not increase because of new housing and similar development. 

 Development Management officers have actively explored on site mitigation 
solutions with applicants for proposed housing schemes since the requirement for 
nutrient neutrality was introduced in March 2022. However, this has not been 
achievable to date with result that several housing development have not 
progressed. In some cases, the lack of such solutions has been due to regulatory 
requirements and in others due to practicalities of managing wastewater onsite in 
an urban area like Norwich. 

 Developers of some large greenfield sites  have been ablet to implement 
wastewater management measures on site to ensure NN. Typically, this is through 
measures such as creating new wetlands to strip nutrients form water or creating 
buffer zones along rivers and other watercourses. This has been the case on some 
larger sites in Broadland and South Norfolk. 

 The Council will continue to investigate whether on site solutions can be found and 
monitoring of any potential solutions could be investigated. However, in the current 
absence of achievable and viable on site solutions in urban areas, the availability of 
offsite solutions which will ensure that NN is achieved , and water quality if 
improved in our river catchments in the long term is welcomed. The ability to 
purchase credits, in many cases from innovative environmental enhancement 
schemes such as that at wendling beck, a tributary of the river Wensum north of 
Dereham , has major environmental benefits. Such schemes allow environmental 
enhancements to be made which benefit the whole area, whilst also allowing the 
housing we desperately need to be provided. 

28.4 RESOLVED by a unanimous vote, that the following recommendations were 
accepted as follows: 
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 That authority was delegated to award a contract for the purchase of temporary 
nitrogen credits to support the Norwich Nutrient Neutrality Mitigation scheme to the 
Executive Director of Resources in consultation with the cabinet member for 
planning and regulatory services and subject to it being within budget set as part of 
the capital programme. 

29.  Housing Revenue Account Maintenance Contracts 

29.1Councillor Jones introduced the report to the Cabinet and detailed that the Council 
went through a robust procurement process for the contracts and that detailed how 
these were contracts that needed to be agreed to fulfil the maintenance on homes. 

29.2RESOLVED to exclude the press and public from the meeting during consideration 
of the confidential appendix on the grounds that they contained exempt information 
as defined in the relevant paragraphs within Part 1 of Schedule 12A, as amended, 
of the Local Government Act 1972. 

29.3 RESOLVED to readmit the press and public to the meeting. 

29.4 (An exempt minute exists for this discussion.) 

29.5 RESOLVED by a unanimous vote, that the following recommendations were 
accepted as follows: 

To approve the award of the contract for the Window and Door Programme to the 
supplier as detailed in the Exempt Appendix, (Recommendation 1) and to delegate 
authority of the award of the contract for the Nutrient Neutrality water saving 
Programme to the Executive Director of Communities and Housing in consultation 
with the Cabinet Member for Housing (Recommendation 2), under the Housing 
Revenue Account (HRA) maintenance programme at a total value of £4,300,000.00 
following completion of the process as prescribed within the relevant frameworks: 

Item Action Works Programme Value 

1 Award Window and door programme, for contract 
period of 01 August 2025 to 31 March 2026 

£1,300,000.00 

2 Award Nutrient Neutrality water saving programme, 
for a contract period of 01 August 2025 to 31 
March 2028. 

£3,000,000.00 

 

30. Lion Homes 

30.1 Councillor Hoechner asked the following question: 
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Given the need to make a decision about the liquidation of Lion Homes today, what 
assurances can be given that risks associated with this wholly-owned company 
have been appropriately monitored and captured by the Council's risk management 
processes? 

30.2 Councillor Harper responded as follows: 

The decision and the report in front of Cabinet are reflective of a lengthy process 
that fed directly into the Council’s risk management processes.  The initial review of 
the business plan was in line with good governance practice and the subsequent 
commissioning of further advice supported the collation and consideration of 
evidence about all of the options available, the statutory and other considerations 
that needed to be considered by both the Board of Directors and the Shareholder 
Panel.  This work and the considerations of the options all contributed to the 
recommendation in front of Cabinet endorsed by both the Board of Directors and 
the Shareholder Panel, balancing the various implications of each option and the 
risks that these posed to Norwich City Council 

30.3 Councillor Hoechner asked the supplementary question as follows: 

Given how quickly the decision has to be taken and that an all member briefing has 
not taken place to this date, will you agree that it would be warranted for the audit 
and scrutiny committee to do a full investigation of what happened and how the 
council takes these forward. 

30.4 Councillor Harper responded that they had written to the Chair of the Scrutiny 
Committee to recommend on behalf of Cabinet that they undertake a review of the 
closure of Lion Homes. 

30.5 It was questioned by Councillor Hoechner whether the Audit Committee should 
also be included in the review. 

30.6 Councillor Davis asked the question as follows: 

Item no. 14 (Lion Homes) contains details of significant developments on the status 
of a vital Council asset – its wholly owned building company. Why was there not an 
all member briefing to include the full reports by 31Ten, Grant Thornton, and a 
further report from the shareholder panel and directors, ahead of the publication of 
the cabinet agenda 

30.7 Councillor Harper responded as follows: 

Briefings were made throughout June to Leaders of each party, Cabinet and the 
Chairs of Audit and Scrutiny about the circumstances, challenges and timescales 
impacting the situation.  The Cabinet is responsible for making the decision and will 
do so in the light of the circumstances outlined within the report and reflective of the 
need to comply with statutory responsibilities and in the interests of creditors to the 
company 

30.8 Councillor Davis asked the following supplementary question as follows: 



Cabinet: 09 July 2025 

The Lion Homes business plan passed through Cabinet was predicated on a 
pipeline of sites that was never delivered and an agreement that never allowed Lion 
Homes to draw down. With no land to build on and no money to build how did the 
Cabinet expect the company to remain solvent and profitable? 

30.9 Councillor Harper responded that Lion Homes financial difficulties spanned a 
number of years and detailed that it is much cheaper for the Council to deliver 
housing itself whilst making use of public loans board financing than going into the 
market. The question is whether members wanted more social housing built or less. 

30.10  Councillor Harper introduced the report to the Cabinet and detailed that the 
proposal for Lion Homes was to go into a Members Voluntary Liquidation (MVL). 
The Cabinet heard that the intent of the company had been to drive up levels of 
social housing in the City, and generate income but noted that the subsidy Act had 
limited what could be done. It was noted that the Cabinet were not stepping away 
from their housing ambitions and that they were going to deliver better housing in 
line with the priorities of a fairer Norwich for all whilst protecting the public purse. It 
was noted that this would also unlock new opportunities and use the Council’s 
assets in a smarter way. It was detailed that the Shareholder panel had made a 
unanimous decision to recommend an MVL and it was detailed that the Cabinet 
were adding an additional recommendation that asking that Scrutiny Committee be 
requested to review Lion Homes following the completion of the voluntary 
liquidation process. The Cabinet Member detailed that it was disappointing that the 
opposition Members had not attended meetings and that they were now 
grandstanding from the sidelines rather than grappling with the uncomfortable truth. 
Councillor Harper concluded by detailing that this option ensured democratic control 
of the proposals going forward. 

30.11  Councillor Galvin asked the question as follows: 

The Shareholder panel meetings were often cancelled in recent times at short 
notice, and for almost a year the panel did not meet, despite repeated enquiries 
from Green Councillors. Was any oversight, direction or support being given to the 
company by the council in this time, and if so by whom? 

30.12  Councillor Harper responded to the question as follows: 

In 2021 a Shareholder Panel was introduced to monitor delivery of the Lion Homes 
business plan.  

Over the four year period, thirteen formal meetings were held. In addition, in 2024m 
two separate meetings for shareholder panel members and opposition group 
leaders, were convened to consider the emerging Lion Homes review. 

The advice received, whether from officers or external experts consequently 
provided support to the governance process throughout this review period. 

30.13 In response to a point raised the Monitoring Officer detailed that a review of 
Lion Homes could be undertaken by Scrutiny and Audit separately but that this 
would be a decision for the individual Committees and the management of their 
work programme. Councillor Harper also detailed that they had no objection to the 
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Audit Committee looking at this and that if further information on meetings needed 
to be provided this would be made available. 

30.14 Councillor Galvin detailed that the Council could be proud of the 229 homes 
that had been built and refurbished as well as the Company and detailed that this 
needed to be looked at carefully and re-iterated that the Shareholder panel did not 
meet for 10 months. 

30.15 Members of the Cabinet thanked Councillor Harper for keeping them briefed 
during the challenging situation and detailed how there would be a beneficial legacy 
for the City. 

30.16 RESOLVED by a unanimous vote, that the following recommendations were 
accepted as follows: 

that Cabinet approve the recommendation received from the Lion Homes 
Shareholder Panel to undertake a Members Voluntary Liquidation of the company. 

And  

That Scrutiny Committee were requested to review Lion Homes following the 
completion of the Voluntary Liquidation Process. 

 

31. Update on Investment Partnership and Governance Matters 

31.1Councillor Harper introduced the report and detailed that the proposal would secure 
decades of work within the City and lock in 1000 homes with 50% of them being 
affordable which would contribute to the Council’s housing targets. It was detailed 
that the proposal would help develop a vibrant community and would be established 
via strong governance model on best practice and would meet with ward 
Councillors. The Cabinet Member concluded by detailing that the proposals would 
set out the decisions to make this a reality. 

31.2 Councillor Galvin asked the question as follows: 

Given the lack of oversight , direction and leadership in the lead up to the collapse 
of Lion Homes and the failure to deliver the promised cross party working group on 
Anglia Square, why does the portfolio holder feel that even less accountable 
governance arrangements are appropriate to manage the joint venture to deliver 
Anglia square. 

31.3 Councillor Harper responded as follows: 

The governance arrangements for the investment partnership are clearly laid out in 
the report before us, this includes a 50/50 appointment of directors to the company 
board, an agreement of reserved matters that will be referred back to both partners 
for further decision, including agreement of an annual business plan and oversight 
from the shareholder panel. 
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The Council shareholder panel governance had now been strengthened, for NCSL 
initially for example by the inclusion of the Chairs of Audit and Scrutiny committees, 
and this will be rolled out into the new governance arrangements, including for this 
investment partnership. 

In addition to these governance arrangements political leaders have been kept 
informed on progress on Anglia Square since the council expressed an interest in 
acquiring the site and this has continued since the acquisition. Officers have been 
providing monthly briefings to myself as portfolio holder and to ward councillors on 
current and forthcoming activities on the site. 

To date the Council’s priority has been on progressing the program to spend the 34 
million pounds of Housing infrastructure funding from Homes England and getting 
development underway. Proposals for implementing a development strategy will 
now be worked up to a full business plan with the investment partner for approval 

Arrangements for providing monthly portfolio and ward councillor briefings will 
continue. 

Cross party working group arrangements will be finalised over the coming week and 
once the IP is established. 

Partnerships which play to the strengths of each party are a sound way forward and 
we are delighted that a strong institutional investor partner is right alongside the 
council to deliver Anglia Square and other future schemes; an endorsement that 
this is an administration that key partners are confident in working with, to  deliver 
much needed regeneration  of this site and others I’m sure will be coming forward. 

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

31.5 ( A confidential Minute exists for this discussion) 

31.6 RESOLVED to readmit the press and public to the meeting. 

31.7 RESOLVED by a unanimous vote, that the following recommendations were 
accepted as follows: 

(i) That signing of the IP agreement and incorporation of the company be 
delegated to the Deputy Chief Executive and Executive Director of 
Resources in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Resources and Major 
Projects, subject to the receipt and consideration of a report from Trowers 
and Hamlin comparing the final IP agreement to the Heads of Terms agreed 
in November 2024;  

(ii) That Cabinet notes the proposed governance arrangements once the JV 
company is operational.   

(iii) That the Interim Head of Major Projects be appointed as one of the council 
representatives on the Board of the JV Company; and   
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(iv) That the appointment to the second council representative on the Board of 
the Investment partnership JV Company be delegated to the Chief Executive 
in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Resources and Major Projects 

 

 

32.  Update on Investment Partnership and Governance Matters – Exempt report 

32.1RESOLVED to exclude the press and public from the meeting during consideration 
of the confidential reports for items 20-21 on the grounds that they contained 
exempt information as defined in the relevant paragraphs within Part 1 of Schedule 
12A, as amended, of the Local Government Act 1972. 

32.2 RESOLVED by a unanimous vote, that the following recommendations were 
accepted as detailed in the report 

32.3 (A confidential minute exists for this item) 

33. Disposal of Assets (Housing) 

33.1RESOLVED by a unanimous vote, that the following recommendations were 
accepted as detailed in the report. 

33.2 (A confidential minute exists for this item) 

 

 

 

 

CHAIR  


