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MINUTES
Scrutiny Committee
16:30 to 18:45 Thursday, 27 November 2025
Present: Councillors Galvin (Vice-Chair acting as Chair), Champion, Fulton-

McAlister, Hoechner, Lawes, Sands (M), Smith, Stutely, Oliver,
Ackroyd (substitute for Wright)

Apologies: Councillors Wright, Kendrick, and Sands (S)

Also Present:  Clir Jones, Cabinet Member for Housing

28.
28.1

29.
29.1

30.

Davina Howes, Executive Director of Communities and Housing
Jan Robinson, Head of Legal and Governance (Monitoring Officer)
Karen Smith, Community Safety Manager

Oliver Furbur, Environment Services Manager (Commissioning)
Craig Miller, Superintendent

Liam Bannon, Community Safety Manager (Office of the Police
Crime Commissioner for Norfolk)

Edward Brown, Temporary Superintendent

Declarations of Interest

There were no declarations of interest.

Minutes

RESOLVED that the public and exempt minutes of the meeting held on 16
October 2025 were confirmed and signed as a true record.

Safer Norwich Board, Community Safety Partnership and Community
Safety Activity
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The Cabinet Member for Housing, who was also the Chair of the Safer
Norwich Board, introduced the report. She was pleased to report on the
positive partnership and collaborative working between different key partners.

The Vice-Chair was pleased to see the report and noted that the Scrutiny
Committee would receive an annual report going forward, as per the
Committee’s terms of reference.

A Member noted that the Neighbourhood Police team had been present in his
ward throughout the summer and had supported residents. He was pleased
with their work.

Discussion ensued on road safety. A Member had received expressions of
concern from residents about the enforcement of the 20 mile per hour speed
limit in areas across the City. The Community Safety Manager (Office of the
Police Crime Commissioner for Norfolk) explained that road safety was a
priority, and it was a function of the Road Safety Strategic Partnership. He
highlighted a project across the county which was supported by district
authorities. The focus was on car meets and the anti-social use of cars. A
public space protection order had been developed across authorities in
Norfolk, and a tiered response was established to exhibiting behaviours that
were outside the scope of the protection order. He identified this as an
example of a collaborative approach. In addition to road safety, work was
developing within policing teams related to the safe use of electric scooters,
also known as e-scooters.

A Member asked if the Council was able to influence general speeding, as
well as anti-social speeding. The Community Safety Manager explained that
work was being done as part of the public safety protection order in particular
areas, such as the Mousehold area. This included exploring road calming
measures, in conjunction with Norfolk County Council. She added that the
Council was liaising with business parks where there had been issues and
had developed a set of warning letters.

The Temporary Superintendent noted that many communities had significant
concerns about speeding and Community Speed Watch was a volunteer
scheme that had been effective in enforcing speed limits. Warning and
advisory letters were issued to people who broke the speed limit. In response
to a question on parking, the Temporary Superintendent explained that the
police’s responsibility was where an obstruction caused danger to other users.
He commented that the police dealt with many calls for service and due to
stretched resources, nuisance reports were lower on their priority list.
However, he encouraged residents to take photos where anti-social parking
had taken place and they would be followed up with.

The Vice-Chair advised the Committee that anti-social parking was on the
Committee’s work programme for the 2025/26 civic year.
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30.8 A Member proposed that the local community would benefit from greater
awareness of Community Speed Watch. Members agreed to ask officers to
promote Community Speed Watch more and explore all avenues for this.

30.9 A Member noted that the police did not enforce the 20 mile per hour speed
limit and asked what the likelihood of changing that was. The Temporary
Superintendent responded that he would need consider that in more detail.
He explained that the equipment used by Safety Camera Partnerships was
not calibrated to a level to enforce the 20 mile per hour speed limit. However,
the statistics were collated by the Safety Camera Partnership and if there
were significant outliers, Safety Camera Partnership staff would be deployed
to do enforcement in the area. He added that if a significant problem was
identified at any location, a conversation would take place with County
Highways to establish preventative measures.

30.10 (Councillor Fulton-McAlister joined the meeting)

30.11 Members agreed to request more information on the possibility of enforcing
the 20mph speed limit.

30.12 Discussion ensued on anti-social behaviour in the City centre. A Member
noted that there was emphasis on tackling anti-social youth gatherings in the
centre but was disappointed to see that only £5,000 was granted to the
Targeted Youth Support Service in Summer 2025. The Community Safety
Manager clarified that the £5,000 referred to in the report was not the total
amount, but it was the amount that the Council granted from the Safer
Neighbourhood Initiative. She added that the work reached approximately
15,000 children.

30.13 The Community Safety Manager detailed the ongoing work to address anti-
social youth behaviour and youth safety. She explained that support services
had received funding from ASB Hotspot funding from the police to engage
young people and keep them safe. Signs of criminal and sexual exploitation
had been found amongst young people in the Hay Hill and Haymarket area
and targeted youth support services were there to engage with them and
involve them in different activities. The Community Safety Manager added
there was CCTV in the area, but the Council was looking to see if there were
any blackspots, and the Community Safety team was working with the
Council’s Licensing team to prevent alcohol and substance misuse in the
area.

30.14 In response to a Member’s question, the Community Safety Manager
explained that the police had sent an email to parents of pupils in schools
around Norwich, advising them to talk to their children about staying safe.

30.15 Discussion ensued on youth provision. A Member stated the engagement
activities were not able to address the crux of the issue, which was the
reduction in youth centres. The Temporary Superintendent responded that
progress had bene made in reducing youth violence since March 2025 when
Norwich began to see an increase in the number of incidents. He
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acknowledged that many young people were seeking ways to entertain
themselves and emphasised that the police worked in partnership with
targeted youth services. Members agreed to commend the work that had
been done to reduce youth violence, but recognised that there was a need for
greater youth provision.

In response to a Member’s question, the Community Safety Manager
explained that the Council was successful in securing Getting Safer Streets
funding in 2024 and was able to recruit a Community Anti-Social Behaviour
(ASB) Response Officer. Shared Prosperity funding had been secured to
extend the role into the current year, and a report would evaluate the
successes of the post and future funding options to extend the contract.
Members were pleased to hear the update. Members agreed to ask Cabinet
to explore funding options for Community Wardens.

A Member noted that Prevent and Community Cohesion were listed as
strategic priorities in the report and asked for clarity on how officers were
working to increase safety and existing lines of communication with relevant
organisations in relation to hate crimes. The Community Safety Manager
explained that a hate crime conference was held in October and the way to
report hate crimes had been increasingly promoted. She explained that the
Council worked directly with the Brook Hotel and had provided them with
information on how to report hate crimes. The Council had started working
with Belong, a cohesion network. Belong had hosted 3 workshops for
Councillors. The Community Safety Manager added that officers wanted to
facilitate honest conversations across the spectrum of feelings in Norwich and
to build on the City of Sanctuary work. In response to a request from
Members, the Community Safety Manager agreed to circulate the report from
the hate crime conference once it was finalised.

The Temporary Superintendent commented that 2025 had been a busy
period, particularly with activity at the Brook Hotel. He noted that whilst it had
been challenging and resource intensive, he felt the response from the police
had been right. The Temporary Superintendent told Members that there had
not been a significant increase in reports of hate crimes and that they were
typically under-reported.

Discussion ensued on retail crime, which Members felt was an issue in the
City centre. A Member asked for an update on how the police dealt with retail
crime. The Temporary Superintendent responded that officers in the City
centre dealt well with incidents. Norwich had one of the highest detection
rates, however, there was more to be done. A Member asked if the police
required more CCTV in the City centre. The Temporary Superintendent said
that more CCTV in the area would be welcomed. He added that increasing
capable guardianship was a priority, meaning that that community wardens,
shop security and others were able to help deter criminality. The Community
Safety Manager (Office of the Police Crime Commissioner for Norfolk)
commented that the Home Office had launched a ‘Winter of Action’ to tackle
shoplifting and anti-social behaviour and Norwich City centre was taking part.
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The Cabinet Member for Housing explained that as Chair of the Safer
Norwich Board, different models of CCTV had regularly been discussed and
there were a number of suggestions that had emerged by looking at examples
from different authorities. Members agreed to recommend that officers
explored further CCTV options where possible.

In response to a Member’s question about the concept of designing out crime,
the Community Safety Manager told Members that as part of Safer Streets
Funding, visual audit training had been provided by officers who specialised in
designing out crime. She assured the Committee that that was at the forefront
of officers’ minds when looking at developments.

Noting that the Committee would receive an annual report on the matter going
forward, Members agreed to recommend that the next report contained
detailed statistics and analysis on the types of crimes and anti-social
behaviour occurring across the City, and potentially maps to visualise this.

Discussion ensued on tenancy engagement. The Cabinet Member for
Housing explained that officers were exploring the introduction of more
specialist groups to look at different areas, including repairs. She hoped this
would drive more engagement. Members agreed to endorse proposals to
create new tenant engagement groups to target community safety.

The Vice-Chair thanked officers for the report and external guests for their
time. The Committee agreed to thank the Community Policing Team for their
work throughout the year.

The Community Safety Manager invited the Scrutiny Committee to spend time
with the Community Safety team. She agreed to circulate the invitation
outside the meeting.

RESOLVED to note the following actions:

1) To ask officers to explore all avenues, including the Housing Hub, to
promote Community Speed Watch across the City.

2) To request more information on the possibility of enforcing the 20mph
speed limit in Norwich.

3) To request that the Community Safety Manager circulates the report
arising from the Hate Crime conference once completed.

4) To request that the next annual report on Community Safety includes
detailed statistics and analysis on the types of crimes and anti-social
behaviour occurring across the City and potentially maps to visualise this.

5) To ask that the Community Safety Manager circulates an invite for the
Scrutiny Committee to spend time with the Community Safety team.

RESOLVED to note the following recommendations and comments:
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1) To commend the work that had been done to reduce youth violence, but

recognised the need for greater youth provision.

2) To ask Cabinet to explore funding options for Community Wardens.

3) To ask officers to explore options for further CCTV in Norwich where
possible.

4) To endorse proposals to create new tenant engagement groups to target
community safety.

5) To thank the Community Policing Team for their work throughout the year.

Draft Good Neighbourhood Management Policy

The Cabinet Member for Housing introduced the report. She emphasised that
the Council was committed to helping people enjoy their homes and live
harmoniously and the policy intended to support that. Members were pleased
to note that the policy would be regularly updated.

A Member noted that the policy focused on how not to be a bad neighbour,
and asked whether it would be further developed to include how to be a good
neighbour. The Cabinet Member for Housing responded that the policy was
intended to help people have guidance and examples that they would be able
to relate to.

A Member asked whether more children and young people would be involved
in the formulation of the policy, noting that the youngest age category in the
report was 18-24 years old. The Cabinet Member for Housing explained that
the policy stemmed from the Council’s role as a landlord and tenancies were
agreed with people aged 18 or above. She emphasised that the responsibility
for a tenancy sat with adults and that why was the policy was framed as such.
Members of the Committee agreed to recommend that officers explored the
possibility of seeking more children and young people’s views in the
formulation of the policy.

Discussion ensued on the audience of the policy. The Vice-Chair noted that
the policy spoke directly to tenants and asked whether a separate document
with a more positive outlook would be created and whether it would include
learning and reflections from community cohesion work. The Community
Safety Manager explained that an additional version would be created in early
2026 that would be tenant-facing and more positive. Members agreed that
they would like to see the additional version as an information bulletin at a
future meeting of the Scrutiny Committee.

Members discussed the survey that was included in the report. A Member
noted that nearly half (44.9%) of participants considered themselves to have a
long-term condition or disability and of those conditions, the largest category
was mental health conditions. The Cabinet Member for Housing explained
that that was reflective of the demographics of the Council’s tenants and
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many had complex needs. She added that the data highlighted the need for
partnership working.

Discussion ensued on ball games and play areas. The policy encouraged the
use of outdoor communal spaces by residents and visitors, however, a
Member commented that several areas had signs banning ball games which
made children feel unwelcome. The Committee agreed to recommend that all
areas with no ball games signs be reviewed and where appropriate, the signs
be removed. The Cabinet Member for Housing agreed to look into it and
agreed with Members that the removal of signs linked into the Council’s Play
Strategy. Members also agreed that some signage which intended to instruct
people not to fly tip, looked like it was encouraging fly tipping. The
Environment Services Manager (Commissioning) asked Members to inform
officers of the locations of such signs in order for them to be removed and
replaced.

A Member noted that only 21.4% of survey respondents felt confident about
knowing where to go for help with neighbourhood issues. She asked if clearer
pathways for raising concerns would be included in the further version of the
policy, as well as Council responsibilities, caretaker responsibilities, reporting
mechanisms and mediation schemes. The Community Safety Manager
explained that officers planned to explore routes to make the pathways clear
and accessible in the New Year. A Member queried whether capturing
information from tenants about issues was dependent on the Council’s IT
interface and noted that many residents had complained about the IT forms.
The Community Safety Manager advised that the Council was developing a
new website which aimed to address accessibility issues and create clearer
pathways. The Community Safety Manager emphasised that people who
were less digitally able would still be able to use the Council’'s customer
contact centre.

(Councillor Fulton-McAlister left the meeting).

In response to a question about bonfires, the Community Safety Manager
agreed to add a link in the policy to the Council’s Environmental Health Policy
which contained information about the health and safety hazards of burning
rubbish.

Discussion ensued on the redesign of the Council’'s website. The Environment
Services Manager (Commissioning) explained that the environment and
waste pages were among the first to be re-examined for the website redesign.
The Community Safety Manager said that online forms were under review.
The Vice-Chair proposed that the Scrutiny Committee looked at the new
website and online customer journey as part of their Work Programme.

(Councillor Lawes left the meeting).

A Member commented that the Scrutiny Committee had previously
commissioned a task and finish group on the issue of fly tipping. They had
recommended that the Council considered creating an app for the purpose of
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reporting fly tipping. The Executive Director of Communities and Housing
explained that officers typically avoided the use of apps for reporting issues
because they recognised that many people had lots of apps on their mobile
phones. She explained that the best solution would be for it to form part of the
website. Members requested for officers to clarify whether or not forms to
report issues, such as fly tipping, had been examined as part of the website
redesign. Ultimately, Members wanted to assurance that reporting was as
quick and accessible as possible.

Discussion ensued about the number of responses to the survey, which was
70. Members asked if officers were disappointed by the amount of responses
and whether they had considered other forms of engagement. The
Community Safety Manager said that whilst the number was disappointing, it
was broadly in line with other surveys run by the Council. She explained that
the Council had promoted the survey when talking to residents. The Executive
Director of Communities and Housing added that the Council sought feedback
regularly through constant communication and the Housing Hub gave people
an opportunity to engage. She emphasised that the policy would evolve as
more feedback was obtained. Members reflected that 70 responses out of a
total of 219 webpage visits was positive overall.

In response to a Member’s question, the Executive Director of Communities
and Housing explained that all Council polices had review dates. However,
she encouraged Members to reach out to officers if they had suggestions for
updates arising from resident’s concerns or issues. In light of this, Members
agreed to ask officers to circulate the policy to all Councillors and to
incorporate text in the policy which emphasised that it was a living document
that would be updated.

A Member suggested that the policy also needed to be advertised in Citizen
magazine and suggested that a tear-out page with reporting procedures and
pathways would be beneficial for residents. The Executive Director of
Communities and Housing agreed to look into all avenues for communication.
Members agreed to ask officers to be creative, look at different media
communication beyond digital and put some resource behind the
communications plan for the policy.

RESOLVED to recommend:

1) That officers explored the possibility of seeking more children and young
people’s views in the formulation of the policy.

2) That officers bring an information bulletin to the Scrutiny Committee which
provided an update on the additional tenant-facing version of the policy
which would be created in the new year.

3) That all ‘no ball games’ signs be reviewed by officers and where
appropriate are removed.

4) That the Scrutiny Committee added the new website and online customer
journey to their Work Programme.
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5) To ask officers to be creative, look at different media beyond digital and put

some resource behind the communications plan for the Good
Neighbourhood Management Policy.

RESOLVED to note the following actions:

1) For Members to inform officers of the location of misleading fly tipping
signs in order for them to be removed and replaced.

2) Officers to add a link into the draft policy to the Council’s Environmental
Health Policy.

3) Officers to clarify whether or not forms to report issues had been examined
as part of the website redesign.

4) Officers to circulate the Good Neighbourhood Management policy to all
Councillors and add text into the policy which emphasised that it was a
living document that would be updated.

Verbal Update from Norfolk Health Overview Select Committee

Councillor Galvin, the Council’s representative on the Norfolk Health Overview
Select Committee (NHOSC) was pleased to be able to give a verbal update
and informed Members that she would ensure that a written update was
circulated to the Committee outside of the meeting.

The last meeting of NHOSC included a discussion about the Vulnerable
Adults Service (VAS) specification changes, histopathology delays, speech
and language therapy, the wellness on wheels bus and the potential for Anglia
Square health provision.

Councillor Galvin had written to the Board and wanted to update the
Committee on their response. Councillor Galvin asked for sight of the written
evidence provided by the Integrated Care Board (ICB) to legal advisors on
which they based the decision that there would be no change to the service.
She explained that the service would be relet in April and there would be an
opportunity to collect data. NHOSC asked Healthwatch to support with that
stage. Councillor Galvin informed Members that the Board had replied. She
added that the notable changes that had happened were that the duration of
support for was unspecified and had now been changed to 6 weeks or as
appropriate and the patient registration had changed. There had also been
the removal of mandatory transfer to Norwich Health Centre. This had raised
concerns about the continuity of care and patient trust.

Councillor Galvin felt that there were key gaps and unanswered points. She
stated that there had been no evidence for improved outcomes and value for
money for the new specification, no data or measurable indicators had been
provided, and an independent evaluation of the current service had not been
completed. She added that NHOSC had not seen how the new specification
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aligned with Inclusion Health standards. There had been no transparency on
the legal advice or the reasons for limited disclosure of that and there had no
resource and implementation details had been provided.

Consequently, Councillor Galvin proposed that the Scrutiny Committee wrote
to NHOSC to ask for the gaps and unanswered points detailed above to be
explored by the ICB and an answer returned to the Scrutiny Committee.
Members agreed to recommend this.

RESOLVED to write to NHOSC, asking for the ICB to respond to Scrutiny
Committee’s concerns about:

e Alack of evidence for improved outcomes and value for money.

e Alack of data and measurable indicators.

e Alack of independent evaluation of the current service.

e Whether or not the new specification aligned with Inclusion Health
standards.

e Alack of transparency on the legal advice received.

e Alack of provided resource and implementation details.

Deliberative Democracy Terms of Reference

The Chair of the Deliberative Democracy task and finish group introduced the
revised terms of reference to the Committee. The task and finish group had
agreed to ask the Scrutiny Committee to agree to an increase in their
membership and to extend the option to join the group to all Councillors.

The revised terms of reference before the Committee proposed to increase
the membership from a maximum of 5 to a maximum of 7 members. However,
the Chair of the task and finish group had received 5 expressions of interest
from Councillors and therefore sought the Committee’s approval to increase
the membership to a maximum of 9 Members.

RESOLVED to agree to increase the membership of the Deliberative
Democracy task and finish group from a maximum of 5 Members to a
maximum of 9 Members. The new Members were agreed as follows:

e Councillor Harper.

e Councillor Sands (M).
e Councillor Fox.

e Councillor Stutely.

e Councillor Oliver.

Work Programme
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The Committee agreed that they would to pre-scrutinise the Anglia Square
Business Plan at their next meeting on 18 December 2025. Offices agreed to
add the item to their Work Programme.

A Member raised concerns about the amount of items on the agenda for the
Committee’s meeting on 18 December 2025 and the Committee agreed to
defer the Housing Development at Mile Cross Depot Site item until their
meeting on 15 January 2026. The Executive Director of Communities and
Housing assured the Committee that she would circulate an update on Mile
Cross via email in the interim. She offered to answer any questions from
Members via email in advance of the meeting.

A Member noted that in a previous civic year, a Scrutiny Topic Form had been
submitted on the topic of ethical and sustainable management of cash
balances and investments. The topic went to the Audit Committee and then
Treasury Management Committee. In response to a request to receive an
update on the conclusion of this work, the Head of Legal and Governance
agreed that the Scrutiny Committee could receive and information bulletin on
the topic. Members agreed to add this to the Work Programme.

A Member raised that the new financial strategy was scheduled to go to the
Cabinet meeting on 3 December 2025. A Member noted that the report
mentioned quarterly reporting and the potential involvement of the Scrutiny
Committee. The Head of Legal and Governance agreed to provide clarity to
the Committee on how they would be involved.

In response to a Member’s question about Lion Homes, the Head of Legal
and Governance explained that officers were waiting to receive a report which
would be brought to the Committee. Interim updates throughout the Members
Voluntary Liquidation process would be provided.

RESOLVED to:

1) Agree the Work Programme.

2) Add the Anglia Square Business Plan item to the Committee’s next
meeting on 18 December 2025.

3) Defer the Housing Development at Mile Cross Depot Site item until the 15
January 2026 meeting of the Committee.

4) Request an information bulletin on ethical and sustainable management of
cash balances and investments which had been reviewed by the Audit
Committee and the Treasury Management Committee.

5) Request clarity on how the Scrutiny Committee might be involved in
having oversight of the quarterly financial and performance reports.

CHAIR



