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CABINET MEETING 
TUESDAY, 13 MAY 2025

MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE CABINET COMMITTEE HELD ON 
TUESDAY 13 MAY 2025 AT 1000 HOURS IN COMMITTEE ROOMS 3&4, 
COUNCIL HOUSE, VICTORIA SQUARE, BIRMINGHAM, B1 1BB

PRESENT: - Councillor John Cotton, Leader in the Chair

Councillor Mick Brown, Cabinet Member for Children Young People and Families
Councillor Jayne Francis, Cabinet Member for Housing & Homelessness (online)
Councillor Mariam Khan, Cabinet Member for Health and Social Care
Councillor Majid Mahmood, Cabinet Member for Environment and Transport
Councillor Karen McCarthy, Cabinet Member for Finance
Councillor Robert Pocock, Cabinet Member for Transformation, Governance & 
HR 
Councillor Sharon Thompson, Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Economy 
& Skills (online)

ALSO PRESENT:-
 
Councillor Robert Alden, Leader of the Opposition (Conservative)
Councillor Ewan Mackey, Deputy Leader of the Opposition (Conservative) 
Councillor Roger Harmer, Leader (Liberal Democrats)
Richard Brooks, Interim Executive Director, Corporate Services 
Max Caller, Lead Commissioner 
Craig Cooper, Executive Director, City Operations
Carol Culley, Executive Director, Finance and Section 151 Officer
Eddie Curry, Interim Head of Parks
Wayne Davis, Service Director, Asset Management
Katy Fox, Executive Director, HR & OD
Matt Hageney, Partnership Manager
Sue Harrison, Executive Director, Children & Families 
Stuart Lackenby, Executive Director, Adult Social Care 
Paul Langford, Executive Director, City Housing
Richard Lawrence, Executive Director, Place, Prosperity & Sustainability 
Naomi Morris, Head of Service, Strategic Housing & Enabling Service
Marie Rosenthal, Interim City Solicitor and Monitoring Officer
Rishi Shori, Deputy Chief Executive 
Mandeep Marwaha, Committee Services  

************************************

NOTICE OF RECORDING/WEBCAST 

  187. The Chair welcomed attendees and advised, and the Committee noted, that this 
meeting will be webcast for live or subsequent broadcast via the Council's Public-
I microsite (please click this link) and that members of the press/public may 
record and take photographs except where there are confidential or exempt 
items.  

https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbirmingham.public-i.tv%2Fcore%2Fportal%2Fhome&data=05%7C01%7CMichelle.Edwards%40birmingham.gov.uk%7C1c228845da07475ba0fe08db3b368449%7C699ace67d2e44bcdb303d2bbe2b9bbf1%7C0%7C0%7C638168877543866727%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8FqjPyARt%2BINMh%2FQZ3H9DMJzXQfmHzO0f0Q5V%2FnOxOo%3D&reserved=0
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_____________________________________________________________

APOLOGIES

   188. Apologies were submitted on behalf Councillor Nicky Brennan, Cabinet Member 
for Social Justice, Community Safety and Equalities and Councillor Saima 
Suleman, Cabinet Member for Digital, Culture, Heritage and Tourism.

Further apology was noted from Joanne Roney CBE, Managing Director 
however, Rishi Shori, Deputy Chief Executive was in attendance. 

Members were informed Councillor Jayne Francis, Cabinet Member for Housing 
& Homelessness was joining the meeting online. Councillor(s) Khan and 
Thompson would be joining later during the meeting. 
_______________________________________________________________

DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS

  189. No declarations were made at this meeting. 

_______________________________________________________________
 
              190.       MINUTES

The updated minutes of the meeting held on the 18 March 2025 having been 
previously circulated, were confirmed and signed by the Chair.

In addition, the minutes of the meeting held on 29 April 2025 having been 
previously circulated, were confirmed and signed by the Chair
_______________________________________________________________

              191. EXEMPT INFORMATION – POSSIBLE EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND 
PUBLIC
 
The Chair advised there were no exempt reports or appendices on this agenda 
therefore the meeting would continue in public.
______________________________________________________________

FINDINGS FROM INFORMAL CONSULTATIONS ON PROPOSED PARKING 
CHARGES IN PARKS AND PROPOSAL TO PROGRESS FORMAL TRAFFIC 
REGULATION ORDERS (OFF-STREET PARKING PLACES ORDERS)

The following report of the Executive Director, City Operations was submitted: 

(See document in the agenda pack)

The Cabinet Member for Environment & Transport made introductory comments 
and made the following key points: 

 The report focused specifically on three parks in Birmingham: Lickey Hills 
Country Park, Sheldon Country Park and Sutton Park.

 It was proposed to indicate modest parking charges at the parks.
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 This initiative was projected to generate £381k annually which was an essential 
contribution to £1.75 million required to maintain these parks. 

 This would ensure the parks were suitable for the future. Details around the 
capital investment were shared. 

 The initial capital investment was recommended to be funded from the Corporate
Contingency Capital budget, with a payback period of two years beginning in 
2026/27 (the first full operational year of the schemes).

 The original modelling was based on Cannon Hill Park. The views of the 
community had been considered by significantly reducing the proposed charges 
at Lickey Hills and Sutton Park up to 69%. The new rate of £1 per hour for up to 
4 hours was designed to be fair, accessible and considerate for local businesses 
and residents.

 There was an introduction of a 30-minute grace period across all three parks, 
mainly to support parents dropping and picking up children from local groups. 

 Registered volunteers would be offered free parking. 
 As part of the informal consultation feedback, Worcestershire County Council in 

its capacity (as the respective traffic authority), advised that they would not assist
in the production of the Traffic Regulation Orders (as Lickey Hills Country Park 
was located within Worcestershire’s boundary). Therefore, alternative regime for 
charging and enforcement at the Lickey Hills site was being explored. This would
be implemented within the original timescale utilising private parking 
enforcement arrangements rather than powers requiring a Traffic Regulation 
Orders. Details around this was shared. 

At 1024 hours, the Cabinet Member for Adult Social Care joined the meeting. 

Opposition Members (Conservative and Liberal Democrat Groups) made 
comments and raised the following questions. These were noted as;

a) Sheldon Country Park – the payback period of Sheldon Country Park was 
different to the other two parks. The 30-minute grace period for parking and free 
parking for volunteers was welcomed. The level of income was questioned. It 
was requested for Sheldon Country Park to be relooked at.

b) There were issues with parking around Sheldon Country Park and displacement 
with surrounding roads. The local Councillors had raised concerns around 
blocking access to people’s homes. It was questioned if there was any 
agreement with the police on parking enforcement. 

c) Reference was made to early conversations on the parks in 2018 and the 
amount of income this would make or not. Further comments were made around 
disabled bays. There were blue badge holders and those with protected 
characteristics too. The provision of disabled bays was questioned. 

d) The parks serve members of the public dealing with mental health, exercise etc 
and it was important not to create barriers for accessing these. 

e) Further comments were made around the charges and affordability. It was 
highlighted families who lived further away from the parks had to drive as they 
were not within the walking distance. Cost could become an issue for them. 
Members of the public whom lived in the deprived parts of the City would travel 
and then had to encounter a parking charge. Examples of the Lickey Hills and 
Sutton Park were referred to.

f) Questions were raised on the Risk Register as the one attached was not in the 
agreed format. The risk around the “There is a risk that the agreement with WCC
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/ arrangements for production of TROS, enforcement and cash collection are 
delayed” – likelihood was ‘low’. It was highlighted WCC was not co-operating 
with the TRO’s. Reference was made to Four Oaks Estate and parking within 
these roads. This had to be relooked at carefully before a decision was being 
made. 

g) No work had been undertaken to determine where TRO’s were required. 
h) The proposal set out charged 365 days a year (including Christmas day). It was 

recognised Cannon Hill Park was initially the only park which would have 
charges applied to, and this was now expanded out to other parks. Concerns 
were raised around parking charges increasing each year. 

i) The use of parks was positive for mental and physical health. The report made 
no reference around access for members of the public with social prescriptions 
i.e. to use the parks for their mental health. 

j) There was a risk around Business Rates as there were businesses that charge 
in the park. It was felt this had not been considered in the report. It was 
questioned what had changed since the 2018 Business case or the 2023 
decision when the report was withdrawn. 

k) Some of the carparks condition was questioned as they had potholes. It was 
queried if the instruction of charges increased the liability risks for the Council. 

l) Questions were raised on the legal status of the parks that had been gifted to the
City and this should be been looked into. 

m) Reference was made to the response to the proposals. 
 Lickey Hills Country Park – 6 respondents agreed with the consulted 

charges; 220 respondents suggested alternative reduced parking 
charges.

 Sheldon Country Park – No respondents agreed with the consulted 
charges; 60 respondents suggested alternative reduced parking charges.

 Sutton Park – 2 respondents agreed with the consulted charges; 1230 
respondents suggested alternative reduced parking charges 

 Collectively – 8 respondents agreed with the consulted charges; 1510 
respondents (28.1%) suggested alternative reduced parking charges.

It was suggested Cabinet should not take this decision forward given the 
feedback from the public.

The Cabinet Member for Transformation, Governance & HR made comments in 
support of the report. The report was not targeting the poorest part of the city. 
There would be unlimited parking at the parks for a small charge. Reference was
made to Sutton Town Council and exploring options to subsidise a pass for the 
year. This was an opportunity for Sutton Town Council to enter discussions and 
possibly reinstate historic discount schemes. 

In response the members questions, the Cabinet Member for Environment and 
Transport made the following comments:

It was noted members were in support of the 30 minutes grace period for parking
at the parks for volunteers and park users. Separate statutory consultations 
would take place for each of the proposed traffic schemes. This would be 
delivered in two phases i) focus on existing displacement parking hotspots (prior 
to implementation), ii) post implementation would be based on feedback.
Revenue would be brought in to support the parks though there would be a 
shortfall of £1.7 million pounds (per annum). There was a comprehensive risk 
register attached to the report and the management of the risks would be looked 
at. 
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The traffic enforcement would be addressed through Highways and consultation 
would take place of the Traffic Regulation Order. 

Worcestershire County Council had noted the traffic advice but would not assist 
to the production of the TRO. The parking charges at Cannon Hill Park had 
significantly reduced. 

Information around the previous calculation in 2018, benchmarking was outlined 
and this had been revisited. Details around this was shared. Charging schemes 
in Sutton Park was highlighted.

The Cabinet Member for Environment and Transport was willing to have 
discussions with Sutton Town Council on permits.  

192.       RESOLVED: -

That Cabinet:

(i) Noted the results of the 3 informal consultations (Lickey Hills Country Park, 
Sheldon Country Park and Sutton Park) undertaken between 15th November 
and 6th December 2024, a summary of which is attached as Appendix A to the 
report;

 
(ii) Approved the proposed changes, taking into account the consultation                
     feedback:

 
Original Proposed 
Charges – Sutton Park

Revised Proposed charges – 
Sutton Park

£2.20 for up to 2 hours, 
£3.30 for 2 to 4 hours, £5.00
all day

£1 per hour up to 4 hours, £5.00 
all day

Cost of annual parking 
permit price to be 
determined

£52 per annum

Chargeable hours of 9am to 
6pm, 365 days a year

No change to chargeable hours; 
a 30 minute ‘grace’ period is 
proposed in addition

 

 
Original Proposed 
Charges – Lickey Hills 
Country Park

Revised Proposed charges – 
Lickey Hills Country Park

£2.20 for up to 2 hours, 
£3.30 for 2 to 4 hours, £5.00
all day

£1 per hour up to 4 hours, £5.00 
all day

Cost of annual parking 
permit price to be 
determined

£52 per annum
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Chargeable hours of 9am to 
6pm, 365 days a year

No change to chargeable hours; 
a 30 minute ‘grace’ period is 
proposed in addition

 
 

Original Proposed 
Charges – Sheldon 
Country Park

Revised Proposed charges – 
Sheldon Country Park

£2.20 for up to 2 hours, 
£3.30 for 2 to 4 hours, £5.00
all day

£0.75 per hour up to 3 hours, 
£3.50 all day

Cost of annual parking 
permit price to be 
determined

£52 per annum

Chargeable hours of 9am to 
6pm, 365 days a year

No change to chargeable hours; 
a 30 minute ‘grace’ period is 
proposed in addition

 
(iii) Approved free parking permits for park volunteers;

 
(iv) Approved the principle of 30 minute ‘grace’ (free parking) period to be 

introduced for each site;
 

(v) Approved use of corporate capital contingency to fund the parking schemes as 
an Invest to Save. The project is expected to pay back investment in the first 2
full years of being in operation as well as meet its revenue savings targets 
from year one and beyond;

 
(vi) Authorised the Assistant Director, Highways to proceed to the next stage of 

statutory consultation for the Sheldon Country Park and Sutton Park schemes 
and advertise a Parking Places Order, in accordance with the Council’s 
normalised approach to introducing Traffic Regulation Orders;

 
(vii) Delegated to the Cabinet Member for Environment and Transport, the 

decision to proceed with the Sheldon Country Park and Sutton Park charging 
schemes following the completion of the formal TRO process;

 
(viii) Delegated to the Cabinet Member for Environment and Transport, the 

decision to introduce a scheme for charging and enforcement at the Lickey 
Hills site utilising private parking arrangements;

 
(ix) Delegated authority to approve award of contracts to the Director, 

Commercial and Procurement (or their delegate), the Director of Finance (or 
their delegate) and Interim City Solicitor (or their delegate);

 
(x) Authorised the City Solicitor to enter into any agreements necessary to give 

effect to the above decision.
 
(xi) Approved the introduction of parking charges at Lickey Hills and Sheldon 

Country Park, where parcels of land within those parks are held in trust.
______________________________________________________________
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COMPLIANCE AGAINST THE CONSUMER STANDARDS AND BUILDING 
SAFETY ACT

The following report of the Executive Director, City Housing was submitted: 

(See document in the agenda pack)

The Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Economy & Skills joined the 
meeting online. 

The Cabinet Member for Housing & Homelessness made introductory comments
and made the following key points: 

 The report sets out the Council’s progress to date against the Consumer 
Standards and Building Safety Act. 

 Reference was made to the tragic events at Grenfell Tower in 2017 and the 
significant actions that had been taken both locally and nationally in this area to 
ensure building safety and fire measures were in place in all housing stock.

 Improvements had been made in line with the Social Housing Regulation Act.  
 Positive feedback had been received from Campbell Tickell on the self-

assessment and on the improvements identified in response to these self-
assessments. To support the preparation for inspection work, the Council had 
developed an Assurance Framework specifically for landlord services which was 
attached as Appendix 1 to the report.

 The Council had continued to address areas of concerns issued by Housing 
Regulator in 2023. 

 Regular engagement took place by officers to share monthly monitoring 
information to demonstrate progress made. This was important to ensure trust 
and confidence was maintained. 

 Birmingham City Council had the responsibility for 58,000 housing unit across 
the city. Improvement in Birmingham’s housing stock and compliance was a key 
priority for the Improvement and Recovery Plan. 

 Commissioners were in support of the report and the recommendations.  

Opposition Members (Conservative Group) made comments and raised the 
following questions. These were noted as;

a) Point 4.11 referred to three of the Council’s property/ blocks still had harmful 
cladding material which was a concern. It was questioned what was being 
actioned on this. Previously a statement had been made that the Council did not 
have any cladding issues. Following the Grenfell Tower tragedy, funding was 
available on a case-by-case basis on buildings. It was questioned what lessons 
had been learnt about this process as the cladding had not been replaced on 
these three properties.  

b) Point 4.1 – Decent Homes Standards – it was noted this had fallen to 29%.
c) Point 4.32 – Future of Decent Homes Standard – Enhance provision. It was 

highlighted the Council had challenged the Government on introducing the 
enhanced standard.  It was questioned why this was challenged?

In response to members questions, the Service Director, Asset Management, 
Executive Director, City Housing and the Head of Service, Strategic Housing & 
Enabling Service made the following comments:
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It was recognised there had been a robust process in scrutinising the legal 
requirements on fire risk assessments. External wall fire risk assessment had to 
be undertaken across high rise blocks. The Council had addressed external 
remediation which was linked to the refurbishment of high-rise block to increase 
the insulation standard. The most problematic cases post Grenfell had been 
addressed.

Intrusive investigation took place on the outstanding three Council’s blocks due 
to levels of Aluminium Composite Material (ACM). It was noted there still was 
some ACM, but this was not widespread. An independent survey had been 
taken, and it was concluded this did not pose a fire risk. The reports were 
referred to West Midland Fire Service and the eligibility of the Cladding fund was 
being sought simultaneously. The reports were with the Cladding Fund to 
establish if remediation was required. This risk could be managed legitimately. 
Details around installation of sprinklers and fire doors were shared.  

A number of lessons had been learnt and further information on this was shared. 
It was acknowledged the drop in decent homes standard had been well 
documented. It would take at least 7 years of significant investment to deliver the
programmes. This year there was a circa £240 million pounds. Similar 
investments would be made in future years. 

The concerns around the future Decent Homes Standard was raised with 
Government as Birmingham was investing a substantial amount for this and the 
enhancement could mean potentially further investment. 

The Executive Director for City Housing reinforced the points made on the 
Decent Homes Standard and the validation of the end of year figures. He was 
confident the decent homes figures would increase to circa 36%. This was a 
significant increase to the previous situation. Monthly independent meetings took
place with the Regulator for Social Housing who were confident on Birmingham’s
position. 

Further supporting comments were made on the future of decent homes 
standard and the Housing Revenue Accounts ability to deliver the changes. 

Officers assured members the ACM and fumes would depend on the situation 
and the risks. Officers relied on the expert advice from the fire engineers and 
actions would take place filling any recommendations made as well as informing 
the residents of any risks and mitigations in place. 

The Cabinet Member for Housing & Homelessness made closing comments and 
was confident improvements would be made. 

193.       RESOLVED: -

That Cabinet:
 

(i)    Endorsed the Council’s approach to achieve compliance against the Consumer
Standards;

 
(ii)   Endorsed the Council’s approach to achieve compliance against the Building 

Safety Act.
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______________________________________________________________

               HOUSING OMBUDSMAN ANNUAL COMPLAINTS REPORT AND SELF-
ASSESSMENT AGAINST THE COMPLAINT HANDLING CODE 2024- 2025

The following report of the Executive Director, City Housing was submitted: 

(See document in the agenda pack)

The Cabinet Member for Housing & Homelessness made introductory comments
and made the following key points: 

 Each year Birmingham City Council was required to submit an annual report. 
 Any comments made by Cabinet ahead of submissions to the Housing 

Ombudsman would be noted. 
 There were 4 key elements in the report. These were noted as:

1) The Council’s annual self-assessment against the Complaint Handling 
Code.

2) The Council’s Annual Complaint Performance and Service Improvement 
Report.

3) The governing body’s response to the Annual Complaint Performance and
Service Improvement Report.

4) The Council’s Compliments, Comments and Complaints Policy.

 Birmingham was in a much stronger position than the 2023/24 reporting period.
Officers worked hard to stabilise response times (stage 1 to stage 2 complaints). 
In addition, preventing an increase in maladministration rates from the last 
reporting period. It was noted there was still significant work to do to improve the 
experience of tenants and leaseholders. Continuous work would take place to 
improve the response to housing related issues.

Opposition Members (Conservative and Liberal Democrat Groups) made 
comments and raised the following questions. These were noted as;

a) Members welcomed the reduction in the waiting time for responses however 
sought assurance this would be sustained. 

b) Despite getting on track on the backlog of complaints, it was felt the nature of the
complaints should also be explored to ensure there was improvements within 
service areas. 

c) Questions were raised around antisocial behaviour complaints and how matters 
were addressed, i.e. mediation, letters etc. It was felt other forms of intervention 
had to be explored to tackle difficult cases of antisocial behaviour before any 
form of eviction took place. Discussions with Government on this matter should 
take place. Examples of antisocial behaviour situations was shared with Cabinet.

d) Point 8.3 – 8.3 of the report, with referred to the compensation policy. It 
mentioned a budget of £500k in 2023-2024 however, this was reduced to £300k 
to this year due to payments coming in budget. Details around this had not been 
shared. In table 6.2 (appendix 1), the compensation section was referred to 
where this indicated that everyone who was due for compensation was not 
getting this. It was questioned how the two sections did not align to each other. 



Cabinet Committee – 13 May 2025

235
OFFICIA
LOFFICIAL

The Cabinet Member for Transformation, Governance and HR made comments 
in support of the report. Members were reminded The Housing Ombudsman 
updated their Complaint Handling Code in February 2024 and the Code became 
statutory on 1 April 2024, meaning that landlords were obliged by law to comply. 
This principle had been applied to complaints across the council. 

In response to members questions, the Head of Service, Strategic Housing & 
Enabling Service, the Service Director, Asset Management, Executive Director, 
City Housing and made the following comments:

In response to the query on compensation, it was noted just under £200k had 
been spent on compensation over a 12-month period following the 
implementation of the Compensation Policy. Officers were confident the budget 
was enough. The Service Level agreement was now stable and it was envisaged
to address cases earlier rather than waiting for an Ombudsman to determine 
action.  

Comments were made around the performance and stability of the service. 
Officers were confident the SLA performance had been sustained for over 6 
months. Complaints performance monitoring was reported every other week to 
Directorate Management Team meetings. Resources within this area had 
increased. 

A root cause analysis took place on a quarterly basis in order to understand why 
complaints had been made. Regular tenant talks took place in wards. Overall, 
there was a 9% increase in satisfaction from residents therefore, the Council was
in a much better position than previous and in line with other Core Cities.  
Further details around the Ombudsman complaints process were shared. 

There was a national issue around antisocial behaviour. A new Antisocial 
Behaviour Policy had been delivered with a specialised approach to hate crime. 
Work was taking place with the Community Safety Partnership and with the 
police in order to take a multidisciplinary approach. 
Lessons were being learnt through this process. A Task and Finish Group had 
been set up to work with contractors on some of the issues to reduce severe 
maladministration. Contractors had been supportive over the last 12 months as 
dedicated support teams were in place. 

The Cabinet Member for Housing & Homelessness made closing comments. 

194.       RESOLVED: -

That Cabinet:

(i)   Noted the contents of the Council’s annual self-assessment against the 
Complaint Handling Code;

 
(ii)   Noted the contents of the Annual Complaint Performance and Service 

Improvement Report;
 
(iii)   Noted the Housing Ombudsman’s findings of non-compliance with the 

Complaint Handling Code in 2024-25;
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(iv)   Noted the contents of the Council’s Compliments, Comments and Complaints 
Policy;

 
(v)   Provided a written response to the documents at decisions (i) to (iii) for 

submission to the Housing Ombudsman ahead of the 30 June 2025 deadline.
 ______________________________________________________________

195.         OTHER URGENT BUSINESS
      

The Chair highlighted this was Craig Cooper’s, Executive Director for City 
Operations last Cabinet meeting as he was moving to new pastures. His 
contributions towards the Commonwealth Games and City Operations were 
acknowledged. On behalf of Cabinet, the Chair thanked Craig Cooper for his 
service to the city and wished him well for his future endeavours.  

It was also noted, Councillor Jayne Francis, Cabinet Member for Housing and 
Homelessness would be leaving Cabinet after 7 years of service, in three 
portfolios.  On behalf of Cabinet, the Chair thanked Councillor Janyne Francis 
for her service to the city and wished her well for the future. 

_____________________________________________________________

The meeting ended at 1109 hours

……..…………………………….
CHAIRPERSON
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