Cabinet

Minutes of the meeting held on Wednesday 18 March 2026 at the Town Hall,
Royal Leamington Spa, at 6.00pm.

Present: Councillors Davison (Leader), Billiald, Chilvers, Davidson, King,
Roberts, and Williams.

Also Present: Councillors: Boad (Liberal Democrat Group Observer), Day
(Conservative Group Observer), P Wightman (Independent Group Observer),
and Milton (Chair of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee).

158.

159.

160.

Apologies for Absence

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Melrose, Sinnott,
and Falp (Whitnash Residents’ Association Group Observer).

Declarations of Interest

Minute Number 162 - Second Homes

Councillor Chilvers declared an interest because he owned a let property
within the District. If this property were to fall within the purview of the
second homes policy, it would be covered by legal exemption. Following
advice from the Monitoring Officer, Councillor Chilvers was able to
participate in consideration of this item.

Minute Number 164 — Service Area Plans

Councillor King declared an interest because he lived in a Grade II listed
building and had previously applied for planning permission to replace a
window on the side of the house. Whilst the planning permission had
been granted, the listed building consent was still outstanding.

Minutes

(a) The minutes of the Cabinet meeting held on 5 February 2026 were
approved and signed by the Chair as a correct record; and

(b) the minutes of the Cabinet meeting held on 23 February 2026 were
approved and signed by the Chair as a correct record, subject to the
inclusion of the following wording in Minute Number 155:

In response to the recommendations from the Overview and Scrutiny
Committee the Cabinet:

(1) confirmed that they had a desire that the Leyes Lane,
Kenilworth site 40% of the Passivhaus provision and 40% of the
Net Zero Carbon DPD zero bills were classified as affordable,
and that WDC would be interested in purchasing these,
subject to value for money considerations,; and
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The Overview and Scrutiny Committee raised their concerns regarding the size
of the agenda and shared their concerns that aspects of the agenda could be
missed. The Committee were also concerned at the response times to answer
pre-scrutiny questions, to enable time to consider at group meetings.

In response to the concerns raised by the Overview and Scrutiny Committee,
the Chief Executive noted the comments and stated that he would raise the
pre-scrutiny questions with officers and urge them to respond as a priority.

Part 1
(Items upon which a decision by the Council was required)

161. Annual Treasury Management Strategy Statement 2026/27

The Cabinet considered a report from Finance which detailed the Annual
Treasury Management Strategy Statement (the ‘Treasury Management
Strategy’) that the Council would follow in carrying out its treasury
management activities in 2026/27.

The Council was required to operate a balanced revenue budget, which
broadly meant that cash raised during the year would meet cash
expenditure. Part of the treasury management operation was to ensure
that this cash flow was adequately planned, with cash being available
when it was needed. Surplus monies were invested in low risk
counterparties or instruments commensurated with the Council’s low risk
appetite, providing adequate liquidity initially before considering
investment return.

The second main function of the treasury management service was the
funding of the Council’s capital plans. These capital plans provided a
guide to the borrowing need of the Council, essentially the longer-term
cash flow planning, to ensure that it could meet its capital spending
obligations. This management of longer-term cash might involve
arranging long or short-term loans or using longer-term cash flow
surpluses. On occasion, when it was prudent and economic, any debt
previously drawn might be restructured to meet risk or cost objectives.
The contribution to the treasury management function made to the
Council was critical, as the balance of debt and investment operations
ensured liquidity or the ability to meet spending commitments as they
fell due, either on day-to-day revenue or for larger capital projects.
Treasury operations would see a balance of the interest costs of debt and
the investment income which arose from cash deposits affecting the
available budget. Since cash balances generally resulted from reserves
and balances, it was paramount to ensure adequate security of the sums
invested, as a loss of principal would in effect result in a loss to the
General Fund.

The Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA)
defined treasury management as:

"The management of the local authority’s borrowing, investments and
cash flows, its banking, money market and capital market transactions;
the effective control of the risks associated with those activities; and the
pursuit of optimum performance consistent with those risks.”

Item 3 / Page 2



This definition was included within this Council’s Treasury Management
Policy Statement 2026/27, at Appendix A to the report.

Whilst any ‘commercial’ initiatives or loans to third parties would impact
the treasury function, these activities were generally classed as non-
treasury activities, (arising usually from capital expenditure), and were
separated from the day-to-day treasury management activities.

The Council’s treasury management operations were governed by various
Treasury Management Practices (TMPs) that the CIPFA Treasury
Management Code required to be produced by the Council and adhered
to by those officers engaged in the treasury management function. These
TMPs had previously been reported to the Cabinet and were subject to
periodic Internal Audit review.

There were updates made to the TMPs before 1 April 2022, and a major
re-write was undertaken to fully incorporate the 2021 CIPFA
recommendations.

Under CIPFA’s updated Treasury Management in Public Services Code of
Practice the Council continued to be required to have an approved annual
Treasury Management Strategy, under which its treasury management
operations could be carried out. The proposed Strategy for 2026/27 was
attached as Appendix B to the report.

Warwick District Council had regarded to the Government’s Guidance on
Local Government Investments. The guidance stated that an Annual
Investment Strategy had to be produced in advance of the year to which
it related and had to be approved by the Council. The Strategy could be
amended at any time, and it had to be made available to the public. The
Annual Investment Strategy for 2026/27 was attached as Appendix C to
the report.

The Council had to make provision for the repayment of specified
outstanding debt and other forms of borrowing such as finance leases.
Statutory guidance issued by Department for Levelling Up, Housing, and
Communities (DLUHC) required that a statement on the Council’s
Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP) Policy should be submitted to Council
for approval before the start of the relevant financial year. This was
attached as Appendix D to the report.

The recommended Material Requirements Planning (MRP) Policy at
Appendix D to the report would enable the Council to use capital receipts
from capital loan repayments to be put aside to repay debt in place of
the revenue charge, subject to full repayment of the loans, which had
the effect of reducing the Capital Financing Requirement, rather than
making an MRP charge. This was used for the repayment of the Housing
Joint Venture loans. The MRP Policy incorporated changes previously
recommended by Link Group (now known as MUFG - see paragraph 10.5
to the report), as part of a report commissioned in 2023 on the impact of
loans to Milverton Homes Limited.

The Council was required to approve an Annual Treasury Management
Strategy, an Annual Investment Strategy, and a Minimum Revenue
Provision Policy Statement before each financial year. These strategies
and policy for 2026/27 were attached as Appendices B, C, and D to the
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report. This meeting was on 18 March 2026, ahead of the statutory
deadline of 31 March 2026. Therefore, recommendations 1 to 3 would
ensure compliance with these requirements.

The Council was also required to publish and monitor prudential and
treasury indicators. This was covered by recommendation 4 in the report.

The Prudential Code required Council to approve several Prudential and
Treasury Indicators, including amounts of borrowing required to support
the planned capital expenditure that was set out in Appendix E to the
report, all of which had to be considered when determining the Council’s
Treasury Management Strategy. These indicators assessed the risks and
rewards of significant investments over the long-term, as opposed to the
usual three to five years that most local authority financial planning was
conducted over, to ensure the long-term financial sustainability of the
authority. (CIPFA had not defined what longer-term meant, but it was
likely to infer 20-30 years in line with the financing time horizon and the
expected life of the assets, while medium-term financial planning, at a
higher level of detail, was probably aimed at around a ten-year
timeframe and focuses on affordability in particular).

The Prudential Code for Capital Finance in Local Authorities was last
revised in December 2021 and introduced new requirements for the way
that capital spending plans were considered and approved, in conjunction
with the development of an integrated Treasury Management Strategy.

The key objectives of the Prudential Code included:

e affordability: ensuring that local authorities could afford its capital
expenditure without compromising their financial stability;

e prudence: promoting responsible borrowing and investment practices
to safeguard public funds; and

e sustainability: encouraging long-term planning and management of
capital resources to meet local needs effectively.

It was effective immediately, but Councils were permitted to defer
reporting until 2023/24. Given the other workstreams the Council was
facing, and that this was the advice of the treasury advisers, the Council
agreed to defer until the statutory deadline.

The key points were:

a) an authority had to not borrow to invest primarily for financial return;

b) revised definition of investments;

c) quarterly monitoring and reporting of performance indicators;

d) new performance indicator for net income from commercial and
service investments as a percentage of net revenue stream;

e) new performance indicator for the ‘Liability Benchmark’ (a projection
of the amount of loan debt outstanding that the Council needed each
year into the future to fund its existing debt liabilities, planned
prudential borrowing and other cash flows);

f) capital finance requirement included heritage assets;

g) annual strategy review of divesting commercial activities;

h) objectives had to include the need for plans and risks to be
proportionate;

i) new definitions of prudence;
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j) reference to Environmental Sustainability in the Capital Strategy; and
k) production of an annual Capital Strategy. MUFG recommended that
this should be a separate high-level corporate document.

Point d) above introduced a new distinction of service investments.
The revised Treasury Management Code required all investments and
investment income to be attributed to one of the following three
purposes:

e treasury management - arising from the organisation’s cash flow or
treasury risk management activity, this type of investment
represented balances which were only held until the cash was
required for use. Treasury investments might also arise from other
treasury risk management activities which seek to prudently manage
the risks, costs or income relating to existing or forecast debt or
treasury investments;

e service delivery - investments held primarily and directly for the
delivery of public services including housing, regeneration, and local
infrastructure. Returns on this category of investment which were
funded by borrowing were permitted only in cases where the income
was ‘either related to the financial viability of the project in question
or otherwise incidental to the primary purpose’; and

e commercial return - investments held primarily for financial returns
with no treasury management or direct service provision purpose.
CIPFA had defined this as at least 50% of the purpose.

The main requirements of the Prudential Code relating to service and
commercial investments were:

e the risks associated with service and commercial investments should
be proportionate to their financial capacity - i.e., that possible losses
could be absorbed in budgets or reserves without unmanageable
detriment to local services;

e an authority had to not borrow to invest for the primary purpose of
commercial return;

e it was not prudent for local authorities to make any investment or
spending decision that would increase the Capital Financing
Requirement (CFR), and so it might lead to new borrowing, unless
directly and primarily related to the functions of the authority, and
where any commercial returns were either related to the financial
viability of the project in question or otherwise incidental to the
primary purpose;

e an annual review should be conducted to evaluate whether
commercial investments should be sold to release funds to finance
new capital expenditure or refinance maturing debt. The Council was
currently reviewing its investment properties, with a view to potential
disposals;

e a prudential indicator was required for the net income from
commercial and service investments as a proportion of the net
revenue stream; and

e create new investment management practices to manage risks
associated with non-treasury investments, (analogous to the current
Treasury Management Practices).

As previously reported, this Council had no ‘Commercial return’
investments.
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The recommendations would enable the Council to operate within the
known budgetary framework to be set for 2026/27 but if the prudential
indicators needed to be adjusted during the year, a further report would
need to be brought to Council for approval.

In terms of alternative options, the capital spending and borrowing
requirements for the financial year 2026/27 within the Prudential
Indicators (PIs). The Council could increase or decrease these limits,
provided that these PIs were within the envelope of what was affordable
and prudent, taking account of interest costs and the Minimum Revenue
Provision (a depreciation proxy) requirements.

The Overview & Scrutiny Committee thanked officers for their work on
this complex matter which was explained well. The Committee were
assured that the plans proposed were robust and appropriate.

The Overview & Scrutiny Committee asked that the Housing Scrutiny
Committee were informed, at their next meeting in two weeks, on the
impact of volatility of interest rates on the delivery of Housing Revenue
Account meeting.

Councillor Chilvers then proposed the recommendations in the report.
Recommended to Council that

(1) the Treasury Management Strategy for
2026/27 as set out in Appendix B to the
report, be approved;

(2) the Annual Investment Strategy for 2026/27
as set out in Appendix C to the report, be
approved;

(3) the Minimum Revenue Provision Policy
Statement as set out in Appendix D to the
report, be approved; and

(4) the Prudential and Treasury Indicators as set
out in Appendix E to the report, including the
amount of long-term borrowing required for
planned capital expenditure, be approved.

(The Portfolio Holder for this item was Councillor Chilvers.)
Forward Plan Reference 1,647

162. Second Homes
The Cabinet considered a report from Finance which recommended the
introduction of a Council Tax premium in respect of second homes
following consultation.
From 1 April 2025, billing authorities (District and Unitary Councils) in

England had been able to charge a Council Tax premium of up to 100%
(that was, up to 200% of the normal bill) on second homes.
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Sections 79 and 80 of the Levelling-Up and Regeneration Act (LURA)
came into force on 26 October 2023 and were aimed at using Council Tax
to assist in reducing the number of empty homes across the Country to
aid housing shortages. These sections made amendments to the Local
Government Finance Act 1992 (the “1992 Act”) (including sections 11B
and 11C) to enable Council Tax charge premiums to be applied to empty
properties and second home premises. This report focused on second
homes (section 11C).

The 1992 Act allowed Councils to charge a 100% premium to the core
Council Tax charged for a second home, defined as a property that was
occupied periodically, for which there was no resident of the dwelling,
and the dwelling was substantially furnished. The substantially furnished
part was key as were it not to be substantially furnished it would be
classed as an empty property and potentially liable for the existing long
term empty premium charged by the Council. Whilst the empty homes
premium could only be charged once a property had been empty for 12
months, with the second homes Council Tax premium, there was no
grace period (unless exception criteria had been met).

‘Second homes’ included homes which were occupied but the occupier’s
main home was somewhere else. The powers to charge a second homes
Council Tax premium were discretionary, and it was for Councils to
decide whether to charge the premium in its local area and at what rate,
up to the 100% maximum.

As part of the Fair Funding Review, central Government indicated that
future funding could be based on Councils having maximised its Council
Tax income, including through the application of all relevant premiums.

In the Local Government Finance Settlement 2026/27, the Government
confirmed that Council Tax premia, including the second homes premium
which could be applied from 2025/26, would be accounted for in the
Council Tax calculation for the District, but not be accounted for in the
resource adjustment. This would mean that any revenue received from
implementing a second homes premium would be additional. The
Government stated that ‘These were strong fiscal levers. In areas with a
high number of second homes, deciding to use the premium could fully
offset - and in some cases exceed - reductions as a result of Councils
receiving 95% income protection’.

The policy objective of these measures was to facilitate bringing
dwellings back into use and to improve the sustainability of local
services.

Warwick District Council’s intention in implementing this Council Tax
charge was to encourage owners of second homes to make their homes
available for permanent occupation and thereby improving the supply of
housing, which in turn impacted house prices. Having homes being used
for permanent occupation was also likely to improve the sustainability of
local services, in that residents were more likely to interact with and
support the local economy.

A determination to apply the charge had to be made 12 months in
advance of the financial year in which the charge was due to apply. The
Council had to therefore reach a determination by 31 March 2026 if the
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intention was to apply the second home premium from 1 April 2027.
Following this decision, the Council had to publish a notice of the
determination in a local newspaper within 21 days of the decision (being
taken by Council), and that notice did not have to be published by 1 April
2026. Therefore, the report being considered by Cabinet and Council on
the 17 and 25 March 2026 respectively, the Council would need to
publish a notice by 15 April 2026 to be able to meet this part of the
legislation.

The Council resolved on 3 December 2025 to undertake a consultation on
the introduction of a Second Homes premium, and to bring a report to
Cabinet and Council on the outcome of the consultation and proposals
associated with that for their consideration.

In line with that decision and government guidance, a consultation had
been undertaken, the results of which were detailed below.

Councils had the discretion whether to apply the premium in their local
areas and would determine how best to use this in combination with
other measures to bring dwellings back into use or how the additional
flexibilities might be used to improve the sustainability of local services.

The decision to make a determination under section 11C of the Local
Government Finance Act 1992 was for Councils to make. However, the
Government expected Councils to have due consideration of local
circumstances.

On 1 November 2024 the Ministry of Housing, Communities, and Local
Government (MHCLG) published guidance on the implementation of
Council Tax premiums for second homes.

As part of this guidance, it stated that Councils should carefully consider
whether to charge a premium and make an assessment of possible
impacts, including on the local population, its communities, and the local
economy. Examples of factors that Councils might wish to consider were
set out below.

e numbers and proportion of second homes in the local area;

e circumstances which might affect whether the dwelling could be used
as a main residence;

e potential impact on local economies and the tourism industry;

e potential impact on the local community;

e potential impact on local services; and

e other measures that were available to Councils to help bring empty

dwellings back into use.

Councils should also consider how it might engage and consult with key
stakeholders, including the local electorate and second homeowners,
before taking a decision to charge a premium.

In adherence to the guidance, the Council held a public consultation on
the proposal to introduce a second homes Council Tax premium which
ran from 22 December 2025 to 19 January 2026. This consultation was
open to all interested stakeholders and was accessible on the Council’s
website. To promote the consultation, there was a press release and
social media posts. Ahead of the consultation and as part of reversing
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the decision to apply a second homes premium in 2025/26 approved by
Council on 3 December 2025, all second homeowners were written to in
December 2025, and as part of this were advised that further
consultation and engagement would take place on the premium in due
course. The outcomes of the consultation were set out in Appendix 2 to
the report.

In total, 502 responses to the consultation were received. This was
nearly double (248) the number that responded to the consultation on
the 2026/27 budget which also ran over the same period. Of the 502
responses, 44 (8.8%) were stated as being from owners of a second
home in the Warwick District area, three (0.6%) on behalf of a not for
profit / voluntary organisation, four (0.8%) on behalf of businesses in
the District, and eight. No responses were received on behalf of a Town
or Parish Council, or a major preceptor.

In summary, the responses demonstrated support for the
implementation of a second homes premium, with 65.5% (329) of all
responses in favour. Common reasons provided for being in support of
the premium included:

e taxing second homes was an appropriate form of progressive tax;

e second homes had a negative effect on the local economy, as while
they might bring in occasional use, they did not support businesses
that rely on locals being repeat customers;

e the impact on the local housing market;

e increasing the availability of homes being available locally as a
primary residence, including for those working in the District;

e reducing the reliance on needing to build more housing in the District
to meet demand; and

e the impact on local communities.

In contrast, the most common reasons provided for opposing the
introduction of a premium included:

e this was an unfair taxation based on perceived wealth, and did not
appropriately consider mitigating factors for owning a second home
(family / work);

o dissatisfaction with existing services provided by both Warwick
District Council and Warwickshire County Council;

e second homeowners already pay Council Tax on their property, so
why should they pay more;

e second homeowners would access less Council delivered services
locally, and yet would be expected to contribute more;

e it was viewed as an ineffective way of delivering the objectives of the
policy as set out, particular as Warwick District Council appeared to
not have that many second homes eligible for the premium; and

e reference to areas where a premium had not achieved the local
council’s objectives, including examples where it had been lowered.

When considering the value of any premium, the Council’s
recommendation of a 100% second homes Council Tax premium from 1
April 2027 received support from 59.2% (297) of the respondents.
Common reasons provided for disagreeing with the recommendation
were:
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that 100% was an excessive amount, and could be set lower;

e a phased approach could be considered for implementation;

e second homes were not drawing double the amount of Council Tax
services; and

e that it was an unfair blanket approach.

Of the 44 second homeowners, only 6.8% (3) were in favour of the
premium, but these were all in favour of this being set at 100%.

Some respondents provided responses giving reasons against the
introduction of a premium, however, these reasons were for properties
that were likely to not attract a premium or where an exception would
apply. This included the impact on landlords, where their property would
be occupied by another household as their main residence and homes
which were for sale or subject to probate, where there were statutory
exceptions.

In addition, there were other examples raised through the consultation
that would likely require further consideration before any second homes
premium comes into force. One such example was the way retirement
properties were treated under the policy, as these typically could present
unique challenges, due to restrictions on sale reducing demand.

A full breakdown of the consultation responses was attached as Appendix
2 to the report. The Council was required to take these responses into
account in determining whether or not to apply a second homes Council
Tax premium and, if so, the percentage of premium to be applied.

The second homes premium policy (Appendix 1 to the report) set out the
mandatory exceptions to the policy. It should be noted that Councils had
the power, through section 13A of the Local Government Finance Act
1992, to provide a discount for households where they consider this
appropriate.

Warwick District Council might consider applications for the premium to
be extended beyond the mandatory exceptions or removed for a set
amount of time where a customer’s circumstances did not meet the
mandatory exceptions attached as Appendix 1 to the report, but where
the payment of a premium charge might cause financial hardship. Each
application would be considered on its own merits on receipt of a fully
completed application form, which would be available through Warwick
District Council’s website.

The Council would also review its policy, and its impact, on at least an
annual basis, and would consider changes to exceptions as part of this
process.

MHCLG guidance also stated that if Councils decided to introduce or vary
a premium, it should consider how this was communicated, particularly
to those who might be directly affected. For instance, through publication
of press notices, providing information on website pages or direct
communication with council taxpayers who were likely to be liable for the
premium. Councils should also consider how they advise or inform those
who might be affected but might reside outside the local area.
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It was expected that should the decision be taken to introduce a
premium, the Council would communicate this through a press release,
an advert in a local newspaper, within 21 days of the decision, on its
website, and through social media channels. It would also include
information on the premium on future Council Tax demands issued from
the date of the decision.

The Council had used the responses to the consultation to help inform
the assessment of possible impacts as set out in paragraph 1.2.4 to the
report.

As of March 2026, 2,247 properties were classified as second homes
within the Councils Revenues system. However, due to exceptions,
officers expect the number of properties to be liable for the premium to
be at a similar level to 2025/26, when 306 properties were paying a
premium as of October 2025 before the decision to reverse the premium
was taken. This equated to around 0.5% of the taxbase across the
District.

The Council had considered the likely impact on local economies and the
tourism industry and considered the impact of this policy, whilst minor,
to be favourable. If more properties in the District become a primary
residence, there should be a positive impact on the local economy, as
these households would likely use shops and services within the locality
with a greater frequency than someone who resided in the District on a
less frequent basis.

The tourism industry was well served by hotels across the District.

The potential impact on the local community had been considered. As the
primary purpose of the policy was to facilitate bringing dwellings back
into use and to improve the sustainability of local services, communities
should benefit from more properties being occupied on a primary basis.
This policy was designed to bring more homes into use as main
residences, which was likely to have a positive impact on the local
community. By encouraging more second homeowners to either sell or
rent their properties, it should increase the opportunity for people to be
able to live in the District.

The impact on local services was expected to be minimal to the Council,
as many of the services that the Council delivered were not directly
impacted by whether a property was occupied as a primary residence or
as a second home. For example, home waste collections would continue
to take place. It was likely to have a greater direct impact upon services
delivered by the County Council, such as access to schools and social
care and health services.

After reviewing the consultation responses and carrying out an impact
assessment, it was recommended that the second homes premium be
introduced in Warwick District, commencing from 1 April 2027. It was
recommended that the second homes Council Tax premium be set at

100%.

In terms of alternative options, the Council could decide not to consider
making any determination to apply a second homes Council Tax Premium
in future years. However, Council should be minded that, under Section
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11C (three) of the Local Government Finance Act 1992, a billing
authority’s first determination under this section had to be made at least
one year before the beginning of the financial year to which it related.
Therefore, where a determination not to be made before 31 March 2026,
the earliest that the premium could be implemented would then be 1
April 2028 (provided that a determination to apply the premium was
taken before 31 March 2027). This option was not recommended as it did
not support the policy objectives of these measures, which was to
facilitate bringing dwellings back into use and to improve the
sustainability of local services.

The Council could also decide to agree a premium at a rate lower than
the 100% recommended in this report. This option was also not
recommended as a lower rate would likely not be as effective at
supporting the Council in achieving the policy objectives of these
measures.

It should be noted the Council, so long as it confirmed a first specific
determination, Section 11C (six) of the Local Government Finance Act
1992 allowed for the determination to apply a premium to be varied or
revoked at a future date, as long as this decision was taken before the
beginning of the financial year to which it applied. This enabled Councils
to take any changes into account before the determination were to come
into place. This would align with the Council reviewing its policy on at
least an annual basis (Appendix 1 to the report).

The Group Observers welcomed the report.

The Portfolio Holder for Resources explained that the Government had
asked the Council to consider exceptions to the premium. On the specific
issue of retirement properties located within retirement complexes, it
was decided that these properties were not exceptions to the policy.
However, residents could apply for an exemption which would be judged
on a case-by-case basis. In addition, the policy would be reviewed
annually.

The Portfolio Holder for Resources also explained that the Government
had set mandatory exceptions. These included properties involved in the
probate process for a period of 12 months, and let properties that were
left empty between tenants, providing that the property was marketed
for re-letting.

Councillor Chilvers then proposed the recommendations in the report.
Recommended to Council that

(1) a Council Tax premium on second homes, be
introduced; and

(2)
a. the Council Tax premium on second homes
be set at 100%;
b. the 100% premium shall be applied with
effect from 1 April 2027; and
c. any discount under section 11 (2)(a) of
the Local Government Finance Act 1992
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act shall not apply, in line with section 11C
of the Act.

Resolved that

(3) the Council Tax Second Homes policy (subject
to the approval of recommendations 1 and 2),
as set out at Appendix 1 to the report, be
approved; and

(4) the consultation responses, as set out at
Appendix 2 to the report, and how these have
informed the Council’s decision-making
process while ensuring that the Council meets
the requirements of the guidance issued by
MHCLG on the implementation of a second
homes premium, be noted.

(The Portfolio Holder for this item was Councillor Melrose.)
Forward Plan Reference 1,666

163.

Constitutional Changes

The Cabinet considered a report from Governance which sought
agreement to make minor changes to the Council’s governance
arrangements for decision-making in relation to Corporate Priority Area
two in respect of Low-Cost Low Carbon and the Constitution.

The revisions to the Governance arrangements for decision-making on
Corporate Priority Area Two - Low-Cost Low Carbon were brought
forward as there had been little variation in the work between the
Advisory Group and Programme Board. Therefore, to improve cross party
engagement and reduce administrative time for officers, it was proposed
that these Groups were brought together.

The revisions to the addresses in the Constitution at which meeting
agendas and the Constitution could be viewed were proposed, not to
revise the formal address of the Council but for practical purposes that
the Corporate Support Team had left the Town Hall and post along with
agendas would be dispatched from the Warwick address. This provided a
more practical solution for ensuring agendas were publicly available in
line with the legislative requirements of five clear working days before a
meeting.

The proposed changes to the Constitution in respect of aligning the Key
Decision threshold value with the Goods and Services threshold value in
the Procurement Act 2023 were reported to Cabinet in February 2025, as
set out in Appendix 2 to the report, but instead of being recommended to
Council, these were incorrectly recorded as a resolved decision.
Therefore, the recommendations in respect of changes to the Key
Decision threshold were proposed to effect the changes that had already,
in principle, been agreed and to ensure that the correct decision-making
process was undertaken to give them effect. The proposed decision this
time had been revised slightly to provide clarity on the value agreed and
also when it could be changed each year.

Item 3 / Page 13



As the values for key decisions were increasing, reports had continued to
come to the Cabinet for the previous lower key decision value of £150k
and sealing of contract processes had not changed. Therefore, whilst
there was no risk to the authority of an incorrect decision, the
opportunity to be more effective had been delayed.

The proposal to revise the requirements for a contract to be sealed was
to balance the benefits of sealing a contract against the additional time
and cost of sealing a contract.

A standard contract ‘signed under hand’ was legally enforceable up to six
years upon the resolution of the contract. A sealed contract, however,
could be enforced the contract for up to 12 years.

Service contracts and most goods contracts by their nature had a finite
impact aligned to the term of the contract. Any requirements to enforce
a contract beyond its resolution would be sufficiently covered within the
standard six years provided by a contract signed underhand. However,
Works contracts and some product contracts for long-life plant
equipment whereby contract considerations might apply up to 10 years
or more beyond the original contract term.

In terms of alternative options, the Cabinet could revise the terms of
reference for the Low-Cost Low Carbon Board, as it considered
appropriate. The remit set out was in line with the model operated since
2023, less the revised membership, and was considered fit for purpose at
this time.

The Cabinet could decide to retain the publication address at present and
not recommend this to Council. Officers also considered the publication
address being the Royal Pump Rooms as the Council’s customer service,
however, this had similar constraints as the Town Hall for delivery and
ensuring publication to meet the statutory deadline. Therefore, the
recommendation in the report was the most viable at this time.

There were no alternative options proposed for the Cabinet in respect of
recommendation 3 to the report as these were decisions previously taken
by Cabinet.

Councillor Davison then proposed the recommendations in the report.
Recommended to Council that

(3) the Constitution be amended to change the
publication address for the inspection of
agendas and the Constitution from the Town
Hall, Royal Leamington Spa to Building 1,
Saltisford Business Park, off Ansell Way,
Warwick; and

(4) the following changes to the Constitution:

(a) the value of a Key Decision, as defined in
the Constitution, be revised to the value
of the threshold for Goods & Services in
England as set out in the Procurement
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Act 2023 (currently £207,720 with VAT
or £173,100 excluding VAT) to provide
consistency around Key Decisions on
procurement that requires Cabinet
approval;

(b) authority be delegated to the Monitoring
Officer to revise the Key Decision
threshold value in the Constitution, on
the day of annual Council each year, to
align with the threshold for Goods &
Services in England as of that date; and

(c) the requirement for the sealing of
contracts, as defined in the Constitution,
be amended to apply to all works
contracts, and Goods contracts with a
Whole Life Cycle of six years or more.

Resolved that

(1) the deletion of the Low-Cost Low Carbon
Programme Advisory Group and confirms the
revisions to the Low-Cost Low Carbon
Programme Board terms of reference as set
out at Appendix 1 to the report, be confirmed;
and

(2) the appointments to the Low-Cost Carbon
Programme Board, by the Leader of
Councillors Day, Kennedy, King, Kohler,
Margrave, and Williams (as Decarbonisation
Portfolio Holder), be noted.

(The Portfolio Holder for this item was Councillor Davison.)
Forward Plan Reference 1,613

164.

Part 2
(Items upon which a decision by the Council was not required)

Service Area Plans

The Cabinet considered a report from Governance which sought
agreement for the Service Area Plans (SAPs) for 1 April 2026 through to
31 March 2028, recognising that the SAPs had been prepared to align
with the Corporate Strategy and would provide a key part of the way the
Council would deliver its strategic objectives.

As shown in Figure 1 to the report, the Service Area Plans (SAPs) were
an important part of the “golden thread”, linking the Corporate Strategy
to projects and frontline service delivery. The SAPs had been prepared to
align with the Corporate Strategy. In turn, the SAPs provided the
framework for Team Operational Plans, staff appraisals, and one-to-ones,
thereby enabling every team and every member of staff to consider how
they contributed to the strategic priorities of the Council in their work.

The SAPs included an overview of the major workstreams for each
service, along with the key performance measures to enable progress
and performance to be tracked. Performance had been split into two
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criteria; targets (where there were regulatory requirements to report
against a service standard and/or achieve that level of performance) and
measures (where the Council would seek continual improvement in
performance over time). Performance would be reported on a quarterly,
half yearly, or annual basis (depending on the specific measure/target)
and would be considered by Senior Leader Team (SLT) as part of the
performance management framework. The performance targets and
measures would also enable progress against the Corporate Strategy to
be reported to Overview and Scrutiny Committee.

The SAPs set out in the appendices to the report cover the period from 1
April 2026 to 31 March 2028. This decision was taken in recognition of
the demands on WDC for the delivery of Local Government
Reorganisation. These would be monitored and reviewed through
performance reporting to the Senior Leadership Team, informal Cabinet,
and Overview and Scrutiny Committee. They also formed the core of the
discussion for the regular one-to-one meetings between Portfolio Holders
and Heads of Service.

Delegated authority was requested to allow small amendments to the
Service Area Plans, which was specifically relevant as these plans cover a
two-year period.

The revisions to the Governance Structure for Corporate Priority area two
- Low-Cost Low Carbon were brought forward as there had been little
variation in the work between the Advisory Group and Programme Board.
Therefore, to improve cross party engagement and reduce administrative
time for officers these Groups were being brought together.

In terms of alternative options, the Cabinet could revise each SAP and
provide a different course of approach, however, before taking such a
decision it should consult with officers about any proposal to ensure that
revisions were deliverable.

The Cabinet could decide not to adopt the Service Area Plans as
proposed but would need to ask officers to bring forward alternative
proposals.

The Overview and Scrutiny Committee recommend that the Housing
Scrutiny Committee reviewed the Service Area Plan for Housing to
ensure it met compliance with the regulator, particularly Awaab’s Law.

The Portfolio Holder for Decarbonisation proposed that the following
wording be added to Appendix 8 of the Planning and Place Service Area
Plan, under the Development Management heading, at Row 3:

It is recommended that applications to renew windows of listed buildings
with double glazed units be accepted with 'Heritage' double glazed timber
units with a 6mm gap size and style to match original, as is already WDC
recommended. Each window replacement will require a Listed Building
(LB) application.

Councillor Davison then proposed the recommendations in the report,

subject to amendment to Appendix 8 of the Planning and Place Service
Area Plan proposed at the meeting.
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Resolved that

(1) the Service Area Plans for the year 2026 to
2028 as set out Appendix 1 to 9 to the report,
be approved; and

(2) the Deputy Chief Executive be given delegated
authority in consultation with the Monitoring
Officer to revise the service area plans for (a)
any minor grammatical wording changes and
(b) following any internal changes in officer
structure; and

(3) Appendix 8 of the Planning and Place Service
Area Plan be amended to include the following
wording:

It is recommended that applications to renew
windows of listed buildings with double glazed
units be accepted with 'Heritage' double
glazed timber units with a 6mm gap size and
style to match original, as is already Warwick
District Council recommended. Each window
replacement will require a Listed Building
application:

(The Portfolio Holders for this item were all of Cabinet.)
Forward Plan Reference 1,667

165.

Local Government Reorganisation (LGR)

The Cabinet considered a report from the Chief Executive which provided
an update on work being undertook as part of the Local Government
Reorganisation (LGR) process including the officer structure of work, to
seek approval for the drawdown of funds to provide organisational
capacity to both help the LGR process internally and retained the
Council’s ability to continue to deliver services and outcomes for the
community, to seek approval for establishing a Member Programme
Board to oversee the Council’s LGR work and that across the county, to
seek approval for a response to the formal Government consultations on
LGR in Warwickshire and in other adjoining areas, to seek consideration
for a response to the recent Government consultation on proposed areas
for Spatial Development Strategies (SDS), and Foundation Strategic
Authorities (FSA).

In November 2025, the Cabinet and Council considered a report on the
submission to be put to Government on options for LGR in Warwickshire.
There was a significant number of recommendations. Appendix 1 to the
report set out progress in respect of those recommendations and shown
that most recommendations had been progressed but there remained
some which had not given the current limits to senior officer capacity.

Appendix 2 to the report illustrated the county wide workstreams that
were to be established to help create a clear baseline for when the
Government decided (by end of July 2026) on the option for Unitary
Councils in Warwickshire. The workstreams had been identified following
advice from the Ministry of Housing, Communities, and Local
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Government (MHCLG), the Local Government Association (LGA), other
Councils further down the road on LGR and from experienced civil
servants and local government officers. This workstream pattern was
mirrored within WDC. Appendix 2 to the report also set out the proposed
scope of the WDC workstreams.

The Council’s Senior Leadership Team would act as the officer overseeing
body for WDC work, with the Chief Executive as Senior Responsible
Officer (SRO) within WDC working with the proposed Member
Programme Board of Councillors as proposed in recommendation 3 to the
report leading politically. This would be supported, as set out in
recommendation 2 to the report, by a Head of Service seconded to focus
on LGR work in detail, supported by a Programme Manager and Project
Manager, to ensure the internal work within WDC was delivered. External
support was being sought collectively to assist the county wide working
arrangements. The cost of this was not yet known as it was subject to
competitive quotes and the cost would be shared between all six
Councils. It might be prudent in the circumstances to allow for £100,000
over two years.

There was a significant concern that the process of LGR would expand
exponentially and that the time demands were such that it would
compromise the ability of the Council to deliver its existing services and
projects for the local community. The LGA LGR Hub gave clear evidence
of the size of the work involved. This was especially true for senior
officers and some corporate services. To ensure that the Council
maintained its existing commitments and to attempt to minimise the
wider impact of LGR, funding was sought to finance the secondment of
an existing Head of Service to a specific post on the Council’s Senior
Leadership Team (SLT) to take up some of the strain and to backfill that
post internally. This had been proposed at the Employment Committee
on 4 March. In addition, it was proposed that the Council sought
temporary roles, a Programme Manager, and Project Manager to assist
with the more specific work LGR would involve. The estimated cost of
this additional resource over was £501,700 over two years. It was
suggested that these proposals were addressed first of all.

There were other corporate areas where capacity was already at a strain
and LGR demands would sink the services unless addressed. These
potential areas included People and Communications and Governance
Services. Other areas might also require additional support, but this had
yet to be confirmed, e.g. Legal Services. To cater for support for these
and other areas to be examined in more detail quickly it was proposed
that the Chief Executive be delegated authority in consultation with the
other two statutory officers of the Council and the LGR Member
Programme Board to drawdown for the Service Transformation Reserve
(STR) from the £1m currently set aside for LGR.

The Council had put funds aside in the (STR) for LGR purposes and so it
was able to fund these requests totalling £1m over two financial years. It
was also likely that there would be some access to Government funding.

Paragraphs 1.1.2 and 1.1.3 to the report set out the proposed officer
arrangements but this needed to be matched by appropriate
arrangements for Members, and it was proposed that an LGR Member
Programme Board which could meet frequently with Senior Officers was
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established. It was proposed that this be made up of the Leaders of the
two political groups that form the Council Administration and two from
the opposition groups. It was likely that there would also be increased
numbers of meetings of all the Warwickshire Councils and so it was
further proposed that the Leader of the Council took this Council’s role as
political representative. Officers and Members would need to feed back to
both Councillors and staff as matters progressed, both formally and
informally.

Following the submissions of proposals for LGR which had to be made by
28 November 2025 the Government had (as of February 2026) embarked
upon a formal consultation on the proposals it had received across the 21
county areas. There were only two options in Warwickshire, one for the
creation of two Unitary Councils, a north and a south, and one for the
creation of a County wide Unitary. The formal direct consultation was
with a limited number of bodies, but the Government had asked all
Councils to promote the consultation and encouraged the public and
other bodies to respond. The consultation extended this to Council so it
was proposed that it should respond in support of the two unitary Council
option, north and south, as that was what was concluded at its meeting
in November 2025 and nothing had changed to warrant a different
decision. It was proposed that preparation and dispatching of the
response was delegated to the Chief Executive, in consultation with the
LGR Member Programme Board as proposed in Recommendation 3 in the
report.

WDC had also been asked for its views on the LGR options for
Staffordshire, Leicestershire, Oxfordshire, Gloucestershire, and
Worcestershire. The situation in other areas was more complex than in
Warwickshire and to evaluate all the options involved in each area
properly and present to Members was time hungry, and it was time
officers did not have without impacting on other priorities. It was
therefore proposed that no response be sent in respect of the
consultation on proposals for these other areas.

On Thursday 12 February 2026, the Council received a joint letter from

the Minister of State for Housing and Planning and Parliamentary Under
Secretary of State for Devolution, Faith and Communities. A copy of this
letter was attached at Appendix 3 to the report.

The purpose of the letter was two-fold:

e the Government had launched a consultation exercise in relation to
development of Spatial Development Strategy areas. The Council was
requested to respond to this exercise by 26 March 2026; and

e the Government was also inviting places to come forward with
expressions of interest for the establishment of nhew FSAs, which
must meet the criteria in the English Devolution White Paper.

It was always understood that the devolution of powers to Strategic
Authorities was a priority for Government, indeed this was the purpose of
the English Devolution White Paper. However, in earlier dialogue with
ministerial officials, it had been stated that the Government would
determine future local government structures (decision expected before
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end of July 2026) before areas would be required to determine what
were the most appropriate Strategic Authority areas.

The Government position on this issue had obviously now progressed
with government wishing to consider future strategic authority
arrangements alongside Local Government Reorganisation. Indeed, the
deadline for responses on Spatial Development Strategies (SDS) areas
was the same date as the deadline for the current government
consultation on future local government structures.

Whilst, in theory, the future SDS areas and Foundation Strategic
Authorities (FSA) areas could be different, this was not the preferred
position from government, as it stated within the letter that:

"The government is therefore inviting these places to come forward with
expressions of interest for the establishment of new FSAs, which must
meet the criteria in the English Devolution White Paper and therefore
should, typically, align with SDS geographies.”

The Government letter also made reference to the website where further
details were available in relation to emerging SDS areas, attached in
paragraph 1.5.6 to the report.

The website identified that the majority of English authorities were
already within existing SDS areas or had already considered proposals
for their area. The grey areas on the map, attached as figure 1 to the
report, (including Warwickshire) extracted from this website were where
government was interested to hear opinions on what sensible
geographies would be.

It was proposed that authority to respond to these consultations be
delegated to the Chief Executive, in consultation with the LGR Member
Programme Board proposed at recommendation 3 to the report.
However, it was vitally important that the Cabinet and the Overview and
Scrutiny Committee also provided views on the proposals. As mentioned
above, the deadline for responses to this exercise was 26 March 2026.
The following two sections provide more detail on SDSs and FSAs.

SDSs were high-level spatial plans looking ahead at least 20 years. They
would set the framework for local plans, which would have to be in
general conformity with the relevant SDS. The draft National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF), which was currently out to consultation,
contained proposed policy on the content of an SDS.

SDSs would ensure that sub-regional areas could effectively plan to:
e to meet their housing needs;

e co-ordinate the provision of strategic infrastructure;

e grow their economies; and

e improve the environment and climate resilience.

They would set a spatial framework for their area, identifying the
appropriate scale of growth and development, and they might also
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identify the need for regeneration, protection or improvement of the built
or natural environment.

SDSs could identify broad locations for growth and development, and the
necessary infrastructure needed to support that growth. This might entail
the re-distribution of housing needs and other development needs
between local planning authorities and might include specific policies for
development or to be considered by local planning authorities when
preparing or updating their local plans.

It was important to stress that SDSs were not big local plans. They could
not be site-specific or allocate/designate particular sites. The site-specific
role was preserved for local plans, which would have to be in ‘general
conformity’ with the SDS once it had been adopted. The Government did
not intend to set a limit or range on the size or length of SDSs, but they
were expected to be succinct and not get into detail or locally specific
issues.

In areas without mayoral strategic authorities, the responsibility for
producing SDSs would sit with non-mayoral foundation strategic
authorities, or where they did not exist, it would sit with upper tier
County Councils and Unitary Authorities. These authorities were generally
expected to work together to produce SDSs over ‘sensible geographies’
via strategic planning boards.

For areas undergoing Local Government Reorganisation which did not
have a devolution agreement, the duty to prepare an SDS would shift
from the current County Councils and Unitary Authorities to the new
Unitary Authorities. A new strategic planning board would therefore need
to be established for April 2028 (or April 2027 in the case of Surrey). In
practical terms, the strategic planning authorities should work with the
shadow unitary authorities to ensure a smooth handover of the SDS.

Strategic planning authorities would not be able to commence work
formally on an SDS until the legislation was brought into force, which
was currently expected to be summer 2026. However, authorities could
undertake preparatory work in anticipation of the duty.

Each area would be at different stages, and if the final SDS areas
changed, then some of that work might need to be adjusted or
transferred to other areas, but the kinds of activities that might be
considered could include:

e building the strategic planning team and understanding the

legislative SDS requirements, and draft policy in the NPPF

consultation;

engaging with local planning authorities;

understanding the timetables for local plans;

engaging with neighbouring SDS areas;

engaging with infrastructure providers, and potentially establishing

an “infrastructure board”;

producing a project plan and draft timetable for an SDS;

e collating existing evidence from combined authorities, local planning
authorities, infrastructure providers, government and others;
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e commissioning work to fill clear evidence gaps; and
¢ linking to work on any local growth plan or other relevant
plan/strategy.

It should be noted from the above that, ahead of the establishment of
unitary arrangements, the responsibility for the SDS would be at County
level. Whilst there would be engagement within the District and Borough
Councils, they would not be constituent authorities with voting rights on
these plans.

In Mayoral Strategic Authorities, Mayors would be empowered to develop
and propose the SDS for their areas, working closely with Strategic
Authority members. SDSs would be approved with the support of a
majority of constituent members, including the Mayor. In cases of
deadlock, the Mayor would have a casting vote, and where the threshold
for agreement could not be reached, Mayors would be able to refer the
proposal to the Secretary of State for decision.

In Foundation Strategic Authorities, there would be the same
requirement and priority to produce an SDS, although in some cases this
might need to be agreed with neighbouring authorities over a larger
geography (including areas such as Coventry and Birmingham). Where
the Strategic Authority covered multiple Local Authorities, Members
would need to work together to deliver these plans, with the support of a
majority of constituent members required to adopt the proposal. Where
the Strategic Authority was unable to reach an agreement to a suitable
time frame, there would be powers of intervention available to the
Secretary of State to ensure the SDS.

The Government published the Devolution Deal White Paper on 16
December 2024. The white paper identified three types of Strategic
Authority, and these were defined as follows:

e Foundation Strategic Authorities: these included non-mayoral
Combined Authorities and Combined County Authorities
automatically, and any Local Authority designated as a Strategic
Authority without a Mayor; and

e Mayoral Strategic Authorities: the Greater London Authority, all
Mayoral Combined Authorities and all Mayoral Combined County
Authorities would automatically begin as Mayoral Strategic
Authorities.

Those who met specified eligibility criteria might be designated as
Established Mayoral Strategic Authorities. This unlocked further
devolution, most notably an integrated settlement.

The Government had stated that its ambition was that for all parts of
England to ultimately have a Mayoral (and eventually Established
Mayoral) Strategic Authority.

The powers that would be devolved through these new arrangements
would cover the following areas:
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transport and local infrastructure;

skills and employment support;

housing and strategic planning;

economic development and regeneration;
environment and climate change;

health, wellbeing, and public service reform; and
public safety.

Attached at Appendix 4 to the report were the powers which would
initially be devolved to the Foundation Strategic Authority. These powers
increased when the body became a Mayoral Strategic Authority.

It would be for local areas to propose Strategic Authorities, however, the
decision to establish them would be for Central Government. The
following principles would be used by government in evaluating options:

scale: Strategic Authorities should be of comparable size to existing
institutions. The default assumption was for them to have a
combined population of 1.5 million or above, but we accept that in
some places, smaller authorities might be necessary;

economies: Strategic Authorities had to cover sensible economic
geographies with a particular focus on functional economic areas,
reflecting current and potential travel-to-work patterns and local
labour markets. It was likely that where travel to work areas were
small and fragmented, Strategic Authorities would cover multiple
travel to work areas;

contiguity: any proposed geography had to be contiguous across its
constituent councils (either now or with a clear plan to ensure
contiguity in the future through agreed Local Government
Reorganisation);

no ‘devolution islands’: geographies had to not create devolution
‘islands’ by leaving areas which were too small to go it alone or which
did not have natural partners;

delivery: geographies should ensure the effective delivery of key
functions including Spatial Development Strategies, Local Transport
Plans and Get Britain Working Plans;

alignment: the government would seek to promote alignment
between devolution boundaries and other public sector boundaries;
and

identity: a vital element of successful devolution was the ability for
residents to engage with and hold their devolved institutions to
account — and local identity played a key role in this.

The issues that were discussed within the Council’'s submission document
for Local Government Reorganisation identified that these criteria would
be difficult to achieve for the county of Warwickshire as one single entity.

on economic links, there was a very close relationship between
Warwickshire and Coventry with major employers such as Jaguar
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Land Rover (JLR) and the University of Warwick operating in the
same geography. However, the Mayor of the WMCA had clearly
stated that Warwickshire as a whole or two unitary authorities would
not be admitted to the WMCA, at least before the next Mayoral
elections in May 2028;

e this therefore meant that the earliest that membership to the WMCA
could be achieved would be May 2032 and outside of the Government
deadline of achieving devolution within this parliament; and

e on scale it had been considered that a stand-alone Warwickshire
would be appropriate with a population of c628k, with close ties to
the WMCA. This position had already been agreed for areas such as
Cornwall and Cumbria; however, specific geographical restrictions
apply in those areas that did not in Warwickshire.

In relation to the alignment with other public sector boundaries the white
paper specifically stated the following:

“Pursue an ambition to realign public authority boundaries, so that over
time, public services were delivered over the same areas as Strategic
Authority boundaries. Our long-term aim was for public service
boundaries - including those of police, probation, fire and health services
- and those of Strategic Authorities, to align. Any changes to public
service boundaries would be made in consultation with stakeholders and
considering the impact on service delivery. In the meantime, we would
look for practical solutions to allow Mayors to deliver where service
boundaries were non-coterminous, considering the benefits on a case-by-
case basis”.

It was also interesting to note that the point was repeated in the
consultation exercise of 12 February 2026, the Government stating that:

“For these areas, we particularly welcome views about the

potential SDS geographies, bearing in mind potential future devolution,
as well as the prospective alignment of public service delivery
boundaries, for example, for Integrated Care Boards, Police and Crime
Commissioners and Fire and Rescue Authorities.”

In relation to the position for Warwickshire the current boundaries were
as follows:

e integrated care boards - recently to deliver 43% revenue cost
savings, the Herefordshire and Worcestershire Integrated Care Board
(ICB) had clustered with the Coventry and Warwickshire ICB. Given
that Coventry was part of the West Midlands Combined Authority
(WMCA) and the Government had been clear that they would not
remove Coventry from this Combined Authority it would be difficult to
achieve the objective of aligning on health footprints;

e police and crime commissioners - the Government had already
announced their intention to abolish these roles; therefore, it was
confusing as to why they were cited. The Police, though, were subject
to further reforms and mergers, that said at this stage there was no
clarity on what these future arrangements would be; and

e fire and rescue authorities - for Warwickshire, the Fire and Rescue
authority was part of the County Council. In other areas such as
Worcestershire there was a separate organisation. If the two unitary
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Council option was selected, a separate Fire and Rescue Authority
would need to be created.

The Government’s strong preference and its policy was for partnerships
that brought more than one Local Authority together over a large
geography. In exceptional circumstances, the Secretary of State would
have the power to designate an individual Local Authority as a

Foundation Strategic Authority only. Its ambition remained for all parts of
England to ultimately have a Mayoral (and eventually Established
Mayoral) Strategic Authority.

Government had put this issue back to Councils. They had formally
invited all areas in England without an existing devolution agreement to
come forward with their neighbours to take on devolution through an FSA
over a sensible geography. They would welcome expressions of interest
over the coming weeks and would begin reviewing responses from 20
March 2026.

In considering the potential options for future SDS/FSA areas the
following options and issues should be considered:

e request to join the West Midlands Combined Authority/a Coventry,
Solihull and Warwickshire Authority;

e all the Warwickshire Councils were already non-constituent members
of the WMCA;

e all the Warwickshire Borough and District Councils were part of the
Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market Area;

e in addition, the North Warwickshire Borough Council and Stratford-
on-Avon District Council areas were also part of the Birmingham and
Black Country Housing Market Area whilst the Warwick District
Council area was part of the West Midlands Investment Zone which
also covered the WMCA area;

¢ Coventry was a member of the WMCA. Coventry was seen as being
at the heart of the local Coventry and Warwickshire economic
geography. This was evidenced through the Chesire and Warrington
Local Enterprise Partnership (C&W LEP) and the C&W Growth Hub
geographies as well as the travel to work data;

e there was strong cross border joint planning work between Coventry
City Council and Warwick District Council, Nuneaton, and Bedworth
Borough Council, and also with Rugby Borough Council;

e the five Boroughs and Districts in Warwickshire were joint owners
along with Coventry City Council, Solihull Borough Council and
Walsall Borough Council of Sherburne Recycling Limited the recycling
company and new advanced facility located at Coventry;

e the Coventry City Council area was also within the Herefordshire,
Worcestershire, Coventry, and Warwickshire Cluster ICB;

¢ the WMCA was already higher in population terms than the 1.5
million residents at c.3 million. To include Warwickshire would
increase this to ¢.3.6 million;

e the geographical area of the current WMCA was smaller than the
geographical area covered by Stratford-on-Avon District Council, but
with ¢.3 million residents;

¢ many of the demographic and physical characteristics/demands of
communities (rural/semi-rural/medium/small towns) in Warwickshire
were not necessarily like those overall, for the WMCA
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(cities/urban/suburban). It was also likely to be the case that within
other possible Strategic Authority Areas there would be variations
and differences;

e the Government had stated that Coventry and Solihull would not be
removed from the existing WMCA area;

e the Mayor of the WMCA had stated that Warwickshire could not join
the WMCA before the May 2028 elections, meaning in fact that the
earliest it could join would be May 2032;

¢ whilst government could impose the inclusion of Warwickshire within
the WMCA, officials had stated that they would not be likely to use
these powers;

e the Mayor of the WMCA did support the establishment of two Unitary
Councils in Warwickshire and had said he wanted to develop a
partnership with the two Unitary Councils;

¢ the Government had allowed this approach elsewhere (i.e. Cumbria),
however, there had been geographical restrictions that did not relate
to Warwickshire. The population scale of a stand-alone Warwickshire
FSA would be far short of the 1.5 million criterion set by
Government;

e the Government had instructed Councils to come forward with their
neighbours to take on devolution through an FSA; and

e a stand-alone FSA could negotiate a “special relationship” with the
WMCA to work closely on projects such as transport and on SDSs.
Such a geography would require two unitaries in Warwickshire, as it
would not be possible according to Government policy for a one-to-
one relationship with the FSA.

Issues to consider with establishing an FSA with neighbouring Councils:

e any proposed configuration would need to share a border with
Warwickshire. The areas identified in the map under figure 1 to the
report, which had not already suggested an SDS/FSA area were as
follows:

o Worcestershire/Herefordshire/Gloucestershire (plus
Shropshire/Telford);

North Northamptonshire/West Northamptonshire;
Oxfordshire/Berkshire, Swindon, and Buckinghamshire;
Leicestershire/Leicester City, and Rutland;
Staffordshire/Stoke; and

Derbyshire.

OO O O O O

e the Worcestershire Councils had identified that they would be
prepared to consider an FSA with Herefordshire, Gloucestershire, and
Warwickshire. This option was included in all LGR submissions from
the Worcestershire authorities.

o such an approach could create a “devo-island” for Shropshire and
for Telford/Wrekin - their populations were c500k and c175k
respectively and would be unlikely to justify an FSA in their own
right;

o Shropshire was already part of the police area for Herefordshire
and Worcestershire through West Mercia Police. There was also a
recent strategic alliance between West Mercia and Warwickshire
Police; and

o apart from Coventry this geography would have some alignment
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with the Herefordshire/Worcestershire/Coventry/Warwickshire
ICB cluster boundaries.

whilst there was a common border with Stratford-on-Avon District
Council, three Worcestershire Districts and one Gloucestershire
District, no other Warwickshire authority shared such a border. There
were no significant economic links between North
Warwickshire/Nuneaton/Rugby and this potential area (and a neutral
one with the WDC area), and it was therefore unlikely that the
northern areas of Warwickshire would support such a proposal for the
whole of Warwickshire;

the two Northamptonshire unitary Councils had a combined
population of c800k. So far, they had no identified FSA. Combined
with the population of c628k from Warwickshire this could have the
scale that the Government was seeking, however:

o there were no obvious significant economic links with
Northamptonshire, though there were travel corridors such as the
M6/A14 and the A5;

o the authority in Warwickshire with the closest potential links
would only be Rugby Borough Council; and

o without Warwickshire, Northamptonshire could be considered as a
“devo-island”.

it might be possible to suggest to government that Warwickshire
considered its neighbouring authorities in Oxfordshire because of the
links that the Stratford District Council (SDC) and WDC areas had via
the Chiltern Line and the M40, but this had little or no relevance for
the three northern authority areas. In addition, the Oxfordshire
authorities had forged strong links for an FSA (and presumably SDS)
with the Berkshire Unitary Councils (West Berkshire, Reading,
Wokingham, Bracknell Forest, Windsor and Maidenhead, and Slough)
and with Swindon and potentially Buckinghamshire reflecting the
Thames Valley Police Force area. Given that these areas already had
proposals for their area, it might be unlikely that an approach to
include Warwickshire would be successful;

the proposed FSA to the north of Warwickshire covered the county of
Leicestershire, the City of Leicester, and Ruland County Council. The
A5 and the M6 formed a strong economic and travel to work corridor
between North Warwickshire and South Leicestershire. This might be
an option for the northern part of the County, but it had little or no
relevance to the South Warwickshire area;

North Warwickshire Borough Council shared a border with
Staffordshire and a small border with Derbyshire but although there
were reasonable links locally with Tamworth, the linkage for
Warwickshire and Staffordshire were weak and would not form a
reasonable economic geography. Derbyshire was already part of a
County Combined Authority and was unlikely to change; and

aside from the option of joining the WMCA or a stand-alone
Warwickshire FSA, there was not a satisfactory option for an FSA or
indeed a SDS area that covered the whole of Warwickshire. The
reality might therefore be that the future for the two proposed parts
of the county was to be in different FSAs. This might then cause
issues for Police, Fire and Health services which operated on a county
wide basis.
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If voluntary arrangements were not agreed with the Government,
ultimately, the Government would impose devolution arrangements onto
an area. That had to be seen as a serious risk as it could lead to decision
of convenience rather than a well-considered and logical decision.
Officers had sought to have a conversation with civil servants to discuss
the issues, options, and constraints but with no response yet. Leaders
and CEOs across the County had agreed to write to the Ministers to seek
a meeting to explore a range of issues before responding to the
consultation. Cabinet might therefore want to wait until a response was
received before responding to the consultation.

In respect of Recommendation 1 in the report, it simply set out the
progress to date in respect of the recommendations agreed in November
2025, was a matter of fact and the arrangements for taking work forward
were administrative in nature and set out in this report for the sake of
openness and transparency. Members could decide not to agree to the
proposals going forward but that would leave the Council exposed risk
wise to not ensuring that it could contribute toward a Safe and Legal
delivery of services on day one of the new Council, whether that be
North/South Unitaries or a county wide one.

In respect of Recommendation 2 to the report the Cabinet could decide
not to release the funds requested. However, this would reduce officer
capacity to manage the increasing work demands of LGR and the ability
to continue to deliver current services and projects. Councillors and the
Cabinet had been at pains to express their concern over how much time
LGR would take and the degree of distraction from the Council’s priorities
this would cause. This option therefore was not recommended.

In respect of Recommendation 3 to the report, it would be possible to
use existing arrangements such as the Cabinet or Leaders’ Coordinating
Group (LCG) but it felt that there was a requirement for more frequent
meetings, fortnightly with the Chief Executive and other Senior officers
and that, due to existing diary commitments and the larger number of
people involved in this Group, this would not be a pragmatic proposition.

In respect of Recommendations 4a and 4b to the report, the Government
was consulting on two options for LGR in Warwickshire, one option was
for a county wide unitary, and the other was for two unitaries, one for
the North and one for the South. The decision of this Council in
November 2025 was to support the proposal for two unitary Councils to
be created, and nothing had changed since then so there was no real
option. The delegation was a pragmatic time bound approach to agreeing
the response. Cabinet could decide to respond on the proposals for other
areas, but officer advice was that to do this properly would require a
significant investment of time to look at all the options involved, evaluate
and consider them, which officers did not have.

In respect of Recommendation 5 to the report, the Government was
consulting on proposals for SDS and FSA areas. This report set out the
issues for Members to consider. Members could decide the response on
these consultations. That option was open to Members to take but the
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recommendation was made on a purely pragmatic basis given the time
constraint for agreeing a response.

The Overview and Scrutiny Committee recommended that, in respect of
the Spatial Development Strategy, it did not feel logical to have a
strategy for this District that did not involve Coventry due to the
significant economic links.

The Overview and Scrutiny Committee recognised the Government'’s
criteria for foundation strategic authorities, and these presented a
number of challenges for delivery of proposal that was best for this
Council area.

The Committee recommended to Cabinet that, within the constraints,
applied to the most suitable option, if two unitary Councils were
approved for Warwickshire, would be to have a Foundation Strategic
Authority for the area of Warwickshire. Furthermore, if the West Midlands
Combined Authority (WMCA) became available as a viable option for this
Council area, the Committee would still prefer a single Warwickshire FSA.

The Leader reviewed the recommendations from the report, and drew
Members’ attention to recommendation 5, which was to delegate
authority to the Chief Executive, in consultation with the LGR Member
Programme Board, to respond to the consultation on the proposed
Spatial Development Strategy areas (SDS) and on Foundation Strategic
Authorities (FSA). Therefore, he proposed to politely decline the
recommendation from the Overview and Scrutiny Committee so as to
avoid fettering the discretion of the delegated authority.

The Group Observers expressed concerns regarding the timeline of the
project, noting that it was moving forward quickly and highlighting the
volume of work already undertaken by officers. They stated that they
were impressed with the work completed so far and were pleased that
the Council was prepared for the upcoming changes.

Councillor Davison then proposed the recommendations in the report.
Resolved that

(1) the progress on the recommendations made in
November 2025 as set out in Appendix 1 to
the report and the arrangements proposed to
carry out the preparatory work for the LGR
process as set out in Appendix 2 to the report,
be noted;

(2) the Chief Executive be delegated authority in
consultation with the Head of Finance, Head of
Governance, and the LGR Member Programme
Board (See Recommendation 3) for the
drawdown of £1m over two financial years
(2026/27 and 2027/28 from the Service
Transformation Reserve (STR) to fund in the
first instance the secondment of a Head of
Service to lead the detailed work for LGR; a
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Programme Manager and a Project Manager,
to support that work within and between the
Councils in Warwickshire; and, as a
contribution to the county wide Council work
to be sourced from an external source;

(3) the arrangements set out in Appendix 2 to the
report be overseen by a LGR Member
Programme Board comprising two Members of
the Cabinet (Leaders of each of the political
groups) and two Leaders from the opposition
groups; and, that the Leader represents this
Council at county wide LGR Member meetings;

(4) authority be delegated to the Chief Executive,
in consultation with the LGR Member
Programme Board referred to in
recommendation 3 above, to respond to the
formal Government consultation on the LGR
proposals for Warwickshire by reiterating its
support for the two unitary option creating a
North and a South Unitary Council; and that it
does not respond to the consultations for
Staffordshire, Leicestershire, Oxfordshire,
Gloucestershire and Worcestershire; and

(5) authority be delegated to the Chief Executive
in consultation with the LGR Member
Programme Board referred to in
recommendation 3 above to respond to the
consultation on the proposed Spatial
Development Strategy areas (SDS) and on
Foundation Strategic Authorities (FSA).

(The Portfolio Holder for this item was Councillor Davison.)
Forward Plan Reference 1,668

166. Q3 Budget Update 2025/26

The Cabinet considered a report from Finance which provided an update
on the current financial position as of 31 December 2025, providing a full
year forecast for the 2025/26 financial year, and for the medium term
through the Financial Strategy. Key variances and changes were
highlighted to inform Members, with some recommendations also being
put forward for their consideration.

Cabinet was asked to note the current financial position as of quarter
three of the financial year 2025/26 for the General Fund, Housing
Revenue Account, Capital and Reserves, and the effect on the Medium-
Term Financial Strategy.

No alternative options were presented.

The Overview and Scrutiny Committee welcomed the report and the
detail provided.
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The Portfolio Holder for Resources stated that the Waking Watch
programme was now on track. In addition, options for the future of the
Glasshouse in Jephson Gardens, Royal Leamington Spa were due to be
brought forward. However, this needed to be considered within the wider
context of asset management prioritisation. The Portfolio Holder for
Resources acknowledged that capital slippage was an ongoing issue, but
that substantial additional funds had been allocated to project
management, and a reorganisation led by the Strategic Director was
underway.

Councillor Chilvers then proposed the recommendations in the report.
Resolved that

(1) the latest current year financial position after
adjustments for Reserves for General Fund
(GF) is a £0.711m adverse position and that
for the Housing Revenue Account it is a
£0.870m adverse position, with the key
variations that drive these positions, be noted;
and

(2) the current capital variations for schemes
originally approved in February 2025 and
approves all changes, be noted.

(The Portfolio Holder for this item was Councillor Chilvers.)
Forward Plan Reference 1,578

167.

Warwick District Council Car Parking Strategy

The Cabinet considered a report from Neighbourhood Services which
sought Cabinet approval to adopt the five-year Parking Strategy 2026-
2031 (attached at Appendix A to the report) for Warwick District.

The strategy provided a comprehensive framework for the management,
maintenance and operation of and investment in the Council’s off-street
parking service. It covered both the physical car park assets and the
supporting service functions including enforcement, fees and charges
permits, payment systems, maintenance, customer service, digital
technology, and fees and charges.

To provide an updated strategic framework for the management and
operation of Warwick District Council’s off-street parking service.

To ensure the service supports wider Council priorities including
economic development, climate change, and health and wellbeing.

To maintain a financially sustainable service in line with the Council’s
Medium Term Financial Strategy (MTFS).

To enable evidence-based decision making and investment in both
service delivery and infrastructure improvements.
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In terms of alternative options, WDC could choose not to approve the
proposed Parking Strategy 2026-2031 and instead continue operating
under existing arrangements. However, this option would limit the
Council’s ability to respond strategically to changing demands on parking,
including Town Centre developments, sustainable travel objectives,
climate objectives, and evolving customer expectations. It would also
result in the lack of a clear, agreed framework to guide future decision
making and investment in the off-street parking service, increasing the
risk of reactive or inconsistent decision making, and reducing the
Council’s ability to align management of the parking service with wider
corporate priorities.

Members could choose to amend the proposed Parking Strategy and
adopt a revised version. However, this option was not recommended.
The proposed strategy and actions were evidence-based and had been
desighed to work together as a clear and coherent framework for
managing WDC'’s off-street car parks and parking service. Amending the
strategy could create inconsistencies between the objectives and actions,
which might have unintended consequences for how they were delivered,
prioritised, and resourced.

The Overview & Scrutiny Committee thanked officers for the work to
provide answers to pre-meeting questions. However, had these questions
been answered earlier the item would not have been called in.

The Committee recommended that the service undertake an annual
review of all ticket machines to monitor the speed of service and identify
a plan to improve performance.

In response to questions posed by Group Observers, the Portfolio Holder
for Resources stated that:

¢ through the survey, he had been made aware of ongoing issues with
ticket machines being slow. He noted that this was being addressed
and that it would be reviewed annually to prevent further delays for
users;

e regarding the issue of full charges being applied close to the time of
evening charges cut-off, this was currently deemed fair and would
continue. However, a working group was being established to review
this policy; and

e securing funding to accommodate the installation of additional secure
bicycle parking in WDC car parks had been difficult, but he would
raise the matter with officers.

Councillor Roberts then proposed the recommendations in the report.
Resolved that
(1) the five-year Parking Strategy 2026-2031
attached at Appendix A to the report that will
be used to inform and guide the future

management, maintenance and investment
approach for the Council’s off-street car

Item 3 / Page 32



parking service, be approved;

(2) both the Strategy Action Plan (paragraph 4 in
Appendix A to the report) and tariff proposals
(Section 2.2 in Appendix A to the report) will
be reviewed annually and reported to Cabinet,
be noted; and

(3) future amendments to fees and charges will
follow the Council’s governance and statutory
consultation procedures, be noted.

(The Portfolio Holder for this item was Councillor Roberts.)
Forward Plan Reference 1,650

168. Procurement Exercises over Goods and Services Threshold

The Cabinet considered a report from Finance which sought approval to
begin the procurement exercises identified in the report, in line with the
agreed Procurement Code of Practice, with details set out in the
confidential Appendix to the report.

The report brought forward all proposed procurement exercises ready to
be sourced, some of which formed key decisions as they were over the
UK Goods and Services threshold; as well as information on exemption
requests that required Cabinet approval and advisories on live
procurement projects.

In March 2024, a gap was identified within procurement governance
process at WDC which was clarified by Cabinet and Council to confirm
that any proposed procurement activity above £150,000 needed to be
considered by Cabinet.

These exercises were attached as confidential Appendix 1 to the report
(due to the values disclosed, and the Council not wanting to declare the
anticipated budget) to the report for consideration. These items and the
reason for their procurement were set out within the confidential
Appendix to the report, so as not to disclose the Council’s position in
respect of the anticipated cost.

It should be noted that these exercises were early stages of the
procurement process.

In February 2025, the new Code of Procurement came into force which
increased the threshold for Cabinet approval of ‘Exemption to the CoPP’
requests to the UK Goods and Services threshold, which was £173,000.
To facilitate these approvals, Warwick District Council were including
these requests within this report.

Exemption forms should have been approved by relevant signatories as
per the CoPP, prior to coming to Cabinet.

Exemption requests were listed within Appendix 1 to the report.

In terms of alternative options, Cabinet could decide not to approve
some or all the identified procurement activities, however, some of these
related to the provision of core or statutory services and to pause or stop
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at this stage would significantly delay some of these activities where new
contracts were required.

Councillor Chilvers then proposed the recommendations in the report.
Resolved that

(1) the commencement of the procurement
exercises of the following and provides Key
decision approval where indicated, be
approved. Please view in conjunction with the
Confidential Appendix 1 to the report, for the
items listed below:

e Leamington Transformation programme
manager;

(2) the commencement of the procurement
exercises of the following, be noted, as set out
in detail at Appendix 1 to the report; and

(3) request for award by exemption, be noted.
e Minor works contract for the Royal Pump
Rooms roof - to bring to completion.

(The Portfolio Holder for this item was Councillor Chilvers.)
Forward Plan Reference 1,659

169. Milverton Homes Business Plan

The Cabinet considered a report from Finance which detailed the
Milverton Homes business plan. Milverton Homes Limited was the
Council’s wholly owned subsidiary Housing Company. The Company had
to prepare a Business Plan in respect of each financial year that should
include an overview of the planned activity for that financial year and an
explanation of how that planned activity furthered the Company’s
Objectives.

The Annual Budget for each financial year formed part of the Business
Plan. Within this budget there was a working capital requirement, which
Milverton Homes formally requested from Warwick District Council.

Milverton Homes Limited (MHL) was a non Teckal Local Housing
Company (LHC) which was wholly owned by Warwick District Council
(WDC).

MHL was established in December 2020 to accelerate the provision of
housing, including much-needed affordable housing in Warwick District,
the ambition being to build housing to high environmental standards,
contributing to reducing carbon emissions, and creating an improved
quality of life for those living in them. MHL was established to enhance
the reach of the Council and support delivery of key projects. Its role was
to act in the best interests of its shareholder (WDC) and in this regard,
both parties shared common interests and goals. MHL enabled the
Council to take a commercial approach to the delivery of hew homes and
to offer a range of products to assist in the delivery of local housing
needs. A further ambition for the company was to act as a disruptor of

Item 3 / Page 34



the Private Sector housing market by providing a high-quality product at
competitive prices.

The catalyst for establishing Milverton Homes was to enable the Council
to progress the opportunity for it to enter a joint venture and, with the
assistance of loans from the Council, acquire 62 low-carbon market
rented homes.

While the primary aim of the company was outlined in paragraph 1.1.2 to
the report, the model would also deliver a return on investment to the
Council’s general fund, which would support the Council in achieving
strategic priority one of financial sustainability.

As Milverton Homes was able to carry out business activity outside of the
limitations and constraints of public sector regulations (including
procurement and yield), it was able to take advantage of this increased
flexibility. Milverton Homes could operate on a commercial basis, which
could allow it to take advantage of direct approaches from developers.
Together, these dynamics provided the unique

Unsatisfactory Performance (USP) that provided benefits to MHL and
WDC alike.

The Company's board of Directors were responsible for the delivery of
the Company's business plan; the Council as shareholder received
performance and financial reporting in line with the shareholder
agreement.

On 27 August 2021, Milverton Homes formed a Joint Venture with Vistry
Homes.

This venture would see the delivery of 620 new homes on land to the
east of Kenilworth. The involvement of MHL had facilitated half of these
to be low carbon/net zero carbon of which 248 would be sold to the
Council to provide homes for people on the Housing Register and 62 sold
to Milverton Homes to offer at market rents. Since taking receipt of its
first three homes in April 2023 (which were then subsequently leased
back to Crewe Lane LLP at market rent for use as show homes),
Milverton Homes had acquired a total of 35 homes.

This Business Plan (BP) set out the current activities of the company,
now entering its fourth year of operation, and presented the latest
projections for the medium-term. It included an insight into objectives,
priorities, and financial projections for a five-year period. Whilst it was
normal for a business to present a shorter time frame with three to five
years being most common, originally it was decided that it would be
beneficial if the business plan covered the entire period through which it
was expected that the Crewe Lane Joint Venture would be active. This
approach had been retained despite the final years of the plan going
beyond the expected completion date of the Joint venture operations.

The MHL BP incorporated all of the current approved schemes and the
long-term financial impacts. The MHL BP had to remain robust, resilient,
and financially viable to ensure that the Council as 100% shareholder
was protected from financial risk. Revising the MHL BP regularly ensured
an accurate financial position was available for the Council and MHL
Board.
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Upon the Incorporation of MHL and since the first Business Plan was
presented to May 2022 Cabinet, the following updates and policies had
been agreed by the Board:

e appointment of Fortus Accountancy as MHL’s Accountants and
Auditors;

e appointment of Warwickshire Legal Services as MHL legal advisors

and company secretary;

appointment of initial Board Members;

creation of Company Expenses Policy;

creation of Board Member remuneration policy;

creation of a Market Rental Agent Management Service Policy

Board Members had also been appointed to the Crewe Lane LLP

Board;

e internal audit governance review was commissioned, with the
establishment of a shareholder agreement and shareholder
representative board (forum), meeting at least quarterly;

e MHL Financial Regulations;

e draw down arrangements for loans to facilitate the purchase of the
first 17 dwellings from the Crewe Lane JV; and

¢ amendment of company Articles and shareholder agreement
(including reserved matters), approved by Cabinet in June 2025.

Since the last version of the business plan was approved in July 2025,
the following had been agreed:

e draw down arrangements for loans to facilitate the purchase of a
further 18 dwellings purchased from the Crewe Lane JV; and

e the appointment of two new Council appointed Directors for MHL,
starting in July 2026 and November 2026 respectively.

Policies that were in progress or were due to be agreed and require
agreement between MHL Board and WDC were noted below but were in
progress:

e draw down arrangements for loans to be taken out to enable the
purchase of the remaining 27 dwellings the Crewe Lane JV.

The MHL BP outlined working capital requirements for 2026/27, with the
detail for recommendation 3 outlined in confidential Appendix 2 to the
report. Officers were satisfied that at this time MHL remained a viable
company and delivery method and therefore were assured that the
working capital should be released to enable the continued work of the
company.

The Cabinet should note the confidential Appendix 2 to the report and
the reasons why an updated business plan should be required, as
requested through recommendation 4 to the report. This was for reasons
of good governance noting the continuing work by the company board to
enhance and deliver the aspirations of the Council.

In terms of alternative options, the assumptions underpinning the MHL
BP could be left unchanged from those that underpinned the version
approved by Cabinet in July 2025. This had been rejected as it would
result in the MHL BP not reflecting the most up to date policies,
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strategies, and research on the conditions of the local housing and land
markets. The plan would therefore not be able to deliver services in a
way that was viable, maintain services, and service the debts taken on
by the Council.

It had been agreed with the Milverton Homes Board, and in particular the
Council appointed Directors, that a thorough review of the business plan
and its assumptions would take place ahead of the 2026 update. This
had been supported through a more transparent approach of
collaborative working with WDC as its shareholder, with an increased
frequency of meetings underpinning this approach.

Members and the MHL Board could choose to vary the assumptions
within the MHL BP or agree alternative policies, service standards, and
investment options. If these alternative options were financially viable
and deliverable, the MHL BP could be amended.

The Overview & Scrutiny Committee recommend that:

(1) recommendations 1 and 4 be merged, to read that Cabinet approve
the business plan, subject to a satisfactory update to the business
plan;

(2) prior to receipt of the business plan, Cabinet should ensure that it
fully understood the options open to it, and the implications of those
options, to enable it to make a robust decision about the next steps;
and

(3) there should be a briefing or presentation to all Councillors on the
updated proposals before the papers were considered by Cabinet.

The Portfolio Holder for Resources accepted the recommendations from
the Overview and Scrutiny Committee.

In recognition of the current demands placed upon Councillors, in
conjunction with the importance of Milverton Homes to the Council, the
Leader proposed an amendment to the terms of reference for the
membership of the Milverton Homes Shareholder Forum. He proposed
that non-administration Group Leaders should be permitted to appoint a
nominated representative to serve in their place as a member on the
forum. He clarified that this would not allow substitutes for the meeting,
as there was an importance in consistency of membership in
understanding this complex project, but would rather enable Groups to
choose their own representative on the forum.

Councillor Chilvers then proposed the recommendations in the report,
subject to subject to additional recommendations and amendments from
the Overview and Scrutiny Committee, and the additional
recommendation proposed at the meeting.

Resolved that

(1) the Milverton Homes Limited Business Plan
(Appendix 3 to the report) and its supporting
appendices be endorsed; and that Milverton
Homes Limited will be providing an urgent
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update to the Business Plan to be shared with
Warwick District Council no later than 31 May,
as outlined in Confidential Appendix 2 to the
report, be acknowledged;

(2) the confidential financial information as
outlined in Appendix 2 to the report, be noted;

(3) the release of the working capital requirement
for the year 2026/27, be approved;

(4) that prior to receipt of the Business Plan,
Cabinet should ensure that it fully understands
the options open to it and the implications of
those options to enable it to make a robust
decision about the next steps;

(5) a briefing or presentation to all Councillors on
the updated proposals should be arranged
before the next papers are considered by
Cabinet; and

(6) the Terms of Reference for the Shareholder
Forum, be amended to state “Leaders of non-
administration Groups or their nominated
representative”.

(The Portfolio Holder for this item was Councillor Melrose.)
Forward Plan Reference 1,580

170. Approval of Warwick District Council’s Biodiversity Duty Report
(Environment Act 2021)

The Cabinet considered a report from the Strategic Director which sought
Cabinet approval for Warwick District Council’s Biodiversity Duty Report
(Appendix 1 to the report) covering the first statutory reporting period
from 1 January 2024 to 1 January 2026 and setting out planned actions
and priorities for the next five-year period from 2 January 2026 to 1
January 2031.

The Environment Act 2021 introduced a strengthened ‘biodiversity duty’
for all public authorities operating in England. The duty required local
authorities to:

a) consider what actions they could take to conserve and enhance
biodiversity;

b) agree policies and specific objectives based on those considerations;
and

c) act to deliver those policies and achieve their objectives.

Local authorities were required to publish periodic biodiversity reports to
demonstrate how they were complying with this duty. For Local Planning
Authorities (LPAs), the report had to also include information on the
implementation of Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG). The statutory deadline
for publication of the first report was 26 March 2026.
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Approval and publication of Warwick District Council’s Biodiversity Duty
Report (Appendix 1 to the report) would ensure compliance with the
Council’s statutory obligations under the Environment Act 2021 and
demonstrated its ongoing commitment to conserving and enhancing
biodiversity within Warwick District.

Publication of the report would also provide transparency for residents,
developers, and partner organisations regarding the Council’s approach
to biodiversity, including its role as a landowner, service provider, and
Local Planning Authority.

In terms of alternative options, Cabinet could not approve the report for
publication. This would result in non-compliance with statutory reporting
requirements, exposing Warwick District Council to potential legal or
reputational risks. Cabinet could also delay approval of the report for
publication. This would result in non-compliance with statutory reporting
timescales and could undermine the Council’s commitment to
biodiversity, creating uncertainty for stakeholders and partner
organisations.

Neither option would fulfil the Council’s statutory obligations or give
residents and partner organisations assurance that the biodiversity duty
was being met.
The Group Leaders welcomed the report.
The Leader thanked officers for finishing a well written report on time.
Councillor Roberts then proposed the recommendations in the report.
Resolved that
(1) Warwick District Council’s Biodiversity Duty
Report (Appendix 1 to the report) for
publication on the Council’'s website, be
approved; and
(2) the planned actions and strategic priorities for

the 2026-2031 period (Appendix 1 to the
report), be noted.

(The Portfolio Holder for this item was Councillor Roberts.)
Forward Plan Reference 1,649

171.

Local Development Scheme (LDS)

The Cabinet considered a report from Place, Arts, and Economy which
sought approval for a refreshed Local Development Scheme (LDS) to the
version approved and published in February 2025. The LDS was a
requirement of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and set
out the work of the Planning Policy team over the next three years in
terms of the production of planning documents. The report also
requested that the Cabinet noted a recently sealed Deed of
Postponement for a Community Infrastructure Levy payment relating to
a single property.
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Adoption and publication of a Local Development Scheme was a statutory
requirement of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, which
laid out the coverage and duration of the document required. This
included a provision for an annual review of the Scheme to ensure it
remained relevant and up to date.

In terms of alternative options, WDC could adopt an alternative LDS. The
Council could choose not to adopt this Local Development Scheme and
instead suggest a different range of priorities and timetable for the
delivery of the identified documents. However, the attached LDS had
been developed to bring forward the right documents as swiftly and
efficiently as possible in a realistic timeframe and given the resources
available. Therefore, this option had been discounted. This LDS also
reflected the decision already made by the Joint Cabinet Committee in
respect of the revised timetable for the South Warwickshire Local Plan on
18 December 2025.

Additional budget to increase staff resources could be made available to
deliver workstreams more quickly or deliver additional workstreams.
Whilst this would be desirable to increase capacity and resilience within
the team, this had not been pursued given the associated financial costs
to the Council.

The preparation and maintenance of an LDS was a requirement of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and therefore it was not an
option to not publish an updated LDS.

An addendum circulated prior to the meeting advised that the Appendix 1
to the report that had been published was incorrect, and a correct
version was circulated with the addendum.

The Group Leaders welcomed the report.

Councillor King then proposed the recommendations in the report,
subject to the correction of Appendix 1 as set out in the addendum.

Resolved that

(1) the content of the Local Development Scheme
(LDS) (Appendix 1 to the report), be noted
and to adopt the LDS and its proposals for
delivery of planning policy documents over the
forthcoming three years; and

(2) the Urgent Decision taken by the Chief
Executive using his delegated authority CE (4)
on 4 February 2026 to agree a Deed of
Postponement relating to the Community
Infrastructure Levy, as set out in Confidential
Appendix A to the report, be noted.

(The Portfolio Holder for this item was Councillor King.)
Forward Plan Reference 1,644
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172.

Artificial Intelligence

The Cabinet considered a report from the Strategic Director which set out
the broad opportunities and risks for the Council in respect of using
Artificial Intelligence (AI) and sought approval of a Council Policy, to
enable appropriate and considered use of Al for Council business.

The use of Al at WDC was inevitable and the serious question was
whether this was supported by an adoption route and policy, or not.
WDC could not simply ignore Al as staff who were curious about what
these tools could do would find a way to use them in a work context. If
this was not supported, they might do this without fully realising the
risks they were taking or the limitations of the technology.

It was far better that WDC supported adoption in a managed, controlled,
and well governed way that allowed WDC to recognise the opportunity
which Al could offer, but also recognised where it was appropriate for
such tools to be used and the challenges this might present.

The AI Working Group (AIWG) was set up to consider implications of the

use of Al in the context of:

a) use within Council services;

b) customers making use of Al in their interaction with the Council;

c) consideration of any associated policies;

d) AI's application and whether adjustments or additions might be
needed; and

e) make recommendations for additions or changes to standards or
guidance.

A collaborative approach within the AIWG aimed to share expertise and
minimise inconsistency. The AIWG agreed that a route should exist for Al
to be considered for use at WDC but there should not be a default
position of “Al for anything”. As such, the AIWG looked to deliver a policy
to enable robust and reasoned consideration of any request to use Al for
Council business, recognising the challenges and risk involved.

A draft Policy was set out at Appendix 1 to the report and was produced
in collaboration with Stratford-on-Avon District Council with a view
towards Local Government Reorganisation. More importantly, the policy
aimed to recognise the shared core services already in place (Legal and
Information Governance), that would be heavily involved in any
application of Al.

In terms of alternative options, one option was to do nothing. As outlined
previously, Al was a tool and its adoption was not an objective of itself.
WDC could choose to simply continue and inform staff that the use of Al
tools was not allowed. This would (theoretically) prevent the Council from
having to deal with any issues around the adoption of Al, which were
complex and often costly. However, this was not a realistic proposition.

AI was increasingly embedded in products which staff use on a day-to-
day basis. Microsoft Copilot, for example, was available in every
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Microsoft Office application and in some line-of-business applications, Al
was embedded and could not be turned off. Coupled with the prevalence
of free, internet accessible services such as ChatGPT and Google Gemini,
there was no effective means to truly stop Al making its way into WDC
environment. If the Council did not have a policy or plan for this, staff
would simply find a way through on their own.

Doing nothing was not considered a valid or sustainable approach.

WDC could choose not to adopt a policy or governance approach and
simply allow the adoption of Al to evolve naturally, potentially with an
open-door acceptance. This would allow services to identify and
implement opportunities freely, with only existing arrangements for
aspects such as equality impact assessments and data privacy requiring
consideration. Any significant spend on Al solutions over threshold would
require Cabinet approval, within existing reporting arrangements.

This approach had the potential to be disastrous. Not only could solutions
be implemented that did not fully consider the implications, at potentially
great expense, but it would also create significant ethical issues around
subjects such as automated decision making and data protection. As
such, this was not considered a responsible approach.

The Overview and Scrutiny Committee did not consider the report but
were keen for Members to be involved with developing the Al policy and
its implementation. The Chair of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee
requested that the Committee review this policy in 12 months’ time.

The Portfolio Holder for People and Organisational Development proposed
the following additions to recommendation 2:

(2) That Cabinet approves the WDC AI Policy, as set out at Appendix 1 to
the report, subject to the following amendments:

a. under the Review and Revision heading, the wording be amended
to “The Policy will be reviewed by the Artificial Intelligence Working
Group every two years, or where significant changes are affected
externally which impact on the requirements, with changes
brought to Cabinet for consideration and approval”;

b. the AIWG Steering Group schedule be amended to reflect changes
as per the above recommendation, to read: “Maintain a constant
review of the AI Policy to ensure it is fit for the purpose”;

c. the Portfolio Holder for People and Organisational Development be
added to the membership of the AIWG; and

d. under the heading “Confidentiality, Privacy and Transparency” the
policy says “"Exempt information (as defined in paragraph 1, 2 and
3 of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972)". This
should be amended to read "Exempt information (as defined in
paragraphs 1 to 7 of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act
1972)".
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Councillor Davidson then proposed the recommendations in the report,
subject to the changes proposed at the meeting.

Resolved that

(1) the opportunities and risks associated with the
use of Al, be noted;

(2) the WDC AI Policy, be approved, as set out at
Appendix 1 to the report subject to the
following;

a. under the Review and Revision heading, the
wording be amended to “The Policy will be
reviewed by the Artificial Intelligence
Working Group every two years, or where
significant changes are affected externally
which impact on the requirements, with
changes brought to Cabinet for
consideration and approval”;

b. the AIWG Steering Group schedule be
amended to reflect changes as per the
above recommendation, to read: “Maintain
a constant review of the AI Policy to ensure
it is fit for the purpose”;

c. the Portfolio Holder for People and
Organisational Development be added to
the membership of the AIWG; and

d. under the heading “Confidentiality, Privacy
and Transparency” the policy says “Exempt
information (as defined in paragraph 1, 2
and 3 of Schedule 12A of the Local
Government Act 1972)"”. This should be
amended to read “"Exempt information (as
defined in paragraphs 1 to 7 of Schedule
12A of the Local Government Act 1972)” .

(3) £15,000 from the Service Transformation
Reserve for the delivery of supported training
for the Council on the use of AI, be approved.

(The Portfolio Holder for this item was Councillor Davidson.)
Forward Plan Reference 1,654

173. Play Area Improvement Plan 2026-2046

The Cabinet considered a report from Neighbourhood Services which
provided an evidence-based justification for prioritising capital
expenditure on play area renewals and upgrades to those play areas
owned by Warwick District Council. It was intended to support Cabinet
decision-making by setting out the strategic rationale, assessment
methodology, investment priorities, and recommended phasing of spend.
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Warwick District Council currently provided 51 play areas across the
District. They all varied in size, age, and condition and were presented in
Appendix 1 to the report. As experienced since the last major upgrade of
play areas in 2002/03, all play areas had a life span, depending upon
many factors including the quality of materials used and their
installation, weather conditions, general wear and tear, frequency of use,
vandalism, and maintenance. In general, play areas could be expected to
have a life span of between 15-20 years, though WDC did have a few
play areas beyond this age, but these were showing lots of wear and
tear, loss of individual play items that had not been replaced, and loss of
play value.

Because of the varied age and condition of the Council play areas, it was
proposed to develop a rolling programme of play area renewals and
upgrades between 2026 and the next 20 years. This Play Area
Improvement Programme listed all the Councils play areas requiring
future investment, their classification, the estimated 20-year capital
replacement costs for each play area, and a total capital requirement for
all the Council play areas over this timeframe.

The Council would continue to repair and maintain WDC’s 51 play areas
as part of its regular maintenance programme, following regular
inspections. For the next financial year an additional £126,000 of funding
had been made available to replace individual play items across several
sites. This maintenance funding was separate to what was being
proposed which was a larger longer-term rolling programme of play area
renewals and upgrades.

Without this plan, the Council could not financially plan on the capital
requirements over this timeframe, nor plan for the project management
resources required.

In terms of alternative options, play areas could be randomly improved
by not having a plan to prioritise sites but this could mean improving
sites that did not need improving first, whilst neglecting those sites that
were in greatest need.

The Council could decide not to invest in play areas, but this could mean
the closure of play areas or losing their overall play value. This would
result in shortfalls in provision, and many children and young people
would not be able to access a sufficient range of play opportunities within
their own local neighbourhood.

The Council could decide to rationalise the number of play areas. An
exercise was done in a previous play area review and removed three play
areas only. To comply with play accessibility standards, it would be not
advisable to remove any more play areas within the District.

The Overview & Scrutiny Committee noted the report.

Councillor Roberts then proposed the recommendations in the report.

Resolved that

(1) the Play Area Improvement Programme for
2026 to 2046 and its priority sites, as set out
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in Appendix 1 to the report and more
specifically the plan for the next five years, be
approved; and

(2) a further report be brought forward setting out
the implementation plan for the Play Area
Improvement Programme for the five years
from 2027/28 including proposed funding
needs and sources.

(The Portfolio Holder for this item was Councillor Roberts.)
Forward Plan Reference 1,633

174.

175.

176.

177.

178.

Public and Press

Resolved that under Section 100A of the Local
Government Act 1972 that the public and press be
excluded from the meeting for the following items
by reason of the likely disclosure of exempt
information within the paragraph of Schedule 12A
of the Local Government Act 1972, following the
Local Government (Access to Information)
(Variation) Order 2006, as set out below.

Minutes Paragraph Reason
Numbers Numbers

175, 3 Information relating to
176,177, the financial or business
178, affairs of any particular
179, person (including the
180, authority holding that
181, & information)
182

Part 2

(Items upon which a decision by Council was not required)

Leisure Management Contract - Change to Agency Agreement
The recommendations in the report were approved.

The Neighbourhood Centre and the Heathcote Farmhouse

The recommendations in the report were approved, subject to the
correction of the numerical order of the recommendations referenced in
Recommendation 4.

Transforming Royal Leamington Spa

The recommendations in the report were approved.

A Confidential Property Matter

The recommendations in the report were approved.
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179.

180.

181.

182.

Confidential Appendix to Item 11 - Procurement Exercises over
Services Threshold

The confidential appendix was noted.

Confidential Appendix to Item 12 - Milverton Homes Business
Plan

The confidential appendix was noted.

Confidential Appendix to Item 14 - Local Development Scheme (LDS)
The confidential appendix was noted.

Confidential Minutes

The confidential minutes of the meeting held 5 February 2026 were

approved and signed by the Chair as a correct record.

(The meeting ended at 7.40pm.)

CHAIR
29 April 2026
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