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Appeal Ref: APP/J3720/W/25/3365027

SUMMARY NOTE AND DIRECTIONS ARISING FROM:
Case Management Conference (CMC) held on 11 August 2025 at 14:00

Land west of Wellesbourne Road and south of allotments, Kineton Road,
Wellesbourne, Warwickshire CV35 9LQ

The appeal relates to an appeal against a failure of Stratford-on-Avon District
Council to give notice within the prescribed period of a decision on an
application for planning permission described as:

Outline planning application with all matters reserved except access, for up to 300
dwellings and associated green space and biodiversity enhancements.

The appeal is made by Richborough
The Council’s application reference is: 24/03281/0UT
Spokesperson for the Council: Gary Grant

Spokesperson for the Appellant: Stephanie Hall

Procedural Matters

1. Inrespect of the archaeological integrity of the site, since my pre-CMC note,
the Council has applied to Historic England (HE) on 28/7 for the site to be
considered for scheduling and inclusion on the National Heritage List for
England.

2. Notwithstanding that application, as of the date of the CMC the Appellant and
Council disagree as to whether the features concerned represent non-
heritage assets of archaeological interest which are demonstrably of
equivalent significance to a scheduled monument, having regard to footnote
75 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework). Both parties
expressed their opinion that because of the major implications for the appeal
relating to this issue, the Inquiry should be postponed, pending the results of
the HE application.

3. Since the CMC, HE has responded to the scheduling application and stated
that, based on the information currently available, the site is not
recommended for scheduling for two principal reasons. Firstly, that the trial
excavation has shown that the site has potential, but further knowledge of its



nature, chronology and the extent of activity is required in order to assess the
site’s importance in the national context, and this is not yet available.
Secondly, that the investigations have not demonstrated that each period of
occupation has the necessary diverse range of features which would help
understanding of how the site was occupied.

. HE concludes that as it is not possible to determine the character or extent of
the remains, the site cannot be recommended for scheduling. However, it
goes on to say that should further investigation take place, and should this
show evidence of remains of national importance, then HE could reconsider
this assessment.

. In this respect, | note that the Appellant is expecting the results of some
sample dating that are due at the end of October, and agreed to share them
with me, the Council and its consultant, and HE. | also note that there are
other outstanding submissions, relating to the Appellant’s trial trenching
report, which | will refer to further below under the main issues (Mls).

. The Council therefore maintains its putative reason for refusal on the grounds
of insufficient information provided to allow a full assessment of the impact of
the proposed development on the site’s archaeology, and that this matter can
be assessed further upon receipt of that additional information. Furthermore,
the Appellant highlights that as those dating results could provide substantive
new evidence and be a material factor in the consideration of the
archaeological integrity of the site, it would be unsatisfactory for such critical
information not to be available for consideration at the Inquiry. As such the
Appellant still considers it proportionate and sensible to adjourn the Inquiry
beyond the currently scheduled dates at the end of October, which the
Council is in broad agreement with.

. Having heard from both parties at the CMC and since receipt of HE's
response to the scheduling application, in these particular circumstances, it
would be prudent to defer the opening of the Inquiry and to hold a further
CMC later in the year, following receipt of the sample dating results.

. The Inquiry will therefore no longer open on 21 October 2025. A new date will
be set in due course, likely to be once there is a clearer picture of timescales,
pending the outcome of the outstanding archaeological information. The
precise setting of dates, including for the further CMC, will be arranged
separately to this note. In the meantime, it would be helpful if the parties could
keep me up to date with any new information relating to the archaeological
issues to help build up a picture as to the progression of this appeal process.

. Notwithstanding the above, it was agreed that a clearly numbered electronic
core document list with links would be provided, also to include proofs of
evidence (PoEs), statements of common ground (SoCGs) and plans. It was



agreed that these documents will be made available for interested parties at
the Inquiry (anticipated to be in digital form, with the assistance of the
Appellant).

10. All of the appeal documents, including PoEs and SoCGs, should be clearly
identified as such on the Council’'s website and be easily accessible in that
electronic format. To this end, it would be helpful if there was a separate link
on the Council's application file for appeal documents. This will also need to
enable provision for adding documents to it, including a folder for any Inquiry
documents | agree can be submitted during the event (also to be provided as
hard copy). The Appellant confirmed that they would take responsibility for the
Inquiry document list. This should be in liaison with the Council to ensure the
website is kept up to date during the Inquiry. It should however be noted that
the submission of documents at the Inquiry is generally discouraged given
that written evidence should have been submitted well in advance, albeit
accepting that this is sometimes unavoidable.

11.1 would like hard copies of the PoEs, SoCGs and plans for my own use prior
to and at the Inquiry.

12. At the CMC | noted that there is no Planning Committee resolution as to what
its decision would have been had it determined the application. The Council’'s
spokesperson clarified that this could have been because it was a delegated
decision, and so did not think there would be such a resolution, but will let me
know if anything changes.

13. Atypo was identified in paragraph 4.2 of the SoCG where the first sentence
refers to ‘reserved matters approval’ whereas it appears it should instead read
as ‘reserved matters application’ in the context of the rest of that sentence.

14. The Appellant confirmed that in seeking the consideration of access at this
outline stage, this solely relates to the site access and not internal roads. This
should be made clear in the Proofs of Evidence and final SoCG.

15. Whilst a date remains to be set for the deferred Inquiry, | understand that it is
likely that it will be held in the Council Chamber. The Council is satisfied that
the Council Chamber has sufficient seating to accommodate everyone,
including interested parties. A retiring room will be provided for the Inspector
and the Council also agreed to look into providing a room for the Appellant.

16. The Council did not state at the CMC an intention to live stream the Inquiry, or
any intention to record it. Please can the Council confirm that neither is
intended or, if one or both is proposed, provide details as soon as possible,
including why it is necessary and proportionate and to justify its decision.

17. The Council confirmed that the venue has plenty of car parking spaces
(agreed to reserve a space for the Inspector), would be accessible to all
(albeit will check if there is an audio loop), has provision for microphones, and






