¥ The Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Ref: APP/J3720/W/256/3365027
Council Ref: 24/03281/0UT

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.

Summary Note of Case Management Conference (CMC) held at
11:00 on Monday 26 January 2026

Spokespersons for the Appellant: Sarah Reid KC & Stephanie Hall

Spokesperson for the Council: Gary Grant

Preliminary matters

1. This summary note should be read in conjunction with the summary note of
the first CMC held on 11 August 2025 (previous CMC note) and the pre-
conference note for this CMC. I shall address in this note matters arising from
those previous ones and any updates discussed at this second CMC. The
Council must ensure that copies of these notes are made available on its
website.

2. The Inquiry is scheduled to open at 10.00 on Tuesday 28 April 2026.

3. The Council confirmed that notification of the appeal is in hand and copies of
the Inquiry notification letter will be sent to the Planning Inspectorate (PINS)
as required and no later than 7 April 2026. The Appellant agreed to post the
site notice at the site and the Council is to confirm that it will be making a
press notice.

4. The Council confirmed that the venue has been secured, comprising the
Council Chamber, with all of the same arrangements as set out in the
previous CMC note paragraphs 15-17, and paragraph 9 in relation to the
availability of documents for interested parties at the Inquiry. Management of
core documents and inquiry documents, and provision of various hard copies,
is as set out in paragraphs 9-11 and 36 (relating to closing statements) of



the previous CMC note. Although not raised at the CMC, if possible, please
can the advocates identify a key core document list for me (either separately
or highlighted on the main list) to assist my preparation by 13 April 2026.

Main issues and evidence

5.

The Council highlighted that following a review of the Appellant’s updated
Archaeological Evaluation Report, as a substantive issue it is now likely that
any effects of the proposals on the archaeological integrity of the site could
be resolved by conditions via a Statement of Common Ground (SoCQG). It is
therefore unlikely that this will remain as a main issue.

. With regard to the effect of the proposed development on local surface water

drainage and flood risk, the Appellant confirmed that they have taken
account of the Environment Agency’s updated flood mapping dataset. In
seeking to resolve outstanding drainage and flood risk concerns, the
Appellant has submitted further information and measures which would
include the need to amend the site boundary by expanding it on two sides. It
was agreed that prior to my decision as to whether to accept such an
amendment, interested parties should be re-consulted. That re-consultation
process would be arranged by the Appellant, although I would envisage
liaison with the Council to ensure it is carried out correctly and smoothly,
aiming to commence at the beginning of next week.

. It was also agreed that the re-consultation letter would draw attention to,

and invite any comments on, other specific new information, submitted by
the Appellant, attempting to address previous consultation comments and
concerns expressed by the Council. As well as in relation to drainage and
flooding and archaeology, those matters relate to minerals, ecology and
Biodiversity Net Gain, transport and design.

. It was agreed that a draft of the re-consultation letter would be sent to PINS

for my comments, if any, prior to being issued. Three weeks would then be
given for the submission of any comments by interested parties. In the
meantime, the Council will need to review the above additional information
submitted by the Appellant and then provide its updated position to PINS and
the Appellant. In balancing the need for allowing sufficient time to review
that information (albeit I understand liaison between the parties has already
commenced on some of those matters) with that of finalising SoCGs, 1
consider that the Council’s updated position should be submitted

by 17 February 2026.

. It was agreed that it would then be helpful to hold a third CMC, ideally in the

week commencing 23 March 2026. Taking account of the availability of the
parties provided since the CMC, I propose that such a CMC be held on
Wednesday 25 March at 14:00. That will enable discussion as to how the
appeal and Inquiry will proceed, taking account of the re-consultation, any
decision I make as to whether the amended site area can be accepted for
consideration, SoCGs, and any updated position from the Council following
review of the additional information submitted by the Appellant referred to
above.



10.Prior to that, it would be helpful if the SoCGs could take account of the two
scenarios relating to whether or not the amended site area is to be accepted.

11.The main issues, with the exception of that relating to archaeology, set out in
my previous CMC note therefore currently stand. However, the Council
highlighted that in relation to those numbered i, ii and iv, the circumstances
could change pending their considerations of the above new information
submitted by the Appellant. Furthermore, in relation to that relating to local
housing land supply, this will depend on the extent of common ground
reached between the main parties, albeit the Council considers it likely that
this could be dealt with in a housing land supply SoCG.

12.In terms of how the main issues and evidence will be dealt with, the
principles as referred to in paragraphs 24, 25 and 30-33 of my previous CMC
note still apply, notwithstanding the above points concerning changed or
potential change of circumstances. This can be discussed further at the next
CMC, including the extent to which any issues could be dealt with by round
table discussion (RTD).

13.With regard to the effect of the proposed development on the Grade II listed
Staple Hill Cottages (LBs), please note my comments in paragraph 18 of the
previous post-CMC note. As referred to on that matter, amongst other things,
I still have to fulfil my statutory duty and assess the effects on the LBs for
myself so will require sufficient information to do that. Furthermore, it was
agreed that a Heritage SoCG should clearly set out the position of the parties,
including the level of less than substantial harm to the LBs.

14.1 note that the Appellant submitted a Heritage Statement to the Council as
part of the planning application submissions. This appears not to have been
sent as part of the appeal submissions, and so it would help me to properly
consider this issue if it could be submitted, assuming it deals with the LBs
concerned. Furthermore, please can the listing descriptions for the listed
buildings concerned be provided. Once the SoCG has been provided, together
with those other documents, I can then also form a view as to whether any
further information would be required or whether it might be necessary to
ask questions of a heritage witness at the Inquiry, and it can be discussed
further at the next CMC.

15.In relation to the issue of Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land, referred
to in paragraph 26 of my previous CMC note, it was agreed that this would be
addressed through the SoCG and in Planning evidence.

16.With Highways matters, I understand that the parties are liaising on the
additional information submitted by the Appellant referred to above and that
the Council is in the process of consulting its Highways section. Were the
Council’s previous concerns to be addressed as a result of that, it may still be
helpful for the Appellant’s Highways expert to be present at the Inquiry to
answer any questions that may arise, something that can be further
discussed at the next CMC. I would also anticipate that the positions of the
parties on this matter would be explained in the overarching SoCG.






