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CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE (CMC)
10.00am Wednesday 27 May 2026
[bookmark: bmk_Subjects]Appeal A Ref: 6005951    OS Parcel 6124, East of Baynards Green Farm, Street to Horwell Farm, Baynards Green, Ardley, OX27 7RD
Appeal B Ref: 6007564    OS Parcel 0006, South East of Baynards House Adjoining A43 Baynards Green, Ardley, OX27 7RD
Appeal C Ref: 6007565    OS Parcel 2636, NW of Baynards House, Ardley, OX27 7SQ

INSPECTOR’S POST-CONFERENCE NOTE

1. At the CMC the appellants were represented by, in Appeal A Mr Banner KC, and in Appeals B and C by Mr Cannock KC.  Cherwell District Council (CDC) was represented by Mr Edwards KC.  The R6 parties Oxfordshire Railfreight Ltd (ORL) and Stoke Lyne Parish Council and Trusmore Park Estate (SLPC&Trusmore) were represented, respectively, by Mr Booth KC and Mr Maurici KC.  There were no third parties on the call who wished to participate in the CMC.  A copy of the attendance list is attached.  Two preliminary matters were discussed after introductions.

2. CDC’s Statement of Case (SoC) for each appeal, received by PINS on Friday 22 May 2026, indicated that CDC would not be bringing forward evidence to defend its first reason for refusal (RfR1).  Mr Edwards told the CMC that subject to acceptable obligations and conditions CDC would not be inviting dismissal of the appeals.  CDC and the appellants indicated good progress on the draft conditions and obligations, including with Oxfordshire County Council, and the latest position will be submitted to PINS by 10 June.  A draft CIL Compliance Statement will also be provided.  The Inspector requested a note about CDC’s procedure for changes made at the appeal stage to decisions taken by Members against officer recommendation for approval.

3. The second matter concerned proposed amendments and updates to the schemes in Appeals B and C.  A Note by the appellant was submitted on the evening before the CMC.  Given the short notice to consider the Note Mr Maurici reserved his position regarding amendments at the appeal stage but queried the inclusion of off-site ecological mitigation in the proposed changes.  The Inspector has discretion to consider amendments subject to the principles established by the Wheatcroft and Holborn Studios judgments but indicated that his preference at this stage would be to decide about this request following consultation and the opportunity for any submissions to be made at the Inquiry.  He also reserved his position.

4. Addendums to Environmental Statements are proposed by the appellants to update ecological baselines and to consider cumulative effects with the ORL DCO application.  The Addendums would be subject to a consultation exercise.  It was agreed that representations would be submitted to CDC and subsequently passed on to PINS.  The Inspector requested a joint note to set out the process and timetable for consultation about Addendums to the ESs in accordance with the EIA Regs.  PINS on behalf of the Secretary of State is reviewing the submitted ESs and will also review the Addendums when available.  The Inspector referred to the requirement for him to take into account the Environmental Information, which includes the ESs, consultation responses and all the evidence adduced at the Inquiry.

5. Mr Banner queried whether SLPC&Trusmore R6’s SoC complied with PINS guidance in setting out full details of the case to be made at the Inquiry.  This concerned the R6 party’s case about need, landscape and transport modelling.  The Inspector left this for the respective parties to consider and there was no request for him to make a ruling at this stage.

6. The appellants confirmed that each of the schemes is a separate independent scheme with no s106 obligations linking their joint implementation – so the Inspector pointed out that there are 8 theoretical outcomes to the Inquiry with different planning balances.  The Inspector asked the parties to consider a systematic approach to the assessment of cumulative effects, both between the 3 appeal schemes and with other projects in the locality, for these 8 outcomes.  The Inspector referred to a note about his initial thinking for such a methodology, which was later sent to the parties for comment within 14 days.  A copy is attached.

7. There was no agreement at the CMC about whether the Inquiry should proceed on a topic basis or by dealing with each appeal in turn.  The latter might require recalling witnesses to give evidence.  It was agreed that a second CMC would be held on 27 July to consider this having regard to the Inspector’s note about a methodology for assessing cumulative effects, along with other procedural matters for the Inquiry.  If necessary additional matters could be addressed by the issue of Pre-Inquiry Notes.

8. Given that CDC is not defending its first RfR it was agreed that there would be advantage in narrowing the issues in dispute if the R6 parties participated in the drafting of a SoCG.

9. The Inquiry will be face-to-face at Cherwell Council Chamber where it was confirmed that all the required facilities are available.  Retiring rooms are being sought for all the main parties.  The Inquiry will open on Tuesday 22 September 2026 and is scheduled to sit for 18 days.  A template for programming is attached to this Post CMC Note that includes known restrictions on sitting times and the availability of witnesses.  CDC confirmed that notification about the appeals had been given on 24 April 2026 and undertook to provide confirmation of notice about the Inquiry 3 weeks before its opening.

10. The main issues for the Inquiry will be considered further at the second CMC, but it was agreed at this stage that they are likely to include the effects of the appeal schemes on:

The character and appearance of the area
Highway safety and sustainable transport
Biodiversity
Economic considerations – need employment etc
All of which would need to be the subject of evidence/cross-examination

It will be decided later whether the following matters could be best addressed by Round Table Discussions or Written Submissions.
Heritage
Agricultural land
Drainage and flood risk
Services – water, sewerage, electricity

Planning balance and planning policy would also need to be the subject of evidence/cross-examination.

The Inspector might revise his views about the main issues in these appeals in the light of the evidence adduced at the Inquiry.

11. At the Inquiry the appellant for scheme A will call 6-9 witnesses to deal with need, market analysis, landscape, ecology, transport and planning, with possible written statements about flooding and heritage.

12. The appellant for schemes B and C will call Emma Lancaster (planning), Gavin Amos (employment need, land availability, economic benefits), Tom Barton (market demand and supply), Wendy Lancaster (landscape and visual effects / design matters), Julian Arthur (ecology and biodiversity), Simon Parfitt (transport / highways), Matthew Travis (flood risk / drainage / water) and Simon Mascarenhas (project architect).

13. SLPC&Trusmore R6 will call Phillip Hughes (planning), John Siraut (need), Anne Priscott (landscape), Geoff Moxon (ecology) and John Russell (transport).  While it has not yet finished appointing experts and is still reviewing the case, SLPC&Trusmore R6 may also provide written notes on heritage and flood risk.  ORL R6 will call Ben Holmes (planning).  CDC will provide someone to join in the round table discussion about conditions and obligations.

14. [bookmark: _Hlk23516105]The Inspector will raise queries about suggested planning conditions on a without-prejudice basis in the lead up to and during the Inquiry.  An agreed list of suggested conditions in MSWord format should be submitted.  Conditions should avoid ‘tail-pieces’ (ie the phrase unless agreed otherwise in writing by the local planning authority).  As set out in the National Planning Policy Framework, planning conditions should be kept to a minimum and that conditions that are required to be discharged before development commences should be avoided unless there is a clear justification.  These will need agreement in writing from the appellant.

15. [bookmark: _Hlk56172832]All documents, including proofs etc, will need to be accessed electronically.  CDC will host the appeal website.  With the exception of the Government’s Planning Practice Guidance, for which the full paragraph reference should be given, including its date, the Inspector will not follow links or look at websites as these are liable to change.  The Inspector will need some documents in hard copy.  These include the proofs and appendices, and any rebuttals, a useful plans bundle, and potentially other of the core documents once the CD list has been finalised.  These can be handed in on the first day of the Inquiry.  The appellants undertook to initiate compilation of the CD list with contributions from the other parties.

16. All witnesses must produce proofs of evidence.  Under the Inquiry Rules these must arrive not later than 4 weeks before the start of the Inquiry.  Electronic copies should be exchanged not later than then, including a copy for the Inspector sent via PINS case officer.  To avoid unnecessary questions on expertise and instructions, could all witnesses include CVs and their letter of appointment.  Any use of Artificial Intelligence should be recorded in accordance with relevant guidance.

17. There is no reference in the Rules or the Procedural Guide to supplementary or rebuttal proofs and PINS does not encourage the provision of such.  However, where they are necessary to save Inquiry time, copies should be provided at least [TBC] weeks in advance of the Inquiry.  It is particularly important that any rebuttal proofs do not introduce new issues.

18. The Inquiry will start at 1000 on the first day, but unless otherwise agreed will start at 0930 on subsequent days.  The programme will be flexible to accommodate the availability of participants and to ensure the smooth running of the event.  But the Inspector will need to ensure that best use is made of Inquiry time.  An accompanied site visit will be scheduled.  The Inspector cannot listen to any representations/discussion/arguments during the visit, but parties can point out physical features.  The Inquiry will hear opening statements by the appellants and R6 parties.  These statements are to be no longer than around 15 minutes each.  Subject to numbers and length, the Inquiry will then hear statements from individuals who wish to be heard but do not otherwise wish to participate.

19. The Inspector was not informed about any party anticipating to make costs applications at this stage.
Submission dates for various documents are as follows:

	10 June 2026
	1. Comments on the Inspector’s suggested appeal methodology for dealing with the solus/cumulative effects of schemes A B C
2. Council note on delegated decision not to defend RfR1
3. Joint note on progression of ES addendums in accordance with EIA Regs including details about consultation
4. Draft suggested conditions including appellants’ written agreement to any pre-commencement conditions
5. Draft s106 agreements
6. Draft CIL compliance statement


	TBC in accordance with Note 3 above
	ES Addendums

	27 July 2026
	Second CMC at 10.00 am on MSTeams

	31 July 2026
	1. Draft SoCGs
2. List of Core Documents


	24 August 2026
	1. Proofs of Evidence
2. Final version suggested planning conditions and reasons
3. Final version S106s


	1 September 2026
	Deadline for submission of a copy of the Inquiry notification letter and a list of those notified (Council)

	TBC September 2026
	Deadline for submission of any essential rebuttal proofs

	15 September 2026
	Deadline for submission of final timings / draft programme / draft site visit itinerary

	22 September 2026
	Inquiry opens 10.00 am 

	
	Then scheduled to sit 22-24/9   29/9-1/10
6-8/10   13-15/10   21-23/10
and 27-29/10



John Woolcock
INSPECTOR				28 May 2026
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