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[bookmark: _Hlk42524780]INSPECTOR’S NOTE OF CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE (CMC) HELD AT 2PM ON MONDAY 1 JUNE 2026
APPEAL REF: 6004972
LAND TO NORTH OF LITTLE GREEN LANE, CROXLEY GREEN

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: 
Outline Application: Development of up to 600 residential dwellings (Use Class C3(a)), construction of a 5-bedroom property for children’s social care and supported living (Use Class C3(b)). Two vehicular access points from Little Green Lane and further pedestrian / cycleway accesses. A one form entry primary school (Use Class F1(a)) (plus expansion land for a two form entry primary school). A mixed use local centre including provision for NHS health and social care services (Use Class E(e)), community building (Use Class F2), retail and café provision (Use Class E(a-c)), car parking and associated infrastructure. A country park, areas for play and recreation, allotments, community orchard and landscaping with associated infrastructure including sustainable urban drainage systems. (Layout, scale, appearance and landscape as reserved matters).

1. Ms Susan Heywood was the Inspector who undertook the CMC. The Inspector appointed to hold the inquiry and determine the appeal is Mr George Baird.  The Appellants, Richborough, was represented by Mr Christopher Young KC.  Three Rivers District Council were represented by Mr Graeme Keen KC.  Croxley Green Parish Council (PC) were represented by Cllr Kingsley Jolowicz and Ms Francesca Pridding.
  
2. All parties confirmed that they had seen and considered the Inspector’s pre-conference note, Agenda and Inquiry Document Preparation note which had been circulated in advance. 

Purpose of the conference

3. The inquiry will open on 18 August at 10am and is currently scheduled to sit for 8 days.  These will be 18-21 and 25-28 August. There are also 3 additional days on 2-4 Sept held in reserve if required. 

4. The CMC was an opportunity for Inspector Heywood to discuss the management of the case and the procedural arrangements so that the forthcoming inquiry is conducted in an efficient and effective manner.  This CMC Note reflects the discussion that took place. 

5. It was made clear that there would be no discussion of evidence at the CMC or consideration of the merits of the appeal. 

Preliminary matters

6. The venue is to be the Council Chamber at Three Rivers House, Northway, Rickmansworth.  The Council confirmed that rooms will be available for the Inspector and other parties. 

7. The Appellants will need to display site notices which will include the venue details.

8. Inspector Heywood asked for the Council’s letter of notification of the inquiry to request interested persons to notify them of their wish to speak at the inquiry.  It is not mandatory for people to do so, but it will help to allocate time at the inquiry and to ensure the room is large enough.

9. At this stage, Mr Jolowicz, for the PC, is aware that the Chair of the Residents’ Association may wish to speak at the inquiry in addition to the PC.

10. The attached appearances list should be submitted to Inspector Baird prior to the opening of the inquiry in accordance with the timetable set out at the end of this note. 

The application / appeal

11. The description of development is set out above.  This is slightly different to that on the application form.  The parties confirmed that the description above should be used for the purposes of the appeal. 

12. The appeal relates to an outline application with all matters reserved except for access.  It is against the Council’s refusal of planning permission, and the Council are satisfied that it is not EIA development.

Plans

13. Plans are set out in the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG).  There are no updated plans to be considered at appeal stage.

Main and other issues 

14. The main issue for the inquiry is likely to be as follows:

· Green Belt / Openness / Grey Belt / Golden Rules.

15. Reason for Refusal (RfR) 2 (Ancient Woodland) has been withdrawn.  However, the Council’s Statement of Case (para 5.9) says that harm to the Ancient Woodland will need to be weighed in the overall balance.  There are also outstanding matters in relation to infrastructure provision set out in RfR 3.
The PC have also raised other matters in their Statement of Case.

16. Other matters for the inquiry may therefore include:

· Impact on Ancient Woodland
· Need for infrastructure
· Housing land supply / affordable housing provision
· Impact on highway safety 
· Design / layout / density
· Impact on heritage assets

Witnesses 

Council evidence

17. The Council confirmed that they would call witnesses in relation to:

· Landscape – specifically in relation to openness and purposes of the Green Belt.
· Planning – Green / Grey Belt policy and spatial context, other policy matters including Neighbourhood Plan policies, Ancient Woodland[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  The Council confirmed that they would not be providing separate evidence on the impact on Ancient Woodland.] 

· Possible attendance of County Council Education and Transport for London (TfL) officers in relation to infrastructure requests.  This would only be required if agreement is not reached in the interim period. Note: The Appellants reserved their position on whether cross examination of these witnesses would be required.  

Appellants’ evidence

18. The Appellants wish to reserve their position on the number of witnesses depending on the evidence in relation to the other matters set out above.  Witnesses would be called in relation to:

· Landscape
· Planning

19. In addition, witnesses may be needed in respect of:

· Highways
· Heritage
· Design / layout / density
· Ancient Woodland
· Affordable housing
· Housing land supply[footnoteRef:2] [2:  The Council confirmed that they would not be intending to call a witness to deal with housing land supply issues. ] 


20. Inspector Heywood stated that Inspector Baird may wish to deal with affordable housing and housing land supply by written evidence given the limited areas of dispute between the Council and Appellants on these matters. 

Parish Council evidence
 
21. The PC confirmed that they are happy to rely on the Council’s evidence in relation to Green Belt / Grey Belt issues.  The Council agreed to liaise with the PC over this matter prior to the production of evidence.
22. The PC confirmed that they would be producing written expert evidence on highway matters but would not be calling a witness on this matter.

23. Written evidence is also to be provided by the PC on the impact on the setting of Durrants House and on conflict with the Croxley Green Neighbourhood Plan.

24. The Chair of the PC would wish to give evidence on design / layout / density, any outstanding infrastructure matters, in particular, healthcare provision and step free access.
Parish Council Statement of Case
25. Inspector Heywood noted that the PC Statement of Case is scant in terms of specific information in relation to their case.  It was agreed therefore that they would provide a further Statement setting out the full case to be put to the inquiry.  This is to be provided by 22 June 2026. 
How the evidence will be heard

26. The inquiry is scheduled for 8 days with 3 days in reserve.  Possible time estimates were discussed. However, given the uncertainty at this stage in relation to the evidence needed, timings will be a matter for Inspector Baird.  It was agreed that the reserve days should be retained as they may be necessary. 

27. At this stage it was agreed that the evidence will be heard on a topic basis and as formal evidence and cross examination. 

28. Inspector Baird will make a final decision on whether evidence can be dealt with in round table discussions or written evidence having seen the proofs of evidence and updated Statements of Common Ground (SoCG).




Statements of Common Ground

29. Inspector Heywood stressed the need for early and ongoing engagement between the parties to produce / update SoCG.  This will enable the proofs to only deal with the matters in dispute.  They should set out agreement and disagreement on the points covered.  They can be working documents that can be updated if further discussion provides agreement on earlier disputed matters.

30. An Overarching SoCG has been submitted between the Council and Appellants.  This should be updated and separate topic based SoCG submitted dealing with the following: 

· Development plan policies where conflict is disputed.
· Agreement or otherwise on compliance with each part of NPPF paragraphs 155, 156 and 157 (Grey Belt & Golden Rules).
· Agreement / disagreement on the extent of harm to Ancient Woodland.
· Housing land supply (HSL) – respective cases on HLS calculations leading to the 5 year HLS position, including a table of any disputed sites and weight to be given to the lack of a 5 year HLS. 
· A Landscape SoCG should be submitted to narrow down the areas in dispute.  

31. It was agreed that separate SoCG would be prepared between the Appellant and PC covering matters of highways, design / layout / density, infrastructure provision, heritage (this could be one document or separate, topic based SoCG).     

S106

32. A draft S106 agreement was submitted prior to the CMC.  The parties confirmed that they are progressing agreement on this document.  However, the issues relating to the secondary education contribution and step free access have not yet been resolved.  
 
33. Inspector Baird will need to understand how the education contribution ties in with the provision of a new school and expansion land.  This should be set out in a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) compliance statement (see below).  
 
34. It is also not clear how other infrastructure set out in RfR 3 is to be provided.  Inspector Baird will wish to know that these matters have been resolved either by including them in the S106 or by agreement that they are not being sought.

35. Evidence may be needed at the inquiry on any outstanding matters which remain in dispute.

36. To ensure that the S106 is expedited, and to clarify the evidence which may be needed at the inquiry, agreement or otherwise on all matters to be included in the S106 is required by 29 June 2026.  Inspector Baird will require notification on that date of any outstanding matters and whether evidence will be needed at the inquiry on these matters.
 
37. The Appellants agreed to liaise with the PC after 29 June to finalise the SoCG on infrastructure matters.

38. An updated draft S106 will be needed before the inquiry at the same time as proofs are due.  A finalised agreement will be required by the close of inquiry.  

39. A recent judgement (Greenfields IOW LTD v Isle of Wight Council) highlighted that the Development Management Procedure Order (Art 40(3)(b)) requires publication of a S106 on the planning register before permission is granted.  The Council therefore agreed to place the draft agreement on the planning register prior to the inquiry.  

40. A CIL compliance statement will be needed from the Council / County Council / TfL setting out how the obligations in the S106 meet the tests in the CIL Regulations and NPPF.  

Conditions 

41. An agreed list of conditions is to be submitted in accordance with the timescales set out below.  The Appellant’s written agreement to any pre-commencement conditions will also be needed. 
 
Management of appeal documents

42. Inspector Baird’s Guidance on Document Preparation has been forwarded to the parties.  Please follow this guidance when producing documents for the inquiry.

43. It was agreed that the Council would set up a dedicated web page for the inquiry.  The link should be provided to the PINS Case Officer and needs to be accessible to the public.  Inspector Heywood requested that the documents are separated into clearly marked folders on the web page.
  
44. The Appellants agreed to take the lead on producing a list of Core Documents prior to producing the evidence.       

45. Documents handed in at the inquiry should be kept to a minimum and should contain no surprises to other parties.  They will be accepted at Inspector Baird’s discretion.  They should also be emailed to the PINS Case Officer with the agreement of the Inspector.  All such documents should be added to the web-based document library.

Costs applications

46. The Appellants confirmed that full costs applications would be made against the Council and PC.  These must be submitted in writing and written responses must be submitted in accordance with the timescales set out below.  

Site visit

47. Inspector Baird will confirm the date of the site visit and whether it will need to be accompanied or unaccompanied. 

48. Inspector Baird will write to the parties with any other requests he may have before the inquiry.

49. Please see the timetable for document submission overleaf.



Timetable for document submission:


	22 June 2026

	· Updated full Statement of Case from PC 


	29 June 2026
	· Areas of agreement / disagreement in relation to S106 / other infrastructure requirements (in RfR 3) with District Council, County Council Education and TfL
· Confirmation of any evidence and witnesses in relation to infrastructure matters needed at inquiry


	7 July 2026
	· SoCG between Council & Appellants
· SoCG between PC & Appellants
 

	21 July 2026

	· Proofs to be submitted
· Written costs applications 
· Agreed conditions
· Appellants’ confirmation of any pre-commencement conditions
· Draft planning obligation (also to be placed on Planning Register) 
· CIL compliance statement from District Council, County Council and TfL


	4 August 2026

	· Rebuttal proofs (if necessary)
· Responses to costs applications


	11 August 2026
	· Final timings for the formal presentation of evidence and cross examination
· Council to notify PINS of any interested parties who wish to speak
· Completion of appearances document (attached)





Susan Heywood
INSPECTOR
2 June 2026
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