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4. Mr Normington, the previous Inspector who determined this appeal found the 

proposal to be unacceptable. That followed a two-week inquiry where these matters 

were considered in great detail –





land east of Kidderminster. But it also lies in the Green Belt (“GB”) – an area 



the openness of the Green Belt.11 In due course, the Inspector will be invited to 

agree with that well-considered conclusion. 

 

16. Second, it is not lost on 



particularly in terms of its objectivity. It does not adequately consider alternatives.13 

It does not equip the decision-maker with robust information or with full and fair 

facts against which this Inspector can make a decision on this scheme.  

21. These concerns are encapsulated in a series of important Chapters to the STQC 

evidence base inter alia: 

 

a. On public rights of way and bridleways, Ms Rebecca Hatch,14 will discuss first-

hand the impacts of the changes to the footpaths, bridleways and other local 

amenities. She will discuss the profound effect this will have on the local 

equestrian centre. She will show how the changes to PRoW network put forward 

by the Appellant are utterly ill-conceived and poorly thought through. 

 

b. Mr Bill Houle, an experienced development surveyor, will give evidence on the 

impacts on inert fill capacity.15 In this regard, the Appellant’s case has 

completely changed from its initial proposals to obtain inert fill from the site 

across the road, and from HS2. That serves only to underscore how the 

assumptions upon which the first scheme was based were very shaky and that 

Inspector Normington was right to doubt how such material would be 

obtained.16 There remain doubts about where this (new) material will be 

obtained or how it can be secured.  

 
c. Moreover, all of that is against the backdrop that only a fraction of the material 

being taken out of the ground is being replenished, which is problematic in 

itself. Mr Matt Harthill17 explains how the lack of inert fill will be harmful. Failure 

to secure even the material proposed will compound that harm. He will also detail 

the harmful impacts of the bunding operations throughout the scheme’s operational 

lifetime and how the Concept Restoration Plan delivers very limited benefit indeed.   

 

d. Mr Mike Lord,18, a very successful and experienced local businessman, will 

 
13 STQC rPoE 3.02, §10.2.  
14 STQC rPoE3.06 Public rights of Way 
15 STQC rPoE3.04 Inert Fill Demand and Capacity Re-determination 2024 
16 See §199 of the DL - “199. Furthermore, it is not possible for me to conclude with any degree of certainty 
whether or not there is a realistic possibility of the required 60,000m3 of inert fill per annum being sustained to 
ensure the deliverability of the phased working and restoration within 11 years of the commencement of the 
development.  Any shortfall in achieving the required annual level of inert fill to achieve the phased working and 
restoration could result in the need to extend the duration of operations beyond the current envisaged 11 years.  It 
is therefore not unreasonable to conclude that there is a risk that the harm to the openness of the Green Belt could 
extend beyond the indicated time period.” 
17 STQC rPoE3.03 Concept Restoration  
18 STQC rPoE 3.07 – Amenities and Economic Impact  



probe the evidence relating to the purported economic impacts arising from this 

development and whether they can really be relied upon in the manner 

suggested. He will show that critical impacts on local employment have not 

been addressed or adequately considered. Despite raising that in his evidence at 

the first inquiry, the issue is notably absent from the revised Proofs too.  

 

e. Finally, Mr Tim Partridge will show how the heritage impacts from quarrying 

within the historic parkland, and through opening the historical wall will have a 

significant effect in heritage terms– including to the historical towns, the 

impacts of the gatehouses which are key defining features of both Cookley and 

Wolverley. He will also explain how this will have an impact on landscape terms 

(character and appearance) and how it will harm the Green Belt. He also 

undertakes an overall planning balance.19 

 

22. There are a litany of other concerns that the R6 party will ventilate during the course 

of this Appeal – these relate to the sustainability of the location, the alternatives, 

the perceived sterilisation of the Site, the issues of need and landbank and the 

cumulative impact. It includes a failure to grapple with all of the relevant policies in 

the Development Plan and those are policies with which there is conflict.  

 

Conclusion 

 

23. The supply of minerals cannot be at any cost – and whilst need is an important 

consideration in the planning balance, the need for minerals has no special 

weighting.20 Fundamentally, this is a scheme of development in the wrong place, 

and its impacts will be unacceptable for a multitude of reasons.  

 

24. Accordingly, in due course, the Inspector will be invited to dismiss the appeal. 

 
Sioned Davies  

No5 Chambers  

 

5 November 2024 

 

 
19 STQC rPoE3.02 – Landscape, Planning and Green Belt.  

20 Like for example, the need for housing, which may engage the ‘tilted balance’. 
 



 

 


