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Joanna, 
  
Further to our discussions prior to the summer break week we wish to register serious concerns 

regarding our inability to cross-examine Jeremy Purseglove, the Council’s Ecology witness.   
  
We appreciate that the timetable for the Inquiry is complicated with ever changing dates, however 

consideration must equally be given to participants availability.  Throughout the process we have 
constantly checked the Inquiry timetable and rearranged diaries to ensure that we could attend 

relevant sessions.   
  
Indeed, as of 12th June, Mr Purseglove was due to give evidence on 19th June and we had 
rearranged our diaries to ensure that we could attend and cross-examine Mr Purseglove.  At short 

notice, the appearance of Mr Purseglove was moved to Wednesday 25th June and Thursday 26th 

June.  I’m sure you will appreciate that whilst every effort is made to rearrange our schedules to 
ensure that we can attend the Inquiry, there are certain instances where prior engagements cannot 

be cancelled or rearranged.  These two dates conflicted with the Newcastle Gateshead Core Strategy 
Examination, which I have been scheduled to attend for a number of months and dates, which form 

part of an examination in public cannot be amended. 
  
It appears that the reason for the rescheduling of Mr Purseglove’s appearance is twofold.  Firstly the 

extensive cross-examination of Neil Chadwick by the A660 Group which took over 3 days.  The A660 
Group must have known in advance that their cross-examination of this witness would take this 

amount of time and should have advised you of this when drawing up your timetable, however it 
appears that they have been allowed to complete the extensive cross-examination which has had a 

knock on effect of the timetable.   
  
Secondly, whilst in normal circumstances the same witness would have been questioned by First 

Group within the same session, this was not the case as Gregory Jones QC is on leave (and despite 
the fact that he has colleagues in attendance who could cross-examine the witness as has been done 

with other witnesses) the questioning of Neil Chadwick has been adjourned to allow Gregory Jones to 

question him upon his return. 
  
As a result of the decision to allow the A660 group an extended questioning time and the delay for Mr 
Jones as resulted in the questioning of Mr Purseglove being rearranged to cover these gaps in the 

timetable.  It would appear that special dispensation has been given to the needs of these two parties 

and we would have expected equal flexibility to be given to us, to accommodate our needs.  Indeed it 
is noted that had First Group questioned Neil Chadwick last week as normal practice thus far would 

have dictated, we would have been in a position to question Mr Purseglove this week. 
  
As you will be aware our interest in this matter on behalf of Headingley land Developments is related 
to the Compulsory Purchase of a large parcel of land in our clients ownership, based entirely on 

ecological grounds.  The cross examination of this witness was of paramount importance to our 

case.  In order to mitigate our absence I note that the Inspector has advised that we would need to 
provide our questions to Mr Purseglove in writing, however this is totally inappropriate and is 

considered to be prejudicial to our Clients case.  For example if the questions are put in writing this 
would enable lengthy consideration and responses to be drafted as a result of careful consideration 

by the whole team, as opposed to a single witness giving evidence. 
  
Given that the consequences for our Client is that a large proportion of their land could ultimately be 

taken, we would ask you to reconsider our request to allow Mr Purseglove to be cross examined at a 
later date.  Should the promoters maintain a position that Mr Purseglove is unavailable I would rather 

raise our points in evidence as opposed to written questions for the reasons highlighted above. 
  
Whilst we appreciate that a recall of the witness may be out of your hands as the witness was due to 

retire after last week’s session, this in itself raises concerns regarding the inflexibility of a witness 
during a lengthy Inquiry.  For example, should you have questions following our evidence and seek to 

recall him for questioning are the applicants refusing this?  Similarly I would expect as with any 
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inquiry Mr Purseglove would be advising the promoters throughout the following sessions and may 

attend to assist in cross examination of specific witnesses, in this instance there must be some 
availability in the remaining time for him to be cross examined. 
  
On behalf of our client we appreciate the difficulties that have arisen throughout this process and 

commend the timetabling to date, however given that ourselves, together with many other objectors 

have shown flexibility in rearranging diaries it is concerning that the promoters cannot extend the 
same courtesy. 
  
I look forward to hearing from you in due course 
  
 
Regards 
 
Stuart Natkus 
Associate Planner 
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