Planning Inspectorate

Costs Decision
Site visit made on 25 February 2025

by C Livingstone MA(SocSci) (Hons) MSc MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State
Decision date: 2" May 2025

Costs application in relation to Appeal Ref: APP/P2935/W/24/3353183

Land At Former Bellingham Auction Mart, Bellingham, NE48 2BJ

e The application is made under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, sections 78, 322 and
Schedule 6, and the Local Government Act 1972, section 250(5).

e The application is made by Redfern Properties Ltd for a full award of costs against Northumberland
County Council.

e The appeal was against the refusal of the Council to grant planning permission for construction of
new convenience food retail store (Use Class E) with associated access, parking and landscaping.

Decision
1. The application for an award of costs is refused.
Reasons

2. Parties in planning appeals normally meet their own expenses. However, the
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) advises that costs may be awarded against a
party who has behaved unreasonably and thereby caused the party applying for
costs to incur unnecessary or wasted expense in the appeal process.

3. The application essentially relies on the fact the Council Officers recommended that
planning permission be granted for the proposal, but that the Council Members took
a different course of action without adequate reason to do so.

4. Planning Practice Guidance indicates that local planning authorities will be at risk of
an award being made against them if they fail to produce evidence to substantiate
each reason for refusal.

5. In this case | agree with the recommendation of the Council’s Officers. However,
the decision is one which is a matter of judgement. The Council Members in this
case were entitled not to accept the professional advice of Officers so long as a
case could be made for the contrary view.

6. Council Members provided sufficient justification for refusing planning permission
on grounds relating to the effect of the development on the character and
appearance of the area and the outlook of the occupants of neighbouring
properties. As a result, | cannot agree that the Council has acted unreasonably in
this case. As such there can be no question that the applicant was put to
unnecessary or wasted expense.

Conclusion

7. Therefore, unreasonable behaviour resulting in unnecessary or wasted expense
has not occurred and an award of costs is not warranted.
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