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Costs Decision 
Site visit made on 9 January 2018 

by Robert Parker  BSc (Hons) Dip TP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 4 May 2018 

 

Costs application in relation to Appeal Ref: APP/K1128/W/17/3187008 
Land at Venn Farm, Brixton, Devon 

 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). 

 The application is made by Mr Patrick Colledge of Grevan Ashmont Retirement for a 

partial award of costs against South Hams District Council. 

 The appeal was against the failure of the Council to issue a notice of their decision 

within the prescribed period on an application for outline planning permission for 

erection of circa 25 age restricted (55+) bungalow/chalet bungalow dwellings, 

allotments, public open space and visitor car park (all matters reserved).  
 

 

Decision 

1. The application for a partial award of costs is refused. 

Reasons 

2. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) advises that, irrespective of the outcome 

of the appeal, costs may only be awarded against a party who has behaved 
unreasonably and thereby caused another party to incur unnecessary or 
wasted expense in the appeal process. 

3. The application for an award of costs is divided into two parts. The first seeks 
recompense for the legal costs associated with rebutting the Council’s allegation 

that the planning application was invalid and also its costs application. In my 
opinion, it was not unreasonable for the authority to rely upon the PPG in 
coming to the conclusion that the application was invalid. I have awarded costs 

against the appellant on this particular point (see separate decision) and 
therefore it follows that the Council’s application for costs was not baseless.  

4. The appellant asserts that the officer report misled the planning committee 
into attaching a putative highways reason for refusal by failing to mention the 
Highway Authority’s initial letter raising no objection in principle. However, this 

background was set out in the main body of the report, together with an 
explanation for the Highway Authority’s subsequent change in stance. The 

committee would therefore have been fully apprised of the consultee’s advice.  

5. Accordingly, I conclude that unreasonable behaviour resulting in unnecessary 
or wasted expense in the appeal process has not been demonstrated. 

Consequently, a partial award of costs is not justified. 

Robert Parker 

INSPECTOR 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

