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Your Ref:  NYM/2018/079/FL
Our Ref:   APP/W9500/W/19/3243322
Further appeal references at foot of letter

Mrs Wendy Strangeway
North York Moors National Park Authority
Development Control Support Officer
The Old Vicarage
Bondgate
Helmsley
York
YO62 5BP

13 October 2020

Dear Mrs Strangeway,

Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Appeals by Mr George Winn Darley, Mr George Winn-Darley
Site Addresses: Spaunton Quarry, Land at Spaunton Quarry, Kirkbymoorside, 
YO6 6NF and Spaunton Quarry, Kirkbymoorside, YO6 6NF

I enclose a copy of correspondence from  Mr George Winn-Darley applying for an award of 
costs against you

Apologies for the late submission I inherited this Appeal and assumed Costs aplications had 
been dealt with.

To be discussed at the Hearing .

It will remain open to both parties to amend or add to submissions at the hearing when the 
application is dealt with.

Yours sincerely,

Hazel Stanmore-Richards
Hazel Stanmore-Richards

Where applicable, you can use the internet to submit documents, to see information and to check the progress 
of cases through the Planning Portal. The address of our search page is - www.planningportal.gov.uk/planning/
appeals/online/search

Linked cases: APP/W9500/W/20/3246365

http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/planning/appeals/online/search
http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/planning/appeals/online/search
http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/planning/appeals/online/search
http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/planning/appeals/online/search
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COSTS APPL ICATION 

 

Nat ional  Planning Pract ice Guidance 1 inc ludes gu idance on the award of costs against 

appeal part ies .  

 

The appel lant  is  concerned that notwithstanding the submiss ion of a detai led planning 

appl icat ion, the information they have submitted has not rece ived a proper assessment 

by the off icers of the NYMPA with the resultant impact being members of the P lanning 

Committee not be ing aware of the comprehensive landscape and visual assessment 

evidence which was submitted as part of the appl icat ion process .  This detai led  

evidence by ‘competent ’  profess ionals was not g iven due weight  in the decis ion 

process .  

 

The appel lant feel s  i t  i s  appropriate to submit a costs appl icat ion in this  instance .  

 

Paragraph: 049 Reference ID: 16 -049-20140306 cons iders ‘What type of behaviour 

may give r ise to a substant ive award aga in st a loca l p lanning author ity? ’  I t  is  cons idered 

that the determinat ion of the appl icat ion that  is  appealed , has involved the NYMPA:  

 

•  Making vague, general i sed or inaccurate assert ions about  a proposal ’s  impact ,  

which are unsupported by any object ive ana lys is ;  and 

•  Fa i lure to produce ev idence to substant iate the reason for refusal  (which 

inc ludes purposefu l ly us ing Development Pol icy 8 as an addit ional pol icy reason 

for refusa l when that pol icy does not re late to le isure faci l i t ies) .  

 

Addit iona l informat ion is  provided below . 

 

1 .  Making vague, general ised or inaccurate assert ions about a proposa l ’s  impact ,  which 

are unsupported by any object ive analys is .  

 

With regard to the publ ished off icer ’s  report :  

•  the publ ished p icture i s  not of the appl icat ion s ite  

•  the s ite plan on page 2 is  the wrong one.  An amended plan showing only one 

entrance to the le isure s ite has been submitted .  

•  there is  no cons iderat ion that the ex ist ing  bui ld ing is  to be appropriate ly  

upgraded with t imber c ladding .  Further , three des ign concepts  were submitted 

to the NYMPA for discuss ion on a lternat ive mater ia ls  etc .  

 

 
1 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/appeals#behaviour-that-may-lead-to-an-award-of-costs-against-appeal-parties 
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The report is  mis leading in the fact that it  states that the re is  a need to omit ‘the 

retent ion of  the poor qual ity br ick quarry bu i ld ing as the caravaners amenity bu i ld ing ’   

but in real i ty the proposal  is  not to keep the current br ick quarry bu i ld ing as the 

proposal  is  for the base structure  to be ful ly  upgraded in terms of i ts  exter ior with 

t imber cladding .  I t  is  c lear ly important to the success of the enterpr ise that this  

bui ld ing is  aesthet ica l ly  very pleas ing .  

 

No considerat ion has been made of the appl icants /  appel lants comprehensive  

landscape and v isua l assessment  which fu l ly documents  in an object ive manner  that 

the scheme does not compromise the landscape of the Nat ional Park.   

  

 

2. Fai lure to produce evidence to substantiate  the reason for refusal on appeal .  

 

The off icer report and subsequent decis ion states that the proposed development by 

reason of the retent ion of the prominent unattract ive br ick quarry bu i ld ing would have 

an undermining ef fect  and di lute the cha racter and appearance of the ongoing 

restorat ion of th is  former quarry to a more natura l form . 

 

This assessment is  f ir st ly inaccurate as the ‘prominent unattract ive br ick quarry 

bui ld ing ’  was not being retained ,  Further , the assessment was not supported by any 

formal comments from the  Counci ls  landscape off icer  as part of the appl icat ion and 

no substant ive assessment has been produced by the off icer to just i fy this  assessment .  

 

The use of Development Pol icy 8 is  unwarranted as it  re lates to development 

proposals  which are not related to tour ism development .  The use of this  pol icy at  

the Planning Committee and in the reason for  refusa l seeks to undermine the fa ct  that  

Development Pol icy 14 is  the pert inent pol icy and that i t  very clear ly states that  

 

New tour ism development and the expans ion or d ivers i f icat ion of ex i st ing 

tour ism bus inesses wi l l  be supported where :  

 

4 . i t  wi l l  make use of  an exist ing bu i ld ing .  Proposal  for  new bu i ld ings  wi l l  be 

expected to demonstrate that the faci l i ty cannot be sat is factor i ly  accommodated 

with in an ex ist ing bu i ld ing in that locat ion.  

 

For the above reasons is  i t  cons idered that  an award of costs against  the LPA is 

just i f ied in th is  instance .  
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