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REPORT OF The Strategic Director Place 

 
 

TO THE PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL 
ON 

6th December 2018 
 

 
TITLE:  PLANNING APPEALS 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: That the report be noted  
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: To set out details of appeals received and determined  
 
BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS: (Available for public inspection) 
 Details of the applications are available on the Council’s Public Access Website 
http://publicaccess.salford.gov.uk/publicaccess/default.aspx 
If you would like to access this information in an alternative format, please contact the planning office 
on 0161-779 6195 or e-mail planning.contact@salford.gov.uk 
 
 
KEY DECISION: NO  
 
 
DETAILS: See attached schedule  
 
 
KEY COUNCIL POLICIES: Performance Management 
 
 
EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND IMPLICATIONS:N/A 
 
 
ASSESSMENT OF RISK:N/A 
 
 
SOURCE OF FUNDING: N/A 
 
 
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS Supplied by N/A  
 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS Supplied by N/A 
 
 
OTHER DIRECTORATES CONSULTED:N/A 
 
 
CONTACT OFFICER: Liz Taylor 0161 779 4803 
      
 
WARD(S) TO WHICH REPORT RELATE(S): As indicated in the attached schedule.  
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PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL 
 

REPORT ON PLANNING AND ENFORCEMENT APPEALS DECIDED 
 
 
APPLICATION No:  18/71545/FUL 
 
APPELLANT: Mr Abdulmalek Abdo 
 
APPEAL SITE: 60 Liverpool Road Eccles M30 0WA     
 
PROPOSAL: Application for variation of condition 4 (hours) attached to 

planning permission 13/63433/FUL for change of opening 
hours to 10:00 AM to 01:00 AM Monday to Thursday and 10:00 
AM to 01:30 AM Friday to Sunday 

 
WARD: Eccles 
 
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 
 
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal dismissed 
 
DECIDED ON: 22 November 2018 
 
On the 14th May 2018 planning permission was refused (18/71545/FUL) by Salford City Council 
for the  
change of use of ground floor A1 (shop) to A5 (hot food takeaway), installation of roller shutters, 
erection of a single storey rear extension, rear dormer and rear access stairs, together with 
installation of extraction flue on rear elevation without complying with a condition attached to 
planning permission Ref 13/63433/FUL, dated 16 August 2013.  
 
The reason given for the condition is: To safeguard the amenity of the neighbouring residents in 
accordance with policy DES 7 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan. 
 
Condition 4 states that:- The hot food takeaway hereby approved shall only operate between 
11:00-22:00 on Monday to Saturday and 12:00-20:00 on Sundays and Bank Holidays. 
 

 

The applicants appealed the decision. 
 
The planning inspector considered the main issues in this case were:- 
 

1. The effect of varying the opening hours would have on the living conditions of 
neighbouring residents in respect of noise and disturbance. 

 
Character and appearance 
 
Liverpool Road is a long main road with commercial premises along much of its length, 
interspersed by residential development. The site is a hot food takeaway forming part of a short 
parade of eight units. The other units include three retail shops, a hairdresser, a barber, a nail 
salon and one vacant unit. 
 
The existing use was granted planning permission in 2013, subject to the disputed condition 
restricting opening hours to 1100 to 2200 hours from Monday to Saturday, and 1200 to 2000 
hours on Sundays and Bank Holidays. The appellant sought to vary the permitted opening hours 
to between 1000 and 0100 hours the following morning from Monday to Thursday, and between 
1000 and 0130 hours the following morning on Fridays, Saturdays and Sundays. 
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The appellant stated that the extended hours would be used for delivery only as there is very 
limited counter service after 2100 hours due, at least in part, to a lack of public houses in the 
area, from where customers would presumably be drawn. The appellant was willing to accept a 
condition to this effect, to install an additional silencer to the external ducting and to restrict selling 
refreshments or playing music. The appellant added that the extended hours are necessary for 
the business to survive. 
 
The Inspector noted there was certainly an established commercial character to Liverpool Road, 
which is strongly interspersed with residential development. This includes the flats opposite the 
site on Hamilcar Avenue, and to the upper floors of properties on the adjacent side of the street.  
Although the inspector visited the site during the day, he did not observe strong evidence of a 
night time economy, beyond other hot food takeaways at various intervals along the road. One 
public house, the Dog and Partridge, was noted to be located a short distance away, which 
appeared to be the lone venue within the immediate area. This tallied with the appellant’s point 
regarding a lack of business in the evenings However, the lack of pubs and other venues along 
Liverpool Road suggests to the inspector that there was not significant activity in the area in the 
evenings, and it is not akin to a town centre where greater levels of noise and activity might be 
expected into the late evening and may be 
tolerated by nearby residents. 
 
Therefore, the inspector found that the proposed opening hours, even if restricted to delivery only 
and accounting for the other measures proposed by the appellant, would result in noise and 
disturbance which would harm the living conditions of neighbouring occupants. 
 
The proposal therefore conflicts with Policies S4 and EN17 of the City of Salford Unitary 
Development Plan, which respectively resist hot food takeaways where the use would have an 
unacceptable impact on the amenities of surrounding residential occupiers by reason of noise, 
disturbance, smells, fumes, litter, vehicular traffic movements, parking or pedestrian traffic; and 
developments likely to cause or contribute towards a significant increase in pollution, including by 
reason of noise or odour. 
 
The proposal would further conflict with Policy HFTA 3 of the HFTSPD which seeks to control 
opening hours of hot food takeaways to protect amenity. 
 
The inspector in coming to this view on the proposal, acknowledged the appellant’s position with 
respect to the future prospects for the business should the longer hours not be granted. He also 
note dthe appellant’s point regarding other takeaways operating until 3am. However, he was not 
provided with specific details of the takeaways in question, or their locations relative to the appeal 
site, in order to draw a comparison between the appeal proposal and any other business. 
 
He therefore gave this little weight and have considered the appeal on its own merits. 
 
Conclusion 
 
For the reasons given above and taking into account all other matters raised, the planning 
inspector concluded that the appeal should be dismissed. 
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APPLICATION No: 16/68760/FUL 
 
ENFORCEMENT REF:  15/00314/BROTH3 
 
APPELLANT: Mr Kamran Armani 
  
APPEAL SITE: The Paddock Arms, 2 Cross Lane, Salford, M5 4AE  
 
PROPOSAL: Retrospective change of use of the existing Public House 

from A4 (Drinking Establishment) to dual use A4 (Drinking 
Establishment) and C1 (Hotels) including alterations to 
elevations Re-submission of 15/67340/FUL 

 
WARD: Langworthy 
 
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse  
 
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal Dismissed & enforcement notice upheld 
 
DECIDED ON: 15th October 2018  
 
An application for the above development was validated on 1st September 2016 and was refused 

under delegated powers on 27th October 2016 for the following reasons: 

 
1. The submitted sequential test fails to cover an extensive catchment area to ensure that all 

possible town centre locations have been considered. As such the sequential test has not 

satisfied the requirements of Paragraph 24 of the NPPF. 

2. The applicant has failed to supply any information to demonstrate the lack of demand for 

the public house as a community facility. The proposal would therefore not comply with the 

requirements of policy EHC4 of The Unitary Development Plan. 

3. The single storey flat roof extension appears at odds with the design and appearance of 

the existing building. Its flat roof is not in keeping and it's bland in appearance and 

fenestration details incorporate no design features to link it to the host building. The poor 

use of non-matching materials results in an incongruous feature when viewed against the 

host building and also does not sit well within the wider street scene. It is considered 

therefore that the extension does not respect the character and appearance of the host 

building or that of the wider area contrary to UDP Policies DES1 and DES8 and Policy 2 of 

the Pendleton Planning Guidance. 

4. In the absence of any dedicated off street parking provision for the proposed use, overspill 

parking is likely to occur out onto the highway in an area already subject to significant 

levels of on street parking. The proposals would therefore be likely to lead to an increase in 

traffic conflicts, and adversely impact the free flow of traffic, to the detriment of local 

highway and pedestrian safety and contrary to UDP policies A8 and A10 and the National 

Planning Policy Framework. 

 
Following the refusal of the planning application an enforcement notice was served requiring the 



 

4 

cessation of the unauthorised use. Prior to issuing the enforcement notice it was established that 

the A4 use was no longer in existence and so the notice refers only to a hotel use.  The first 

enforcement notice was withdrawn due to an error within the text for the alleged breach of 

planning control and a subsequent Enforcement Notice was issued on 14th February 2018 which 

required the cessation of the unauthorised (C1) hotel use within 90 days of the date the notice 

took effect which was 26th March 2018. (The unauthorised extension is the subject of a separate 

enforcement notice requiring its removal and did not form part of this appeal.)  

 

The applicant appealed the enforcement notice under ground (a), that planning permission should 

be granted for what is alleged in the notice, and ground (g), that the time given to comply with the 

notice is too short.  

 
The Enforcement notice 
 
Part of the requirements of the notice included not using the “premises for car parking except for 

car parking that is ancillary to the A4 (drinking establishment) use of the land/premises”. During 

the course of the appeal the inspector agreed with the appellants and the Local Planning 

Authority that this requirement was not necessary as (i) the first part of the requirements requires 

the use of the premises as a C1 (hotel) to cease and if this is complied with there would be no 

associated car parking, and (ii) the “premises” are not actually used for car parking and as such 

the enforcement notice was varied to delete the words “Step 2: Do not use the premises for car 

parking except for car parking that is ancillary to the A4 (drinking establishment) use of the 

land/premises”.  

 
Appeal on ground a – that planning permission should be granted for what is alleged in the notice 
 
The main issues in respect of this appeal are (i) the effect of the development upon the vitality 

and viability of town centres; (ii) the effect of the loss of a public house as a “community facility” 

and (iii) the effect of the development upon on-street car parking demand, traffic movements, the 

free flow of traffic and pedestrian/highway safety. 

 
(i) Vitality and viability of town centres  
 
The breach of planning control relates to a main town centre use and the appeal site is located 

out of centre. Paragraph 86 of the NPPF states that “local planning authorities should apply a 

sequential test to planning applications for main town centre uses which are neither in an existing 

centre nor in accordance with an up-to date Local Plan”.  

 
The appellant submitted a sequential assessment as part of the ground (a) appeal. In summary, 

the appellant says that the business model for Trivelles Hotels and Resorts Ltd is to buy 

properties cheaply, to convert them to hotels and then to offer bedrooms to the market at 

relatively low rates (i.e. an average of £30 per night). He says that Manchester City Centre, which 
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is relatively close to the appeal site, has not been surveyed as part of the sequential assessment 

as any available properties would likely cost too much and hence it would not be possible to 

charge out bedrooms at low rates in accordance with the business model. It is for this reason that 

the appellant opted to not include Manchester City Centre as part of the area of search for more 

centrally located sites.  

 
Given the appellant’s business model, the inspector was satisfied that omitting Manchester City 

Centre from the area of search was acceptable particularly when regard is had to the NPPF 

which states “use of the sequential test should recognise that certain main town centre uses have 

particular market and locational requirements which mean that they may only be accommodated 

in specific locations. Robust justification must be provided where this is the case, and land 

ownership does not provide such a justification”.  

 
The area of search has focused on Salford Precinct, Langworthy; Eccles; Swinton; Walkden and 

the local centres of Langworthy and Irlams o’ Th’ Height. In considering these centres, the 

appellant stated that they were all “surveyed” in terms of the “suitability, availability and viability” 

of properties for use as a hotel (including the potential of purchasing adjacent properties) and that 

“just in case sites were advertised on the internet and not on site an internet search was made on 

the local centres identified above”. The Council considered that there should have been a 

detailed search undertaken in Pendleton and the inspector agreed that this is necessary, and on 

the evidence that was before him he was not provided with any objective and detailed evidence to 

suggest that any detailed search was carried out.  

 
The inspector did not consider that the appellant had provided sufficient evidence/information to 

justify the view that there are no suitable or available sites in each of the identified centres. The 

inspector clarified that he would have expected the appellant to have provided evidence to 

substantiate the conclusion that there are no suitable or available sites in town centre locations 

including actual internet search results, marketing particulars and plans depicting where the areas 

of search were carried out. In the event that properties were available for sale, then the inspector 

would have expected to have seen justification as to why such properties were not suitable and/or 

available.  

 
For the above reasons, and in the absence of further and detailed information from the appellant, 

the inspector concluded that the sequential assessment is incomplete. Therefore, the sequential 

assessment is not passed and consequently, the inspector was unable to conclude that the 

development does not cause significant harm to the vitality and viability of town centres. 

Therefore, the development does not accord with the town centre vitality and viability aims of the 

Framework. 

 
Loss of community facility  
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The appellant purchased the site in 2012/13, but prior to that the evidence submitted with the 

appeal indicated that the property was not in use as a public house for several years. The Council 

does not dispute the appellant’s evidence that it “probably closed in 2003”. The appellant states 

that it has not been possible to access the original sales documentation for the property as the 

“sales records are no longer available” and the inspector advised that he had no reason to doubt 

that this is the case.  

 
Notwithstanding the above, it is not disputed that the property was marketed for sale prior to it 

being purchased by the appellant and whilst the inspector could not be absolutely sure if the 

property was marketed in such a way that it would have had the potential to attract possible 

interest in being re-used as a public house, the evidence before him indicated that it was not used 

at all as a public house between about 2003 and 2012. The inspector considered that this in itself 

is a reasonable indication that there was very little “demand” amongst the local community to use 

the premises as a public house. Had there been high demand to use the premises as a public 

house, it is reasonable to conclude that it would have remained open.  

 
The inspector concluded that on the evidence that was before him, that there is/was a clear lack 

of demand for use of the premises as a public house and in this regard, he did not consider that 

the development conflicts with the community aims of Policy EHC4 of the UDP. 

 
Car parking, traffic movements and pedestrian/highway safety  
 
Appendix C (Car Parking Standards) of the Council’s UDP states that for a hotel a maximum of 1 

car parking space per bedroom should be provided. This maximum standard includes car parking 

for staff. The ground (a) appeal relates to the use of the property as a 26 bedroom hotel and so 

therefore a maximum of 26 car parking spaces should be provided. However, in considering a 

different application for a dual hotel and drinking establishment use of a TRICS trip rate / car 

parking accumulation assessment was carried out by the Council’s Highways Service who 

indicated that “the likely average number of two way trips for a unit of this size can be expected to 

be in the region of 21 vehicles per hour. In term of likely parking accumulation, it is noted that 

during the course of the day, a maximum parking demand of 19 vehicles could be expected to 

occur from the C1/A4 use”.  

 
The appeal property has no dedicated on-site car parking. There is a street to the side of the 

property (Ellor Street) which is used for car parking purposes as can be seen in the photograph 

on page 3 of the appellant’s sequential assessment. During the inspectors site visit he noted that 

Ellor Street had the potential to be used for the parking of about 12 or 13 vehicles factoring in 

reasonable reversing space. At the time of the inspectors site visit all of the “bays” were in use 

and in addition there was some parking partly on the pavement/forecourt of the hotel (i.e. three 

cars). However, without detailed car parking survey information from the appellant, and 

confirmation of the ownership of Ellor Street, the inspector could not be certain if customers of the 
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hotel could always park in this area and, if so, if there would be significant car parking demand in 

this street arising out of use of the appeal property as a hotel and from other members of the 

public. 

 
In addition to the above, the inspector was not aware that the appellant owns any other land 

nearby which could be used for car parking purposes, or if they have any long term lease 

arrangements in place which would secure the use of nearby car parking spaces in the locality. 

Even if this were the case, no section 106 agreement was provided/in place which would legally 

tie the use of the property as a hotel to a requirement to retain any dedicated car parking spaces. 

 
On the basis that Ellor Street may be being used for car parking by motorists who are not 

customers of the hotel, there is a distinct possibility that the continued use of the appeal property 

as a hotel would lead to significant on-street car parking pressures in the locality as a result of car 

parking displacement issues. Furthermore, if Ellor Street can legitimately and lawfully be used for 

on-street car parking purposes, the inspector considered that it is very likely that customers of the 

hotel would likely drive to this street when first visiting the hotel. In this scenario, and if Ellor 

Street were fully used for car parking purposes (as was the case when the inspector visited the 

site), then this would likely result in problematic manoeuvring for motorists, particularly as this 

street has no dedicated turning head.  

 
The inspector acknowledged that his visit was a snap shot in time, but did note a white van pulled 

into Ellor Street and that as there was no turning facility or area to park it was necessary for its 

occupier to reverse down such a street. The inspector raised concerns about this type of event 

being repeated, and particularly if cars were also parked parallel to the pavement/forecourt of the 

hotel. In this scenario, vehicles may be forced to reverse back into Cross Street thereby 

unacceptably interrupting traffic flows and possibly leading to a vehicular or pedestrian accident, 

contrary to the safe use of the highway. This is an important consideration as on his site visit the 

inspector was able to see that Cross Street was relatively busy (including some pedestrians) and 

that there were a number of road junctions within close proximity to one another including the 

road junction serving McDonalds opposite.  

 
The inspector concluded that there was insufficient information to determine whether there is an 

appropriate level of permanently available on-street car parking in the immediate area to 

accommodate the breach of planning control. Whilst he acknowledged that car parking standards 

are set as “maximums”, he stated that the appellant had not provided any public transport or 

accessibility information which may have enabled him to consider a reduction in car parking 

requirements from the maximum level. However, the inspector stated that even if he had this 

information, the evidence before him indicated that there would be a need for some car parking 

spaces associated with use of the property as a hotel. In the absence of further information from 

the appellant in respect of car parking surveys and/or the provision of permanent and dedicated 



 

8 

car parking spaces for the hotel, the inspector considered that there is potential for significant and 

severe harm to be caused to matters of highway and pedestrian safety, the free flow of traffic and 

for there to be on-street car parking demand issues in the wider area. 

 
The inspector was therefore unable to conclude that the development accords with the car 

parking, traffic management, accessibility and highway safety aims of Policies A8 and A10 of the 

UDP and paragraph 109 of the Framework. In reaching this conclusion, the inspector recognised 

that the property was previously used a public house which would likely of attracted some 

customers by car. However, he agreed with the Council that in relative terms the breach of 

planning control amounts to a more intensive use in car parking requirement terms and therefore, 

the former use of the property as a public house did not alter his overall conclusion on this main 

issue. 

 
Ground (a) – Conclusion  
 
The inspector considered that the loss of a public house as a community facility is justified in 

policy terms, he confirmed that he had insufficient car parking and sequential assessment 

information before him to reach a view that significant harm would not be caused to the vitality 

and viability of identified town centres or to matters of highway/pedestrian safety or the free flow 

of traffic, or that the development would not result in unacceptable on-street car parking 

pressures. Whilst he did afford weight to the fact that the building is now in use, following a period 

of vacancy, and that the development does contribute to the local economy in terms of job 

creation, he considered that these are not matters of sufficient magnitude to outweigh his overall 

conclusion on the main issues. Therefore, the ground (a) appeal fails. 

 
Appeal on ground g – that the time given to comply with the notice is too short.  

 
The compliance period in the notice was 90 days. The appellant stated that a 12 month period 

was required to enable them to honour existing hotel bookings, find alternative premises and to 

safeguard existing jobs for as long as possible. No specific details of existing bookings were 

provided by the appellants however the inspector had no reason to doubt that some would be for 

a future period of time.  

 
The inspector acknowledged the need to balance the harm caused by the breach of control with 

the need for the appellant to find alternative premises, and hence to try to keep existing members 

of staff in a job. In addition, the inspector afforded some weight to the inconvenience that may be 

caused to customers in the event that they have to book alternative hotel accommodation.  

 
As set out above the inspector concluded that the harm identified relates to the potentially 

adverse effect that the development has on town centres and in terms of on-street car parking, 

traffic flow and highway safety issues. 
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He acknowledged the fact that it may be possible for a revised sequential assessment to be 

considered again by the Council in the form of a further planning application and that as part of 

that process car parking issues may also be capable of being addressed.  

 
Having regard to this, coupled with the need to find alternative premises for the business and to 

try to keep existing staff in a job, as well affording some weight to existing hotel bookings, the 

inspector concluded that it would be reasonable to extend the period of compliance to six months. 

However, given the potential harm that may be caused by the breach of planning control to the 

vitality and viability of town centres, as well as the issues identified relating to car parking, traffic 

movements and highway safety, the inspector was not persuaded that a twelve month 

compliance period would be acceptable in planning terms.  

 
The inspector concluded that the ground (g) appeal succeeds to some extent and he varied the 

compliance period to six months. 

 
Conclusion 
 
The inspector varied the enforcement notice by deleting the words “Step 2: Do not use the 

premises for car parking except for car parking that is ancillary to the A4 (drinking establishment) 

use of the land/premises” in the requirements of the notice and deleting the words “90 days after 

this notice takes effect” in paragraph 5 of the notice and replacing them with “six months after this 

notice takes effect”.  

 
Subject to these variations, the inspector dismissed the appeal and upheld the enforcement 

notice. 

 



PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL 
 

REPORT OF NEW PLANNING AND ENFORCEMENT APPEALS RECEIVED  
 
 
 
APPLICATION No:  17/70037/TEL56 
 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 
 
OFFICER  Refuse 
RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  Public Highway Irwell Street Junction With Trinity Way Salford    
 
PROPOSAL:   Prior notification for the siting of a public call box. 
 
WARD:  Ordsall 
 
APPELLANT:  Maximum Networks C/O Agent 
 
DATE RECEIVED: 23 October 2018 
 
 
              
 
APPLICATION No:  17/70038/TEL56 
 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 
 
OFFICER  Refuse 
RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  Public Highway New Bailey Street Junction With Gore Street Salford    
 
PROPOSAL:   Prior notification for the siting of a public call box. 
 
WARD:  Ordsall 
 
APPELLANT:  Maximum Networks Ltd C/O Agent 
 
DATE RECEIVED: 23 October 2018 
 
 
              
 
APPLICATION No:  17/70039/TEL56 
 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 
 
OFFICER  Refuse 
RECOMMEND’N: 
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APPEAL SITE:  Public Highway At Blackfriars Road And Queen Street Salford     
 
PROPOSAL:   Prior notification for the siting of a public call box. 
 
WARD:  Ordsall 
 
APPELLANT:  Maximum Networks Ltd C/O Agent 
 
DATE RECEIVED: 23 October 2018 
 
 
              
 
APPLICATION No:  17/70040/TEL56 
 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 
 
OFFICER  Refuse 
RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  Public Highway Chapel Street Near Junction With Blackfriars Street Salford    
 
PROPOSAL:   Prior notification for the siting of a public call box. 
 
WARD:  Ordsall 
 
APPELLANT:  Maximus Networks Ltd C/O Agent 
 
DATE RECEIVED: 23 October 2018 
 
 
              
 
APPLICATION No:  17/70041/TEL56 
 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 
 
OFFICER  Refuse 
RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  Public Highway Blackfriars Street And Corner Of Chapel Street Salford M3 5AL   
 
PROPOSAL:   Prior notification for the siting of a public call box. 
 
WARD:  Ordsall 
 
APPELLANT:  Maximus Networks Ltd C/O Agent 
 
DATE RECEIVED: 23 October 2018 
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APPLICATION No:  17/70042/TEL56 
 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 
 
OFFICER  Refuse 
RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  Public Highway New Bailey Street At City Wharf Salford    
 
PROPOSAL:   Prior notification for the siting of a public call box. 
 
WARD:  Ordsall 
 
APPELLANT:  Maximus Networks Ltd C/O Agent 
 
DATE RECEIVED: 23 October 2018 
 
 
              
 
APPLICATION No:  17/70043/TEL56 
 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 
 
OFFICER  Refuse 
RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  Public Highway Trinity Way Near Junction Chapel Street Salford M3 5EP   
 
PROPOSAL:   Prior notification for the siting of a public call box. 
 
WARD:  Ordsall 
 
APPELLANT:  Maximus Networks Ltd - C/O Agent 
 
DATE RECEIVED: 23 October 2018 
 
 
              
  


