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REPORT OF The Strategic Director Place 

 
 

TO THE PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL 
ON  

25th July 2019 2019 
 

 
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: 18/71711/FUL 
 
APPELLANT: Miss Anna Wong 
 
APPEAL SITE: Showmans Guild Site Broadway Salford M50 2UG    
 
PROPOSAL: Variation of condition 12 (openable lights) attached to 

planning permission 06/53613/FUL 
 
WARD: Ordsall 
 
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 
 
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal dismissed 
 
DECIDED ON: 24 June 2019 
 
 
 
 

 
On the 26th July 2018 planning permission was refused for the variation of condition 12 (openable 
lights) attached to planning permission 06/53613/FUL. Condition 12 states that:- 
 
“There shall be no openable lights to any dwelling in block A, B and the West façade of block C. 
The openable lights, including the frame and fixture, in addition to the façade itself shall give a 
minimum sound reduction of Rw=40dB”. 
 
The reason given for the condition was: To safeguard the amenity of future occupants of the 
development in accordance with policy DES7 of the City of Salford UDP.  

The planning inspector considered the main issue in this case was whether condition No12 is 
necessary and reasonable, having regard to the living conditions of occupants of the apartments 
and the possibility of complaints in respect of noise associated with the operation of the adjacent 
timber yard. 
 
The appeal site lies along Broadway, a main access road to the industrial and commercial areas 
of Salford. Whilst there are some residential properties, the area consists of predominantly 
commercial and industrial based uses. The appeal site comprises three rectangular residential 
towers (Block A: Lexington Court, Block B: Hudson Court, Block C: Madison Court), where each 
tower is 6 storeys tall and positioned behind each other, facing side-on to Broadway. To the north 
and west of the appeal site is GE Robinson, a large saw mill and timber yard which consists of 3 
open sided warehouse structures, an external storage area and other smaller buildings for work 
areas and offices. The site has unrestricted usage and is able to operate 24 hours a day, 7 days 
a week. 

 
The Inspector noted that noise and disturbance is difficult to determine as each neighbour will 
have different thresholds with what they deem to be acceptable. In this particular scenario, the 
noise generated is not constant and vary from the use of the timber yard such as forklift trucks, 
voices of workers, machinery, deliveries, stacking, p.a. system, dropping and sawing of timber, 
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and other sources such as vehicular traffic along Broadway. 
 
The appellants submitted a noise assessment in support of their appeal. Whilst the methodology 
employed in terms of projecting proposed noise levels was undertaken with regards to the BS, 
the stated guidance was not aimed at assessing industrial, commercial or entertainment noise 
and was instead focussed on traffic noise. The guidance did also not look into intermittent noise 
which comes with industrial processes which was main consideration in the appeal 
 
It was noted that the allowance of openable windows could give rise to complaints regarding the 
timber yard and that could have serious consequences for the timber yard which is a long- 
established use and source of employment. 
 
The Inspector considered that whilst the planning policy position and guidance has changed 
marginally since the previous inspectors decision, the overriding consideration with regards to 
maintaining the co-existence between the apartments and the operations of the timber yard has 
not. Whilst the Inspector noted comments from the appellants that the dwellinghouses along 
Quay View are able to open their windows, these dwellings were built some time before the 
appeal properties. The buildings are also two storeys in height and have larger structures in 
between which offer some means of sound mitigation. Additionally, the mere existence of these 
dwellings which have openable windows would not justify the acceptability of having openable 
windows at the appeal property which is at a greater height and in close proximity to the industrial 
use. 
 
The Inspector stated that if complaints are made as a result of the allowance of having openable 
windows, then the regulator would not be able to compel residents to close their windows when 
assessing the noise, with serious repercussions to the timber yard business who may be required 
to change their operations which is a valid concern. Whilst the Inspector also noted comments 
that the appellant believes that the timber yard is being placed above the welfare of 150 
residents, the planning system requires a balancing exercise between social, economic and 
environmental factors. 
 
Substantial weight was given to the co-existence between the timber yard and the appeal 
property which requires that the current situation of having windows that are sealed closed as 
essential to maintaining this relationship. 
 
Consequently, the Inspector found that the variation of condition to allow openable windows 
would cause unacceptable and harmful impacts to the living conditions of current and future 
residents as a result of noise which would result in the possibility of complaints in respect of noise 
associated with the operation of the adjacent timber yard. 
 
For the reasons given above and taking into account all other matters raised, the planning 
inspector concluded that the appeal should be dismissed. 
 
 
 
 



PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL REPORT OF NEW 

PLANNING AND ENFORCEMENT APPEALS RECEIVED 

 
 
 

ENFORCEMENT NO:  15/00301/WPP3  
 

  
APPEAL SITE: 1 Lancaster House, 7-11 Lancaster Road, Salford 

  
WARD: Weaste and Seedley 

DATE RECEIVED: 10th July 2019 

 

An enforcement notice was served for the creation of hard standing to the rear of the property without 
planning permission.  

 
The appeal is under grounds (A) that planning permission should be granted for what is alleged in the 
notice, (F) that the step required to comply with the requirements of the notice are excessive and lesser 
stapes would overcome the objections and (G) the time given to comply with the notice is too short. 

Retrospective planning applications have been refused on 8th April 2016 (15/67411/FUL) and 29th June 
2016 (16/68147/FUL) respectively, for the resurfacing and extension of the parking area to include an 
additional 14 car parking spaces. 

The latter application was refused for the following reason: 

         “The development introduces a significant area of new/replacement hard surfacing within an area 
with known surface water drainage issues.  No information has been submitted with the application 
to demonstrate that the proposal is acceptable in terms of the impact on surface water flooding.  It is 
therefore considered that the proposal is contrary to Unitary Development Plan Policy EN19, Salford 
City Council's Flood Risk and Development Planning Guidance, the National Planning Policy 
Framework and National Planning Practice Guidance.” 

The enforcement notice relies on this refusal of planning permission, which was itself not appealed. 

 


