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REPORT OF The Strategic Director Place 

 
 

TO THE PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL 
ON  

5th March 2020 
 

 
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: 19/73759/HH 
 
APPELLANT: Mr Terrence Wall 
 
APPEAL SITE: 19 Roberts Street Eccles M30 0FX     
 
PROPOSAL: Erection of single storey rear extension 
 
WARD: Barton 
 
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 
 
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal dismissed 
 
DECIDED ON: 4 February 2020 
 
 
 
 

 
The appeal was dismissed and the inspectorate’s findings are summarised below; 
 
The main issue is the effect of the proposed development on the living conditions of the existing 
occupiers of the adjoining property No 17 Roberts Street, with particular regard to outlook and 
light. 
 
The proposed extension would project off the rear elevation of the property a depth of around 8 
m. No 17 has a window on the ground-floor of its rear elevation that is close to the boundary with 
the appeal site. The inspector considered that the window on the ground-floor rear elevation of 
No 17 serves a habitable room. At 8 m deep, which projects over half the depth of the rear 
garden, the proposed extension would certainly intercept a 45-degree line taken from the centre of 
the window at No 17. With the eaves and roof rising above the boundary fence, the proposal 
would result in there being a mass of building. 
 
Due to the siting and size of the proposal the inspector considered that it would substantially 
dominate, and block, the outlook from the habitable room window at No 17 and it would be 
overbearing in relation to the rear garden. Furthermore, due to the orientation of the properties, 
with the rear elevations facing broadly east/north-easterly, the proposed extension would also 
reduce the amount of day and sun-light to the room and rear garden to an unacceptable degree. 
The inspector concluded that the proposal would harm the living conditions of the existing 
occupants of No 17 in respect of outlook and light. 
 
The proposal would not accord with Policy DES 7 of the City of Salford Unitary Development 
Plan (2006), which states that development will not be permitted where it would have an 
unacceptable impact on the amenity of the occupiers of other developments. Nor would it comply 
with guidance (specifically policy HE5) in the Salford City Council Supplementary Planning 
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Document: House Extensions (2006), which advises that permission will not normally be granted 
for single-storey rear extensions on terraced dwellings that intercept a 45-degree line drawn from 
either: the mid-point of any principle window of a ground-floor habitable room in the adjoining 
property; OR a point 3 m along the common boundary from the rear elevation of the adjacent 
dwelling. The proposal would also not accord with advice in paragraph 127 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, which requires development to provide a high standard of amenity 
for existing occupiers. 
 
 



PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL 
 

REPORT OF NEW PLANNING AND ENFORCEMENT APPEALS RECEIVED  
 
 
 
APPLICATION No:  19/73773/FUL 
 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Panel Decision 
 
OFFICER  Refuse 
RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  261 Monton Road Eccles M30 9LF     
 
PROPOSAL:   Conversion of an existing office ( use class B1(a) ) to A3 (restaurant and 

cafe), A4 (drinking establishment), installation of external flue to side 
elevation, outside seating area and alterations to elevation 

 
WARD:  Eccles 
 
APPELLANT:  Mr Kevin Grannell 
 
DATE RECEIVED: 27 January 2020 
 
 
              
 
Planning permission was refused on the 8th November 2019 for the conversion of an existing office ( 
use class B1(a) ) to A3 (restaurant and cafe), A4 (drinking establishment), installation of external flue 
to side elevation, outside seating area and alterations to elevation. 
  
The application was refused for the following reason:- 
 
“The proposed use represents a proliferation of food and drink uses within the bounds of this 
designated neighborhood centre and as such would undermine its vitality and viability in accordance 
with the provisions of Retained Policy S4 (iii) of the Salford Unitary Development Plan and the 
National Planning Policy Framework”. 
 
The applicants have exercised their right to appeal to the Planning Inspectorate. Both parties agree 
that the appeal should proceed by way of written representations. 
 
The appellants main area of lititgation contained within their planning statement is that there are 
currently no SPDs, town centre development frameworks or Regeneration Strategies relating to the 
vitality and viability of Monton Neighbourhood Centre and none have been proposed or adopted by 
the LPA as a result of any of the Councils studies or use class surveys.  
 
Nor are there any Monton specific planning or regeneration supplementary documents and no 
threshold or limit has been set by the LPA in terms of what level of A3 / A4 / A5 uses would, or would 
not, be acceptable in this area. Therefore they argue that the appeal site would not have effect the 
vitality or viability of Monton Neighbourhood Centre. 
  


