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Part 1: Open to the Public

REPORT OF The Strategic Director for Place

TO The Planning & Transportation Regulatory Panel
ON 19th November 2020

TITLE: Planning Appeals

RECOMMENDATIONS: 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: Please refer to the attached schedule.

KEY COUNCIL POLICIES: Performance Management

EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND IMPLICATIONS: N/A

ASSESSMENT OF RISK: N/A

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS Supplied by: N/A 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS Supplied by: N/A

PROCUREMENT IMPLICATIONS Supplied by: N/A

HR IMPLICATIONS Supplied by: N/A

CLIMATE CHANGE IMPLICATIONS Supplied by: N/A 

OTHER DIRECTORATES CONSULTED: N/A

CONTACT OFFICER: Liz Taylor TEL NO: 0161 779 4803

WARDS TO WHICH REPORT RELATES: As specified in the attached schedule.
 

http://publicaccess.salford.gov.uk/publicaccess/default.aspx
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PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL

REPORT ON PLANNING AND ENFORCEMENT APPEALS DECIDED

APPLICATION No: 20/74889/HH

APPELLANT: Mr Aryeh Silkin

APPEAL SITE: 4 Deanery Gardens Bury New Road Salford M7 4WT   

PROPOSAL: Erection of a single storey side extension.

WARD: Kersal

OFFICER 
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse

APPEAL DECISION: Appeal dismissed

DECIDED ON: 20 October 2020

The main issue is the effect of the appeal development on the living conditions of the 
occupiers of 3 Deanery Gardens with particular regard to outlook and daylight.

The appeal proposal comprises a single storey side extension, set back from the front 
elevation with a mono-pitched roof and extending to the shared boundary.

The proposal would extend to the boundary and reduce the distance between the host 
property and the neighbouring property to approximately 2.25 metres, which would not 
meet the prescribed distance of 9m between a blank gable end wall and facing principal 
windows of habitable rooms as set out by the Salford City Council House Extension 
SPD. 

The ground floor side window of 3 Deanery Gardens is the sole window serving a 
habitable room, described as a morning room. Due to the proximity of the extension, 
the proposal is likely to reduce the amount of general daylight to the neighbour’s 
window. In addition, the extension would encroach over a significant proportion of the 
driveway and would be visually prominent from within no. 3. The very close proximity 
of the extension would have a significant effect on the outlook from the morning room. 
At only 2.25m away, a distance significantly short of the minimum requirement of the 
SPD, the extension would have an overbearing, enclosing effect that would make the 
room a less pleasant place to be. Accordingly, the proposal would have an adverse 
impact on the occupier’s living conditions.

The appellant has indicated that their property could be extended with a larger 
extension under permitted development rights. However, a Certificate of Lawful 
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Development has not been sought and moreover, there are no details of an alternative 
scheme before this appeal. Therefore, the inspector gives limited weight to this matter.

This appeal is determined on the site specific circumstances of this case and so the 
inspector concluded that the proposed development would cause harm to the living 
conditions of the occupiers of 3 Deanery Gardens, with particular regard to outlook and 
daylight.

For the reasons given above and having regard to all other matters raised, the appeal 
was dismissed.

__________________________________________________________________

APPLICATION No: 20/75094/TEL56

APPELLANT: HUTCHINSON 3G UK LTD

APPEAL SITE: Lower Broughton Road Higher Broughton Salford M7 
1RE   

PROPOSAL: Prior Notification for the proposed telecommunications 
installation Phase 8 Monopole C/W wrapround cabinet 
at base and associated ancillary works.

WARD: Broughton

OFFICER 
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse

APPEAL DECISION: Appeal Allowed

DECIDED ON: 19 October 2020
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The Planning Inspector (PI) considered that the principle of development is established 
by the Order, and the provisions therein do not require regard be had to the 
development plan. Consideration has only been given to the policies of the 
development plan, and any related guidance and the National Planning Policy 
Framework (Framework) only in so far as they are a material consideration relevant to 
matters of siting and appearance.  

The PI considered the main issues to be: 
1. the effect of the siting and appearance of the proposed development on the 

character and appearance of the area and 
2. whether evidence that the appellant has explored the possibility of installing the 

equipment on an existing building, mast or other structure has been submitted.

Appraisal 

The PI took note of the existence of adjacent built development and existing street 
furniture within the vicinity of the appeal site. Additionally, there is a notable line of 
trees of varying heights within relatively close proximity. As such, vertical structures 
and tall landscape features are commonplace in the street scene. The PI outlined that 
the proposed monopole would not appear incongruous or out of scale with the 
surrounding landscape features screening a significant proportion of the lower section 
of the installation, and as viewed from certain locations, would screen part of the upper 
sections. 

As a result, due to its siting, height and appearance, the PI considered that the proposal 
would not be highly visible in the wider area where views of the structure would, to a 
degree, be broken up by the existing buildings, trees and street furniture.

The Local Planning Authority’s view that the monopole would interrupt the regular 
rhythm of spacing between the existing streetlights was not considered a significant 
concern. 

Additionally, Paragraph 115(c) of the NPPF outlines that for a new mast or base 
station, evidence that the applicant has explored the possibility of erecting antennas 
on an existing building, mast or other structure should be submitted. The appellant 
outlined that due to the technological constraints and the extremely constrained nature 
of the search area for the cell, the proposal is the only feasible option. The PI was not 
presented with any evidence to the contrary.

Whilst acknowledging the appellants justification for not exploring other locations, the 
PI considered that the appellants consideration of installing the equipment on an 
existing building, mast or other structure to be somewhat lacking. For example, none 
of the surrounding buildings in the immediate area have been referred to, or reasons 
provided, for them being discounted. Although the PI had no reason to dispute this 
justification, it was considered to be a minor conflict with the requirement for evidence 
that alternatives have been considered.

On this basis, it was found that the proposal would not cause significant harm to the 
character and appearance of the area, when combined with the public benefits of the 
installation in terms of an enhanced telecommunications network, its contribution to 
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economic growth and the operational and locational needs of the operator. It was 
considered that the above considerations outweighed the lacking, in the submitted 
evidence, of exploring the possibility of installing the equipment on an existing building, 
mast or other structure.
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PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL

REPORT OF NEW PLANNING AND ENFORCEMENT APPEALS RECEIVED 

APPLICATION No: 19/73741/FUL

APPLICATION 
DECISION LEVEL: Panel Decision

OFFICER Approve
RECOMMEND’N:

APPEAL SITE: Brindley Arms, Whittle Street, Worsley, M28 3WY   

PROPOSAL:  Conversion of former Public House to create 8 apartments 
and 1 studio together with alterations to elevations

WARD: Walkden North

APPELLANT: Mr Shimon Rudich

DATE RECEIVED: 19 October 2020

Appeal against refusal of a planning application.

Reasons for refusal are detailed below;

The development would provide poor levels of amenity for future occupiers to enjoy 
by reason of the internal layout, and levels of light and outlook to the apartments 
contrary to policy DES7 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan, policy 
HOU2 of the Housing Planning Guidance and the National Planning Policy 
Framework.

The proposal would not improve the economic, social and environmental conditions 
of the area nor does it comply with the development plan and therefore does not 
comprise sustainable development. There were no amendments to the scheme, or 
conditions which could reasonably have been imposed, which could have made the 
development acceptable and it was therefore not possible to approve the application. 
The Local Planning Authority has therefore implemented the requirement in 
Paragraph 38 of the NPPF.
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APPLICATION No: 20/75215/TEL56

APPLICATION 
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer

OFFICER Refuse
RECOMMEND’N:

APPEAL SITE: Barton Road, Worsley Salford M28 2EB   

PROPOSAL:  Prior approval for the proposed telecommunications 
installation of a Phase 8 Monopole C/W wrapround Cabinet 
at base and associated ancillary works

WARD: Worsley

APPELLANT: HUTCHISON 3G UK LTD

DATE RECEIVED: 2 November 2020

Appeal against refusal of a planning application.

Reasons for refusal are detailed below;

The applicant has not sufficiently demonstrated why alternative locations for the 
telecommunications equipment have been discounted. To this end, the Local 
Planning Authority is not convinced that a suitable site selection exercise has been 
undertaken which demonstrates compliance with the provisions of Policy DEV1 of the 
City of Salford Unitary Development Plan, Policy TEL1 of the Telecommunications 
SPD or the National Planning Policy Framework.

The proposed monopole and cabinets, by virtue of their siting, height and 
appearance, would be out of scale with their surroundings, form an incongruous 
feature in the street scene and would have an unacceptable detrimental impact on 
the character and visual amenity of the conservation area and the setting of the 
Grade II listed Bridgewater Canal bridge contrary to the provisions of Policy DEV1 of 
the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan, Policy TEL2 of the 
Telecommunications SPD or the National Planning Policy Framework.


