
 1 

Part 1: Open to the Public 

 
 

REPORT OF The Strategic Director for Place 

 
 

TO The Planning & Transportation Regulatory Panel 
ON 4 March 2021

 
 
TITLE: Planning Appeals 

 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: That the report be noted. 

 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: To set out details of appeals determined and received. 

 
 
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: 20/74609/ADV 
 
APPELLANT: Ocean Outdoor Ltd. 
 
APPEAL SITE: ‘Manchester Media Wall’, Trinity Way, Salford, M3 1NH 
 
PROPOSAL: Consent to display 1 x Full Motion Digital Illuminated Screen 
 
WARD: Ordsall 
 
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: Refused 
 
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal Dismissed 
 
DECIDED ON: 21st January 2021 
 
An application for the above development had been validated on 03 January 2020. The 
application was subsequently refused under delegated powers on 30 March 2020 for the 
following reasons: 
 
1. The existing advertisement is located in very close proximity to a number of habitable room 

windows in the adjacent building ('The Residence').  Future occupiers of the building would 
face the blank expanse of the rear of the advert which would be overbearing and would 
significantly harm their outlook, light and general amenity contrary to policy DEV2 of the 
City of Salford Unitary Development Plan and NPPF. 

 
2. The adopted Greengate Strategy seeks to create "a dynamic residential and commercial 

place with an exceptional public realm".  This is reinforced by the Irwell City Park Planning 
Guidance which states the area will be "a vibrant and distinctive part of the Regional Centre 
with a range of functions including commercial, residential, cultural, retail and leisure uses. 
It will be characterised by a continuous riverside cycle/walkway, high quality public spaces 
and a distinctive waterside frontage with new connections between Manchester, Salford 
and Trafford."  The advertisement has introduced a large unattractive structure which 
dominates this part of Greengate and the Riverside.  It causes significant harm to the 
character of the area and riverside park/walkway and regeneration aspirations for the area.  
The riverside walkway and advert could not acceptably co-exist and future users of this 
route would find it very unattractive and overbearing with limited natural surveillance as 
well as areas of concealment. The application is therefore contrary to policy DEV2 of the 
City of Salford Unitary Development Plan as well as the Greengate Regeneration Strategy, 
Irwell City Park Planning Guidance and NPPF. 

 
The Inspector considered the main issue to be the effects of the proposed advertisement on 
amenity and public safety. 
 
As part of their assessment of the appeal proposal, the Inspector made reference to the 
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), which refers to the possibility that large poster hoardings 
may be permitted in an industrial or commercial area of a major city where they would not 
adversely affect the visual amenity of the neighbourhood of the site1. 
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The Inspector noted the site’s close proximity to Manchester and Salford city centres and 
recognised that it is in an area currently undergoing regeneration, which is guided by the 
Greengate Regeneration Strategy. Areas of surface car parking and advertisements have 
been permitted in the past as 'meanwhile uses' until new developments were approved and 
implemented. The Inspector considered that although some areas of surface car parking still 
exist, they do not predominate. Numerous large scale, high rise residential schemes have 
recently been developed in the vicinity of the site and the area’s emerging residential 
neighbourhood character is clearly evident.  
 
The building immediately to the rear of the advertisement is still under construction (The 
Residence) and the riverside walkway is not currently in use. The appellant contended that the 
media wall is seen in the context of The Residence construction site. However, the Inspector 
considered that it would also be seen in a wider context, comprising of those other completed 
and occupied residential buildings (Anaconda Cut; 1 Greengate; Springfield Lane), beyond the 
immediate backdrop of The Residence construction site. 
 
The Inspector continued: From Trinity Way and other surrounding vantage points, seen in the 
context of those existing recent residential developments around it, the significant scale and 
prominent illuminated screen of the advertisement would appear highly incongruous, and it 
would unduly dominate those emergent residential surroundings. Therefore, it would not 
preserve the amenity of the area or contribute to the regeneration strategy's aim of promoting 
a public realm appropriate to the area's residential character. 
 
The Inspector went on to state that, because of its location, height and substantial size, the 
advertisement would significantly compromise the outlook from habitable rooms in the 
apartments which are proposed on Level 1 of The Residence. Furthermore, the advertisement 
would unduly dominate the adjacent section of the riverside walkway and create an unpleasant 
sense of enclosure between the rear of the display and The Residence building. Its supporting 
structure could also create areas of concealment which would not be visible to those walking 
along the adjacent walkway towards the site. It would therefore not provide walkway users with 
an adequate sense of safety or security. Consequently, it would conflict with the Irwell City 
Park Planning Guidance, which refers to safety and security as vital elements in creating 
attractive places in the City Park and requires the provision of active frontages 
to the riverside walkway to encourage vibrant areas and pedestrian activity. 
 
However, matters relating to the outlook and amenity of future occupants of The Residence 
and the amenity and safety of users of the riverside walkway would only arise at the point those 
units were occupied or that the walkway was constructed. The Inspector was satisfied that 
those matters could be adequately addressed by means of a suitably worded condition, 
requiring the removal of the advertisement before that point. However, the Inspector went on 
to state that such a condition would not mitigate or overcome the harm to the existing amenity 
of the site’s wider surroundings that they had identified.  
 
The Inspector noted the history of previous advertisement consents that had been granted on 
the site, most recently in March 2014, but stated that those decisions were evidently made in 
a different context in relation to progress with the regeneration strategy and the character and 
appearance of the site's surroundings. 
 
On the basis of the above, the appeal was dismissed.   
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PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL 
 

REPORT OF NEW PLANNING AND ENFORCEMENT APPEALS RECEIVED  
 
 
 
APPLICATION No:  20/75012/HH 
 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Panel Decision 
 
OFFICER  Approve 
RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  1 Tetlow Grove Eccles M30 8GE     
 
PROPOSAL:   Part retrospective planning application for the Installation of 

additional pitched roof dormer to front elevation, re-pitching of 
gabled end roof to hipped roof to 60 degrees on side elevation 
and installation of flat roof dormer to the rear elevation. 

 
 
WARD:  Barton 
 
APPELLANT:  Mr DUNN 
 
DATE RECEIVED: 26 January 2021 
 
 
Appeal against refusal of planning application. 
 
The reason(s) for refusal are as follows; 
 
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.  
 
The proposed roof alterations are out of keeping with the general character and appearance 
of the roofscape along Tetlow Grove and Arthur Street and as such would harm the visual 
amenity of the area contrary to policies DES1 and DES8 of the City of Salford Unitary 
Development Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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APPLICATION No:  20/76053/P3KPA 
 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 
 
OFFICER  Refuse 
RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  16 Hilton Square Pendlebury Swinton M27 4DB    
 
PROPOSAL:   Application to determine if prior approval is required for a 

proposed change of use from office (use class E) to non-
residential education (use class F1) 

 
WARD:  Pendlebury 
 
APPELLANT:  Mrs Sonia Whittle 
 
DATE RECEIVED: 28 January 2021 
 
 
Appeal against refusal of planning application. 
 
The reason(s) for refusal are as follows; 
 
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. 
 
No detailed information has been submitted to enable the Local Planning Authority to 
appropriately assess the transport and highways impacts of the development as required by 
Schedule 2, Part 3, Class T, T.2 (1) (b) (i). Given the lack of Transport and Highway 
information the Local Planning Authority is not in a position to make an informed judgement 
on the potential transport and highway safety impacts that the development may pose. 
            
  
 


