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Part 1: Open to the Public 

 
 

REPORT OF The Strategic Director for Place 

 
 

TO The Planning & Transportation Regulatory Panel 
ON 1 April 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: 19/73741/FUL 
 
APPELLANT: Mr Shimon Rudich 
 
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 
 
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: Approve 
 
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal Dismissed 
 
DECIDED ON: 15th February 2021 
 
An application for the above development was refused, by Planning Panel, on 5th March 2020. The reason 
for refusal is as follows: 
 
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. 
 
Appeal Decision 
The Inspector considered that the main issue was whether the proposal would provide satisfactory living 
conditions for future occupiers, with particular regard to i) space and internal layout; and ii) light levels and 
outlook. 
 
Space and internal layout 
The Inspector noted that the mix (6 of the 9 apartments with 2 bedrooms) and sizes (5 of the 9 apartments) 
meet the recommendations within the HPG on mix and dwelling sizes. It was further noted that 5 of the 
larger units would be adaptable to changing needs, emphasised within the guidance as being of 
importance. 
 
Whilst Apartment H would be 50m² with 2 bedrooms, the Inspector acknowledged that the layout shows a 
reasonable amount of space for living, sleeping and dining, which could also be used for home working. 
 
It was noted that apartments B and C would be small (40m²) but as one bedroom units, this was considered 
to be reasonable with the living/kitchen space being adaptable to meet the needs of occupiers. 
 
The curved walls of several apartments were noted as a potential constraint but the Inspector was satisfied 
that the layouts showed an adequate amount of living/dining space with a reasonable sized bedroom. 
 
By contrast though, apartment E was considered to be very small (23m²). The Inspector considered this 
unit to be cramped with little space to comfortably carry out basic functions, such as cooking. This 
apartment alone fails to provide an acceptable standard of accommodation with minimal scope to adapt. 
 
Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) 
The Inspector recognised that the Council has not incorporated NDSS into the current development plan 
but has used the standards as a benchmark for considering quality of accommodation in terms of floor 
space. 
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The internal floor space of apartment E falls below the recommendations of NDSS (37m² for a 1 bedroom, 
1-person unit).  
 
The Inspector acknowledged that failure to meet this standard is not a reason to dismiss the appeal. 
 
Light and Outlook 
Turning to the reference to levels of light and outlook within the reason for refusal, the Inspector noted that 
the building is in an open position which is not overshadowed or enclosed by other buildings; windows 
would have an open aspect.  The results of the Appellant’s Daylight Sunlight Report were acknowledged by 
the Inspector.  
 
The depth of apartments D and E were noted but the Inspector considered that the number and size of 
windows serving these apartments would ensure a good level of daylight to the main living spaces. 
 
Apartment B would be served by windows to the Whittle Street side where the bulk of the central section of 
the building could cause some overshadowing and overbearing impact. However, the south westerly aspect 
would mean the space would have direct sunlight and the windows were of a reasonable size, together with 
a glazed door to provide additional light and, overall, with the adaptable nature of the unit, the light and 
outlook was considered to be acceptable. 
 
The Inspector also commented on the proposed landscape scheme which was considered to enhance the 
outlook from most apartments. 
 
On this matter, the Inspector concluded that satisfactory living conditions would exist for future occupiers in 
terms light and outlook. 
 
The Inspector acknowledged that while the outdoor amenity area was not particularly large, the site is well 
located in terms of alternative outdoor recreation and public open space. 
 
Conclusion 
Due to the restricted size and layout of apartment E, the development was considered to be fail to provide 
satisfactory living conditions for future occupiers in respect of space and internal layout and so the scheme 
as a whole was considered to be contrary to policies H1 and DES7 of the UDP and paragraph 127(f) of the 
NPPF.  
 
Spatial Planning  
In light of this appeal decision, advice has been sought from Spatial Planning on the weight that can be 
given to the NDSS in decisions. Colleagues in Spatial Planning have advised that they have continued to 
receive objections to the adoption of the NDSS and so the Council is not in a position yet to rigidly apply the 
requirements until the Local Plan is adopted.  
 
That said, Officers should continue to encourage developers to comply with the NDSS, especially in large 
scale developments. 
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APPLICATION No: 20/75215/TEL56 
 
APPELLANT: HUTCHISON 3G UK LTD 
 
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 
 
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: Prior Approval Required and Refused 
 
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal dismissed 
 
DECIDED ON: 24 February 2021 
 
 
An application for the above development was validated on 30th April 2020 and was refused, under 
delegated powers, on 15th June 2020. The reasons for refusal are as follows: 
 
1. 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. 
 
2. 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. 
 
Appeal Decision 
The Inspector notes that the provisions of the GPDO do not require regard to be had to development plan 
policy but regard has been given to development plan policies in so far as they are a material consideration 
relevant to matters of siting and appearance. 
 
The main issue for consideration with this appeal is the effect of the siting and appearance of the proposed 
installation on the character and appearance of the Worsley Village Conservation Area and the setting of 
the listed Bridgwater Canal Bridge, having regard to the potential availability of alternative sites. 
 
Character and Appearance  
The Inspector acknowledges that the site is located within Worsley Village Conservation Area and the 
components that contribute to its character, including the Bridgewater Canal and the Grade II listed 
footbridge. The canal and well-treed open space are noted for their positive contribution. 
 
The Inspector notes that the proposed 20m monopole and cabinets would be located in a prominent 
position, higher than the top of the tree canopies and situated in front of the tree line, therefore being highly 
visible to pedestrians and road users, as well as nearby residents and people enjoying the open space.  
 
Whilst the minimum height of the pole was recognised, the top of the pole is noted as being different to any 
other feature around, with even the street furniture in this location being of a sympathetic design to its 
surroundings.  It was concluded that the pole would be an incongruous feature in this setting causing harm 
to the character of the conservation area. 
 



 5 

The siting of the pole is recognised as being visible form Barton Road and towards the area of open space 
and footbridge and so the development would become part of the visual context of the bridge, thereby 
causing harm to the setting of the heritage asset. 
 
Consideration of alternative sites 
The constrained target coverage area is noted, as well as the Appellant’s comments in their reasoning for 
choosing this site but the Inspector agrees that the extent of the search area is not clear from the 
information provided by the Appellant. In the absence of any other details, the Inspector remained 
unconvinced that the proposed site is the only or best approach in terms of preserving and enhancing both 
the character and appearance of the conservation area and the setting of the listed canal bridge. 
 
Great weight was given to the harm to the designated heritage assets, in accordance with the NPPF, 
although this was viewed as being less than substantial. This was weighed against the public benefits of 
the delivery of advanced, high quality and reliable communications infrastructure. Whilst the benefits of the 
proposal were recognised, the evidence provided was insufficient to clearly demonstrate that there were no 
alternative sites available that would cause less harm to the designated heritage assets and so the harm 
was not outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 6 

PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL 
 

REPORT OF NEW PLANNING AND ENFORCEMENT APPEALS RECEIVED  
 
 
 
APPLICATION No:  20/76093/ADV 
 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 
 
OFFICER  Refuse 
RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  244 Liverpool Road Cadishead M44 5DX     
 
PROPOSAL:   Application for consent to upgrade of existing 48 sheet advert with "D-Poster" 

to display digital and illuminated advertisements 
 
WARD:  Cadishead 
 
APPELLANT:  Mr Dan Ingram 
 
DATE RECEIVED: 18 March 2021 
 
 
Appeal against refusal of a planning application. 
 
Reasons for refusal are as follows; 
 
The proposed digital advertisement hoarding, by reason of its size, scale, height, prominent location and 
the proposed use of digital technology and illumination, would be unduly obtrusive, discordant and over 
dominant in the streetscene, resulting in a detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the streetscene and 
the character of the surrounding area and would give rise to undue visual intrusion, resulting in harm to the 
amenity that the occupiers of the adjacent dwellinghouse's No.246 Liverpool Road and No.1 Allenby Road 
could reasonably expect to enjoy. The proposed advertisement would therefore be contrary to policy DEV2 
of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan and the advice of 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:  20/76108/ADV 
 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 
 
OFFICER  Refuse 
RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  Land At Summerseat Close Salford M5 3JQ     
 
PROPOSAL:   Display of 2no internally  illuminated 48-sheet (6MX3M) D-Poster 

advertisements fronting Trafford Road. 
 
WARD:  Ordsall 
 
APPELLANT:  Mr Ben Porte 
 
DATE RECEIVED: 3 March 2021 
 
 
Appeal against refusal of a planning application. 
 
Reason for refusal is as follows; 
 
There are no other large scale advertisements in the immediate vicinity of the site and the immediate 
context of this side of Trafford road is residential with two-storey housing sitting in close proximity (circa 10 
- 13m away).  The advertisements, due to their size, scale, position and prominent location would be 
incongruous structures in this context and would also be oppressive to the occupiers immediately to the 
rear contrary to policy DEV2 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan and the advice of the National 
Planning Policy Framework 
 
              
 
  



 8 

 
APPLICATION No:  20/76283/HH 
 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 
 
OFFICER  Refuse 
RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  10 Hanover Gardens Salford M7 4FQ     
 
PROPOSAL:   Single storey rear extension with roof windows, loft conversion with front and 

rear dormers, hip to gable conversion and a front canopy 
 
WARD:  Kersal 
 
APPELLANT:  Halpern 
 
DATE RECEIVED: 1 March 2021 
 
 
 
Appeal against refusal of a planning application. 
 
Reasons for refusal are as follows; 
 
The hip-to-gable roof extension combined with the proposed front dormer would comprise a substantial and 
prominent alteration to the roof of the property that would be highly visible within the street scene. It would 
result in the loss of an original key feature within the property and would therefore be detrimental to the 
architectural character and appearance of the property and would not respect the positive character of the 
surrounding area, contrary to Policies DES1 and DES8 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan 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. 
 
              
  
 
 


