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Part 1: Open to the Public 

 
 

REPORT OF The Strategic Director for Place 

 
 

TO The Planning & Transportation Regulatory Panel 
ON 27 May 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: 20/75012/HH 
  
APPELLANT: Mr Dunn 
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 
  
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: 

Approve 

  
DECISION LEVEL: Planning and Transportation Regulatory   

Panel 
  
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal Dismissed 
  
DECIDED ON: 15 April 2021 

 
 

 
 
Planning Authority Decision - Refuse 
 
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 
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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 
 
The appeal was dismissed by the planning inspectorate, please refer to the appeal decision 
attached. 
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Appeal Decision  

Site visit made on 31 March 2021 by C McDonagh BA (Hons) MA MRTPI  

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 15 April 2021  

 

  

Appeal Ref: APP/U4230/D/20/3264299 1 Tetlow Grove, Eccles, 
Manchester M30 8GE  
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission.  

• The appeal is made by Mr Dunn against the decision of Salford City Council.  

• The application Ref 20/75012/HH, dated 4 March 2020, was refused by notice 

dated     3 November 2020.  

• The development proposed is installation of additional pitched roof dormer to front 

elevation, re-pitching of hip roof to 60 degrees on side elevation and installation of 

flat roof dormer to the rear elevation.  

  

 

  

Decision  

1. The appeal is dismissed.  

Preliminary Matters   
2. At the time of my site visit, it was clear that the development was largely 
complete, and the appeal is therefore considered on a part retrospective basis.   

Main Issue  
3. The main issue is the effect of the development on the character and 
appearance of the area.   

Reasons  
4. The appeal site comprises a two-storey, end terrace property located on the 

corner of Tetlow Grove and Arthur Street. Planning permission was previously 

granted for a change of use of the property to 6 self-contained apartments with 
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associated works to erect front and rear pitched roof dormers and a detached 

garage alongside other ancillary alterations.   

5. Evidently, unauthorised works to construct a larger dormer than approved to the 

rear, an additional front dormer and alterations to the roof to transform the 

original hip to a gable were subject to a retrospective planning application which 

was refused by members of the planning committee. The proposal seeks to 

amend the ‘as built’ development, with the gable roof ‘re-pitched’ to an 
angle of 60°, the rear dormer reduced in scale and to approve retrospectively the 

unauthorised front dormer.   

6. There are a variety of house types in the local area. Tetlow Grove is comprised 

of a long, continuous terrace bookended by a pair of semi-detached dwellings to 

one side and a mix of semi-detached and terraces to the other. There is a  
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general mix across the local area, with terraces, semi-detached and detached 
properties all visible from the junction of Tetlow Grove and Arthur Street. Roofs 
are comprised of either hipped or gable types, and while I did note the adjoining 
property had a rear dormer, the roofscapes facing Tetlow Grove and others in the 
area appeared largely unaltered.   

7. The House Extensions Supplementary Planning Document (2006) (the SPD) 

advises dormer windows should be sited below the ridge line and set back from 

the eaves of the host building. Moreover, the use of a pitched or hipped roof can 

help improve the appearance of dormers.    

8. The rear dormer is prominent from Arthur Street and would be reduced in width 

from the gable side of the roof. This would reduce the bulk and mass at roof 

level. However, there appears to be little set down from the ridge or set back 

from the eaves of the host building proposed. As a result, it would lack 

subordination and appear to dominate the rear roof, despite the use of matching 

materials. This is compounded by the flat roof, which makes the dormer appear 

top heavy and overly dominant. Due to the prominent position of the proposal it 

would therefore cause harm to the character and appearance of the local area.  

9. While I am informed of many other dormers in the area, I have no details of these 

before me, nor did I see these on the site visit. However, I did observe the rear 

dormer on the adjoining property, although this appears much smaller in scale, 

covering approximately half of the roof width and is also set down from the ridge 

and set back from the eaves. As a result, I do not consider the adjacent dormer 

comparable to the proposal before me, nor would its existence justify allowing the 

harm I have identified.   

10. The appellant argues the property benefits from permitted development rights as 

specified in The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 

(England) Order 2015 (as amended) (the Order). I have no reason to disagree 

with this. However, I have nothing before me to substantiate which section of the 

Order is relevant or which element of the scheme is permitted development. 
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Regardless, it is not my role within the context of a section 78 appeal to 

determine the lawfulness of the proposal, and I have not been made aware of an 

application for a certificate of lawful development. As such, I have determined the 

appeal on the basis of the plans and evidence before me.  

11. The alteration to the as built gable would restore a hipped roof with an angle of 

60°. Evidently the angle of the original hipped roof prior to the alterations was 

45°. The difference therefore would be minimal, and I observed variety in the 

angles of hipped roof in the area on my site visit. As such, the alteration 

proposed to the gable would not appear incongruous when viewed from public 

vantage points, despite the prominence of the property at the end of the terrace.   

12. The additional front dormer matches that approved, which is of small scale with a 

pitched roof. I note in this regard the unauthorised structure is in accordance with 

the SPD which advises a pitched roof can improve the appearance of dormer 

extensions, while splitting them into two can reduce the impact of larger dormers. 

Although there is little set down from the ridge, I note this height matches that of 

the approved dormer and any additional set down would appear unbalanced. 

Moreover, there is a suitable set back from the eaves and  

  
                         2  
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the appearance of two smaller dormers over one large extension allows some of 
the original roof form to be legible while being subordinate to the host. As such, 
the front dormer does not adversely affect the character and appearance of the 
local area.   

13. Notwithstanding the lack of harm arising from the additional front dormer and 

alteration to the gable, and to conclude, the rear dormer would cause harm to the 

character and appearance of the local area. The proposal is therefore contrary to 

Policies DES1 and DES8 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan. These 

seek to ensure alterations and extensions to existing buildings respect the 

general scale, character and proportions, among others, of the original structure 

and complement the general character of the surrounding area.   

Conclusion   
14. The proposal would harm the character and appearance of the area and 
would conflict with the development plan taken as a whole. There are no material 
considerations that indicate the decision should be made other than in 
accordance with the development plan. Therefore, for the reasons given, I 
conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.   

C McDonagh  

INSPECTOR    
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APPLICATION NO: 20/76093/ADV 

 
APPELLANT: Mr Dan Ingram 
  
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 
  
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: 

Refuse 

  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 

 
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal Dismissed 
  
DECIDED ON: 13 May 2021 
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Planning Authority Decision - Refuse 
 
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 an 
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 appeal was dismissed by the planning inspectorate, please refer to the appeal decision 
attached. 
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Appeal Decision   

Site Visit made on 5 May 2021 by Hannah Ellison BSc (Hons) MSc MRTPI 

Decision by Martin Seaton BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI  

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State   

Decision date: 13 May 2021   

  

 

Appeal Ref: APP/U4230/Z/21/3268624 244 Liverpool Road, Cadishead, 
Irlam M44 5DX   
• The appeal is made under Regulation 17 of the Town and Country Planning 

(Control of Advertisements) (England) Regulations 2007 against a refusal to grant 

express consent. • The appeal is made by Wildstone Group Limited against the 

decision of Salford City Council.  

• The application Ref 20/76093/ADV, dated 18 September 2020, was refused by 
notice dated 17 December 2020.  

• The advertisement proposed is the upgrade of existing 48 sheet advert with D-
posted which will display digital and illuminate advertisements.  

 

Decision  

1. The appeal is dismissed.  

Appeal Procedure  
2. The site visit was undertaken by an Appeal Planning Officer whose 
recommendation is set out below and to which the Inspector has had regard 
before deciding the appeal.  

Preliminary Matter  
3. The Council has drawn my attention to Policy DEV2 of the City of Salford Unitary 

Development Plan 2004-2016 (June 2006) (the UDP) which it considers relevant 

to this appeal and I have taken it into account where relevant. However, the 

powers to control advertisements under the Regulations1 may be exercised only 

in the interests of amenity and public safety, taking account of any material 

factors. The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) and the 

Planning Practice Guidance (the PPG) reiterates this approach.  

Main Issue  

4. The effect of the advertisement on the visual amenity of the area.  
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Reasons for the Recommendation  
5. The proposal seeks to replace an existing non-illuminated 48 sheet poster 

advertisement, occupying an elevated position on the gable end of No 244 

Liverpool Road, with a digital, illuminated advertisement. Except for the adjacent 

newsagent and other limited examples of commercial uses further south-west on 

Liverpool Road, the immediate locality has a strong residential character as 

there are terraced dwellings beyond the appeal site and semidetached dwellings 

adjacent on Allenby Road.  
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6. The scale and positioning of the proposal would be similar to the existing poster 

advertisement and the images would be static, albeit changing on a sequential 

rotation. Whilst the existing advertisement may be long-established at the appeal 

site, the proposal would nevertheless vary substantially as it would display 

illuminated and digital images which would be significantly sharper than those 

currently displayed. As such, the proposal would be a more prominent, overly 

obtrusive and visually discordant feature in the predominantly residential 

character of the street scene.  

7. The appeal site is located adjacent to an arterial route and the area appears to 

be well-lit. I note that the brightness levels of the proposal during night-time 

would be below the industry standards and could be adjusted and controlled via 

conditions. Furthermore, I note that the appellant has offered to switch off the 

display during the night-time. Nevertheless, due to its digital design with sharper 

images, the proposal would remain an intrusive and incongruous feature 

throughout the daytime, irrespective of illumination levels. Therefore, the 

measures to reduce illumination would not negate the harm that I have identified 

to the effect on the visual amenity of this residential area.  

8. For the same reasons, I am not persuaded that the example provided of a poster 

and digital advertisement displaying the same advertisement are visually 

comparable to one another.  

9. It is suggested that the proposal is a modern upgrade which would improve the 

appearance of the existing advertisement however, at the time of my site visit it 

appeared to be well maintained. The appellant also indicates that the proposal 

could display non-commercial and emergency information. Whilst these matters 

may be of some benefit to the public, I afford them limited weight due to the 

scale of the proposal and thus they would not outweigh the harm I have 

identified.  

10. Consequently, for these reasons the proposal would cause significant harm to 

the visual amenity of the area and would be contrary to Policy DEV2 of the UDP 

which, although not decisive, seeks to ensure that advertisements respect the 

  

  
1 
  The Town and C ountry Planning (Control of Advertisements) (England) Regulations 2007 (as amended)   
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sensitivity of the location and minimise any negative impact on residential areas, 

amongst other things.  

Other Matter  
11. I note the Council’s concern regarding the effect of the proposal on 

the living conditions of neighbouring occupiers in terms of light pollution. 
However, the PPG advises that amenity, in the context of the control of 
advertisements, includes aural and visual amenity, but does not extend to 
considerations relating to living conditions. Given the powers to control 
advertisements set out in the Regulations, this matter is not therefore 
determinative in my consideration of this appeal.  

Conclusion and Recommendation  
12. For the reasons given above and having regard to all other matters raised, I 

recommend that the appeal should be dismissed.  

H Ellison   
APPEAL PLANNING OFFICER  

  

  
                         2  
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Inspector’s Decision  

13. I have considered all the submitted evidence and the Appeal Planning 

Officer’s report and on that basis I agree that the appeal should be dismissed.  

Martin Seaton  

INSPECTOR  
  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
                         3  
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APPLICATION NO: 20/76108/ADV 
 

APPELLANT: Mr Ben Porte 
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 
  
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: 

Refuse 

  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 

 
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal Dismissed 
  
DECIDED ON: 29 March 2021 

 

  

Figure 1 – the subject site under consideration Figure 2 – the existing street scene of the subject site 

 
Planning Authority Decision - Refuse 
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. 

The appeal was dismissed by the planning inspectorate, please refer to the appeal decision 
attached. 
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Appeal Decision   

Site Visit made on 15 March 2021 by Hilary Senior BA (Hons) MCD MRTPI 

Decision by R C Kirby BA(Hons) DipTP MRTPI   

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State   

Decision date: 29 March 2021  

 

  

Appeal Ref: APP/U4230/Z/21/3266356 Land rear of Summerseat Close, 
Salford, M5 3JQ   
• The appeal is made under Regulation 17 of the Town and Country Planning 

(Control of Advertisements) (England) Regulations 2007 against a refusal to grant 
express consent.  

• The appeal is made by Mr Ben Porte (Clear Channel UK Ltd) against the decision 
of Salford City Council.  

• The application Ref 20/76108/ADV, dated 5 October 2020, was refused by notice 
dated 1 December 2020.  

• The advertisement proposed is installation of 2 no illuminated 48-sheet (6MX3M)        
D-Poster advertisements fronting Trafford Road.  

 

Decision  

1. The appeal is dismissed.  

Appeal Procedure  
2. The site visit was undertaken by an Appeal Planning Officer whose 
recommendation is set out below and to which the Inspector has had regard 
before deciding the appeal.  

Main Issue  
3. The main issue is the effect of the advertisement on the visual amenity of the 
area.  

Reasons for the Recommendation  
4. The Council has drawn my attention to Development Plan policies it considers 

relevant to this appeal and I have taken them into account where relevant. 

However, powers under the Regulations1 to control advertisements may be 

exercised only in the interest of amenity and public safety, taking account of any 
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1 

material factors. The National Planning Policy Framework and the Planning 

Practice Guidance reiterates this approach.  

5. The appeal site is an open vegetated area to the rear of the footway of Trafford 

Road, close to the rear elevation of dwellings in Summerseat Close. Whilst 

Trafford Road is a busy dual carriageway, with a mix of uses along it, the area of 

the appeal site is largely residential in character with no obvious forms of 

advertisements.   

6. The proposed advertisements would be set upon a plinth approximately 2.5 

metres in height. They would result in an elevated, prominent, dominant form of 

advertising which would be a visually incongruous feature that would be intrusive 

in the street scene.  This impact would be compounded by the  

  
 The Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) (England) Regulations 2007 (as amended)  

  
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate  
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intermittent changing of the illuminated display that would significantly draw the 
eye, further accentuating their visual prominence.   

7. Moreover, whilst nearby occupiers would not view the illuminated advertisement 

from their properties, the large structure would be a prominent feature when 

viewed from the rear facing windows and balconies of the properties in 

Summerseat Close. It would have a significant enclosing effect upon the rear 

residential environment of nearby properties which would be harmful to the visual 

amenity of the occupiers. The remaining landscaping around the proposal would 

not mitigate the visual impact of the advertisement display.   

8. The appellant has suggested a number of conditions in relation to the 

illumination, display time and sequencing of the advertisement display. However, 

none of the suggested conditions would overcome the harm I have identified.  

9. Therefore, for these reasons I conclude that the proposed advertisements would 

cause significant harm to the visual amenity of the area.  Consequently, the 

proposal conflicts with saved Policy DEV2 of the City of Salford Unitary 

Development Plan 2004-2016 (2006) which although not decisive, states that 

consent will only be granted for advertisements which would not have an 

unacceptable impact on amenity. The proposal would also be contrary to 

paragraph 132 of the Framework which states that the quality and character of 

places can suffer when advertisements are poorly sited.  

Conclusion and Recommendation  
10. For the reasons given above and having had regard to all other matters raised, I 

recommend that the appeal is dismissed.  

Hilary Senior    

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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APPEAL PLANNING OFFICER  

  

Inspector’s Decision  

11. I have considered all the submitted evidence and the Appeal Planning 
Officer’s report and on that basis the appeal is dismissed.  

R C Kirby  

INSPECTOR  
  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          2  

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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APPLICATION NO: 20/75266/FUL 
 

APPELLANT: Mr Jospeh Lazare 
APPEAL SITE: The Spinney, 482 Walkden Road 

Worsley, M28 2WH 
 

  
PROPOSAL: Demolition of existing dwelling and 

erection of 4no. detached dwellings with 
associated access, landscaping and car 
parking 

  
WARD: Worsley 
  
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: 

Approve 

  
DECISION LEVEL: Planning and Transportation Regulatory   

Panel  
  
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal Allowed 
  
DECIDED ON: 23 April 2021 

 
 

 
 
Planning Authority Decision - Refuse 
 
The Local Planning Authority offered solutions to the applicant in order to make the 
development acceptable. The applicant was however unwilling to amend the plans. Without 
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these amendments the development would not improve the economic, social and 
environmental conditions of the area and therefore does not comprise sustainable 
development. The Local Planning Authority has therefore implemented the requirement in 
Paragraph 38 of the NPPF. 
 
The site is located within a suburban area characterised by detached dwellings in relatively 
spacious plots. The plot size, combined with the footprint and site layout of the proposed 
houses, in not consistent with the character of the existing neighbouring housing and 
therefore would be detrimental to the character and appearance of the local area. The 
development is therefore contrary to policies DES1 and H1 of the City of Salford Unitary 
Development Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
The site is notably characterised by mature trees and is green and verdant in character. The 
removal of 13 trees to facilitate the development, alongside the potential pressure from future 
residents of the development to remove and/or significantly prune the retained trees, would 
lead to a reduction in this green and verdant character. Replacement tree planting would not 
be sufficient to mitigate this loss and therefore the development would be detrimental to the 
character and appearance of the area. The development is therefore contrary to policy EN13 
of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan, the Trees and Development Supplementary 
Planning Guidance and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
The appeal was allowed by the planning inspectorate, please refer to the appeal decision 
attached. 
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Appeal Decision  

Site visit made on 23 March 2021 by Jillian Rann BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI  

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State   

Decision date: 23 April 2021  

 

  

Appeal Ref: APP/U4230/W/20/3263539 The Spinney, 482 Walkden 
Road, Worsley, Salford M28 2WH  
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission.  

• The appeal is made by Mr Joseph Lazare (JAL Group) against the decision of 
Salford City Council.  

• The application Ref 20/75266/FUL, dated 5 May 2020, was refused by notice 
dated 2 November 2020.   

• The development proposed is demolition of existing dwelling and erection of 4no. 
detached dwellings with associated access, landscaping and car parking.  

  

 

  

Decision  
1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for the demolition of 
the existing dwelling and erection of 4no. detached dwellings with associated 
access, landscaping and car parking at The Spinney, 482 Walkden Road, 
Worsley, Salford M28 2WH. The permission is granted in accordance with the 
terms of the application, Ref 20/75266/FUL, dated 5 May 2020, subject to the 
conditions in the attached schedule.   

Application for costs  
2. An application for costs was made by Mr Joseph Lazare (JAL Group) against 
Salford City Council. This application is the subject of a separate Decision.  

Preliminary Matters   
3. The Council’s decision notice states the date of decision as 29 October 

2020 and the date of issue as 2 November 2020. I have used the latter in the 
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banner heading on the basis that it was the date the decision was actually 

issued.   

4. The Council’s decision was based on amended drawings submitted during the 

application. The Council has confirmed that, in respect of additional publicity 

undertaken on the finalisation of the amended plans, site notices were posted 

and a press notice was published. I have therefore based my decision on those 

amended drawings and am satisfied that no party would be prejudiced by my 

having done so. For the avoidance of doubt the drawings which formed the basis 

of my decision are those listed in Condition 2 in the attached schedule.   

5. The originally-submitted version and the revised version of the Proposed GA 

Plans and Elevations drawing for Plot 1 both have the same drawing reference  

  
number1. For the avoidance of doubt, my decision is based on the version of that 
drawing which includes two revision notes2, and which is consistent with other 
revised drawings with regard to the detail of Plot 1.   

6. A revised landscape plan was submitted as part of the appeal3. It has been 

amended from the application drawings to include details of new tree planting 

within the site. Whilst my decision is based on the drawings that formed the 

basis of the Council’s decision, I have had regard to the revised 

landscaping proposal to include replacement tree planting and the details of 

where such planting might take place, as indicated on the revised drawing.   

7. The site is adjacent to a conservation area and there are several listed buildings 

nearby. I am mindful of my statutory duties under sections 66(1) and 72(1) of the 

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and have 

considered the appeal accordingly.   

8. During the course of the appeal I have sought and received clarification from the 

Council and the appellant regarding the status of the trees within the site and 

previous consents that have been granted for works to protected trees.  

Main Issue  
9. The main issues are the effect of the proposed development on the character 
and appearance of the appeal site and its surroundings, including with regard to 
protected trees.   

Reasons  

Background  

10. The appeal relates to The Spinney, a large detached house on Walkden Road. 

The site is on the edge of an area of suburban housing on the outskirts of 

                                            
1 DA20021.007  
2 ‘Design Changes’ dated 29/06/20 and ‘Brick/render swapped’ dated 27/07/20.  
3 Drawing reference number: 20-243/001 Revision E.  
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Worsley. A drive alongside the site’s southern boundary provides access to St 

Mark’s Church car park and St Mark’s Vicarage beyond.   

11. The existing dwelling is set back from Walkden Road with trees and planting 

along its frontage and a large rear garden. The site thus has a spacious, open 

character at present. It contains a large number of mature trees, mainly around 

its boundaries. That tree cover makes a positive contribution to the site’s 

spacious, landscaped character and that of its surroundings, providing a soft, 

attractive edge to the residential frontage along Walkden Road as it approaches 

the open land and tree-lined frontages within the St Mark’s Conservation Area 

immediately to the south. Many of the trees within the site are protected by Tree 

Preservation Orders4 (TPOs).     

12. However, the site is surrounded by other housing on Walkden Road and The 

Warke to the side and rear, which is visible across and alongside the site in 

views along Walkden Road and the drive to the south. The existing dwelling on 

the site is also clearly evident from Walkden Road and the drive to the south 

through the boundary planting. From surrounding vantage points, the site is 

viewed in the context of the relatively closely-spaced suburban housing around  

  
it. It thus forms part of those residential surroundings, distinct from the open, 
undeveloped land further south and on the opposite side of Walkden Road.   

Character and appearance – proposed development  

13. The proposed development would involve the demolition of the existing dwelling 

on the site and the construction of four detached dwellings.   

14. The houses on the Walkden Road frontage would be set back from the front 

boundary to a similar degree as the existing house. Trees and the hedge on the 

site frontage would be retained, with supplementary planting to fill gaps in the 

hedge where the existing access points would be removed. The open, spacious 

character of the site frontage would thus be maintained.   

15. The houses on plots 2-4 would be quite closely-spaced. However, they would still 

have discernible gaps between them and their spacing and layout would not be 

dissimilar to that of other detached houses on surrounding streets, including The 

Warke to the rear. Their gradually staggered layout and the projecting front 

gables would also serve to break up the built frontage and give a sense of 

separation between those buildings along the site’s access road.   

16. The footprints of the proposed houses, the sizes of their plots and the density of 

the development would also be comparable to those on the residential streets 

which surround the site. Furthermore, the dwellings would be set back from the 

Walkden Road frontage and positioned within the central part of the site, with 

large garden areas around them to the side and rear. A sense of separation 

between the buildings and the site boundaries would thus be preserved. 

                                            
4 Tree Preservation Order references: (No.415) 2010 and (No.528) 2016.   
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Consequently, having regard to the character and pattern of the existing 

development visible around the site, the proposed development would not 

appear unduly cramped. Nor would it detract from the spacious, open character 

of the site or its surroundings.  

17. Although the houses would have three floors of accommodation, their upper 

floors would largely be contained within their roofspaces and the buildings would 

not appear unduly dominant in the context of other large houses nearby on 

Walkden Road. The large sections of glazing to their front gables and ground 

floor living areas would give the houses a distinctive modern appearance, whilst 

the use of sympathetic materials and detailing, including brick and render and 

projecting front gables, would ensure that they remained  in keeping with the 

character and appearance of surrounding housing overall.   

18. I therefore conclude that the development would not have an adverse effect on 

the character or appearance of the appeal site or its surroundings with regard to 

the size, layout or appearance of the houses and their plots.   

The effects on protected trees – tree removals and development works  

19. As part of the proposal 9 existing trees would be removed from within the site. 

New tree planting is proposed within the site as part of the development.   

20. Consent has previously been granted to carry out works to 4 lime trees and to fell 

6 other trees within the site5 (the 2017 consent). Whilst the works to the lime 

trees have subsequently been carried out, only one of the 6 other trees was 

actually removed. No replacement trees were planted. However, on the  

basis that the removed tree, an oak, does not appear to have been protected by 
either of the site’s TPOs, I afford little weight to that matter. The other 
5 trees were not removed and the main parties have agreed that consent for their 
removal expired in 2020. I have been referred to a subsequent consent for tree 
works and removals6. However, the consented removals in that case all related 
to trees within a neighbouring property and the only works affecting the appeal 
site were pruning works to a tree near the northern boundary. It is in this context 
that I have considered the proposals.     

21. Two of the 9 trees proposed for removal were part of the 2017 consent7. Both 

are part of a large group of trees alongside the southern boundary and are 

relatively poor specimens within that wider group. Based on the appellant’s tree 

survey8 and my own observations I am satisfied that, in the context of the large 

group of trees alongside that boundary, their removal would not unduly harm or 

dilute the overall tree cover or visual presence of tree planting along that 

boundary.   

                                            
5 5 Application reference: 

17/69818/TPO.  
6 Application reference: 18/72636/TPO  
7 Tree numbers T9 and T11 in the appellant’s tree survey (see footnote 8).   
8 Arboricultural Implications Assessment and Method Statement reference number PM/AIA/AMS/16/07/20, 

prepared by Murray Tree Consultancy and dated July 2020.  
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22. Five of the 9 trees proposed for removal are not protected by either TPO, thus 

limiting the weight I afford to their retention. One, a multi-stemmed cherry, is poor 

in quality and structural form. The others are spruces and yews which are 

relatively young or minor trees and/or have deficiencies in their form. From the 

evidence before me and my own observations, and in the context of the other 

higher quality trees which would be retained and the new and replacement 

planting proposed, I am satisfied that their removal would not have adverse 

implications for the mature landscaped character or appearance of the site.   

23. The other 2 trees proposed for removal are beech trees in the south eastern part 

of the site9. Both are protected by one of the TPOs. Both are tall and visible from 

outside the site. However, they are very close to a group of moderate and high 

quality trees which are nearer the southern boundary. In the context of those 

existing trees and having regard to replacement tree planting proposed, the 

removal of these two beech trees would not have adverse implications for the 

overall established tree cover within and around the site or its mature landscaped 

character. I am content that replacement tree planting could be secured by 

condition and would mitigate for the loss of those trees over time.   

24. Existing shrub planting alongside Walkden Road to the front of the site would be 

removed to facilitate the provision of the new access road. However, the three 

large trees on that frontage, all protected by a TPO, would be retained. So too 

would the front boundary hedge, with supplementary planting to fill gaps where 

the site’s existing access points would be removed. Such planting would 

maintain the strong hedge line and landscaped appearance which are positive 

features of the site’s frontage and could be secured by the imposition of a 

suitable condition.  

25. The submissions also refer to the removal of a western red cedar tree10. 

However, that tree is not protected by either TPO and the submitted details 

indicate that it is in the grounds of an adjacent property, outside the red line  

  
site boundary. Consequently, its suggested removal has not formed part of my 
consideration of this appeal.   

26. Works including the installation of hard surfacing are proposed close to some 

protected trees. However, I have not been presented with compelling evidence 

that such works would have adverse implications for the long term health or 

survival of those trees subject to the use of appropriate construction methods 

and protection during construction. Those matters could be controlled by the 

imposition of a suitable condition.   

27. Reference has been made to the possibility of other tree works being necessary 

beyond those shown on the submitted drawings, to accommodate scaffolding 

during construction for example. For the avoidance of doubt, my decision is 

based solely on those tree works and removals shown and set out in the 

submitted details. In the event that further works became necessary to any 

retained protected trees, such works would require consent from the Council and 

                                            
9 Tree numbers T19 and T20 in the appellant’s tree survey.  
10 Tree number T32 in the appellant’s tree survey.   
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would need to be considered on their merits. There is no substantive evidence 

before me to indicate that works would be necessary beyond those shown on the 

submitted drawings.   

28. Taking into account the location, appearance and very limited number of 

protected trees proposed for removal, the substantial tree planting which would 

remain around the site boundaries and the new tree and hedge planting and 

landscaping proposed, I am satisfied that the development would not lead to the 

unacceptable loss of protected trees and that the site’s tree-lined and mature 

landscaped character would be preserved overall.   

The effect on protected trees – living conditions of future occupants  

29. Policy TD 3 of the Council’s Supplementary Planning Document: Trees 

and Development (the Trees SPD) advises that development will not be 

permitted where a principal habitable room window (main window to a lounge, 

dining room or main bedroom) would be overshadowed by a tree, or where any 

part of a tree would be sited within 3.6m of a principal habitable room window. 

The supporting text explains that, where principal habitable room windows are 

proposed close to existing trees, future occupants may seek to have the tree(s) 

excessively pruned to allow additional light in. The 3.6m minimum separation 

distance, it explains, is considered necessary to maintain a balance between 

existing trees and proposed development.   

30. The ground floor lounge and dining areas of Plot 1 would be within a large, open 

plan space with multiple large windows. Parts of trees on the site frontage would 

be within 3.6m of that room’s front window. However, given the high canopies 

of those trees and the presence of large windows and glazed doors in other 

elevations of that open plan room which are further from trees, it would in my 

view receive satisfactory levels of light overall.   

31. Parts of the trees in front of Plot 1 would be within 3.6m of its master bedroom 

window. However, their canopies are relatively high and the window would look 

directly into the area between them, where their canopies are further away. The 

trees are deciduous, and thus would not be in leaf for a large part of the year, 

including the winter when light levels would otherwise be lower. However, even 

in the summer, given the window’s size and position relative to those trees, light 

levels within that bedroom would be satisfactory.   

32. The front window of Bedroom 1 in Plot 1 would be very close to the canopy of the 

adjacent sycamore tree. However, that window would be very large and the 

bedroom would have a further large, south-facing window in its side elevation. 

Consequently, the bedroom would be dual-aspect and receive sufficient light 

overall.     

33. Plot 2’s ground floor living and dining areas would be within an open plan 

space with wide, full height glazed doors to its southern elevation. Parts of the 

trees on the site’s southern boundary would be less than 3.6m from those 

glazed doors. However, their canopies are high, the area of glazing is very large, 
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and that space would also be served by rooflights above the sitting area. Those 

habitable spaces would thus receive adequate light overall.   

34. Plot 2’s master bedroom and Bedroom 1 windows would be sufficiently 

separated from surrounding trees to ensure satisfactory levels of light. All 

principal habitable room windows in Plot 3 and those on the ground floor of Plot 4 

would be over 3.6m from nearby trees. Consequently, and given the high 

canopies of those trees and the size of the windows, those areas would receive 

sufficient light.   

35. The front master bedroom window of Plot 4 would be close to the canopy of a 

tree to the north east. However, that canopy would be located to the side of the 

window and would not feature in direct views from it. The closest tree 

immediately to the front of Plot 4 would be around 3.6m from the centre of the 

window. Given the size of that window and its layout in relation to nearby trees, it 

would receive a satisfactory level of light overall. Bedroom 1 of Plot 4 would be 

much further from the canopies of surrounding trees and would thus receive 

satisfactory levels of light.   

36. Consequently, even if both the master bedroom and ‘Bedroom 1’ of each 

property were considered main bedrooms for the purposes of the Trees SPD, all 

habitable room windows would receive adequate light. Some canopy 

management may be required as the trees grow in the future. However, I have 

no reason to conclude that such works would necessarily extend to significant 

pruning or the removal of those trees, given their separation from the windows 

and the size and layout of those habitable rooms. In any event, the Council 

would have control over any such works to trees which are protected by TPOs.  

37. Areas of the gardens would be below tree canopies. However, those canopies 

are generally high and all gardens would be large and include patio and lawn 

areas not below the tree canopies. The trees would provide an attractive, mature 

landscaped setting to the properties, whilst the large gardens would also include 

useable, less shaded areas. The gardens would thus provide an attractive variety 

of spaces for the use and enjoyment of their future occupants. The trees and 

those garden arrangements would be evident to prospective purchasers, and the 

Council would have control over any future works to trees within those areas 

which are protected by the TPOs.   

38. Drawing the above threads together, I conclude that the development would 

achieve an appropriate relationship between the buildings and gardens and the 

trees within the site. It would thus not represent an overdevelopment of the site 

or result in a significant risk of pressure for protected trees to be significantly 

pruned or removed as a result of future shading of those areas.   

  
Conclusion on the main issues  

39. For the reasons given, I conclude that the proposed development would not 
have an adverse effect on the character or appearance of the appeal site or its 
surroundings, including with regard to protected trees. It would therefore not 
conflict with Policies DES1, H1 or EN13 of the City of Salford Unitary  



 25 

Development Plan 2004-2016 (the UDP), which require development to provide 
a high quality residential environment and respond to its context, including any 
notable landscape features, and state that the unacceptable loss of protected 
trees will not be permitted. It would not conflict with the advice in the Trees SPD 
set out above. Nor would it conflict with the Framework, which requires that 
developments are sympathetic to local character, including the surrounding built 
environment and landscape setting.     

Other Matters  
40. The site is adjacent to St Mark’s Conservation Area (the SMCA), which 

includes the grade I listed Church of St Mark, the grade II listed Worsley War 

Memorial, within the church grounds, and the locally listed St Marks Vicarage. 

The SMCA contains a handful of large buildings, including the church and the 

vicarage, in substantial grounds with extensive landscaping and tree planting. 

Insofar as it relates to this appeal, the significance of the SMCA is drawn from 

those large open spaces and the trees and planting within them. Those open 

spaces and the extensive tree planting within and around the church grounds 

also contribute to the setting of the listed church and war memorial and the 

locally listed vicarage.   

41. The site is adjacent to the northern boundary of the SMCA. The open areas and 

mature tree planting within the site, around its edges, are visible in views out of 

the SMCA, providing a soft edge and sense of transition between the built-up 

residential frontages to the north and the open spaces within the SMCA to the 

south. As such, those open, landscaped areas around the boundaries within the 

site contribute to the character and appearance of the SMCA and the settings of 

the listed church and war memorial and the locally listed vicarage within it.  

42. The proposed houses would be located in the centre of the site, away from its 

boundaries. The mature tree cover and open, landscaped appearance around 

the site’s boundaries, and the contribution those areas make to the SMCA and 

the settings of those listed and locally listed buildings within it, would thus be 

preserved. Consequently, the development would not cause harm to the 

character or appearance of the SMCA or the settings of the listed buildings or 

locally listed building within it.   

43. The houses would be set back from Walkden Road and the mature trees along 

the site frontage would be retained. The spacious, mature landscaped frontage 

of the site and the contribution that frontage makes to the setting of the locally 

listed building, 206 Walkden Lodge, opposite the site, would also be preserved.   

44. My attention has been drawn to the grade II listed ‘entrance gates to former New 

Worsley Hall and adjoining quadrant walls’, to the locally listed Worsley Park 

on Leigh Road, and to other conservation areas11 in the wider vicinity. Given the 

degree of separation between the site and those other designated and non-

designated heritage assets and the intended retention of mature trees  

  

                                            
11 Worsley Old Hall Conservation Area; Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation Area; and Worsley Village 

Conservation Area.   
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around the site boundaries, the development would not cause harm to the setting 
of that listed building or the locally listed park or to the character or appearance 
of those other conservation areas.  

45. Concerns have been raised regarding the effects of the development on the 

living conditions of neighbouring residential occupants, including with reference 

to particular separation distances. Whilst those distances provide a useful 

starting point for considering the effects of the development in those regards, I 

have considered the proposal on its own planning merits and based on the 

specific circumstances of the appeal site.    

46. As Plot 1 would be set further back from Walkden Road than the part of 476B 

Walkden Road (No 476B) which is closest to the site boundary, the glazed 

ground floor doors in Plot 1’s side elevation facing No 476B would not directly 

overlook the windows in that closest part of the neighbouring property. The other 

parts of No 476B are set further away from the boundary with the site. Therefore, 

and taking into account the distance between the side of Plot 1 and the boundary 

with No 476B, I am satisfied that it would be sufficiently separated from that 

neighbouring house and its garden that the development would not result in a 

harmful degree of overlooking of that neighbouring property overall. As such, the 

proposal would not have an unacceptable effect on the living conditions of the 

occupants of No 476B with regard to privacy.   

47. The part of Plot 1 closest to No 476B would be single storey in height, with a 

taller side gable set further away from the boundary with that neighbouring 

property. Given the separation distance proposed between the tallest parts of 

Plot 1’s side gable and the boundary with No 476B, and the further separation 

between that shared boundary and the building at No 476B itself, that side gable 

of Plot 1 would not appear unduly dominant or have an overbearing effect on the 

outlook from No 476B sufficient to justify withholding permission on that basis.   

48. I have been provided with shadow diagrams which indicate that Plot 1 would lead 

to shading of parts of No 476B’s garden, and possibly its south-facing windows, 

at certain times. However, I have not received comparable shadow diagrams 

showing the effects of the existing site layout and tree cover. Consequently, I 

cannot be certain to what extent the shading of those areas as indicated would 

be additional to that which already exists, and which is likely, given the extent 

and density of tree cover around those areas. Given the separation between the 

house proposed on Plot 1 and the house and garden at No 476B, the size of that 

neighbouring garden overall and the shading of those areas likely to arise from 

existing trees at present, and in the absence of substantive evidence to indicate 

otherwise, I am satisfied that the development would not lead to a significant 

adverse increase in overshadowing of that neighbouring property sufficient to 

justify withholding permission.     

49. Even though some trees and other vegetation would be removed from around 

the edges of the site, the proposed areas of hard surfacing and vehicle activity 

would be mainly located in the central part of the site, away from those 

boundaries. Consequently, the use of those vehicular parking and access areas 

would not have an adverse effect on the living conditions of the occupants of 

neighbouring properties with regard to noise or disturbance.  
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50. Having regard to the layout of the proposed dwellings and the degree of 

separation between them and other neighbouring residential properties, I am 

satisfied that the development would not have an adverse effect on the living 

conditions of any other neighbouring residents with regard to outlook, light, 

privacy, noise or disturbance.   

51. It has been suggested by a neighbouring resident that their rights under Article 8 

of the Human Rights Act would be violated if the appeal were allowed. These 

rights are, however, qualified and it is for the decision maker to ensure that 

interference is proportionate. In this case, I find that the development would not 

lead to a significant adverse effect on the living conditions of the occupiers of 

neighbouring properties. Consequently, whilst it may lead to some changes in 

those respects, the degree of interference caused would be insufficient to give 

rise to a violation of those rights.   

52. I have not been presented with compelling evidence to indicate that the site’s 
existing access arrangements have given rise to significant issues of highway 

safety or that such issues would arise as a result of the new access, which would 

be further from other nearby drives than the site’s existing access points. The 

number of additional vehicle movements would be limited and insufficient to have 

significant implications for congestion on the local highway network or air quality. 

The Council has indicated that visibility at the site access and the level of parking 

proposed would be adequate. I have no reason to conclude otherwise from the 

evidence before me. I am thus satisfied that the development would not have an 

unacceptable impact on highway safety.   

53. Bin storage would be provided within each plot. Based on the submitted 

drawings, I have no reason to believe that level access could not be provided to 

those areas. No dedicated cycle storage is indicated on the drawings. However, 

given the size of the plots, there would be space within them for the storage of 

cycles as necessary.     

54. Concerns have been raised that the scheme would not include specific energy 

efficiency or renewable energy measures or provision for electric vehicles. 

However, I have not been directed to a requirement for such provision within 

development plan policy. Whilst such measures would be of benefit, their 

absence on the small scale scheme proposed is not a matter sufficient to justify 

withholding permission.   

55. The question of whether there is a need for new housing in the area is a matter 

to which I afford little weight. I have considered the proposal before me on its 

planning merits and find it acceptable for the reasons given.   

56. Reference has been made to the emerging Salford Local Plan. However, given 

the stage that emerging plan is currently at, the weight I give to policies within it 

is limited. I have considered the appeal on the basis of the adopted development 

plan.   

57. Concerns have been raised that immediate neighbours were not notified of the 

proposals. Nonetheless, I am satisfied that the application was publicised by 

means of site notices and a press notice, including after the receipt of revised 
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drawings and that interested parties have had the opportunity to comment on the 

proposals.   

58. My attention has been drawn to a previous appeal relating to an outline 

application to replace the existing dwelling on the site with 5 dwellings12. It was  

  
dismissed, partly on the basis that the indicative details provided with that 
application did not demonstrate that 5 dwellings could be accommodated having 
regard to character or appearance and trees. The current appeal is a full 
application for fewer dwellings and was accompanied by extensive information 
regarding the trees within the site and the layout of the dwellings. As such, it is 
not directly comparable with that earlier scheme. In any event, I have considered 
the current appeal on its own planning merits and find it acceptable for the 
reasons given.  

Conditions  
59. I have had regard to the conditions suggested by the Council and have revised 

the wording in some respects for clarity and precision.   

60. I attach a condition specifying the approved drawings, for certainty. The revised 

landscape plan which was submitted with the appeal is not included in the list of 

approved drawings. However, I have included a separate condition to cover 

landscaping and that revised landscape plan can and should be incorporated into 

the landscaping scheme.   

61. A condition requiring tree protection measures during construction is necessary 

to protect trees and thus character and appearance. Given the sensitive nature 

of the end use, I attach conditions requiring the assessment and remediation of 

any land contamination. As those measures would need to be implemented in 

advance of other operations, pre-commencement conditions are necessary.  

62. I attach a condition requiring a construction method statement to protect highway 

safety and the living conditions of nearby residents. However, as the scheme is 

relatively small in scale I have not included a requirement for a community 

engagement strategy, as the living conditions of neighbours could be 

satisfactorily protected via other measures. Nor do I find, based on the evidence 

before me, that the suggested requirement to notify the Council of the 

commencement of works would be necessary to protect living conditions or 

highway safety. The required measures would need to be in place in advance of 

other operations, and a pre-commencement condition is thus necessary.   

63. Conditions relating to materials and landscaping details are necessary to 

preserve character and appearance. I also attach conditions requiring the 

development to be carried out in accordance with the Arboricultural Method 

Statement and that details of the cellular confinement system proposed therein 

are approved and implemented, to protect the trees within the site. A condition 

                                            
12 Appeal reference: APP/U4230/W/16/3159968  
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requiring the provision of bat boxes within the site is necessary in the interests of 

biodiversity enhancement.  

64. Conditions requiring the provision and retention of the vehicular parking and 

access areas and the removal and reinstatement of the existing access points 

are necessary in the interests of highway safety and the character and 

appearance of the area. I attach a condition requiring noise mitigation measures 

to be implemented in accordance with the submitted Noise Impact Assessment 

and maintained thereafter, in the interests of the living conditions of future 

occupants.   

65. Because of the small scale of the scheme, its drainage requirements could be 

satisfactorily dealt with via the Building Regulations. A condition requiring 

separate foul and surface water drainage systems is not necessary.   

66. The Planning Practice Guidance advises that conditions restricting the future use 

of permitted development (PD) rights may not pass the tests of reasonableness 

or necessity and that the blanket removal of freedoms to carry out small scale 

domestic alterations that would not otherwise require planning permission are 

unlikely to meet those tests13. The site is an existing residential garden and I 

have no reason to believe that the existing dwelling has had its PD rights 

removed. Such development could thus take place on the site at present. The 

proposed houses would have large gardens and would generally be well spaced 

from surrounding housing. There are also trees around the site boundaries, 

many of which are protected by TPOs. Consequently, and given the site’s 

existing use, it would not be necessary or reasonable to remove PD 

rights to protect those trees or the living conditions of neighbours in this case.   

67. Given the distance between the rear of Plot 1 and the neighbouring house at 8 

The Warke, the relative orientation of those proposed and existing houses and 

the non-habitable nature of the first floor rooms in the rear of Plot 1 closest to 

that neighbouring property, a condition requiring those bathroom and landing 

windows to be fitted with obscure glazing is not necessary or justified.  

Conclusion  
68. The proposed development would accord with the development plan taken 
as a whole. There are no material considerations that indicate that the decision 
should be made other than in accordance with the development plan. Therefore, 
I conclude that the appeal should be allowed.   

  

Jillian Rann  

                                            
13 Paragraph Reference ID: 21a-017-20190723  
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INSPECTOR  

  

SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS  
  

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than 3 years from the 

date of this decision.  

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the 

following approved plans:  

• Site – Location and Block Plan drawing number DA20021.001 Revision 4  

• Street Scene Elevations drawing number DA20021.003 Revision 6  

• Proposed GA Plans and Elevations – Plot 1 drawing number DA20021.007 

(version which includes two revision notes: ‘Design Changes’ 
dated 29/06/20 and ‘Brick/render swapped’ dated 27/07/20).   

• Proposed GA Plans and Elevations – Plot 2 drawing number DA20021.008 

Revision 4  

• Proposed GA Plans and Elevations – Plot 3 drawing number DA20021.010 

dated 29 Sept 2020  

• Proposed GA Plans and Elevations – Plot 4 drawing number DA20021.009 

Revision 3  

• Highway and Parking Layout drawing number 2823-01-SK01 Revision G.  
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3) No development or other works including site clearance and demolition shall 

commence until all retained trees within or overhanging the site, as shown on 

Tree Protection Plan drawing number MY721/WRW/03 Revision C, have been 

surrounded by substantial temporary protective fencing and temporary ground 

protection. Those temporary protective fencing and ground protection measures 

shall be installed in accordance with the relevant specifications in the 

Arboricultural Implications Assessment and Method Statement reference 

number PM/AIA/AMS/16/07/20, prepared by Murray Tree Consultancy and 

dated July 2020 and in the positions shown on the relevant Tree Protection 

Plan drawings therein. Those temporary protective fencing and ground 

protection measures shall remain in place in accordance with the relevant 

specifications and locations in that Arboricultural Implications Assessment and 

Method Statement until all development has been completed and all equipment, 

machinery and surplus materials have been removed from the site. Nothing 

shall be stored or placed within the perimeter of any such fencing, including 

materials, earth or topsoil, and no works shall take place within the perimeter of 

such fencing, including excavation or drainage works.   

4) No development (except demolition) shall commence until a Phase 2 Site 

Investigation Report has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority. The Report shall assess any contamination on the site, 

whether or not it originates on the site, and shall include a survey of the extent, 

scale and nature of contamination and an identification and assessment of the 

potential risks to human health, property, adjoining land, ground waters and 

surface waters and ecological systems.   

In the event that land affected by contamination is found which poses risks 
identified as unacceptable in the risk assessment, no development (except 
demolition) shall commence until a detailed remediation scheme has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The 
scheme shall include a description and programme of the remediation works to 
be undertaken including a verification plan. The remediation of the site shall be 
carried out in accordance with the approved remediation scheme and upon 
completion a verification report by a suitably qualified contaminated land 
practitioner shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority before the development is first occupied.  

Any contamination that is found during the course of construction of the 
approved development that was not previously identified shall be reported 
immediately to the local planning authority, within a maximum of 5 days from 
the discovery. No further development or works shall take place within the part 
of the site affected until a contaminated land assessment and a scheme for the 
remediation and validation of that contamination have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority. Any remediation works 
thereby approved shall be carried out and any necessary verification or 
validation report shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority before any part of the development is first occupied.   

In the event that no contamination is found as part of the Site Investigation 
Report or during construction a report confirming that no contamination was 
found shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority before the development is first occupied.   



 32 

5) No development shall commence, including works of excavation or demolition, 

until a Construction Method Statement has been submitted to and approved in 

writing by the local planning authority. The Statement shall include details of:   

i. the times of delivery, demolition and construction activities on site;  

ii. the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors;  

iii. the storage, management, loading and unloading of plant and materials;  

iv. the erection and maintenance of security hoardings including decorative 

displays and facilities for public viewing, where appropriate;  

v. measures to prevent the deposition of dirt on the public highway  

vi. measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during demolition and 

construction;   

vii. a scheme for the recycling/disposal of waste resulting from demolition 

and construction works;  

viii. measures to minimise disturbance to any neighbouring occupiers from 

noise and vibration, including from any piling activity;   

ix. measures to prevent the pollution of watercourses.   

The approved Construction Method Statement shall be adhered to throughout 
the construction period for the development.   

6) No above ground construction works shall commence until samples or full 

details of all materials to be used externally on the buildings hereby approved 

have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. 

The details shall include the type, colour and texture of the materials. The 

relevant works shall be carried out in accordance with the details and/or 

samples thereby approved.   

7) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the  

Arboricultural Implications Assessment and Method Statement reference  

number PM/AIA/AMS/16/07/20, prepared by Murray Tree Consultancy, dated 
July 2020.  

8) No below ground works shall commence until details of a site-specific design for 

the proposed cellular confinement system referred to in the application 

documents have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 

details thereby approved.   

9) No above ground works shall commence until details of the provision of two bat 

boxes as part of the development have been submitted to and approved in 

writing by the local planning authority. The bat boxes shall be erected in 

accordance with the details thereby approved, before the development is first 

occupied, and shall be retained as such thereafter.   

10) The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied or brought into use 

until details of all hard and soft landscaping works have been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority. The submitted details shall 
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include the formation of any terraces or other earthworks, hard surfaced areas 

and materials, external lighting, details of replacement tree planting and hedge 

planting to be carried out within the site and other soft landscape works, with 

specifications and schedules (including planting size, species and 

numbers/densities), and a timetable for the carrying out of those works.   

The landscaping works shall be carried out in accordance with the details 
thereby approved and within the approved timetable, or within 18 months of first 
occupation of the development hereby permitted, whichever is the later.  

Any trees or plants which within a period of 5 years of planting die, are removed 
or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced in the next planting 
season with others of similar size and species.  

11) The development shall not be occupied until the vehicle parking, servicing and 

access areas to serve the development hereby permitted have been laid out in 

accordance with the details on the approved plans. Those areas shall thereafter 

be retained and kept available for their intended purposes.   

12) The development shall not be occupied until the existing vehicular access 

points from the site onto Walkden Road have been closed and reinstated as 

continuous footway.   

13) The development shall be carried out in accordance with the noise mitigation 

measures, including boundary treatments, specified in the Noise Assessment 

for Planning Purposes report reference P4110/R1/NRS, carried out by Acoustic 

& Engineering Consultants Limited, dated 17 April 2020.  

The development shall not be occupied until a site completion report confirming 
that all relevant noise mitigation measures specified in the Noise Assessment 
have been installed has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority. The noise mitigation measures shall thereafter be retained.   
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PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL 

 

REPORT OF NEW PLANNING AND ENFORCEMENT APPEALS RECEIVED  

 

 

 

APPLICATION No:  20/75705/TEL56 

 

APPLICATION  

DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 

 

OFFICER  Refuse 

RECOMMEND’N: 

 

APPEAL SITE:  Ellenbrook Road Boothstown Worsley M28 1ES    

 

PROPOSAL:   Prior approval for proposed installation of a 20m high 

telecommunications monopole with wrap around cabin built round the 

base together with 3no ground based equipment cabinets and ancillary 

development thereto 
 

WARD:  Boothstown And Ellenbrook 

 

APPELLANT:  MBNL (EE (UK) LTD AND H3G (UK) LTD) 

 

DATE RECEIVED: 29 April 2021 

 

 

Appeal against refusal of a planning application. 

 

Reasons for refusal are as follows; 

 

Due to its appearance, size and siting within the street scene and its close proximity to the retained 

12m high monopole and associated base equipment, the installation of the additional 20m high 

monopole and its accompanying equipment cabinets would create a significant extent of visual clutter 

within a relatively small site area adjacent a major highway and key route into and out of Salford. The 

proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to policies DES1 and DEV1 of the City of Salford 

Unitary Development Plan, policy TEL2 of the Salford City Council Supplementary Planning 

Document Telecommunications (October 2013) 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:  21/76759/COU 

 

APPLICATION  

DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 

 

OFFICER  Approve 

RECOMMEND’N: 

 

APPEAL SITE:  48 Delamere Avenue Salford M6 7WS     

 

PROPOSAL:   Change of use from C3 (dwelling) to a small HMO C4 (4 bed) 

 

WARD:  Claremont 

 

APPELLANT:  Miss Gemma Salusbury 

 

DATE RECEIVED: 28 April 2021 

 

Appeal against refusal of a planning application. 

 

Reasons 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 application relates to a traditional 3-bed semi-detached property and proposes to increase the 

number of bedrooms to provide accommodation for four adults as a HMO. Due to the limited size of 

the combined kitchen/dining/living space and the lack of a living room separate from the 

kitchen/dining area and bedrooms, the proposed development would fail to provide sufficient space 

within the property for day to day living and would fail to provide a high quality residential 

environment for future occupiers. The development is therefore contrary to Policy H1 of the City of 

Salford Unitary Development Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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APPLICATION No:  20/76551/ADV 

 

APPLICATION  

DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 

 

OFFICER  Approve 

RECOMMEND’N: 

 

APPEAL SITE:  South Of Railway Bridge Trinity Way Junction With Hampson Street 

M3 4PU     

 

PROPOSAL:   Conversion of 2no. Poster Panels to internally illuminated Digital Poster 

Panels 
 

WARD:  Ordsall 

 

APPELLANT:  Mr Matt Swindles 

 

DATE RECEIVED: 29 April 2021 

 

Appeal against conditions imposed on a planning application. 

 

Conditions are as follows; 

 

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved 

plans: 

 

o Location & Site Plans - Drawing No. SAL-013/001 (Received: 21 Dec 2020) 

o Existing & Proposed Elevations - Drawing No.SAL-013/002 (Received: 21 Dec 2020) 

o Existing & Proposed Specifications - Drawing No.SAL-013/003 (Received: 21 Dec 2020) 

 

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interest of proper planning. 

 

(a)  Any advertisements, displayed, and any land used for the display of 

advertisements, shall be maintained in a clean and tidy condition to 

the reasonable satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority. 

 

(b)  Any structure or hoarding erected or used principally for the 

     purpose of displaying advertisements shall be maintained in a safe 

     condition. 

 

(c)  Where an advertisement is required under these Regulations to be 

     removed, the removal shall be carried out to the reasonable 

     satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority. 

 

(d)  No advertisement is to be displayed without the permission of the 

     owner of the site or any other person with an interest in the 

     site entitled to grant permission. 

 

(e)  No advertisement shall be sited or displayed so as to obscure, or 

     hinder the ready interpretation of, any road traffic sign, railway 

     signal or aid to navigation by water, or air, or so as otherwise 

     to render hazardous the use of any highway, waterway (including 
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     any coastal waters) or aerodrome (civil or military). 

 

Where applicable, the source of any illumination shall not be visible to users of the public highway. 

 

Reason: Required to be imposed by Regulation 2(1) of the Town and Country Planning (Control of 

Advertisements) (England) Regulations 2007. 

 

The maximum level of luminance of the sign(s) hereby permitted shall not exceed the relevant 

thresholds contained within the Institute of Lighting Professionals (ILP) guidance document "PLG05 - 

The Brightness of Illuminated Advertisements" or any guidance updating or replacing it and shall 

never exceed the following values: 

 

Illuminated Area                  Luminance cd/m2 

 

More than 10sq.m               300 (sunset to sunrise); 3000 (sunrise to sunset) 

Less than 10sq.m                 600 (sunset to sunrise); 3000 (sunrise to sunset) 

 

The illumination shall consist of static lighting and static images only. Changes between adverts shall 

be instant only with no sequencing, fading, swiping or merging of images. Adverts shall not change 

more frequently than once every ten seconds.  

 

Reason: To protect the amenity of neighbouring occupiers and the character of the area in accordance 

with policy DEV2 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan. 
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APPLICATION No:  20/76207/FUL 

 

APPLICATION  

DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 

 

OFFICER  Refuse 

RECOMMEND’N: 

 

APPEAL SITE:  22 Ash Drive Wardley Swinton M27 9RS    

 

PROPOSAL:   Retrospective planning application for the change of use to enclosed 

garden area 
 

WARD:  Swinton North 

 

APPELLANT:  Mr John Royle 

 

DATE RECEIVED: 30 March 2021 

 

Appeal against refusal of a planning application. 

 

Reasons for refusal are as follows; 

 

The dwellings along this section of Ash Drive and Alder Drive when originally constructed had two 

primary modes of entrance. These were from Ash Drive and Alder Drive and also from the unadopted 

passageway to the rear. The rear passage way and the access it provides was and still is a key 

characteristic and design of these dwellings. The passageway has been enclosed by way of a closed 

boarded timber fencing with associated concrete base panels and posts which has now effectively 

closed off a section of this passageway to the detriment of the character of the local area and original 

layout contrary to policy DES1 of the adopted City of Salford UDP 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:  20/76248/FUL 

 

APPLICATION  

DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 

 

OFFICER  Refuse 

RECOMMEND’N: 

 

APPEAL SITE:  24 Ash Drive Wardley Swinton M27 9RS    

 

PROPOSAL:   Retrospective planning application for the change of use to enclosed 

garden area 
 

WARD:  Swinton North 

 

APPELLANT:  Mrs Jennifer Blake 

 

DATE RECEIVED: 9 April 2021 

 

 

Appeal against refusal of a planning application. 

 

Reasons for refusal are as follows; 

 

The dwellings along this section of Ash Drive and Alder Drive when originally constructed had two 

primary modes of entrance. These were from Ash Drive and Alder Drive and also from the unadopted 

passageway to the rear. The rear passage way and the access it provides was and still is a key 

characteristic and design of these dwellings. The passageway has been enclosed by way of a closed 

boarded timber fencing with associated concrete base panels and posts which has now effectively 

closed off a section of this passageway to the detriment of the character of the local area and original 

layout contrary to policy DES1 of the City of Salford adopted UDP 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.      

 
 


