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Part 1: Open to the Public 

 
 

REPORT OF The Strategic Director for Place 

 
 

TO The Planning & Transportation Regulatory Panel 
ON 15 July 2021

 
 
TITLE: Planning Appeals 

 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: That the report be noted. 

 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: To set out details of appeals determined. 

 
 
BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS:  
(Available for public inspection) Details of the applications are available on the 
Council’s Public Access Website 
http://publicaccess.salford.gov.uk/publicaccess/default.aspx 
If you would like to access this information in an alternative format, please contact the 
planning office on 0161-779 6195 or e-mail planning.contact@salford.gov.uk 

 
KEY DECISION: NO 

 
DETAILS: Please refer to the attached schedule. 

 
KEY COUNCIL POLICIES: Performance Management 

 
EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND IMPLICATIONS: N/A 

 
ASSESSMENT OF RISK: N/A 

 
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS Supplied by: N/A  

 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS Supplied by: N/A 

 
PROCUREMENT IMPLICATIONS Supplied by: N/A 
 

HR IMPLICATIONS Supplied by: N/A 

 
CLIMATE CHANGE IMPLICATIONS Supplied by: N/A  

 
OTHER DIRECTORATES CONSULTED: N/A 

 
CONTACT OFFICER: Liz Taylor  TEL NO: 0161 779 4803 

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

 
 
 

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

REPORT ON PLANNING AND ENFORCEMENT APPEALS DECIDED 
 
 
 
APPLICATION No: 20/75705/TEL56 
 
APPELLANT: MBNL (EE (UK) LTD AND H3G (UK) LTD) 
 
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 
 
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 
 
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal Allowed 
 
DECIDED ON: 25 June 2021 
 
 
Location and Details of the Proposal 
 

 
 
Prior approval is required for the siting and appearance of certain telecommunication 
facilities in accordance with Schedule 2, Part 16, Class A of the Town and Country 
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Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended). In 
this case, prior approval is sought for the installation of a 20m high 5G communications 
mast including a wraparound cabinet at the base. The submitted plans also include 
detail of three associated equipment cabinets to be installed adjacent to the mast. The 
mast would be constructed of steel and would be finished in a grey colour, as would 
the equipment cabinets. The installation would be operated on behalf of H3G and EE. 
 
The submitted plans show that the existing monopole would be “rendered redundant 
and retained” and two of the three existing cabinets on site would also be retained in-
situ.  
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Planning Authority Decision 
 
Refuse consent for the following reason(s): 
 
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. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 6 

   

  
  

  

 

Appeal Decision   

Site Visit made on 22 June 2021  by R Hitchcock BSc(Hons) 

DipCD MRTPI  

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State   

Decision date:  25 June 2021  

 

  

Appeal Ref: APP/U4230/W/21/3271544 Ellenbrook Road, Boothstown, 
Worsley, Manchester, M28 1ES   
  
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against a 

refusal to grant approval required under Schedule 2, Part 16, Class A of the Town and Country 
Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended).  

• The appeal is made by MBNL, for and on behalf of EE Limited & H3G UK Limited against the 
decision of Salford City Council.  

• The application Ref 20/75705/TEL56, dated 27 July 2020, was refused by notice dated 22 
September 2020. The development proposed is the installation of a 20m  
Telecommunications Phase 8 monopole with wrap around cabin built round the base and 3no 
ground based equipment cabinets and ancillary development thereto.  

 

Decision  
1. The appeal is allowed and approval is granted under the provisions of Schedule  

2, Part 16, Class A of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended) for the installation of a 20m 
telecommunications Phase 8 monopole with wrap around cabin built round the 
base, and 3no ground based equipment cabinets and ancillary development 
thereto at Ellenbrook Road, Boothstown, Worsley, Manchester, M28 1ES in 
accordance with the terms of application Ref 20/75705/TEL56, dated 27 July 
2020 and the plans submitted with it.  

Preliminary Matters  
2. The appeal follows a decision by the Council not to grant prior approval for the 

siting or appearance of a development that would otherwise be permitted under 

Schedule 2, Part 16, Class A of the Town and Country Planning (General 

Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended) (GPDO). The 
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principle of the development is therefore established, and the scope of this 

appeal is limited to the effects of its siting and appearance.  

3. For telecommunications development, the provisions of the GPDO do not 

require regard be had to the development plan. However, I have had regard to 

the saved policies of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan (UDP) and 

the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) only insofar as they 

are a material consideration relevant to matters of siting and appearance. 

According to the Council, the weigh to emerging Publication Salford Local 

Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations is limited on 

account of potential unresolved objections and no weight has been applied to it 

or the Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework, which is no longer 

being progressed by the Council.  
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Main Issue  
4. The main issue is the effect of the development on the character and 
appearance of the locality  

Reasons  
5. The site is a small area of level mown grass lying close to the junction of East 

Lancashire Road (A580) with Ellenbrook Road and Newearth Road. The site lies 

at the eastern tip of a triangle of woodland set behind a pavement and a left filter 

lane from the A580 passing the truncated end of the northern length of 

Ellenbrook Road. The site currently accommodates a 12m high telecoms mast 

and 5 associated ground-based equipment cabinets. The road is lined by regular 

lighting columns estimated by the appellant to be 12m in height.   

6. The proposal is to erect a 5G capable mast with an overall height estimated at 

20m. In addition, the installation of 4 new cabinets, including one about the base 

of the mast, and the removal of an existing cabinet which would become 

redundant, are proposed. The equipment would be colour finished in grey.  

7. In the vicinity of the site, the main road corridor benefits from a high degree of 

mature tree coverage providing screening to primarily residential areas to either 

side. This is also true of the junction area close to the site where houses and 

The Woodside public house are well screened by vegetation.   

8. In consequence, the site is primarily seen in the context of the main road 

corridor. In views along the road, the proposed set back position would make 

best use of the existing tree cover which would either screen a large part of the 

lower section of the pole or provide a backdrop to it.   

9. The proposed siting would also ensure that direct views of the mast would be 

largely obscured from nearby residential properties and the pub by the density of 

the intervening vegetation. This would be so even during months of the year 
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when most would have naked branches. Furthermore, the colour treatment 

would assimilate with the existing pole and streetlights such that it would have 

some visual integration into the road corridor and minimise the visual effects of 

the upper part of the mast when viewed against the sky.   

10. At 20m the mast would be significantly higher than the existing monopole and 

streetlights. It would also be taller than the majority of trees within the adjacent 

woodland and those fronting onto the nearby junction. However, the scale would 

be largely tempered by the width of the road corridor and the spacious open 

area about the junction. Although the structure would have a degree of 

prominence, this would be more limited than other examples of masts along the 

A580 – particularly those with broad-frame headsets or those sited immediately 

adjacent to the carriageway.  

11. The scheme shows the retention of the existing 12m mast, which may become 

redundant. The appellant advises that the demand arising from increased 

homeworking during the pandemic and other sources would require the initial 

consecutive use of both masts. It highlights that should the original mast become 

redundant then a specification under the GPDO would require its removal. 

However, there is little evidence to suggest that the increased demand for 

mobile services in the locality, or the necessity to future-proof services, could be 

met solely by the proposed mast. This could lead to the permanent retention of 

both structures.  

  
                         2  

Appeal Decision APP/U4230/W/21/3271544 

  

12. In the absence of any undertaking to remove it following the installation and 

commissioning of the new monopole, the masts would be seen in tandem. 

Combined with the increased number of cabinets, the close siting of the masts 

would create a degree of clutter that would contrast with the well-spaced and 

characteristic arrangement of highway structures visible in the context of the 

road corridor. As such the siting and appearance of the proposal would lead to a 

minor conflict with the prevailing character of development in the locality.  

Other considerations  

13. Paragraph 112 of the Framework sets out the Government’s objectives for 

communications infrastructure. It states that: Advanced, high quality and 

reliable communications infrastructure is essential for economic 

growth and social well-being. Planning policies and decisions should 

support the expansion of electronic communications networks, 

including next generation mobile technology (such as 5G) and full 

fibre broadband connections.   

14. In support of the appeal, the appellant highlights that the proposal would provide 

for next generation 5G coverage in the locality which would deliver a range of 

social, economic and environmental benefits derived from increased data 
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capacities, transfer speeds and the improvement of bandwidths. It could also 

accommodate ‘smart’ applications and use by emergency services.   

15. Amongst other things, this could enable significant improvements for private and 

business users, and facilitate connectivity, innovation, efficiency and user 

security. It could contribute to the expansion of home working to assist in the 

reduction of travel requirements. Furthermore, the mast would facilitate use by 

more than one operator to avoid a proliferation of masts dedicated to individual 

providers. These are matters that weigh in favour of the development.  

Planning Balance and Conclusion  
16. I have found that the mast would cause some harm to the character and 

appearance of the immediate locality. This would result in a minor conflict with 

the requirements of saved Policies DES1 and DEV1 of the UDP and Policy 

TEL2 pf the Salford City Council SPD [2013] as they seek to protect the 

character and visual amenity of places.   

17. However, when weighed against the potential public benefits arising from the 

proposal, I conclude that the minor harm identified would be outweighed in the 

particular circumstances of the case. For the reasons given, and having regard 

to all other matters raised, the appeal is allowed subject to the standard 

conditions set out in Paragraph A.2 to Part 16 of the GPDO.  

  

R Hitchcock   

INSPECTOR  

  

  
                         3  
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APPLICATION No: 20/76053/P3KPA 
 
APPELLANT: Mrs Sonia Whittle 
 
APPEAL SITE: 16 Hilton Square Pendlebury Swinton M27 4DB    

 
PROPOSAL: Application to determine if prior approval is required 

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

 
WARD: Pendlebury 
 
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 
 
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal dismissed 
 
DECIDED ON: 14 June 2021 
 
Location and Details of the Proposal 
 

This application relates to a two storey office block located at 16 Hilton Square, 
Swinton. The site is an office building close to other employment uses in the immediate 
vicinity. The site is around 30 metres from the junction with the A666 Bolton Road 
which has a mix of residential and commercial properties. Opposite the site is a car 
wash and a car park. Adjacent to the premises is No.6 Hilton Square, which is a 
detached residential dwelling. 

Employees and visitors to the office space currently use Hilton Square to park which 
has no formal restrictions. 
 
Under Schedule 2, Part 3, Class T of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended) it is permitted to change 
the use of a building and any land within its curtilage from a use falling within Class B1 
(business) to use as a state-funded school or a registered nursery, subject to 
compliance with certain criteria (see Appraisal section of this report).  
 
As of 1st September 2020, uses which previously were in Class B1 have now been 
reclassified to Class E, whilst uses which previously were held to fall within Class D2 
have been reclassified to Class F.1 withi the amended use classes order.  
 
The applicants are an educational setting/alternative provision provider working with 
Salford City Council Alternative Provision and Special Educational Needs 
departments. The information submitted with the application shows that the internal 
office space will remain as existing and there would be no external alterations to the 
building in order to accommodate the proposal. 
 
Access to the site would be via Hilton Square and would utilise the existing 
arrangement. 
 
No details of any bin or cycle stores has been provided. 
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Planning Authority Decision 
 
Refuse consent for the following reason(s): 
 

No detailed information has been submitted to enable the Local Planning Authority to 
appropriately assess the transport and highways impacts of the development as 
required by Schedule 2, Part 3, Class T, T.2 (1) (b) (i). Given the lack of Transport and 
Highway information the Local Planning Authority is not in a position to make an 
informed judgement on the potential transport and highway safety impacts that the 
development may pose. 
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Appeal Decision  

Site visit made on 23 March 2021 by C Coyne BA (Hons) DipTP MRTPI  

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State   

Decision date: 14th June 2021  

 

  

Appeal Ref: APP/U4230/W/20/3265330 NSPCC, Hilton Square, Swinton 
M27 4DB  
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against a 

refusal to grant approval required under Schedule 2, Part 3, Class T of the Town and Country 

Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015.  
• The appeal is made by CSIN against the decision of Salford City Council.  
• The application Ref 20/76053/P3KPA, dated 23 September 2020, was refused by notice dated 27 

November 2020.  
• The development proposed is described on the application form as ‘Hilton Square is 

currently listed as office use.  We are an educational setting/Alternative Provision working with 

Salford City Council AP and SEN departments.  We wish to apply for a change of use for this 

building to enable us to operate our Alternative Provision from there’.   

  

 

Decision  

1. The appeal is dismissed.  

Procedural Matters  
2. As set out in the Council’s officer report the Town and Country 

Planning (Use Classes) (Amendment) (England) Regulations 2020 made some 

changes to the use classes as set out in the Town and Country Planning 

(General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (the GPDO). These 

changes came into effect on the 1 September 2020. Class T of schedule 2 of the 

GPDO permits development consisting of a change of use of a building and any 

land within its curtilage from a use falling within Class B1 (now Class E) to use as 

a statefunded school or a registered nursery (now Class F1).  

3. Schedule 2, Part 3, Paragraph W of the GPDO sets out the prior approval 

process. It states1 that the local planning authority may refuse an application 

where, in its opinion, the proposed development does not comply with, or the 

developer has provided insufficient information to enable the authority to 
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establish whether the proposed development complies with, any conditions, 

limitations or restrictions specified as being applicable to the development in 

question. It was on this basis that the Council refused to grant prior approval.  

4. It is common ground that the appeal scheme meets the requirements of 

paragraphs T.1, T.2 (1) (a), T.2 (1) (b) (ii) and T.2 (1) (b) (iii) of the GPDO such 

that it would constitute development permitted under Class T, subject to the prior 

approval of certain matters. The Council, in determining the  
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application, seems to have been satisfied that, if prior approval were to be 
granted, the proposal would be permitted development.  

5. The Council have described the development as ‘application to determine 

if prior approval is required for a proposed change of use from office (use class 

E) to non-residential education (use class F1)’. I consider that this revision 

provides a succinct and accurate description of the proposal and I have therefore 

determined the appeal on this basis.  

Main Issues  
6. In the context of the above the main issues are:   
• whether the proposal would be permitted development under Schedule 2, Part 3, 

Class T of the GPDO; and  

• if so, whether prior approval would be required in accordance with the conditions 

set out in Paragraph PA.2 (1) of the GPDO.   

Reasons  

Whether permitted development  

7. For a proposal to be deemed permitted development under Class T, prior 

approval is required in respect to a number of matters, including the transport 

and highways impacts of the development as per paragraph T.2 (1) (b) (i) of the 

GPDO.  

8. In relation to any potential transport and highways impact that the proposal may 

have the Highway Authority have not raised an objection provided that a 

transport statement was submitted to enable an assessment of any of these 

potential impacts. No such transport statement was submitted as part of the 

original application.   

9. According to the appellant’s statement the building is currently not in use. It 

also states that the hours of the proposed use would be from 08:30 until 15:00 

with full access also being required for early evening and weekend tutoring. In 

addition to this the statement also indicates that there would be approximately 14 

  

  
1 
  Paragraph W. (3)   
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members of staff and possibly up to 40 students using the building with there 

being circa 6 car parking spaces in the courtyard of the building.  

10. According to the Council’s officer report, there are no parking 

restrictions along Hilton Square and a footpath runs alongside the front of the 

building. While on my site visit, I observed a few vehicles passing by the appeal 

property on their way to and from the more commercial/light industrial premises 

at the far end of Hilton Square. I also observed that there were no dedicated 

parking spaces to the front of the appeal property with parking further along the 

street being reserved for the businesses located there.   

11. Therefore while I note that there are bus stops within walking distance of the 

appeal property and that a proportion of students would potentially be dropped 

off by their parents in the car park or be travelling there by minibus, given that up 

to 14 members of staff would also potentially be using the car park at the same 

time as well as pedestrians possibly using the footpath makes it unlikely that the 

current parking arrangements could accommodate the proposed increase in 

vehicular traffic to and from the site.   

  
                         2  
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12. The appellant has also highlighted that the appeal building has more land 

attached to the large car park further down the road which could potentially be 

used for additional car parking. However, no substantive evidence has been 

submitted to show this to be the case.   

13. The appellant has also stated that the building next door to the appeal property 

currently contains a dance school which is open seven days a week with cars 

pulling up outside to drop off and collect students during operational hours. 

However, given this fact, it would be reasonable to think that the proposal could 

potentially intensify the frequency of cars pulling up to drop-off/collect students 

on this part of Hilton Square particularly if they were doing so at a similar time to 

the adjacent dance school, making it unlikely that there would be enough space 

to accommodate them all.   

14. Consequently, it is likely that the proposal would cause harm to highway safety 

and for the above reasons, I conclude that, based on the evidence before me, 

the proposed use of the building would not satisfy the requirements of Schedule 

2, Part 3, Class T of the GPDO, and therefore is not development permitted by it.   

Whether prior approval required  

15. Given my conclusion that the proposal would not be development permitted 
under Class T of the GPDO, there is no need for me to consider whether or not 
prior approval would be required, as it would not alter the outcome of the appeal.   
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Conclusion  
16. For the reasons given and based upon the evidence before me, I conclude 
that the proposal is not permitted development under Schedule 2, Part 3, Class T 
of the GPDO. Consequently, it is development for which an application for 
planning permission would be required. This would be a matter for the local 
planning authority to consider in the first instance and cannot be addressed 
through prior approval provisions set out under paragraph T.2 (1) of the GPDO. 
The appeal is, therefore, dismissed.  

C Coyne  

INSPECTOR  

  
                         3  
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APPLICATION No: 20/76283/HH 
 
APPELLANT: Halpern 
 
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 
 
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 
 
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal dismissed 
 
DECIDED ON: 1 June 2021 
 
 
Location and Details of the Proposal 

 
Figure 1 – the appeal site 
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Figure 2 – the elevational drawings of the proposed development  

 

 
Figure 3 – the floor plans of the proposed development 

 
Planning Authority Decision 
 
Refuse consent for the following reason: 
 

1. 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. 
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Appeal Decision   

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

Decision by R C Kirby BA(Hons) DipTP MRTPI  

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State   

Decision date: 1 June 2021  

 

  

Appeal Ref: APP/U4230/D/21/3268797 10 Hanover Gardens, Salford M7 
4FQ   
• 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 Y Halpern against the decision of Salford City Council.  
• The application Ref 20/76283/HH, dated 28 October 2020, was refused by notice dated 2 

February 2021.  
• The development proposed is a single storey rear extension with roof windows, loft conversion 

with front and rear dormers and hip to gable conversion.  

 

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 Matters  
3. The description of development above is taken from the application form 

however a more precise description is provided in the decision notice and the 

appeal form as ‘A single storey rear extension with roof windows, loft 
conversion with front and rear dormers, hip to gable conversion and a front 

canopy’. The Council dealt with the proposal on this basis and so shall I.   

4. The appellant has advised that since this appeal was submitted planning 

permission has been granted for the proposed single storey rear extension and 

front canopy. Be that as it may, I note the Council has raised no concerns with 

those elements of the proposal thus I have determined this appeal accordingly.  
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Main Issue  
5. The effect of the proposed hip to gable roof extension and front dormer on the 
character and appearance of the host dwelling and the wider area.  

Reasons for the Recommendation  
6. The appeal property is a two-storey semi-detached dwelling fronting Hanover 

Gardens, which is predominantly characterised by pairs of semi-detached 

dwellings that are symmetrically designed with hipped roofs. Whilst various roof 

alterations have been carried out to some properties, their hipped roofs, which 

continue down below the eaves line above the front door, remain a prominent 

characteristic that creates a strong sense of uniformity in the street scene and a 

sense of space between the pairs.  
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7. The proposed hip to gable extension would project beyond the dwelling’s two 
storey side elevation, thus entirely removing the characteristic cat slide roof over 

the front door. This introduction of substantial massing to the roof, combined with 

the scale and siting of the proposed front dormer, would completely dominate its 

roof thus significantly altering the characteristic design of the dwelling.  

8. Furthermore, the hip to gable extension would erode the sense of space 

between the appeal dwelling and the adjacent pair of properties and, due to their 

combined scale, bulk and positioning, both the front dormer and gable extension, 

when taken together, would appear as top-heavy additions. These alterations 

would be readily apparent from Hanover Gardens and read as displeasing and 

visually incongruous features that would be at odds with the predominant 

characteristics of the properties in the street.  

9. The attached property at No 8 Hanover Gardens has undergone a hip to gable 

roof extension which I acknowledge has somewhat unbalanced the host pair and 

altered the design of the roof. Nevertheless, I note that this example does not 

include a front dormer and the existing cat slide roof over the front door remains, 

whereas this would be lost in the appeal proposal. As such, I consider this 

example to be a less intrusive addition than the proposal before me.  

10. I note there are other properties along Hanover Gardens which have side and/or 

front dormers. However, due to their siting and design the characteristic hipped 

roof form of the host dwellings remains prominent. Therefore, they do not serve 

to justify the appeal proposal.   

11. The appellant has advised that planning permission has recently been granted 

for various works to No 13 Hanover Gardens, including a front dormer and hip to 

gable extension. I do not know the full circumstances of that approval and cannot 

determine whether it is directly comparable to this appeal based on the very 

limited detail before me. Similarly, I have not been provided with the exact details 
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of the roof alterations currently ongoing at No 2 Hanover Gardens. As such, I 

afford these matters limited weight.  

12. Consequently, taking all the above into consideration, the proposal would harm 

the character and appearance of the host dwelling and the wider area. It would 

therefore conflict with policies DES 1 and DES 8 of the City of Salford Unitary 

Development Plan which seek to ensure that extensions respect the scale, 

character and proportions of the original building and have regard to and 

complement the character of the street, amongst other things.  

Other Matter  
13. I acknowledge that the Council is considering designating Hanover Gardens 
a Conservation Area. However, this has not been a determinative factor in the 
consideration of this appeal as I have based my recommendation solely on the 
character of the properties and the locality at the time of my site visit.  

   

  
                         2  
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Conclusion and Recommendation  
14. There are no material considerations, including the letter of support, that 
indicate the decision should be made other than in accordance with the 
development plan. Therefore, for the reasons given above, I recommend that the 
appeal should be dismissed.  

H Ellison   
APPEAL PLANNING OFFICER  

  

Inspector’s Decision  

15. 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.  

R C Kirby  

INSPECTOR  
 

  


