
PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL 
 

REPORT ON PLANNING AND ENFORCEMENT APPEALS DECIDED 

 
 
 
APPLICATION No: 20/76194/FUL 

 
APPELLANT: Scott Camm Building 
 
APPEAL SITE: Railway Inn, 600 Liverpool Road, Irlam, Manchester, M44 5AA 
 
PROPOSAL: Demolition of the Railway Inn and erection of a 3-storey block 

consisting of 12 no. apartments together with parking 
provision, cycle storage and re-cycling bin enclosure, and 
site landscaping. 

 
WARD: Cadishead And Lower Irlam 
 
APPLICATION 
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated 

 
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 

 
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal Dismissed and Costs Application Dismissed 
 
DECIDED ON: 19th November 2021 

 
 
Location and Details of the Proposal 
 

 
Figure 1 – Site location plan 



 

 
Figure 2 – Proposed streetscene to Liverpool Road 

 

 
Figure 3 – Proposed site layout 

 
Planning Authority Decision 

 
Refuse consent for the following reasons: 
 

1. The scale, massing and design of the proposed building, in particular the upper floor would be 
bulky and over-dominant in the streetscene with it projecting above the front roof plane of the 
neighbouring units and forming an incongruous addition in the street scene. The proposed 

building fails to have regard to the context of the street and the proportions of the units on either 
side, with the desire to accommodate three floors of accommodation resulting in incompatible 
floor to ceiling heights with the proposed building appearing squat. The elevational treatment is 

poor, with the entrance into the development from Liverpool Road being obscured by the screens 



associated with the balconies. The materials palette is over complicated with the use of render 
in this environment not being supported due to concerns over its durability and ability to provide 

a high-quality finish in the long term. The development therefore represents poor design, with the 
proposed building forming an incongruous addition to the street scene.  

 

Furthermore, the scheme fails to take the opportunities available for integrating it and improving 
its quality and the character and appearance of the surrounding area and the way it functions 
due to the applicant not incorporating the service road to the front of the site into the development.   

 
The proposal is therefore considered be contrary to Paragraph 130 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework, the National Design Guide, saved UDP policies H1, DES1 and DES2 and the 

Council's Design SPD. 
 
2. The proposed development would, by virtue of the failure to provide adequate private, usable 

amenity space on site, fail to provide future occupants of the apartments with a satisfactory level 
of amenity. The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to saved UDP policies H1 and 
DES7 and the amenity policies in the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 


