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Part 1: Open to the Public 

 
 

REPORT OF The Strategic Director for Place 

 
 

TO The Planning & Transportation Regulatory Panel 
ON 12th May 2022

 
 
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: 21/78523/ADV 

 
APPELLANT: Mr S Bailey 

 
APPEAL SITE: 718 Liverpool Road Eccles M30 7LW     

 
PROPOSAL: Upgrade of existing advertisement hoarding to digital LED 

(resubmission of 21/78101/ADV) 

 
WARD: Higher Irlam And Peel Green 
 

APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to planning officer 

 
OFFICER  
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 

 
APPEAL DECISION: Appeal dismissed 

 
DECIDED ON: 14 April 2022 
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Location and Details of the Proposal 

 

 
 
 
Proposed Site & Elevation Plans 
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Planning Authority Decision 

 
Refuse consent for the following reason: 

 
1. The proposed digital advertisement hoarding, by reason of its size, scale, 

height, prominent location and the proposed use of digital technology and 

illumination, would be unduly obtrusive, discordant and over dominant in the 
streetscene, resulting in a detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the 

streetscene and the character of the surrounding area and would give rise to 
undue visual intrusion, resulting in harm to the amenity that the occupiers of 
the residential properties on Liverpool 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. 
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Appeal Decision   

Site visit made on 1 March 2022 by A Coombes  Decision by J J Evans BA 

(Hons) MA MRTPI  

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State   

Decision date: 14 April 2022  

 

  

Appeal Ref: APP/U4230/Z/22/3290460 Site Address: 718 Liverpool 
Road, Eccles M30 7LW   
• 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 S Bailey against the decision of Salford City Council.  
• The application Ref 21/78523/ADV, dated 24 September 2021 was refused by notice dated 17 

November 2021.  
• The advertisement proposed is the replacement of existing advertisement hoarding with new LED 

display of similar dimensions and in the same position (resubmission of 21/78101/ADV).  

 

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.  

Procedural Matters  
3. The Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) (England) 

Regulations 2007 (as amended) set out that powers under those Regulations 

should be exercised in the interests of amenity and public safety, taking into 

account the provisions of the development plan, so far as they are material, 

and any other relevant factors.  

4. The application was submitted following a previously refused scheme, as 

referred to above, and the Council refused the proposal on amenity grounds.  

The appellant is appealing against the refusal of consent, and this is the basis 

upon which I have considered the appeal.    



 6 

Main Issue  
5. As the Council have not refused the application in respect of public safety, the 
main issue in this case is the effect of the proposed advertisement on the 
amenity of the area.  

Reasons for the Recommendation  
6. The Planning Practice Guidance sets out that in practice, ‘amenity’ is 

usually understood to mean the effect on visual and aural amenity in the 

immediate neighbourhood of an advertisement, and that the local characteristics 

of the neighbourhood should always be considered. The National Planning 

Policy  
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Framework (the Framework), sets out that the quality and character of places 

can suffer when advertisements are poorly sited and designed.  

7. The appeal site is a car dealership located off the busy Liverpool Road. The 

immediate locality is predominantly residential, with terraced and semidetached 

houses opposite and alongside the appeal site, and a cemetery to the rear. 

There are also a few ground-floor commercial units in the terraces on the other 

side of the road. The proposal seeks consent to replace the existing 
advertisement hoarding with an LED display of similar dimensions.     

8. The proposed advertisement would be in the same location as the existing sign, 

albeit slightly smaller. However, the introduction of digital images would 

significantly alter the appearance of the sign. Despite being on a well-lit arterial 

route, the surrounding area is primarily residential, with the sign being seen 

against the backdrop of the adjoining cemetery.  Having regard to this context, 

the LED illumination of the advertisement would appear unduly discordant. 

Although images could be controlled by condition to remain static and to comply 

with maximum luminance levels, the size of the sign combined with the bright 

nature of the illumination would harmfully draw the eye. An LED display is 

intrinsically different in character to an illuminated paper advertisement, as it 

would have a consistent, crisp, brightness. Given this, the sign would be much 

more obtrusive within the street scene, particularly so when dark.   

9. There is already a degree of other illumination at the appeal site in the form of a 

totem sign and fascia signs, as well as street lighting. However, as noted above, 

the proposal represents a substantially different advertisement to the existing 

due to its bright illuminated display.  Despite the angled position of the 

advertisement in relation to nearby houses, it is a large sign and would be visible 

from some distance away, particularly so during hours of darkness. Although 

conditions could be attached to control the level and hours of illumination, they 

would not negate the harm to the amenity of the area by such an obtrusive 

addition. Moreover, this harm would be exacerbated due to it being the only 

example of a large, illuminated sign within the area.   
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10. There is some support for the proposal from local residents, and the sign would 

be a modern upgrade over the existing paper-glued poster, which the appellant 

has noted can look unsightly if neglected. At the time of my site visit the existing 

advertisement appeared to be well maintained and, whilst noting the comments 

of the appellant, sign maintenance issues would not outweigh the harm to the 
area.   

11. For the reasons given above, the proposed advertisement would cause 

significant harm to the amenity of the area. Regard has been given to Policy 

DEV2 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan, adopted 2006. This 

Policy seeks, amongst other things, that advertisements respect the sensitivity of 

the location, including minimising negative impacts on residential areas, 

reflecting objectives of the Framework.   

Other Matters  
12. The appellant has drawn my attention to a dismissed planning appeal at  

244 Liverpool Road, Cadishead, as well as the Council having permitted other 

LED signs.  I have had regard to the case referred to and note that it is within a 
predominantly residential area.  The appeal which is subject to this decision has 
been assessed on its own planning merits, including having regard to its  
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locational context.  In addition, the presence of other LED signs within the 

Council’s area does not form a binding precedent for approving the appeal 
scheme.    

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

recommend that the appeal should be dismissed.   

April Coombes   
APPEAL PLANNING OFFICER  

  

Inspector’s Decision  

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

JJ Evans  

INSPECTOR  

  
                         3  
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PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL 
 

REPORT OF NEW PLANNING AND ENFORCEMENT APPEALS RECEIVED  

 
 
 
APPLICATION No:  21/77381/FUL 

 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 

 
OFFICER  Refuse 

RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  Land Off Cromwell Road Castle Irwell Salford M6 6DA    

 
PROPOSAL:   Erection of a new Lidl foodstore (Use Class E) with associated car 

parking and landscaping 

 
WARD:  Irwell Riverside 

 
APPELLANT:  Lidl Great Britain Limited 

 
DATE RECEIVED: 21 April 2022 

 
Appeal received against refusal of planning permission. 
 
Reasons for refusal are as follows; 
 

1. The proposed development, in light of the proposed site layout, building position, 
boundary treatments & landscaping, the absence of active frontages to the 
surrounding highway network & the dominative presence of large expanses of car 
parking, and the scale, form and elevational treatment of the store building, fails to 
respond to and sit sympathetically within its physical context and respect the positive 
character of the local area and urban form around Charlestown Roundabout. The 
development would fail to contribute positively towards local identity and 
distinctiveness, and the proposed site layout and development design fails to provide 
a suitable counterbalance to the layout of Phases 1 and 2 of the wider Castle Irwell 
development, thus severely weakening the positive and high-quality urban design 
attributes of the emerging neighbourhood, and failing to establish a strong sense of 
place. The proposals are therefore considered to be contrary to Policies DES1, DES4 
and DES9 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan, the Council's 
Supplementary Planning Document Design - Shaping Salford (2008) and the National 
Planning Policy Framework, having particular regard to the requirement to achieve all 
three strands of sustainable development set out within Chapter 2 of the Framework 
and the need to achieve well-designed places set out within Chapter 12. 
 

2. The design and layout of the proposed development fails to maximise the potential for 
movement of pedestrians and cyclists to, through and around the site, in particular 
failing to provide appropriate, attractive, safe and direct routes to Phases 1 and 2 of 
the adjacent residential development on the wider Castle Irwell site. The site layout 
also fails to minimise potential conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and other road 
users within the development itself. The proposed car parking layout includes 
provision of car parking bays which fail to meet the required dimensions to safely and 
fully accommodate parked vehicles. The development also fails to make adequate 
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provision for motorcycle parking and the application does not provide sufficient 
information to demonstrate that adequate provision for staff cycle parking has been 
made within the scheme. Insufficient information has also been submitted to 
demonstrate that the proposed development would have an acceptable impact on the 
surrounding highway network or that the proposed access/egress point on Littleton 
Road would provide for the safe interaction of cars, delivery vehicles and pedestrians 
& cyclists. The proposals are therefore considered to be contrary to Policies DES2, 
A2, A8 and A10 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan and the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 
 

3. Insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate that the proposed 
development would share an acceptable relationship with neighbouring residential 
properties in the absence of the proposed dominative, visually unacceptable and 
over-engineered acoustic boundary treatments, with respect to the potential impacts 
of noise from the development on the amenity of existing and future residential 
occupiers. Insufficient information has also been submitted to demonstrate that the 
proposed photo-voltaic panels to be installed to the store roof would share an 
acceptable relationship with neighbouring residential properties within Phase 2 of the 
wider Castle Irwell development, and that their installation would not give rise to 
adverse impacts on the amenity for occupiers by way of glare from reflected sunlight. 
In the absence of such evidence, the proposals are considered to be contrary to 
Policies DES7 and EN17 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan and the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
            
  
 
APPLICATION No:  21/78087/FUL 

 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 

 
OFFICER  Refuse 

RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  6 Lords Avenue Salford M5 5HH     

 
PROPOSAL:   Change of use from single residential dwelling (Use Class C3) to 

small house of multiple occupation (HMO) (Use Class C4) (6 
Residents) together with the demolition of rear wall and the 
erection of a single storey rear extension, installation of front 
escape well, basement conversion and other associated works 

 
WARD:  Weaste And Seedley 

 
APPELLANT:  Gainprop Limited 

 
DATE RECEIVED: 13 April 2022 

 
Appeal received against refusal of planning permission. 
 
Reasons for refusal are as follows; 
 

1. The proposal would result in a house in use as a single dwelling (No.6 Lords Avenue) 
being immediately adjacent to more than one property in use as a house in multiple 



 10 

occupation. This would result in cumulative unacceptable harm to the amenities of 
existing and future occupiers through the creation of a cluster of houses in multiple 
occupation immediately surrounding this property. The proposal would contribute to 
an unbalance in the mix of dwellings in the area and would likely result in issues 
regarding noise and disturbance and high population turnover levels that risk 
reducing community stability and social cohesion. The proposal would be contrary to 
paragraphs 8, 92 and 130 of the National Planning Policy Framework, draft Policy 
H10 of the emerging Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations and saved Policies ST1 and H1 of the City of Salford 
Unitary Development Plan. 

            
  
 
APPLICATION No:  21/78272/FUL 

 
APPLICATION  
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to Officer 

 
OFFICER  Refuse 

RECOMMEND’N: 
 
APPEAL SITE:  1 Fountain Street Eccles M30 0GW     

 
PROPOSAL:   Erection of two storey building to accommodate eight no. two 

bedroom residential flat units with associated external works, 
landscaping, car parking following demolition of existing building 
on the site. Re-submission of 20/74958/FUL 

 
WARD:  Barton And Winton 

 
APPELLANT:  Mrs B Humphries 

 
DATE RECEIVED: 13 April 2022 

 
Appeal received against refusal of planning permission. 
 
Reasons for refusal are as follows; 
 

1. Paragraph 126 of the NPPF (2021) outlines that the 'creation of high quality buildings 
and places is fundamental to what the planning and development process should 
achieve.'  Good design is indivisible from good planning.  More specifically, 
development should function well and add to the overall quality of the area; be 
visually attractive as a result of good architecture and layout; sympathetic to local 
character; establish or maintain a strong sense of place; and create places that are 
safe, inclusive and accessible with a high standard of amenity for existing and future 
users (para 130, NPPF 2021).  The NPPF (2021) states that 'permission should be 
refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available 
for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions.... (para 
134, NPPF 2021). 

 
This is also supported by policy DES1 of the UDP which provides a number of criteria 
to ensure that development respects the physical context of an area including the 
character, scale and pattern of streets and building plots; relationship to existing 
buildings; the potential impact of the development on the redevelopment of an 
adjacent site and the quality and durability of materials.  
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The overall appearance of the building is plain, with the developments windows 
located in ill-considered positions on both the front and rear elevations. This result in 
elevations and a building whose fenestration lacks any real rhythm and cohesion and 
leaves large expanses of brickwork to the overall detriment of the appearance of the 
building as a whole.  
 
In addition, the layout of apartments No. 2, 6, and 7 is such that there are no windows 
in the northern or southern elevations that would serve the lounge/dining areas of 
these apartments. Instead side windows are installed into the stepped eastern and 
western side elevation to serve the lounge/dining room of these apartments. Given 
their position within the envelope of the building the Local Planning Authority has 
significant concerns over the amount of natural light that the lounge/dining rooms in 
apartments 2,6 and 7. The internal layout of the building is therefore considered 
unacceptable.  
 
As a result, the proposed development would not provide a high quality building of 
neither good architecture nor layout that would function well and be sympathetic to or 
enhance the local character and provide a high standard of amenity.  Therefore, the 
proposal is contrary to policies DES1 and DES7 and of the City of Salford Unitary 
Development Plan, the Design SPD and the National Planning Policy Framework 
(2021). 

            
  
  
 


