
PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL 

REPORT OF NEW PLANNING ENFORCEMENT APPEALS DECIDED 

APPLICATION No: 21/78296/TEL56 

APPELLANT: CK Hutchison Networks (UK) Ltd 

APPEAL SITE: Simpson Road, Worsley, M28 1FB 

PROPOSAL: 

Prior approval for the installation of a  20.0m Phase 8 Monopole 
C/W wrapround Cabinet at base and associated ancillary works. 

WARD: Boothstown and Ellenbrook 

APPLICATION 
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to officer 

OFFICER 
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 

APPEAL DECISION: Dismissed 

DECIDED ON: 02 August 2022 

  

Appeal against refusal of application for prior approval under The Town and Country Planning 

(General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 

 

  



Location and details of the proposal 

 

 



 

 

  



Planning Authority Decision 

Refuse, for the following reasons: 

1. The prior approval of the Local Planning Authority is refused as to the siting of the proposed 

development. The proposal would reduce the width of the footway, has the potential to create 

a pinch point for pedestrians waiting to cross Simpson Road at the adjacent signal-controlled 

pedestrian crossing, and has the potential to obscure visibility between pedestrians and 

approaching drivers. Due to its siting, the proposal would have a negative impact on 

pedestrian safety and would have a harmful relationship with existing highway infrastructure 

contrary to saved policy A8 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan, TEL3 of the 

Salford City Council Telecommunications Supplementary Planning Document and the 

National Planning Policy Framework. 

 

2. The applicant has not sufficiently demonstrated why alternative locations for the 

telecommunications equipment have been discounted. To this end, the Local Planning 

Authority is not convinced that a suitable site selection exercise has been undertaken which 

demonstrates compliance with the provisions of Policy DEV1 of the City of Salford Unitary 

Development Plan, Policy TEL1 of the Telecommunications SPD or the National Planning 

Policy Framework. 

 

The appeal was dismissed as detailed in Appendix 1. 

  



APPLICATION No: 21/78272 FUL 

APPELLANT: Mrs B Humphries 

APPEAL SITE: 1 Fountain Street Eccles 

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 

APPLICATION 
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to officer 

OFFICER 
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 

APPEAL DECISION: Dismissed 

DECIDED ON: 26 July 2022 

 

Location and details of the proposal 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Planning Authority Decision 

Refuse planning permission for the following reason: 
 
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.  
 



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). 
 
The appeal was dismissed as detailed in Appendix 2. 

  



APPLICATION No: 21/77381/FUL 

APPELLANT: Lidl Great Britain Limited 

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 

APPLICATION 
DECISION LEVEL: Delegated to officer 

OFFICER 
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 

APPEAL DECISION: Dismissed 

DECIDED ON: 18 August 2022 

 
Location and details of the proposal 
 

 
Figure 1 – Site Location Plan 

 
Figure 2 – Site Aerial Photo (site boundary approximate) 



 
Figure 3 – Proposed Site Layout (rev. C7) 

 

 
Figure 4 – Proposed Elevations (rev. P3) 

Planning Authority Decision 

Refuse planning permission for the following reasons: 
 

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 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. 

 
The appeal was dismissed as detailed in Appendix 3. 

 
 


