Appeals received:

i. Application No. 03/46732/COU – Norwest Estate Services, 2 and ground floor of 4 Moorfield Parade, Irlam – Change of use from shop to restaurant

ii. 03/46441/FUL – A Bahri, 333 Chorley Road, Swinton – Variation of condition 4 (continued means of access on planning permission E/27890) from Elm Street to Chorley Road.

iii. 03/46987/COU – K Hung Sin, Bank Chambers, Worsley Road, Swinton – Change of use from offices to licensed restaurant

iv. 03/47104/ADV – Maiden Outdoor Advertising, Land at Adelphi Street and junction of Crescent, Salford 5 –Display of externally illuminated 3 x 48 sheet static display panels and 1 x 48 sheet ultravision display unit.

v. 03/47116/ADV – Maiden Outdoor Advertising, Site of former Pendleton Motors, Frederick Road, Salford 6 – Display of 2 x 48 sheet and 1 x 96 sheet illuminated display panels with associated fencing and landscaping

vi. 03/46404/COU – Mr Khalid, 213 Bolton Road, Salford 6 – Change of use from shop to shop for the sale of hot food

vii. 03/46317/FUL – S W Jones, Land adjacent to 2 Prospect Road, Cadishead – Erection of detached bungalow (re-submission of planning application 03/45497/FUL)

Appeal Decisions:

Application No. 03/46579/Adv – Spacia – Site of forecourt of Railway Arch Refurbishment Scheme, Chapel Street/Caxton Street, Salford 3

Appeal Dismissed

Consent for the display of one externally illuminated 48 sheet advertising hoarding was refused in August, 2003 on the grounds the advert would have a detrimental impact on the amenity of the Chapel Street area, particularly the Flat Iron Conservation Area.

The Inspector considered the main issue was the effect on the amenity of the area.

The Inspector concluded the panel would appear as an overlarge feature in front of the refurbished arches occupying an exposed position and would stand out as a very intrusive feature.  He also felt that it would detract from both the character of the Flat Iron Conservation Area and the setting of the listed Sacred Trinity Church.

Barton Wesleyan Methodist Church, Barton Road, Eccles – The appeal was made by Abbotsound Limited against an enforcement notice issued in June, 2003.

Appeal Allowed, Enforcement Notice squashed.

The background is that planning permission was granted in June, 2002 for the demolition of the existing chapel and erection of a four storey building comprising 32 flats.  The permission was subject to nine conditions, four of which required further approval of details before any development commenced.  The four conditions related to landscaping, materials, acoustic glazing and an archaeological survey of buildings and the graveyard.

Following investigation of complaints that conditions were not being complied with the Council issued the enforcement notice, the subject of the appeal together with a related Stop Notice.

The enforcement notice related to:

· Development without planning permission due to failure to comply with pre-conditions on a planning permission, which required action prior to commencement of development.

· The unauthorised erection of a building

The enforcement notice required:

· cease development and

· Remove the unauthorised structure.

The Planning Inspector agreed with the City Council that the development represented a breach of planning control.  Importantly, the Inspector noted that an archaeological survey of the site had been submitted, but the City Council were not satisfied that it was complete and accurate.  Accordingly, this element of the appeal failed.

The second element of the appeal was that retrospective permission should be granted for the development already carried out.  The Inspector identified the main issue as being the effect of the proposal on the character or appearance of the Barton-upon-Irwell Conservation Area.

The City Council agreed the siting, design and use of the building was acceptable and that no issue was taken with materials, acoustic glazing or landscape scheme.  The dispute related to the adequacy of the graveyard survey.

The Planning Inspector took account of this and decided to grant retrospective planning permission for the development but, crucially for the City Councils case, imposed conditions including:-

· Before any flat hereby approved is first occupied a full and accurate survey of the former graveyard shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The survey must include details and photographs of gravestones and monuments, together with their full inscriptions, insofar as the information still exists and is capable of being recorded.

· Before any flat hereby approved is first occupied details of the provision of a site memorial stone, including its nature, size, location and wording shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The memorial stone shall be erected not later than 6 months after the flats are first occupied and shall thereafter be retained.

Accordingly, the appeal was allowed, the enforcement notice quashed and planning permission granted.

Both the appellant and the City Council applied for costs.  The Inspector decided the City Council did not behave unreasonably and refused the appellants application for any award of costs.  However, the Inspector did find unreasonable behaviour resulting in the Council incurring unnecessary expense and, therefore, awarded costs in the City Councils favour.

Application No. 03/46113/HH – G McNally – 6 Wentworth Road, Swinton

Appeal Dismissed

Permission for the erection of a two storey side extension and single storey rear extension was refused in June, 2003 on the grounds the amenity of neighbouring residents would be harmed by reason of loss of light and overbearing impact.

The Planning Inspector agreed the main issue was the effect of the two-storey side extension on the living conditions of the occupiers of the neighbouring property.

An interesting issue arose with this appeal – the reason permission was refused was that insufficient separation would be achieved between a window in the side elevation of the neighbouring property and the proposed extension.  The window in question was felt to be to a habitable room – a kitchen/dining room.  However, the Inspector took a different view.  He considered that it was a kitchen with an eating area, not a separate dining room.   As such he did not consider it would constitute a habitable room for the purposes of the House Extension SPG.

The Inspector, therefore, allowed the appeal and granted planning permission.

Application No. 03/46174/HH – P Harding – 20 Boothstown Drive, Boothstown, Worsley

Appeal Allowed

Planning permission for a first floor side extension was refused in July, 2003 on the grounds the extension would seriously injure the amenity of neighbouring residents.  The Planning Inspector agreed this was the main issue.

The Inspector felt, on balance, the extension would not have an overwhelming or overbearing effect upon the neighbouring house.   Therefore, she allowed the appeal and granted permission.

Application No. 03/45467/HH – Mr and Mrs Cohen – 37 Broom Lane, Salford 7

Appeal Dismissed

Permission for a front porch, two storey side/rear extension and single storey rear extension was refused in March, 2003 on the grounds that a “terracing” effect would be created which would be out of character with the street scene.

The Inspector decided the main issue was the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the locality with particular respect to the intensity of the development.

The Inspector agreed that this proposal, together with a similar  scheme at the neighbouring property, would close the entire gap between the houses – this would create a 30m long terrace.  He considered it would contribute to a marked intensification of development in a prominent location having an unacceptably harmful effect on the spacious character of the surroundings.

