	Part 1 (Open to the public)
	ITEM NO.




REPORT OF THE LEAD MEMBER FOR URBAN VISION PARTNERSHIP LTD



TO THE PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL


ON Thursday, 7 December, 2006


TITLE : PLANNING APPEALS


RECOMMENDATIONS :

THAT THE REPORT BE NOTED


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY :

To set out details of appeals lodged or decided


BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS :

(Available for public inspection)

NONE


ASSESSMENT OF RISK:

N/A

	


SOURCE OF FUNDING:

N/A

	


COMMENTS OF THE STRATEGIC DIRECTOR OF CUSTOMER AND SUPPORT SERVICES (or his representative):

1. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS




Provided by :N/A

2. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS



Provided by :N/A

3. ICT STEERING GROUP IMPLICATIONS


Provided by:N/A

PROPERTY (if applicable):

N/A

HUMAN RESOURCES (if applicable):

N/A

	


CONTACT OFFICER :

JANET LINDLEY 779 4854


WARD(S) TO WHICH REPORT RELATE(S):

ALL WARDS


KEY COUNCIL POLICIES:

Performance Management; 


DETAILS (Continued Overleaf)

SEE ATTACHED SCHEDULE
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Appeals received during period October/November 2006


		Application No.

		Appellant

		Appeal site

		Proposal



		05/51402/HH

		Mr And Mrs Shaw

		141 Worsley Road


Worsley

		Demolish existing garage and erection of a part single/part two storey side extension and erection of a rear extension at first floor level



		06/53217/TEL56

		T Mobile (UK) Limited

		Pavement Adjacent To Car Park On  Kenyon Way Adjacent Parkway


Little Hulton

		Prior notification of the installation of one 11m high bespoke telegraph pole supporting three shrouded antenna and installation of two radio equipment housing cabinets at ground level.



		06/00232/DEVWPP

		P S Leigh

		569 Manchester Road


Worsley

		Unauthorised erection of a new dwelling



		06/52243/HH

		James Corbet

		10 Mayfair Drive


Irlam

		Retention of a conservatory at the rear of the property



		06/00030/EVVWPP

		James Corbet

		10 Mayfair Drive


Irlam

		Unauthorised conservatory



		06/52674/CLUD

		E Sievers

		111 Cavendish Road


Salford

		Application for Certificate of Lawfulness for existing use as a dance school



		06/52664/COU

		G And S Niman

		6  & 6B Liverpool Road


Cadishead

		Change of use from shop to shop for the sale of hot food/sandwich bar within A5 of the Use Class Order



		06/53111/ADV

		Jane Cavanagh

		3 - 5 Park Road


Eccles

		Display of non illuminated business sign



		05/51712/COU

		D And P Sugden

		42 Crossfield Drive


Worsley

		Retention of extended garden area to rear of dwelling



		06/52757/HH

		Mr And Mrs A Rothwell

		2 Valdene Drive


Worsley

		Erection of extension to front of existing garage, creation of loft storage and construction of extension in roof space



		06/53074/HH

		Mr And Mrs Armstrong

		7 Sunningdale Drive


Salford

		Erection of conservatory at rear and first floor rear extension



		

		P Tobin

		134 Trafford Road


Eccles

		Conversion of out building into three apartments and retention of existing apartment together with associated car parking



		06/00102/DEVWPP

		Elite Homes

		Akzo Nobel Inks Site


Dean Road


Cadishead

		Fence to Rear of 27 Allotment Road and 2-14 Rivington Grove not in accordance with approveds/Set I



		

		

		

		





Appeals Decisions:


Application No.


05/51342/OUT


Location:



Firwood Timber Company Limited Westover Street




Swinton


Description:



Outline planning application for the development of land for residential purposes


Decision:



Appeal Dismissed


Planning permission was refused in November 2005 on the grounds that the proposed development would result in the loss of an employment site leading to a material shortfall in the range of sites available for economic development.  As such the proposal would be contrary to Policy EC3 of the adopted City of Salford Unitary Development Plan and Policy E5 of the Revised Deposit Draft Replacement Plan


The Inspector considered that the main issue in this case was the effect of the proposal on the supply of employment land in the area.


The Inspector considered that the appellant had not adequately demonstrated that the site was economically viable nor had they considered all employment generating uses which could be located on this site.


The Inspector concluded that “although the development proposed would not result in the loss of a site specifically allocated for employment uses in the UDP, it is a matter of fact that it would result in the loss of a sustainably located employment site, reducing employment land opportunities in Swinton and the City as a whole, at a time when the total supply is at best marginal.  Whilst the absence of an active marketing campaign is not by itself, a fatal criticism of the appellant’s case, I consider on balance, that the case that has been put falls well short of what could reasonably be considered to comprise a clear demonstration that there is no current or likely future demand for the site or building for employment purposes”.

“Furthermore, although PPG3 indicates that favourable consideration should be given to housing proposals on redundant land and buildings in industrial or commercial use which are no longer needed for such use, the Council has demonstrated, through an up-to-date review of employment land, that development of this site for housing would, at the present time, undermine regional and local strategies for economic development and regeneration.”


For these reasons the appeal was dismissed.


Application No.


05/50392/OUT


Location:



Land On Agecroft Road East Of
Kilcoby Avenue




Pendlebury Swinton


Description:


Outline planning application for the development of land for Classes A1,A2,A4,A5, D1 and C2 purposes together with creation of new vehicular access (DUPLICATE APPLICATION)


Appeal Decision:

Appeal Dismissed


The appeal related to an outline application which was refused in May 2005 for the development of land for Classes A1,A2,A4,A5, D1 and C2 purposes together with the creation of a new vehicular access from Kilcoby Avenue. 


The site is located within the Irwell Valley and within the area defined in the UDP as the Slack Brook Country Park. 


In considering the appeal, the Inspector identified two main issues: the effect of the proposal on public access to, and enjoyment of, the Irwell Valley and the Slack Brook Country Park; and whether the provision of the proposed retail element of the development accords with national and local retail policy. 


In respect of the first issue, the Inspector considered that the site makes a positive contribution to both the character of the Valley and the public enjoyment of the Valley. He felt that the site introduces a small but visually and physically important element of openness on the northern side of Agecroft Road. He considered that, given the fact that there is no built development to the rear, the site offers the enticing prospect of opening onto further open land in the Valley. He was of the opinion that the retention of the site as open land is particularly important given the amount of development that has taken place in recent years along Agecroft Road, which have led to the separation of the road from open land within the Valley. The Inspector concluded that the proposal would adversely affect public access to, and enjoyment of, the Irwell Valley and Slack Brook Country Park and would be contrary to the Council’s policies. 


In respect of the second issue, the Inspector felt that the appellant had not demonstrated need for the retail element of the proposal and did not therefore accord with national or local retail policy. 


The Inspector dismissed the appeal.


Application No.


05/51702/TPO


Location:



157 Worsley Road Worsley



Description:



Fell one sycamore (T1)


Decision:



Appeal Dismissed


Planning permission was refused in December 2005 on the grounds that no evidence had been provided to justify the loss of the tree and it’s loss would be detrimental to the amenity of the area.


The inspector considered the main issue to be traffic and  highways problems. The appellant stated he had to reverse into the drive causing a build up of traffic on Worsley Road as the tree blocked his view when trying to reverse out.


The Inspector concluded there was sufficient space in the front garden to create a large hardstanding so the appellant could use this as a turning circle and drive in and out in forward direction.


For this reason the appeal was dismissed.


Application No.


05/51145/TPO


Location:


Pine Lodge Roe Green Avenue Worsley


Description:


Fell one horse chestnut (T1) and one beech tree (T2)


Decision:


Appeal Dismissed


This appeal was against non-determination of a planning application. Therefore no decision was made.


There was clear indication in the report submitted by the Council that permission would have been granted for the removal of the horse chestnut tree had they been in a position to determine the application. So the Inspector considered the main issue to be 


the amenity value of the beech and if the beech is posing a danger to the properties.


The Inspector concluded that the removal of the horse chestnut would open up extensive views of the beech increasing its amenity value and that there was no evidence to suggest the beech posed a danger to the properties.


For these reasons the appeal in respect of the felling of the horse chestnut tree was allowed and the appeal in respect of the felling of the beech tree was dismissed


Application No.


05/51772/TPO


Location:


1 Longley Drive
Worsley


Description :


Fell one lime (T1). 35% crown thin and crown reduce by 2m one horse chestnut (T2)


Decision:


Appeal Dismissed


Planning permission was refused in December 2005 on the grounds that no evidence was provided to justify the removal of the lime tree and the extent of work proposed to the horse chestnut was unnecessary and would be detrimental to the health of the tree.


The Inspector considered the main issues to be the trees contribution to the local amenity, whether the trees block light to properties and whether the trees are unstable.


The Inspector concluded that the trees contribute significantly to the character and visual appearance of the area, the trees are not restricting natural light to the property and there was no evidence to suggest that the trees were unstable.



