Appeals received:

i. Application No. 03/46229/FUL – Appeal against condition

S Roscoe, 22 Shearwater Drive, Walkden – Erection of a two storey detached dwelling with integral garage and erection of detached garage.

ii. Application No. 03/46579/ADV – Refused 19.09.2003

Spacia, Forecourt of refurbished arch at junction of Caxton Street/Chapel Street, Salford 3 – Display of one externally illuminated 48 sheet advertisement hoarding

iii. Application No. 03/45467/HH – Refused 20.03.2003

Mr and Mrs Cohen – 37 Broom Lane, Salford 7 – Erection of front porch, two storey side/rear extension and single storey rear extension.

Appeal Decisions:

Application No. 02/45213/HH – T Moynihan – 262 Liverpool Road, Cadishead

Appeal Dismissed

Planning permission for the erection of a double garage was refused in February, 2003 on the grounds the development would be an obtrusive feature in the street-scene and would seriously injure the visual amenity of the area.

The Planning Inspectorate agreed the main issue was the effect of the proposed garage would adversely affect the street scene in terms of its design and material, particularly when viewed from the houses on the north side of Woodbine Avenue.

Application No. 03/45351/HH – A Hogben – 1 Wolfreton Crescent, Clifton

Appeal Dismissed

Planning permission for a two storey side extension was refused in March, 2003 on the grounds that the amenity of neighbouring residents would be seriously injured.

The main issue the Inspector considered was the effect on the living conditions of the neighbouring residents particularly with respect to outlook and light.

The Inspector concluded that the proposal would be unneighbourly and would impair outlook from and impair light received at habitable room windows in the back of the neighbouring property, No. 15 Ellesmere Avenue.  This would harm the living conditions of the occupiers.

Application No. 02/45103/HH – Mr Valentine – 9Lyndhurst Avenue, Irlam

Appeal Dismissed

Planning permission for a two storey side extension, single storey rear extension and front porch was refused in February, 2003 on the grounds the amenity of neighbouring residents would be seriously injured.

The main issue identified by the Inspector is the effect of the proposed side extension on the living conditions of the occupiers of the neighbouring property, No. 8 Lyndhurst Avenue having particular regard to dominance, daylight and sunlight.

The Inspector concluded the proposal would adversely affect the living conditions of the occupiers of NO. 7 Lyndhurst Avenue by reason of dominance and loss of light.

Application 02/45104/HH – Mr Walley – 22 Clifton Drive, Swinton

Appeal Dismissed

Planning permission for a two storey side extension was refused in February, 2003 on the grounds that the proposal would be unduly obtrusive in the street-scene and would seriously injure visual amenity.

The Inspector summarised the main issue as being the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the appeal property and its surroundings.

The Inspector felt that the proposal would have a very significant impact on the appearance of the building and the locality.  The overall effect of the proposal would be to appear bulky and to dominate the appearance of the existing house.  This would be particularly intrusive in the street scene because of the appeal sites location on the corner of a crossroads, with open public views of the two main elevations and because of the close proximity of the extension to the frontage to Clifton Drive.  It was concluded the proposal would harm the character and appearance of the appeal property and its surroundings.

Application No. 03/45369/HH – P Baker – 2 Doefield Avenue, Worsley

Appeal Dismissed

Planning permission for a first floor side extension and rear dormer extension was refused in February, 2003 on the grounds the development would be detrimental to the amenity of the neighbouring resident.

The Inspector considered the main issue to be the implications of the proposal on the neighbours living conditions with particular reference to outlook.

The Inspector concluded the extension would be unduly dominant and overbearing with a significant and adverse effect on the outlook of occupiers of the neighbouring residents.

Application No. 03/45886/ADV – C Mollinson – 70 Walkden Road, Worsley

Appeal Dismissed

In May, 2003 consent was granted for an internally illuminated projecting sign on the premises, but, in a split decision, was refused for an illuminated sign above the fascia.  Consent was refused because a ‘cluttered’ appearance would result, harming visual amenity.

The Inspector identified the main issue as being the effect of the sign on the amenity of the area.

The Inspector felt the sign was overlarge and incongruous and with its high level siting, on this prominent corner, makes the sign readily visible.  He felt it stands out as an unduly intrusive feature in the street-scene and with other signage has created a semblance of clutter.

Application No. 03/45920/ADV – J Fisher – 159 Bridgewater Road, Walkden

Appeal Dismissed

Consent for retention of two shop signs was refused in May, 2003 on the grounds the signs would injure the amenity of the area and would create a ‘cluttered’ appearance.

The Inspector said the principal issue is the effect of the signs on the amenity of the area.

The Inspector concluded the signs appear as overlarge and excessive additions to the building on this prominent corner.  He considered them unduly intrusive and strident advertising features in this pleasant, mainly residential setting.

