Appeals received:

i. Application No. 03/45824/FUL – Refused 8.05.2003.

J L Mohammed, 392 Liverpool Road, Eccles – Variation of previous condition to allow opening hours between 4.00 pm and 1.00 am on Fridays and Saturday and 4.00 pm and 12 midnight on weekdays and Sundays.

ii. Application No. 03/46140/HH – Appeal against non-determination

S Hussain, 25 Chapel Road, Irlam – Retention of 2.2m high and 1.2m high boundary fencing and replace existing garage with erection of double garage at the rear.

iii. Application No. 03/45567/FUL – Refused 03.04.2003.

T Orrell and Ms N Done, 302 Leigh Road, Worsley – Demolition of existing dwelling and erection of new detached dwelling and alteration to existing vehicular access.

iv. Application No. 03/46174/HH – Refused 08.07.2003.

P Harding, 20 Boothstown Drive, Boothstown, Worsley – Erection of first floor side extension

v. Application No. 03/45499/COU – Approved 20.03.2003.

S G and K E Clark, 289 Chorley Road, Swinton – Appeal against condition imposed on planning permission 03/45499/COU


Appeal Decisions

Application No. 02/45299/FUL – Wilson Connolly (Lancashire) – 26 Ellesmere Road, Eccles

Appeal allowed

Planning permission for the erection of  a residential development comprising 18 dwellings with new access and landscaping was refused in march, 2003 on the grounds that the scale and massing of the development would have a detrimental impact.

An appeal was lodged and was heard at a Public Local Inquiry.  Because officers did not object to the proposal and the local community had strong feelings against the scheme it was decided to engage planning consultants.  A planning barrister was also instructed.

The Planning Inspector who heard the case considered the main issues to be firstly, the effect of the proposed development on the character and appearance of the area, including the effect on the setting of the Ellesmere Park Conservation Area; secondly, the effect on the living conditions of the occupiers of the residential properties in the vicinity of the site, particularly regarding privacy and outlook.

The Inspector concluded that on the first issue, the building would not appear to be of excessive scale and proportion.  It would not depart from the existing varied character of the area outside the Victorian Core.  It would accord with the advice in PPG3 (Housing) in making efficient use of land without compromising the quality of the environment.  In relation to this issue the Inspector decided the proposal would not materially harm the character and appearance of the area or the setting of the Conservation Area.

With reference to the second main issue, the Inspector took account of the scale and siting of the existing and proposed building, the separation distances and the vegetation on the site boundaries.  He concluded that the proposed building would not so dominate the outlook from neighbouring properties as to justify withholding planning permission.  He did not consider the proposal would significantly harm the living conditions of neighbouring residents. 

Application No. 02/44155/COU – Connell Bros. Ltd – Land bounded by the Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal, Holland Street and Orchard Street, Salford 6

Appeal Allowed

Permission for the change of use of land to demolition contractors yard and recycling centre was refused in November, 2002 on the grounds that the proposal would detract from the character and appearance of the area, would be incompatible with the restoration of the Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal.

The Planing Inspector identified two main issues:

(i) whether the proposal would significantly detract from the amenity, appearance and regeneration of the area; and

(ii)
whether the proposal would prejudice the restoration and improvement of the Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal.

The Inspector felt the predominant impact would be the sorting, screening and storage of

waste materials, including a storage mound up to 10m high, along with associated traffic 

and activity.  He noted this was an established industrial area and that houses were 80m 

away.  He also took account of the New Deal for Communities initiatives but that there

were no firm proposals yet agreed.  The Inspector did not consider the proposal would

necessarily undermine or prejudice the commendable efforts to regenerate and improve

this urban area.

In terms of the impact on amenity, the Inspector noted that operations would require

authorisation under Part I of the Environmental Protection Act and that the

Environmental Health Officer had no objections, subject to appropriate conditions.

On the second issue, the Inspector referred to the discussions involving the appellant and

British Waterways who have no objections subject to a suitable boundary treatment.  The

Inspector was satisfied that with an appropriate buffer/landscape treatment between the

site and canal, the proposal would not prejudice the canal’s eventual reinstatement and

recreational/tourism potential.  This buffer could be dealt with by planning conditions.

The Inspector concluded by noting that if the appeal was dismissed the site could revert

to the previous use of container storage with the associated problems this would bring. 

He felt the proposal offers the opportunity to provide a significantly improved

environment  compared with the permitted use, particularly in terms of the regeneration and overall improvement of the area.  An application for costs by the appellant was refused.

Application No. 02/44508/COU – D Matthews and N Fleury – 52 Manchester Road, Swinton

Appeal dismissed.

Planning permission for the change of use from residential care home to a childrens’ day nursery, provision of ramp and construction of eight car parking spaces to rear of property was refused in August, 2002 on the grounds of the effects of the proposal on residential amenity and highway safety.

The Planning Inspector agreed with the City Council on each of the issues.

However, an award of costs was made against the Council because a short adjournment was necessary for the appellants to consider additional information tabled by the Council

Application No. 03/45588/TEL56 – O2 UK Ltd – 258 Eccles Old Road, Salford 6

Appeal Allowed

Prior approval for the installation of a 12.1m high monopole with operational lighting arm together with two associated equipment cabinets at ground level was refused in March 2003 on the grounds the proposal would add clutter to the street scene adversely  affecting the visual amenity of the area.

The Inspector felt the development would not be out of proportion in its setting because it would resemble the existing lamp-posts in its overall dimensions.  The mast would not be higher than any of the trees on either side of the shopping area.  The cabinets, he felt, would not appear haphazard in their siting, being evenly spaced to minimise the effect of the clutter.  He concluded the scheme would not have a materially harmful effect upon the streetscene.

Some local residents commented on the health effects of the proposal.  In response the Inspector noted the proposal would comply with the ICNIRP guidelines and did not consider health concerns further.

Application No. 03/45540/HH – J Coffey – 27 West Way, Little Hulton

Appeal dismissed.

Permission for the erection of a two-storey rear extension was refused in April of this year on the grounds that the amenity of neighbouring residents would be harmed and this would be contrary to SPG for House Extensions.

The Planning Inspector concluded that due to the height and degree of projection of the proposed extension and its close proximity to the common boundary it would result in a material reduction in daylight, and would have an overbearing and dominating effect on the outlook from the habitable room openings of No. 25 West Way.  This would materially harm the living conditions for future occupants of the house.

Application No. 03/45534/HH – Mr and Mrs Ambrose – 309 Worsley Road, Swinton

Appeal dismissed.

Permission for the erection of two storey side and rear extensions was refused in March of this year on the grounds that the amenity of neighbouring residents would be harmed.

The Planning Inspector agreed the side extension would adversely affect the daylight received in the neighbours dining room window.  This would harm the living conditions of the neighbouring resident.

Application No. 02/44920/COU – B Weir – 144 Cromwell Road, Salford 6

Appeal dismissed.

Permission for the change of use from shop to shop for the sale of hot food was refused in December, 2002 on the grounds the development would be seriously detrimental to neighbouring residents and would injure the character and amenity of the area.

The Planning Inspector felt the main issue was whether the proposed use would seriously harm the living conditions of nearby residents.

The Inspector did not agree the proposal would add significantly to local noise levels because Cromwell Road is already a rather noisy, busy road.  However, given the close proximity of residential property he was in doubt as to whether smells and/or noise from a ventilation system could be installed without adversely affecting nearby residents.

