Appeals received

05/50506/COU - Ahmed Khan - 293 Liverpool Road EcclesM30 0QN - Change of use from shop (Class A1) to Class A5

05/50502/HH - Mr And Mrs Johns – 25 Eastmoor, Worsley - Erection of first floor side extension and rear conservatory

05/51011/TEL56 – T Mobile UK Ltd -  Brooklands Parkstone Road IrlamM30 5LT- Prior Notification for the installation of a 14.9m high telegraph pole with three shrouded antennas, radio equipment housing and ancillary development

05/50911/ADV - Highway Media UK Ltd -Land North Of Castle Courts And Railway Albion Way Salford - Display of one internally illuminated 48 sheet advertisement panel

05/508665/ADV - Lanes For Drains Limited Lansdowne Road Eccles M30 9PJ - Retention of two x 96 sheet advertisement display panels

Appeal Decisions

Application No. 

04/49637/HH




Location:


86 Highfield Road, Salford 6

Description
Erection of a part two storey/part single storey rear extension

Decision:
Appeal Dismissed

Permission was refused in January of this year on the grounds that the amenity of

neighbouring residents would be harmed and this would conflict with the Councils

policy.

The Inspector agreed the main issue was the effect on the living conditions of the

occupiers of 84 and 88 Highfield Road in relation to overshadowing, daylight and

outlook.  She also concluded there would be an overbearing effect on number 84. 

Overall, it was concluded the proposal would be detrimental to the living conditions

of the neighbouring residents.  The appeal was dismissed.

Application No. 
04/49662/HH

Location:
8 Parkside Avenue, Wosley

Description:
Erection of two storey side extension and erection of rear extension at first floor level (re-submission of 03/47403)

Decision:
Split Decision


First floor rear extension dismissed


Two storey side extension allowed

Permission was refused in January of this year on the grounds that the first
floor  rear extension would seriously injure the amenity of neighbouring residents living at 6 Parkside Avenue and this would be contrary to the Council’s policy.

The Inspector noted that the Council did not object to the side extension, only refusing permission on the grounds that the rear extension would affect residential amenity.  The Inspector was also conscious that the occupiers of No. 6 did not object to the proposed rear extension.  However, she commented that occupation of property is not permanent in nature in the same way as development is. Although future occupiers would have the choice of seeing the development first and then the choice of moving in or not, that does not, in the Inspectors view, justify allowing something that would unacceptably harm their living conditions.

The Inspector concluded the rear extension would harm the living conditions of the occupiers of No. 6.  The appeal against the rear extension was dismissed, whilst the appeal against the side extension was allowed and permission granted.

Application No.

04/49374/FUL

Location:


Land adjacent Summerhill Mansion Nursing Home,





Chaplin Close, Salford 6

Description:
Retention of 1.8m brick screen wall to Plot No. 3 (re-submission of planning application 04/47491/FUL)

Decision:
Appeal Allowed

Planning permission was refused in December, 2004, following a site inspection by members, on the grounds that the proposed materials of the wall would be out of character with the listed building, Summerhill Mansion – this would harm the visual amenity of the area and the setting of the mansion.  This decision was contrary to the officers recommendation.

In considering the proposal the Inspector commented, whatever the merits when the housing scheme was conceived of trying to link the new development visually with the stone mansion by using sympathetic materials, the reality of development is very different.  The decision to permit an ecletric range of materials for the houses has created a townscape in which a short stretch of brick wall (matching that of its host house) is more acceptable and logical in terms of tying together the architecture than an isolated stone wall which would be unrelated to the domestic architecture and too short to be read as reflecting the scale, form and materials of the mansion.  The appeal was allowed and permission granted.

Application No.

05/50126/ADV

Location:
Car park between Gore Street, Chapel Street and Trinity Way, Salford 3

Description:
Retention of one 96 sheet and three 48 sheet advertisement hoardings

Decision:


Appeal Dismissed


Consent was refused in March of this year on the grounds that the advertisement would have an unacceptable impact on visual amenity.

The Inspector agreed that the main issue in this case was the impact, including cumulative impact, on the site and its mixed use surroundings.

The Inspector concluded that even the continued temporary display of the panels would be counter to the ongoing beneficial regeneration of the area and detrimental to the general interests of amenity.  The appeal was dismissed.

Application No.

05/50020/ADV

Location:


Land at junction of Chapel Street and Trinity Way





Salford 3

Description:
Retention of one internally illuminated 48 sheet advertising panel and one non-illuminated 48 sheet advertising panel

Decision:
Appeal Dismissed

Consent was refused in March of this year on the grounds that the advertisement would have an unacceptable impact on visual amenity.

The Inspector agreed that the main issue is the impact including the cumulative impact of the appeal panels on the site and its mixed use surroundings.

The Inspector concluded that the continued display of either or both of the appeal panels, even for a temporary period, would be counter to the ongoing beneficial regeneration of the area and detrimental to the general interests of amenity.  The appeal was dismissed.

Application No.

05/50255/ADV

Location:
Advertising Hoarding Rear Of Depot

Gore Street, Salford

Description:
Display of one non-illuminated free standing advertising hoarding

Decision:



Appeal Allowed for temporary period of two years

Consent was refused in April of this year on the grounds that the advertisement constituted a strident and incongruous feature harming the character, appearance and visual amenity of the area.

The Inspector identified the main issue as being the impact including cumulative impact of the appeal display on the site and its surroundings.

The Inspector concluded that the appeal panel would not create an intrusive excess of outdoor advertising wither in the outlook of local residents or the area generally.  The Inspector considered the Council should keep this under review and allowed the appeal, but granting consent for a temporary period of two years.

