Appeals received

1. Snowso Ltd – Site at 14 Victoria Road, Eccles – Erection of four storey building comprising 14 self contained flats.

2. Peel Investments (North West) Ltd – Site on land opposite 2-10 Vicars Hall Lane, Boothstown – Outline planning application for the development of land for residential purposes with access off Booths Hall Way, Boothstown.

3. Mr and Mrs Wileman – Site at 14 Whiteswallows Road, Swinton – Erection of ground
 and first floor rear extensions

4. T Dzunda – Site at 19 Victoria Crescent, Eccles – Fell one lime tree and one sycamore

5. Host Palace Ltd – Site at 357 Chapel Street, Salford 3 – Change of use from hotel to bedsit accommodation on first and second floors.

6. Webtext Ltd – Site at BG Transco, Liverpool Street, Eccles – Display of floodlit advertising banners on gas holder columns.

7. T Manniex – Site at 393 Worsley Road, Eccles – Erection of 1.9m high palisade fence to front and side garden.

8. J B Woodhead – Site at corner of Station Road/Westover Street, Swinton – Erection of two storey retail unit together with associated car parking and new vehicular access.

9.
Mr and Mrs Grimshaw – Site at 1 Stafford Road, Worsley – Erection of conservatory at rear of dwelling.

Appeals Decided

Application No. 01/42727/COU - Village Properties and Abbeyvale Management Ltd – Site at 17-21 and rear of 13 and 15 Barton Road, Worsley

Planning permission was refused in October, 2001 for the change of use and extensions to premises for form a restaurant and the erection of two storey offices to the rear.  A car park was also included.  There were two grounds for refusal – inadequate access for cars and insufficient car parking.

It should be noted that permission was previously granted by the City Council for the change of use and erection of extension to the property to form a restaurant.  This scheme included a car park as well (01/42739/COU).

The Planning Inspector considered that although pedestrians would have to share the narrow access to the rear because the vehicles would be travelling at low speed, there would not be undue danger for pedestrians.  The second reason for refusal related to inadequate car parking.  The Inspector, however, noted a shortfall in car parking but referred to the guidance in PPG13 (Transport), which does not require developers to provide more spaces than they themselves wish, other than in exceptional circumstances.

He was also conscious of the nearby public car park and he felt the site is well served by public transport.

The Inspector allowed the appeal and granted planning permission.

01/42805/COU – Mrs K Szyrokyi – 36 Leicester Road, Salford 7

Planning permission was refused in October, 2001 for the change of use from a launderette to a shop for the sale of hot food.  Permission was refused because the amenity of the neighbouring residents would be unduly affected by reason of odours, fumes, noise and disturbance.

The Planning Inspector considered there would be significant scope for the proposal to generated unreasonable disturbance for neighbouring residential occupiers.  This would come from the noise associated with doors, radios and engines of cars pulling up immediately outside the proposed take-away, and from people congregating on the pavement.  He also felt that whilst a properly maintained ventilation system can deal effectively with many problems of smell from cooking, the intimate relationship of this small terraced property with its neighbours is such that difficulties would be likely to remain.  In addition to the problems of odours for neighbours he felt noise from the equipment would be a nuisance.

For these reasons the appeal was dismissed.

01/43240/TEL – Hutchison 3G UK Ltd – Site on land to south of Thornhill Drive, off East Lancashire Road, Worsley.

Permission was refused in December, 2001 for the erection of a replacement telecommunications mast 24 metres in height.  The grounds for refusal were that the mast would be incongruous and unduly obtrusive, adversely affecting visual amenity.

The Planning Inspector identified the main issues as being whether the proposal would have an adverse impact on visual amenity and, if so, whether this would be outweighed by the operational requirements of the telecommunications industry.

The Inspector considered that the proposal would have a limited adverse impact on the character and appearance of the area and the outlook of nearby residents.  He them weighed this against the need of the appellants to establish its network for the delivery of third generation (£G) telecommunications services in accordance with their licence obligations.

The Inspector considered that the compelling operation need for the proposal and the advantages of mast sharing outweigh the limited harm to visual amenity.

Local residents objected to the proposal and included representations about the effect on peoples health.  In response the Inspector said that health considerations and public concern can in principle be material planning considerations.  But he went on to note that the proposal meets the guidelines of ICNIRP (The International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection) and said it is the Governments view that where a proposal meets the guidelines it should not be necessary to consider further the health aspects and concerns about them.

The appeal was allowed and planning permission granted.

01/42713/FUL – Fairclough Homes – Land at southern end of Drywood Avenue, Worsley

Planning permission was refused in March of this year on the grounds that the scheme would be significantly detrimental to the general amenity of the area by reason of its scale and massing.

The Planning Inspector accepted that the City Council had established the principle of residential development on this site through the UDP and previous planning permissions for houses.  However, the Inspector felt the scheme would introduce an intensive and visually dominating form of development into this attractive and open area.  He said the three-storey building proposed would be higher than those existing, would be plainly visible through the trees and its height and strongly linear shape would give the appearance of a substantial urban intrusion into the open space.

The Inspector accepted that the advice of PPG3 (Housing) is to increase the average density of housing.  He considered, however, that advice on density should be considered alongside that on design quality and in particular the need to avoid compromising the quality of the environment.  He felt that on this site it is important to reflect the open, semi-rural character of the surroundings and to achieve an attractive transition between the urban area and the Worsley Greenway.

The Inspector concluded that the proposal would have an unacceptable adverse impact upon the character and appearance of the surrounding area.  The appeal was dismissed.

ENF. 00/06428 – Ms J L Anderton – 217 Worsley Road, Swinton

This appeal is against an enforcement notice issued by the City Council alleging the use of the ground floor as a health salon.

Planning permission was granted in 1998 on appeal, for the use of the first floor of the property as a health club.

In February, 2002 permission was refused to change the use of the ground floor from an electrical retail shop to a health salon.  A subsequent appeal was dismissed.  It appeared that the ground floor was being used as a health salon and the enforcement notice referred to above was issued.

The Planning Inspector considered the main issues were whether the use would give rise to unacceptable noise and disturbance and, secondly, whether adequate provision is made for car parking.

With reference to the transfer of noise to the adjoining premises, the Inspector noted that the appeal related only to the ground floor of the premises and that the ground floor of the adjoining building is in use as a shop rather than living accommodation.  In addition, the Inspector noted that soundproofing had been carried out at the appeal premises and the ground floor use was a reception and sauna/jacuzzi.  The Inspector, therefore, concluded that occupiers of the adjoining property would not experience significant disturbance.

The Inspector also concluded that adequate car parking was available and explained why he adopted a different stance than his colleague earlier this year who dismissed the previous appeal.

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

