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1.0 Introduction: 
 
1.1 This appeal seeks the Inspectorate to consider the proposal for the siting and design 

of a proposed telecommunications installation The need for this new mast stems from 
MBNL having been issued with an NTQ (Notice to Quit). The proposed site is at British 
Muslim Heritage Centre within a dense residential area. The address any potential 
residential amenity issues as much as possible the proposal has been disguised as a 
Cypress tree and placed around numerous tall mature tree planting, which will provide 
partial screening.. This is an NTQ (Notice to Quit) replacement site and not a new 
additional facility in the area. This appeal seeks the Inspector to gauge if the proposal 
could be to the detriment of the amenity and character of the area when weighed 
against the considerable benefits the development would deliver in terms of 
sustainability and provision of enhanced digital communication for residents and 
businesses in the cell search area.  
 

1.2 The Appellant wishes to pursue the written representations appeal procedure. 
 
1.3 In the reasons for refusal, as given by Manchester City Council in their decision 

notice 131725/FO/2021 on the 14th February 2022, they state that:  
 
“1) The City Council is not satisfied that this development has been sited and designed 
to minimise the impact upon visual amenity of the area. The proposed 
telecommunication installation by reason of its height, siting and appearance would 
form a visually intrusive and dominant feature which would be harmful to the visual 
amenity of the area and fails to preserve or enhance the character and appearance of 
the Whalley Range Conservation Area. As such, the proposed installation is 
considered contrary to saved policies DC17 and DC18 of the Unitary Development 
Plan for the City of Manchester, policies DM1, EN3 and SP1 of the Manchester Core 
Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
 
2) The City Council is not satisfied that this development has been sited and designed 
to minimise the impact upon visual amenity of the area. The proposed 
telecommunication installation by reason of its height, siting and appearance would 
form a visually intrusive and dominant feature which would be harmful to the setting of 
the Grade II * building within the grounds of which the installation would be located. As 
such, the proposed installation is considered contrary to saved policies DC17 and 
DC19 of the Unitary Development Plan for the City of Manchester and policy EN3 of 
the Manchester Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).” 
 

1.4 The justification, reasoning and decision for the refusal of the Planning Application, by 
Manchester City Council are the subject of this appeal.  
 

1.5 The Grounds for Appeal are:  
 

 The proposal is in accordance with the National Planning Policies (NPPF) 
 

 The proposal is in accordance with Policies of the Development Plan (as well as 
saved policies DC17, DC18 and DC19 of the Unitary Development Plan for the 
City of Manchester and Policies DM1, EN3 and SP1 of the Manchester Core 
Strategy). 
 

 As with any application of this nature, all elements remain in line with the guidance 
outlined by the National Planning Policy Framework.  
 

 As outlined in this supporting statement, the applicant is confident that the proposed 
telecommunications monopole and ancillary infrastructure would not, by virtue of its 
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design, be detrimental to the amenity or character of the area, and that robust 
evidence has been provided to demonstrate the need for this location.  

  

Key Issue/s 
 
1.6 It is considered that the key issues for this appeal are: 

  

 Whether the benefits of the appeal proposals outweigh the impact upon the character 
and amenity of the area (by virtue of its scale and position) 

 
Technical Considerations 

 
1.7 The published record of comments online suggests stakeholder objections.  
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2.0 Procedural Matters 

 
2.1  This appeal follows written pre-application requests for feedback with the LPA and key 

Stakeholders. One objection from the Local Planning Authority regarding proximity to a 
Grade II* Listed Building and the Whalley Range Conservation Area was received 
which have been overcome due to the ample screening surrounding the proposal and 
the tree design of the mast itself. 

 
2.2  To bring this new technology to the people MBNL will need to provide a mix of 

upgrades to existing sites and the building of new sites. New sites will be needed for 
many reasons, including the fact that the higher radio frequencies used for 5G do not 
travel as far as those frequencies currently in use and that sometimes not all existing 
sites can be upgraded. This proposal is fully in accordance with the NPPF. As stated 
above, this is an NTQ (Notice to Quit) replacement site and not a new additional facility 
in the area.  

 
2.3  It should be noted however, that the nature of 5G and the network services it provides, 

means the equipment and antennas required differ to the previous, and existing, 
service requirements. In particular, the nature of the antennas, and the separation 
required from other items of associated equipment, is such that it cannot utilise some 
existing structures that provide an installation for another operator, most notably in a 
street works or highways environment. As stated above this proposal is fully in 
accordance with the NPPF and the sequential site selection process in that MBNL are 
upgrading an existing installation not adding a further new site. 

 

Future Telecoms Infrastructure Review  
 
2.4  In 2018, the Government published its Future Telecoms Infrastructure Review, which 

outlined plans to extend full-fibre broadband coverage across the country by 2033 and 
for the majority of the population to have access to 5G mobile coverage by 2027. The 
Government's policies within this document are based on the fact that the existing 
telecoms infrastructure requires investment. Now that the UK has left the European 
Union, there is a significant focus from the Government on boosting the UK’s 
productivity, and the Government has signalled 'levelling up' digital connectivity as 
pivotal to their plans. The approval of this Appeal, and other similar applications, will 
assist the Government in achieving their aspirations regarding the 5G network.   

 

Public Benefits   
 
2.5 As well as the Appeal proposals being in line with Government aspirations, there are 

also clear and demonstrable public benefits arising from the provision of a 5G network 
in the proposed location. Figure 3 below (extrapolated from the Government Published 
‘Future Telecoms Infrastructure Review’) summaries the economic and social benefits 
that 5G coverage can generate, at both a macro and micro scale. 
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Figure 3. 
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3.0 The Appeal Site / Context: 
 
3.1 The proposed site on highways land adjacent to British Muslim Heritage Centre, 

College Road, Whalley Range, Manchester, Greater Manchester, M16 8BP. This 
planning application, which is the subject of this appeal, is purely to improve digital 
wireless, mobile coverage within this area with new equipment to facilitate 5G 
coverage. The proposal will involve the installation of a 25.0m High Fli Cypress Tree 
on a concrete base with 6No. antenna aperatures and associated ancillary works. This 
proposal is in response to MBNL being issued with an NTQ (Notice to Quit) and, 
therefore, the installation of the proposed mast will not infringe upon the character of 
the surrounding area in combination with the tree design of the mast.  

 
3.2 It is proposed that the installation is to provide comprehensive digital coverage with a 

5G installation, to facilitate significantly improved connectivity. MBNL utilise approved 
equipment and these installations are fully compliant with the NPPF 

  
3.3 The target coverage area includes the College Road area and has been carefully 

selected as a position capable of providing the required essential coverage. In addition 
to this, this site maintains a reasonable distance from more sensitive receptors whilst 
remaining within the constraints of the cell search area (the cell search area is very 
constrained geographically (as evidenced in the submitted SSSI and is a 
predominantly residential area (beyond that of the appeal site)). The site is set within 
the grounds of the British Muslim Heritage Centre, benefitting from its distance from 
the free-flow of pedestrians and ample screening provided by tall, mature trees and 
surrounding street furniture. Despite its location within Whalley Range Conservation 
Area, this site has been strategically camouflaged with a tree mast design so as to 
prevent any infringement on the character of the conservation area, thus preserving its 
features. Whilst being designed so as to preserve the appearance of the conservation 
area and nearby Grade II* Listed building, the proposal also works to enhance 
telecommunications infrastructure and, subsequently, the amenities within the 
surrounding area. The location of the proposal could not be more suitable given that it 
is replacing existing telecommunications infrastructure and, therefore, will not be 
changing the character of the area or adding new features which area alien to the 
landscape.   

 
3.4 The location and position of the proposal is not identified as sensitive (e.g. Article 2 (3) 

land or in close proximity to any listed buildings, and the area is urban in character (the 
location and wider cell search area is dominated by residential uses). The site is 
located within the grounds of the British Muslim Heritage Centre, surrounded by tall, 
mature trees and existing street furniture which, in combination with the tree design of 
the mast itself, will prevent the proposal from infringing upon the character of Whalley 
Range Conservation Area. From all directions are residential and commercial uses 
such as shops, cafes, supermarkets and residential properties. As a result, the search 
area is extremely constrained by features such as narrow pavements, visibility issued 
at junctions and pedestrian crossings, and proximity to residential properties. The 
location of the proposed site could not be more suitable due to its distance from such 
constraints whilst also benefitting from ample screening so as to prevent any 
infringement upon the character of the area.  

 
3.5 The associated ancillary equipment cabinets are within the size limits to be classified 

as permitted development without prior approval and should not be considered as a 
reason for refusal.  Notwithstanding this it is important to note that the equipment has 
been positioned within a grassed area to utilise the natural screening so as to reduce 
the visual impact and to avoid impeding pedestrian flow. If the Inspector is minded to 
approve the installation, the colouring of the equipment can also be specified as 
deemed appropriate to enhance any merging effects with the existing street scene 
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3.6 It is considered that facilitating the delivery of what is seen by Government as a key 
part of the economic growth strategy for the UK would in this instance amount to 
special circumstances. Any refusal on the grounds that the development would not 
constitute special circumstance would delay and inhibit the delivery of this key driver of 
the wider UK economy. The investment in mobile infrastructure will continue and it will 
evolve. Just as the use of 4G mobile technology becomes widespread, the adoption 
and use of 5G mobile technology needs to be planned and implemented. Getting this 
right is important for three reasons: 

 
1. Mobile connectivity is essential to the future success of the economy. The 

combined value of 4G and 5G mobile connectivity is estimated to add £18.5bn to 
the economy by 2026 
 

2. Mobile connectivity is essential to creating a better society. Digital inclusion can 
help people gain employment, become more financially secure and improve health 
and well-being. 

 
3. Mobile connectivity is essential to fulfilling the potential of new technologies.  
 
Innovations such as Artificial Intelligence and connected cars will change how we 
work, spend our leisure time and run our public services. The mobile industry has been 
able to enhance mobile connectivity across most of the country, but there is more to be 
done. 

 
3.7 A Cypress Tree Mast design has been specified due to the target coverage area 

including a high density of residential users, Whalley Range Conservation Area and 
Grade II* Listed Building so as to preserve the character of such amenities whilst 
enhancing the technological capacities. It is important to note that a shared 5G 
structure would require multiple levels of open antenna headframes on a considerably 
more bulky and intrusive support structure and therefore the least intrusive equipment 
configuration has been specified. The proposal is essential for the Operator to bring 
optimum telecommunications / mobile broadband services to the area.    

 
3.8 As stated previously, robust pre-consultation was conducted by the applicants’ agent. 

This process included pre-application with the LPA and further consultation with the 
local Ward Councillors. The pre-application process invites Manchester City Council 
and other key stakeholders to meet to discuss the application prior to submission. In 
this instance one comment was received from Manchester City Council following the 
original pre-application submission.  

 
3.9 In relation to perceived potential health risks associated with the installation of the 

proposal, documentation has been provided to confirm compliance with the 
International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) and as such 
these concerns cannot be considered in the determination of this application. 

3.10 The proposal has been designed to remain as discreet as physically possible yet still 
facilitate multiple ‘sharers’. The installation must be high enough to ensure suitable 
coverage within the cell and provide connection between these cells. In this instance 
the height is required to clear surrounding clutter. If the pole were to be lower than that 
proposed, there would be significantly limited coverage as the cell could not effectively 
communicate with other cells and the wider network, meaning a compromised level of 
service. To clarify, the Local Planning Authority is required to undertake a balancing 
exercise. The balance is the visual impact (and perceived harm to amenity) weighed 
against the need, technical requirements of the installation and availability of a suitable 
and available site. This balance is a well-known and most important matter for the 
determination of telecommunications applications and appeals. Had the Case Officer 
weighed perceived levels of harm to amenity against public benefit, as required by 
NPPF, they would ordinarily have concluded the balance was overwhelmingly in favour 
of support for such development. 
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3.11 The current scheme detailed in this appeal has sought to mitigate any perceived 

detrimental effects with its position that would benefit from being in an area where ethe 
presence of telecommunications infrastructure has already been established. In the 
reasons for refusal the Council is concerned that the installation would, in essence, 
have a detrimental impact on the character and visual amenity of the area.  

 
3.12 In accordance with the sequential approach outlined in the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) the following search criteria have been utilised. Firstly, 
consideration is always given to the possibility of erecting antennas on an existing 
building, mast or other structure. The proposal is from a site selection perspective the 
sequentially optimum solution. This proposal is to replace an existing installation after 
being issued with a NTQ (Notice to Quit( and is not a new additional mast.  

 
3.13 This sequential approach is outlined below:  
 

1. Upgrading an operator’s own existing base station(s); 
 

2. Using existing telecommunications structures belonging to another code system 
operator, i.e. mast sharing; 

 
3. Co-location or site sharing alongside existing telecommunications development; 

 
4. Installing a base station on an existing building or tall structure.  

 
3.14 In compliance with its licence and the sequential approach outlined in the NPPF all 

attempts to utilise any existing telecommunication structures where they represent the 
optimum environmental solution have been successfully employed (see above). 

 
3.15 As with all 5G cells the search area is highly constrained covering a small radius with 

extremely limited availability of options and the only viable solution from a planning 
and radio coverage perspective has been put forward. 
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4.0 Consideration / Justification: 
 

 Policy / Guidance Consideration: 
 
4.1.0 Local Plan Policy: 
 
4.1.1 The decision notice as issued by Manchester City Council states: 

 
“1) The City Council is not satisfied that this development has been sited and designed 
to minimise the impact upon visual amenity of the area. The proposed 
telecommunication installation by reason of its height, siting and appearance would 
form a visually intrusive and dominant feature which would be harmful to the visual 
amenity of the area and fails to preserve or enhance the character and appearance of 
the Whalley Range Conservation Area. As such, the proposed installation is 
considered contrary to saved policies DC17 and DC18 of the Unitary Development 
Plan for the City of Manchester, policies DM1, EN3 and SP1 of the Manchester Core 
Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
 
2) The City Council is not satisfied that this development has been sited and designed 
to minimise the impact upon visual amenity of the area. The proposed 
telecommunication installation by reason of its height, siting and appearance would 
form a visually intrusive and dominant feature which would be harmful to the setting of 
the Grade II * building within the grounds of which the installation would be located. As 
such, the proposed installation is considered contrary to saved policies DC17 and 
DC19 of the Unitary Development Plan for the City of Manchester and policy EN3 of 
the Manchester Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).” 
 
The decision notice has not cited policies in the development Plan. In this instance 
however, saved policies DC17, DC18 and DC19 of the Unitary Development Plan for 
the City of Manchester and Policies DM1, EN3 and SP1 of the Manchester Core 
Strategy.   
 
Saved Policy DC17 reads: 
 
“DC17.1 Applications for telecommunications developments will normally be approved 
if the Council can be satisfied that the development has been sited and designed to 
minimise its impact on residential amenity and in environmentally sensitive areas.  
 
Wherever possible, the Council will expect the potential of existing buildings and 
masts, including the sharing of such facilities, to be fully explored before agreeing to 
additional separate development.” 
 
Despite being located within the grounds of the Muslim Heritage Centre, this proposal 
has been suggested to be of a Tree Mast design so as to prevent any obstruction to 
the character of the surrounding area. Additionally, the proposal has been located 
against a backdrop of tall, mature trees to provide ample screening of the proposal, 
ensuring that it has been “sited and designed to minimise its impact on residential 
amenity” (DC17). 
 
The Discounted Options section of this proposal clearly illustrates the search of the 
area which was undertaken before selecting the proposed location, therefore showing 
that, due to the technological requirements of the proposal, there were no suitable 
“sharing” (DC17) options around. This is reinforced by the fact that this application is 
following an NTQ, involving the replacement of a previous telecommunications 
infrastructure.  
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Saved Policy DC18 reads: 
 
“DC18.1 The Council will give particularly careful consideration to development 
proposals within Conservation Areas. 
 
a. The Council will seek to preserve and enhance the character of its designated 
conservation 
areas by carefully considering the following issues: 
i) the relationship of new structures to neighbouring buildings and spaces; 
ii) the effect of major changes to the appearance of existing buildings; 
iii) the desirability of retaining existing features, such as boundary walls, gardens, 
trees, (including 
street trees); 
iv) the effect of signs and advertisements; 
v) any further guidance on specific areas which has been approved by the Council. 
 
b. The Council will not normally grant outline planning permission for development 
within Conservation Areas. 
 
c. Consent to demolish a building in a conservation area will be granted only where it 
can be shown that it is wholly beyond repair, incapable of reasonably beneficial use, or 
where its removal or replacement would benefit the appearance of character of the 
area. 
 
d. Where demolition is to be followed by redevelopment, demolition will be permitted 
only where there are approved detailed plans for that redevelopment and where the 
Council has been furnished with evidence that the development will be undertaken. 
 
e. Development proposals adjacent to Conservation Areas will be granted only where 
it can be shown that they will not harm the appearance or character of the area. This 
will include the protection of views into and out of Conservation Areas.” 
 
Despite its location within Whalley Range Conservation Area, this proposal has been 
strategically placed against a backdrop of tall, mature trees whilst being of a tree 
design itself. This will ensure preservation of the character of the conservation area 
whilst also preserving the nearby Grade II* Listed Building. Additionally, this proposal 
will not require the demolition of any features with the Conservation Area, further 
preserving its character and ensuring that enhancement of telecommunications 
facilities are the only alteration within the area. Therefore, these points clearly 
contradict the use of Policy DC18 as a valid grounds for refusal. 
 
Saved Policy DC19 reads: 
 
“DC19.1 In determining applications for listed building consent or planning applications 
for development involving or having an impact on buildings of Special Architectural or 
Historic Interest, the Council will have regard to the desirability of securing the 
retention, restoration, maintenance and continued use of such buildings and to 
protecting their general setting. In giving effect to this policy, the Council will: 
a. not grant Listed building consent for the demolition of a listed building other than in 
the most exceptional circumstances, and in any case, not unless it is satisfied that 
every possible effort has been made to continue the present use or to find a suitable 
alternative use; 
b. not permit a change of use of a listed building, where it would have a detrimental 
effect on the character or appearance of the building; 
c. not permit any external or internal alteration or addition to a Listed building where, in 
its opinion, there would be an adverse effect on its architectural or historic character; 
d. seek to preserve and enhance the settings of listed buildings by appropriate control 
over the design of new development in their vicinity, control over the use of adjacent 
land, and where appropriate, by the preservation of trees and landscape features; 
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e. permit demolition only where there are approved detailed plans for redevelopment 
and where there is evidence of a firm building contract; 
f. not permit alterations to a listed building which would prevent the future use of any 
part of the building, in particular upper floors or basements, or where poo maintenance 
is likely to result.” 
 
As this application neither requires changes nor removal of any Listed Buildings, policy 
DC19 has no relevance to this application. This application, instead, relates to the 
grounds nearby to a Grade II* Listed Building and, therefore, requires no structural 
changes.  
 
Policy DM1 reads: 
 
“Development Management  
 
• All development should have regard to the following specific issues for which 
more detailed guidance may be given within a supplementary planning document:- 
• Appropriate siting, layout, scale, form, massing, materials and detail. 
• Impact on the surrounding areas in terms of the design, scale and appearance 
of the proposed development. Development should have regard to the character of the 
surrounding area. 
• Effects on amenity, including privacy, light, noise, vibration, air quality, odours, 
litter, vermin, birds, road safety and traffic generation. This could also include 
proposals which would be sensitive to existing environmental conditions, such as 
noise. 
• Accessibility: buildings and neighbourhoods fully accessible to disabled 
people, access to new development by sustainable transport modes. 
• Community safety and crime prevention. 
• Design for health. 
• Adequacy of internal accommodation and external amenity space. 
• Refuse storage and collection. 
• Vehicular access and car parking. 
• Effects relating to biodiversity, landscape, archaeological or built heritage. 
• Green Infrastructure including open space, both public and private. 
• The use of alternatives to peat-based products in landscaping/gardens within 
development schemes. 
• Flood risk and drainage. 
• Existing or proposed hazardous installations. 
• Subject to scheme viability, developers will be required to demonstrate that 
new development incorporates sustainable construction techniques as follows (In 
terms of energy targets this policy should be read alongside policy EN6 and the higher 
target will apply):- 
 
a) For new residential development meet as a minimum the following Code for 
Sustainable Homes standards. This will apply until a higher national standard is 
required: 
Year 2010 – Code Level 3; 
Year 2013 - Code Level 4; 
Year 2016 - Code Level 6; and 
 
(b) For new commercial developments to demonstrate best practice which will include 
the application of the BREEAM (Building Research Establishment Environmental 
Assessment Method) standards. By 2019 provisions similar to the Code for 
Sustainable Homes will also apply to all new non-domestic buildings.” 
 
As previously mentioned, this proposal has been camouflaged and well screened to 
ensure that it is of appropriate “siting, layout, scale, form, massing, materials and 
detail” (DM1). These features will ensure preservation of the character of both the 
Conservation Area and Listed Buildings, preventing any infringement upon the 
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character of the surrounding area. These features will also ensure the continuation of 
“green infrastructure including open space” (DM1) in the surrounding area through the 
proposal being situated amongst other tall, mature trees whilst being camouflaged as 
one. As a result, this proposal clearly complies with the aims of Policy DM1, 
contradicting its use as a valid grounds for refusal.  
 
Policy EN3 reads: 
 
“Heritage  
 
Throughout the City, the Council will encourage development that complements and 
takes advantage of the distinct historic and heritage features of its districts and 
neighbourhoods, including those of the City Centre. 
 
New developments must be designed so as to support the Council in preserving or, 
where possible, enhancing the historic environment, the character, setting and 
accessibility of areas and buildings of acknowledged importance, including scheduled 
ancient monuments, listed buildings, registered parks and gardens, conservation areas 
and archaeological remains. 
 
Proposals which enable the re-use of heritage assets will be encouraged where they 
are considered consistent with the significance of the heritage asset.” 
 
Through being placed within the grounds of the Muslim Heritage Centre, this proposal 
clearly takes “advantage of the distinct historic and heritage features” (EN3) of the 
surrounding area, preserving its character and enhancing its telecommunication 
infrastructure. Installation of this proposal would, in turn, enhance the historic 
environment through its infrastructure whist protecting the character of established 
features, complying with the aims of Policy EN3.  
 
Policy SP1 reads: 
 
“Spatial Principles 
 
The key spatial principles which will guide the strategic development of Manchester to 
2027are: 
 
• The Regional Centre will be the focus for economic and commercial 
development, retail, leisure and cultural activity, alongside high quality city living. 
• The growth of Manchester Airport will act as a catalyst for the regional 
economy, and will also provide the impetus for a second hub of economic activity in 
this part of the City.  
• Beyond these areas, the emphasis is on the creation of neighbourhoods of 
choice, providing high quality and diverse housing around district centres which meet 
local needs, all in a distinct environment. The majority of new residential development 
in these neighbourhoods will be in the Inner Areas, defined by the North Manchester, 
East Manchester and Central Manchester Regeneration Areas. 
• The City is covered by regeneration areas including the City Centre. All 
development should have regard to the character, issues and strategy for each 
regeneration area as described in the North, East, Central and South Manchester and 
Wythenshawe Strategic Regeneration Frameworks and the Manchester City Centre 
Strategic Plan.  
• The City's network of open spaces will provide all residents with good access 
to recreation opportunities. The River Valleys (the Irk, Medlock and Mersey) and City 
Parks are particularly important, and access to these resources will be improved. 
• New development will maximise the potential of the City's transport 
infrastructure, in particular promoting walking, cycling and use of the public transport. 
The extension to the Metrolink network through the Oldham and Ashton lines will 
create key corridors for new development. 
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Core Development Principles 
 
Development in all parts of the City should:- 
• Make a positive contribution to neighbourhoods of choice including:- 
- creating well designed places that enhance or create character. 
- making a positive contribution to the health, safety and wellbeing of residents 
- considering the needs of all members of the community regardless of age, 
gender, 
- disability, sexuality, religion, culture, ethnicity or income. 
- protect and enhance the built and natural environment. 
• Minimise emissions, ensure efficient use of natural resources and reuse 
previously developed land wherever possible. 
• Improve access to jobs, services, education and open space by being located 
to reduce the need to travel and provide good access to sustainable transport 
provision.” 
 
With the growth of “Manchester Airport” (SP1), installation of this infrastructure is 
essential in ensuring that surrounding communities will be able to access the 
necessary telecommunications networks. This will ensure that this, and subsequent 
new developments, will be able to “maximise the potential of the City’s” (SP1) features, 
providing universal access for all.  
 
As a result, the city’s transport network will be able to utilise new technologies to 
ensure a “positive contribution” (SP1) to user’s lives. In turn, this will grant access to 
transport technologies, reducing “emissions” (SP1) and creating better connected 
communities. Therefore, this proposal clearly contradicts the use of Policy SP1 as a 
valid grounds for refusal.  

  
4.1.2 In accordance with the requirements of the Development Plan and policy requirements 

the site has been carefully selected in a position as far away as technically possible 
from the views of residential properties in a position benefitting from the masking 
effects associated with the surrounding large trees. Views to the site from beyond the 
Bristol Road area are extremely limited, with a resultant visual impact being near 
benign. The site has also been selected nearby to numerous elements of street 
furniture with similar vertical lines that will allow the proposal to visually assimilate with 
its surroundings.   
 

4.1.3 The site has been carefully selected to provide the required essential new 5G 
coverage whilst protecting the amenity of the residents further afield. Resultingly, any 
perceived harm will be considerably outweighed by the tangible public benefits the 
scheme will deliver. The proposed installation is required to deliver new 5G coverage 
within the College Road area and, given the build and technical coverage constraints, 
the least visually intrusive design solution available has been put forward.   

 
4.1.4 The position of the site infrastructure (with a suitable and sympathetic design) and 

ancillary infrastructure, as detailed in the submitted Planning Application, is to facilitate 
the provision of enhanced digital connectivity and rollout of the ‘Next Generation’ of 
telecommunication services and mobile broadband. The applicant appreciates that the 
proposal is taller than the nearby street furniture with similar vertical lines however, 
there is no scope to lower the new 5G installation and the specified height will not be 
to the determinant of the immediate or wider locale. The applicant appreciates that the 
monopole would qualify as change, but not to the detriment of the aesthetics or 
character of the area.  

  
4.1.5 The 5G installation is required to ensure mast sharing can be facilitated (as prescribed 

by policy and guidance) and remove the need for any future additional 
telecommunications masts in this location at a future date.  
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4.1.6 The opinion of Manchester City Council that the development would be contrary to the 
objectives of the GPDO as detailed above is challenged. 

 
4.1.7 Contrary to the opinion of Manchester City Council, it is considered that the proposed 

development would accord with all elements of the GPDO (as well as saved policies 
DC17, DC18 and DC19 of the Unitary Development Plan for the City of Manchester 
and Policies DM1, EN3 and SP1 of the Manchester Core Strategy), notably in the fact 
that the design and siting of the installation is one that would not be alien in the 
existing context. The proposal would appear as a telecommunications installation, in a 
location where seeing such development would not appear unusual. It is of an 
appropriate design to ensure service delivery, yet is static and a vertical structure that 
does not visually jar or harm amenity. All efforts to keep the monopole out of and away 
from potentially sensitive receptors have been adhered to. There would be no tangible 
loss to existing levels of amenity as these would in the main be maintained through 
near complete screening by the trees and existing street furniture (albeit with greatly 
enhanced digital connectivity). If the Inspector is minded to approve the installation, 
the colour of the monopole can be coloured to one deemed appropriate to the location 
(to further minimise its’ appearance and any perceived obtrusion on amenity).  

 
4.1.8 For the proposal to be ‘detrimental’ to amenities of the area and for the scheme to 

constitute ‘harm’ (overbearing) regarding the character of the area, it would need to be 
‘unpleasant’ or ‘harmful’ to the wider environment. In this instance it is noted that the 
site is well located with a backdrop of various streetlights and trees.  
 
For clarity, the development seeks to minimise the mass and scale of the installation 
whilst delivering the service and operational requirements associated with providing 
new essential 5G coverage and future proofing the installation for deployment of other 
technologies. In addition, the cell area is one of high-density residential concentration. 
This means that the one installation will be able to provide a vastly improved level of 
service (access and speed) to a multitude of users (all those properties and 
businesses in the red shaded area in Figure 5 above), which by default emphasises a 
very evident and demonstrable public benefit. It is accepted that any development 
constitutes a change, but in this instance the change proposed would not be 
unpleasant or harmful, and is suitably distant, and visually separated from sensitive 
receptors. It would be similar to numerous similar structures in this location 
(streetlights) of which designs and installations are accepted and regularly seen in 
comparable locations across the UK. 
 

4.1.9 Furthermore, it is worth noting that the site is within close proximity to Whalley Range 
Conservation Area and, therefore, is within an area of special character. However, the 
proposal has been suggested as a tree mast design and, in addition to being 
surrounded by tall mature trees, serious consideration has been taken to prevent any 
infringement upon the character of the surrounding area. As stated throughout this 
appeal statement all efforts have been made to pull the installation as far away from 
residential properties, businesses and sensitive constrained areas as possible whilst 
still allowing them all the expected levels of digital coverage for day-to-day life and 
business. The fact that the scheme seeks to provide a suitable design is not 
considered to be so damaging or sufficiently obtrusive as to justify the stance taken by 
Manchester City Council in this instance. 
 

4.1.10 The development seeks to minimise the mass and scale of the installation as much as 
possible, yet still deliver the service and operational needs of future site sharing. In 
addition, the cell area is one constrained by residential and commercial uses. This 
means that the one installation will be able to provide a vastly improved level of service 
(access and speed) to a multitude of users, thus creating a very evident and 
demonstrable public benefit from the proposed enhancement of this cells coverage.  
 

4.1.11 The applicant is confident that with the design proposed the character of the area is 
maintained. As stated above there is no scope to move the proposed site to an 
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alternative location (see discounted options and reasons), given the extremely limited 
constraints within which the proposal strives to achieve improved digital delivery. Any 
move from this location could place the mast closer to other more sensitive receptors 
or require a monopole of increased height. 

 
4.1.12 In light of the above reasoning, it is suggested that the development does accord with 

the requirements of Policy and other policies of the Development Plan as it would not 
result in harm (perceived or otherwise) to the character of the area or amenity of users. 
It is imperative to emphasise the benefits of this singular structure as it would provide 
an enhanced level of electronic communication service for transient users, businesses 
and residents alike. The supporting statement gives further details on the benefits of 
the proposal.  

 
4.1.13 Provision of this infrastructure, in an area identified as one lacking in connectivity, 

would accord with the objectives above. As identified this area suffers from poor 
access to digital services to the detriment of local residents and businesses. It is vital 
to consider that a new 5G option is required in this location.  
 

4.1.14 As stated above from a planning perspective the sequential approach should be 
followed for all telecoms sites regardless of their location and this has been rigidly 
adhered to with this proposal. Operators are committed to provide coverage and 
improve capacity. Operators’ need for a new base station derives from a sequential 
approach to a site selection process.  
 
1. Upgrading an operator’s own existing base station(s); 
2. Using existing telecommunications structures belonging to another code system 
operator, i.e. mast sharing; 
3. Co-location or site sharing alongside existing telecommunications development 
4. Installing a base station on an existing building or tall structure.  
If 1-4 unavailable, the only viable option is 
5. Erection of a new ground based mast in street environment. 
 

4.1.15 In this instance the possibility of fulfilling the requirement by upgrading an existing site 
is not available hence the provision of the proposed standalone installation. However it 
still accords with the sequential approach (as demonstrated within the supporting 
statement the cell search area is extremely contained and the only viable option has 
been put forward). Furthermore, the LPA had an opportunity to offer alternatives at the 
point of pre-application consultation but chose not to take up this chance to guide 
development in a way they saw as appropriate.  

 
4.1.16 The type of installation that the applicant has proposed is the optimum design solution 

for deploying 5G technologies and the height at 25m is the very lowest that works 
effectively for the Operator. Given the siting preference, the proposed location is 
deemed acceptable and appropriate. If the height of the monopole were to be reduced 
below 25m then the installation would not be able to provide adequate coverage for 
the Operator (it would need to be positioned in a more exposed location as it could not 
utilise the level of screening afforded by the trees). The cabinets are required to serve 
the Operator and these have been kept to a minimum. The cabinets should not form 
part of the planning application process or this appeal as they are Permitted 
Development (without Prior Approval) however; all efforts are taken to keep these to 
an absolute minimum. Both the original planning submission and this appeal statement 
robustly assess how the proposal fits within the surrounding area including its planning 
designations and assesses the local and national policies. The National Policy section 
is assessed again below. 
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4.2.0 National Policy / Guidance – National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)  
 
4.2.1 National policy with regard to Telecommunications development is found within the 

NPPF. Contained within the NPPF, the following is of importance during deliberations: 
 
4.2.2 Paragraph 114 states that: 
 

Advanced, high quality and reliable communications infrastructure is essential for 
economic growth and social well-being. Planning policies and decisions should support 
the expansion of electronic communications networks, including next generation 
mobile technology (such as 5G) and full fibre broadband connections. Policies should 
set out how high quality digital infrastructure, providing access to services from a 
range of providers, is expected to be delivered and upgraded over time; and should 
prioritise full fibre connections to existing and new developments (as these 
connections will, in almost all cases, provide the optimum solution). 
 
The improved service the proposed monopole would deliver would result in a direct 
contribution to the delivery of economic growth, in a sustainable way, as well as 
enhancing local facilities and services (via better connectivity and communication). 

 
4.2.3 Paragraph 115 states that: 
 

The number of radio and electronic communications masts, and the sites for such 
installations, should be kept to a minimum consistent with the needs of consumers, the 
efficient operation of the network and providing reasonable capacity for future 
expansion. Use of existing masts, buildings and other structures for new electronic 
communications capability (including wireless) should be encouraged. Where new 
sites are required (such as for new 5G networks, or for connected transport and smart 
city applications), equipment should be sympathetically designed and camouflaged 
where appropriate. 

 
The proposed development would utilise a site to provide for future technologies, so 
negating the need for subsequent new installations in the area and ensuring 
accordance with the objectives of the NPPF. The proposal would very much accord 
with this objective and negate the need for a demonstration ‘to the satisfaction of the 
Council’ in relation to the search for other sites.  
 
The attempt to provide discreet development at the site, using the recommended 
sequential approach (as evidenced in the original submission) which accords with the 
objectives of paragraph 113 of the NPPF, demonstrates the operator’s attempts to 
address the lack of requisite cell coverage in the area, which would if allowed improve 
network coverage considerably with minimal negative effect on the visual amenity of 
this residential location. 

 
4.2.4 In addition to the consideration given to the reasons for refusal, it is also noted that 

material consideration should be given to developments that contribute to the delivery 
of sustainability (which these cabinets and monopole would do). Such an objective 
needs to inform decisions, and is a requirement detailed in the ‘Letter to Chief 
Planning Officers: Planning for Growth’ dated 31st March 2011. 
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5.0  Discounted Options 

 
This is an NTQ replacement and is the sequentially preferable option and is fully in 
accordance with the NPPF (see below). There are no other preferable locations in the 
area for the equipment. Any other solution would involve a new ground based site 
which is contrary to the below.  
 
1. Upgrading an operator’s own existing base station(s); 
2. Using existing telecommunications structures belonging to another code system 
operator, i.e. mast sharing; 
3. Co-location or site sharing alongside existing telecommunications development 
4. Installing a base station on an existing building or tall structure.  
If 1-4 unavailable, the only viable option is 
6. Erection of a new ground-based mast in street environment. 
 
Map of Discounted Options: 

 

 
 
List of Discounted Options: 
 
Nominal – NGR: E 383030 , N 395110 – Discounted due to unsuitable land use. 
 
D1 - Alexandra Park - GF - NGR: E 383451, N 394998. Historic park and garden 
located to the East of the search ring. Planning will struggle.  
 
D2 - Minhaj-ul-Quran International - GF - NGR: E 382955, N 395115. Building used as 
place of worship accompanied by a small car park. Car park looks to be used 
throughout the day leaving very limited space for equipment. No rooftop solution 
available either. LPA also made us aware there is a planning application to turn the 
building into flats/apartments.  
 
D3 - 31 Range Road Apartments  - RT - NGR: E 383061, N 395133. 3 storey block off 
apartments located close to the NTQ. Site discounted due to rooftop being unsuitable 
for telecom equipment. Site would also struggle to replicate existing height.  
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D4 - T A Centre - RT - NGR: E 382197, N 394955. Site located outside the search 
area so would no provide required coverage. Also limited space for equipment. 
 
D5 - St Bedes College - RT - NGR: 383316 , 395014. Building is listed and within 
Conservation Area. LPA suggests unlikely to gain planning. 
 
D6 - Alness Road SW - SW - NGR: 383176, 395000. Streetwork site to the rear of St 
Bedes College & School. Site discounted due to proximity to School and residential. 
Site also within CA. LPA suggests unlikley to gain planning. Pavement also offers 
limited space. 
 
D7 - Manly Road SW - SW - NGR: 383197, 394554. Streetwork site on the junction of 
Alness Road & Manly Road. Site discounted due to proximity to residential. Site also 
within CA. LPA suggests unlikley to gain planning. Pavement also offers limited space. 
 
D8 - Co-Op Whalley Range - GF - NGR: 383022, 395059. Small car park which serves 
the Co-Op store. Co-Op use all the spaces for customers so don't want the site. Site 
also within CA.  
 
D9 - Tesco Whalley Range - GF - NGR: 382945, 395247. Small car park which serves 
Tesco. Very limited space for equipment therefore discounted.  
 
D10 - Army Reserve Centre - GF - NGR: 382143, 394955. Site discounted as the 
centre confirm it is used by Special Forces so wouldn't be able to provide 24 hour 
access. Space available is also limited.  
 
D11 - Withington Road SW - SW - NGR: 383011, 395027. Site discounted due to 
underground services. 
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6.0        Conclusion and Planning Balance 

 
6.1.0 Reasoning and Summary 

 
6.1.1. It is considered that the installation of the cabinets and monopole would not be 

contrary to but would contribute to the achievement of the Policy objectives of 
Manchester City Council’s Development Plan and the NPPF. The proposal would not 
be to the detriment of visual amenity or result in harm to the character of the area. The 
proposal would further the delivery of sustainable development through intelligently 
managed and considered change. As stated throughout this statement it is vital to 
consider that the proposal relates to an upgrade of digital connectivity to address a 5G 
coverage hole in the area. It must also be considered that all efforts have been applied 
to the site selection process to deploy a proposal where the visual amenity or 
landscape character of the area will not be adversely affected. The proposed location 
benefits from the screening effects associated with a backdrop of trees with no 
tangible or long-lasting detrimental impact on amenity or character.  

 
6.1.2 We consider the development complies with Government guidance where the 

underlying aim is to provide an efficient and competitive telecommunication system for 
the benefit of business and the community while minimising visual impact.  

 
6.1.3 On balance, we consider that any perceived impact on amenity or character the site 

may have will be outweighed by the considerable positive benefits brought to the 
economy and community by telecommunications (as evidenced in the Government-
published Future Telecoms Infrastructure Review‘).There would be no impact on the 
character of the area. As detailed above, the development meets the requisite criteria 
and standards and accords with the ‘Planning for Growth’ objectives. 
 

6.1.4 As such, it is respectfully requested that the appeal be allowed. If the Inspector deems 
that conditions on approval are required these will be welcomed (e.g. amending the 
colour scheme). 
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