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Part 1 - Open to the Public

___________________________________________________________________

REPORT OF THE STRATEGIC DIRECTOR PLACE 
___________________________________________________________________

TO LEAD MEMBER FOR PLANNING AND SUSTAINBLE DEVELOPMENT
ON 18 JUNE 2019

___________________________________________________________________

TITLE: Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation Area Appraisal 
___________________________________________________________________

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended that the Lead Member for Planning and Sustainable 
Development:

i) Approves the Roe Green/Beesley Green conservation area appraisal
ii) Approves the proposed amendments to the Roe Green/Beesley Green 

conservation area boundary. 

___________________________________________________________________

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Salford City Council first consulted on a draft conservation area appraisal for the Roe 
Green/Beesley Green conservation area in February – March 2016.  This identified 
the special characteristics of the conservation area and also proposed a number of 
changes to the conservation area boundary.  

The consultation generated a considerable response from local residents in 
particular, with the majority of representations received relating to the proposed 
boundary changes.    Representations were also received from local community 
groups, Peel Holdings Ltd and Indigo Planning.  All representations from this initial 
consultation were considered and as a result further amendments were proposed to 
the conservation area boundary.  A second consultation was held at the start of 
2018.  This again generated a good response albeit that many of the representations 
submitted were similar to those submitted for the original consultation and there was 
also a further representation submitted from Peel Holdings Limited.   

Having considered all further representations it is now proposed that the 
conservation area boundary should reflect the amendments proposed at the second 
consultation stage (2018). Minor changes have been made to the conservation area 
appraisal to improve its clarity since the 2018 version.  It is considered that this 
proposed boundary accurately reflects the area of special architectural and historic 
interest that should be afforded the additional protection associated with 
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conservation areas and should therefore be adopted along with the updated 
conservation area appraisal.    

___________________________________________________________________

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS:

 Roe Green/ Beesley Green conservation area appraisal
 Roe Green/ Beesley Green Conservation Area Appraisal Consultation Statement 

and accompanying appendices

___________________________________________________________________

KEY DECISION: No.  The draft Roe Green/Beesley Green conservation area 
appraisal and boundary changes to the conservation area do not have a significant 
impact on communities in two or more wards in the city.
___________________________________________________________________

ON FORWARD LOOK:    Yes 
___________________________________________________________________

DETAILS:

1. Introduction

1.1 The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (the Act) 
provides the legislative basis for the designation of conservation areas.  It 
defines conservation areas as “areas of special architectural or historic 
interest the character or appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or 
enhance” (section 69(1)).  The Act states that, in the exercise of planning 
functions with respect to any buildings or other land in a conservation area, 
“special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing 
the character or appearance of that area” (section 72(1)). Conservation area 
status also introduces limitations on the type of development that can be 
carried out without the need for planning permission and therefore provides 
an additional level of control.  

1.2 The Act requires that authorities review conservation area designations from 
time to time. The purpose of a conservation area appraisal is to define what is 
important about the character and appearance of a conservation area and to 
identify its special characteristics.  It provides a basis for making decisions 
about the future management of the conservation area, helping to determine 
what might be appropriate development within and around its boundary. An 
adopted conservation area appraisal can be a material consideration in 
planning decisions.

1.3 Guidance published by Historic England recommends that authorities 
undertake a conservation appraisal in order to develop an understanding and 
articulation of an area’s character which can be used to develop a robust 
policy framework for planning decisions.  
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1.4 The Historic England guidance also recognises that historically, some 
conservation areas may not have been supported by a conservation area 
appraisal.  In these circumstances, the guidance highlights that undertaking 
an appraisal offers the opportunity to re-assess the designated area and to 
evaluate and record its special interest.

2 Roe Green/Beesley Green conservation area

2.1 The Roe Green/Beesley Green conservation area was designated by 
Lancashire County Council in November 1970.  It is the largest of Salford’s 16 
conservation areas, covering an area of some 40 hectares (almost 100 
acres).  It has three listed buildings (all Grade II), and seven locally listed 
buildings located within its boundary.  The majority of the other buildings 
within the conservation area are also considered to make a positive 
contribution to the character of the area albeit that they are not listed or 
included on the local list.

2.2 At the time of its designation in 1970, the identified rationale for its designation 
was:

“Roe Green was selected for conservation because its arrangement of open 
space and housing gives it the character of a village green, which together 
with the adjoining Beesley Green and undeveloped, and wooded land, 
comprises a well landscaped green area in marked contrast to the 
surrounding heavily developed areas of South East Lancashire.” (Report of 
the City Technical Services Officer to the Planning and Development 
Committee, “Report on Roe Green”, December 1977.)

2.3 There is no record on file of a formal conservation appraisal having been 
undertaken.

3 Initial consultation in 2016

3.1 At the start of 2016, with the progression of the Local Plan and in the 
knowledge of likely future pressure to develop land within and around the 
conservation area, it was considered appropriate to undertake a conservation 
area appraisal for the area and as part of this to reassess the designated area 
and to evaluate and record its special interest.

3.2 The draft conservation area appraisal reflected the format of other 
conservation area appraisals that the city council had previously undertaken 
setting out the historic development of the area, and included a detailed 
character analysis of the area.  The character analysis identified the listed 
buildings, locally listed buildings and also those that whilst not listed or locally 
listed were still considered to make a positive contribution to the character of 
the area.  It also identified the predominant building materials used in the 
conservation area, and any positive and negative features of the area.  As a 
result of the character analysis work that was undertaken, the draft appraisal 
also proposed some minor amendments to the conservation area boundary, 
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which can be summarised as follows (and are shown on Plan A in Appendix 
A):

Additional land proposed to be included within the conservation area 
boundary:

 69 &71 Lumber Lane 
 2 – 9 Hardy Grove.  

Land proposed to be removed from the existing conservation area boundary:

 6A Lyon Grove
 6, 8, 10 & 12 Wardley Hall Lane.  
 2, 3, 4, 5 & 7 Mulgrave Road.  
 66 Greenleach Lane.  
 1 – 74 Manthorpe Avenue and surrounding triangular area of 

woodland to the north east. 
 Land to the east of Crossfield Drive 

3.3 There was a public consultation on the draft conservation area appraisal 
between 12 February and 29 March 2016.  

4 Summary of representations from initial consultation

4.1 As detailed in the consultation statement, almost 400 representations from 
individuals or organisations were received in response to the initial 
consultation in February – March 2016, and over 100 residents attended the 
one-day public drop in event held on 2 March 2016.  

4.2 Representations were submitted from local residents and local community 
groups including the Friends of Roe Green, Residents Against Inappropriate 
Development, Worsley Civic Trust and Amenity Society, and Worsley Woods 
Action Group.  A substantive representation was received from Peel Holdings 
and a representation was also received from Indigo Planning on behalf of 
another landowner in the area.

4.3 Almost all of the submitted representations focused exclusively on the 
proposed boundary changes, with much of the draft conservation area 
appraisal, including its assessment of special interest, its character and 
appearance, and its positive and negative features, being largely uncontested.

4.4 A full summary of the representations received together with the response of 
the city council is set out in the consultation statement.  In brief the 
representations can be summarised as set out in the bullets below.  

 A significant proportion of all representations (approximately 95%) objected to 
the removal of land to the east of Crossfield Drive from the conservation area 
boundary.  Many of these objections were on the basis of the impact of likely 
future housing development on the site (increased traffic, pressure on local 
infrastructure and services etc).  Some also objected on the grounds of the 
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contribution that the site makes to the special interest and character of the 
conservation area, the setting of Kempnough Hall and the setting of Beesley 
Hall both of which are Grade II listed buildings, and also the setting to Worsley 
Woods which are considered to be intrinsic to the special interest of the 
conservation area. 

 Support for the removal of land to the east of Crossfield Drive from Peel 
Holdings.

 The conservation area boundary should be extended to include all of the open 
agricultural land to the rear of Crossfield Drive and extending southward 
towards St Mark’s CE Primary School.

 Support for the proposed extension of the conservation area boundary to 
include properties at Hardy Grove, and suggestion that 67 Lumber Lane and 1 
Hardy Grove should also be included.

 Objection from Peel Holdings to the proposed extension of the conservation 
area boundary to include the properties at 69 and 71 Lumber Lane and 2 – 9 
Hardy Grove as they considered the properties to be of low architectural value 
and their association with the Tyldesley family was insufficient to justify 
inclusion within the conservation area boundary.  

 The proposed boundary extension should include the triangle of open land 
lying between Lumber Lane and the East Lancashire Road.

 The proposed boundary extension should include the terrace of properties at 
8 – 22 Lyon Grove.

 Objection to the removal of land at Manthorpe Avenue from within the 
boundary.

 Indigo Planning supported the proposed removal of land to the north east of 
Manthorpe Avenue but recognised that the extensive tree cover will remain 
protected by a tree preservation order.

 The significance of Worsley Woods had been underplayed in the appraisal.
 Peel Holdings considered that the southern boundary of the conservation area 

should be substantially redrawn to remove all of the land to the immediate 
south and east of Beesley Green including the part of Worsley Woods that 
currently lies within the conservation area and extends to the existing 
southern boundary.   They do not consider this land, to be of special, 
architectural or historic interest as set out in the Historic England guidance.  
They also consider that any rural character of this land has been diminished 
by loss of field boundaries and the construction of the motorway.  They 
contend that the land should be removed from within the conservation area 
boundary.  

 Peel Holdings considered that the draft conservation area appraisal had not 
been prepared in accordance with national planning policy and guidance nor 
with the Historic England guidance.  They considered that the draft appraisal 
was contrary to section 69 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990. 

4.5 A copy of Peel Holding’s full representation is attached in full in Appendix B. 
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5 Response to comments on initial consultation, and proposed further 
amendments to conservation area appraisal and boundary

5.1 The responses to all representations received at this consultation are set out 
in full in the Consultation Statement.  However in response to some of the 
representations received, it was considered appropriate to make some further 
amendments to the proposed conservation area boundary.  In addition to the 
original proposed boundary changes as set out in paragraph 3.1, (and which 
is was still considered appropriate to retain with the exception of 6a Lyon 
Grove), the following further revisions were also considered appropriate:  

Additional land proposed to be included within the conservation area:

 1 Hardy Grove and 67 Lumber Lane

It became apparent that these two properties were part of the same 
development on Hardy Grove/Lumber Lane that the cricketer JT Tyldesley 
invested in.  It is considered that because of their architectural value and 
also their close association with the Tyldesley family that all of this group 
of dwellings including these two additional properties contributes positively 
to the character and special interest of the conservation area and should 
therefore be included within the conservation area. 

 6a, 8 – 22 (even numbers) Lyon Grove

Numbers 8 – 22 (even) Lyon Grove is a row of Victorian terraced houses 
which have now all been rendered.  They all retain their original window 
alignment (except for numbers 14 and 16) doorway with round arch above 
(except for numbers 14 and 8) and chimney detail.  It is considered that 
they have a group architectural value and that they would make a positive 
contribution to the conservation area demonstrating the expansion of the 
area during the Victorian period following the coming of the railway and 
therefore should be included within the conservation area boundary. By 
including this terrace the retention of 6A Lyon Grove within the 
conservation area helps to maintain a logical boundary.   

5.2 Please see Plan B in Appendix C which shows the proposed further revisions 
to the conservation area boundary. `

5.3 A number of other sites were also referenced in the submitted representations 
in 2016 but it was not considered appropriate to make any further 
amendments to the conservation area boundary in response to them, as 
explained in more detail below.

5.4 Land east of Crossfield Drive
As listed in the bullets under paragraph 4.4 there were a number of objections 
to the proposed removal of land east of Crossfield Drive. A significant number 
of the representations objected to removal as they considered the proposed 
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boundary change to be a precursor to the future development of the site for 
housing. 

5.5 In response to this, whilst the impact of any future housing development on 
the local area would be a material consideration of a planning application, 
these are not factors that can inform the definition of a conservation area 
boundary.  Legislation in The Act is clear that decisions regarding 
conservation area designation must be based on the special architectural or 
historic interest of an area, the character of appearance of which it is 
desirable to preserve or enhance.   

5.6 Some representations in relation to this land east of Crossfield Drive did seek 
to provide evidence of the contribution that the land makes to the special 
architectural or historic interest of the conservation area.  The key issues 
raised in this context were:

A) The land is important in the setting of Kempnough Hall which is a grade II 
listed building.  
In response to this, the setting of Kempnough Hall is now largely defined 
by its own curtilage as over the course of the 20th century, housing 
development has surrounded the Hall to the north, west, south and south 
east.  Whilst the setting of the Hall may originally have been framed by a 
wider area of open land, in the context of the 20th century housing which 
now surrounds it, the land east of Crossfield Drive now makes minimal 
contribution to the setting of Kempnough Hall.

B) The land is important in the setting of Beesley Hall. 
 In response to this, the setting of Beesley Hall is formed by the open 
aspect of Beesley Green to the north and by Worsley Woods to the south 
and west.  There is limited intervisibility between the land east of 
Crossfield Drive and Beesley Hall, even in the winter months when the 
trees are not in leaf.  There is also no historical association between this 
land and Beesley Hall which was built as three adjoining cottages in the 
mid 19th century.  This land is therefore considered to make minimal 
contribution to the setting and significance of Beesley Hall.

C) The land reflects historic field boundaries and has always been open land.  
In response to this, historic mapping suggests that this land has always 
been open land in agricultural use.  Whilst the historic field boundaries 
would appear to be largely the same (albeit that the western part of the 
field was developed for housing in the 1930s (now the even numbered 
properties of Crossfield Drive) it is not considered that this is sufficient 
reason to justify its inclusion in the conservation area.  

D) The land has historic association with the Kempnough Hall estate.  
It is acknowledged that the land would historically have formed part of the 
Kempnough estate.  However, as set out above in A), whilst historically the 
field is likely to have framed the setting of Kempnough Hall, the effect of 
subsequent housing development over the course of the 20th century has 
fundamentally altered the relationship between this land and the Hall, such 
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that the land east of Crossfield Drive is considered to make minimal, if any, 
contribution to the setting of Kempnough Hall.  The historic association 
that this land once formed part of the landholdings of the Kempnough 
estate is not considered to be sufficient justification for its continued 
inclusion within the conservation area boundary.

E) Worsley Woods are intrinsic to the special interest of the conservation 
area and its character and appearance.  The woods are at their narrowest 
point in this location, and the open nature of the land east of Crossfield 
Drive is important in protecting the setting of Worsley Woods and 
preventing encroachment on their naturalistic character and tranquillity in 
this location.  In response to this representation it is recognised that the 
open aspect of this land contributes to the setting of the adjacent part of 
Worsley Woods that is within the conservation area, maintaining a sense 
of openness, tranquillity and semi-rural character at this narrowest point of 
the woodland.  However, the land is not of itself considered to be of 
sufficient special historic or architectural interest to justify continued 
inclusion within the conservation area boundary. 

5.7 It should be noted that Peel Holdings submitted a representation in support of 
the proposed removal of this land.  They agreed with the city council’s 
assessment of the value of this land and therefore supported the removal of 
the land from the conservation area.

5.8 Land south and east of Beesley Green

The land that is being referred to here is the land to the south of Beesley 
Green and the cricket ground and extending across to the southern boundary 
of the conservation area.   Peel Holdings in particular did not agree with the 
description of this land or that it should be retained within the conservation 
area.  

5.9 Worsley Woods frames this area of land, extending to the southern boundary 
of the conservation area.  The 1848 historic map indicates a narrow line of 
trees along the course of Kempnough Brook with much of the land which now 
forms Worsley Woods being agricultural fields.  It is likely that most of the 
woodland was planted around the 1850s for the 1st Earl of Ellesmere as 
naturalistic landscaping across his estate to provide opportunities for hunting 
and shooting as a private leisure pursuit.

5.10 The land falls within the Beesley Green and Worsley Woods character area 
as identified on Map 11 within the conservation area appraisal.  This is 
described as having a predominantly rural character and feel within the 
appraisal. The expanse of this open land fringed by Worsley Woods is 
considered to be integral in and intrinsic to defining the character of the Roe 
Green and Beesley Green as a district village within a wider conurbation. It is 
also considered that this land played a key part in the rationale for the original 
conservation area designation in 1970 which was as a landscaped green area 
in contrast to the heavily developed areas of Lancashire (see paragraph 2.2 
above).
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5.11 Furthermore, the land serves to separate Roe Green and Beesley Green from 
Worsley and maintains the historic separation which has existed since the 
origins of a settlement at Roe Green in the Medieval period.

5.12 Finally, the land is clearly visible from the cricket ground and the tennis courts 
which are within the conservation area and adjoin this area of land.  The 
cricket ground in particular has a key place in the social history of Roe Green 
through the connections to the Tyldesley cricketing family and it is considered 
that the open views from the cricket ground are an important dimension in 
defining the character of this historic area.

5.13 As part of their objection Peel Holdings referred to loss of field boundaries 
across the area and the presence of the M60 motorway.  In response to this 
there is very little evidence on the historic maps of the area of any remaining 
field boundaries in 1970 when the conservation area was originally 
designated and therefore this would suggest that there has been very little 
change in this respect since the designation.  In relation to the motorway, it 
has to be acknowledged that its usage has increased since it was built, but 
notwithstanding this, it is important to note that it was already in existence in 
1970 when the conservation area was originally designated.   However, with 
the existence of Worsley Woods together with the surrounding higher land 
levels, the motorway is effectively screened from views within the 
conservation area.  

5.14 For the above reasons therefore it is considered that this land to the south 
and east of Beesley Green is an essential component of the wider historical 
area thereby contributing to the village character of the area, the conservation 
area and an understanding of how it has evolved.  It is considered that the 
inclusion of this area within the conservation area continues to be appropriate.

5.15 Land south of the conservation area boundary to St Mark’s primary 
school
A number of representations proposed the extension of the conservation area 
boundary to include all of the open agricultural land to the rear of Crossfield 
Drive, extending down towards St Marks primary school.  In response to this, 
whilst it is likely that this land historically formed part of the landholdings of the 
Kempnough estate, this is not considered sufficient justification for it to be 
included in an extension to the conservation area boundary.  It is considered 
that the land makes limited contribution to the setting of the conservation area 
given that there are limited public views of the land from within and around the 
conservation area and furthermore, whilst the land adjoins Worsley Woods, it 
has limited visibility from the footpaths which run through the woods due to 
the depth of the woodland in this location.  The land therefore is not 
considered to contribute to the special architectural or historic interest of the 
conservation area and therefore it is not appropriate to extend the 
conservation area boundary to include this land. 
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5.16 Hardy Grove
A number of representations supported the proposed extension of the 
conservation area to include the properties at Hardy Grove/Lumber Lane with 
a number also suggesting that the pairs of semi-detached villas at 67 Lumber 
Lane and 1 Hardy Grove also formed part of this same development as set 
out above in paragraph 5.1. 

5.17 Peel Holdings however objected to the proposed extension of the 
conservation area to include these properties.  They consider the properties to 
have low architectural value which have not been well preserved with some 
original doors and windows having been replaced and one of the properties 
having been extended to the side.  They do not consider the association with 
the Tyldesley family sufficient reason to include the properties within the 
conservation area. In response to this, whilst it is acknowledged that some of 
the properties have had alterations including replacement doors and windows, 
and one property has had a side extension, it is still considered that they 
retain much of their original character and they hold a group value.  A number 
of the properties retain their original timber frame windows with Art Nouveau 
glazed motif, and the majority of original external features remain intact.  It is 
therefore considered that taken together with the clear historical associations 
with the Tyldesley family, the properties contribute positively to the special 
interest of the conservation area.

5.18 Land to the north east of Manthorpe Avenue
The nature of some of the submitted representations implied that this may in 
part have been motivated by a concern that removing this land from the 
conservation area would remove a barrier to the development of the land for 
housing and therefore it should be retained within the conservation area. This 
area of land is shown as being open land up until around 1970 when it is likely 
that the land was planted with trees associated with the development of the 
M60.  The woodland is visible from parts of the conservation area but is not 
considered to contribute to the special historic interest of the conservation 
area.  Therefore it is considered appropriate that the area is removed from the 
conservation area boundary.  The trees however will continue to be protected 
by a tree preservation order.

5.19 Lumber Lane
A number of representations proposed the extension of the conservation area 
boundary to include the triangle of open land between Lumber Lane and the 
A580 East Lancashire Road.  This proposed area of land is part of a wider 
allocation for the development of around 60 houses in the Revised Deposit 
Draft Local Plan under policy H9/12.  Historic mapping suggests that the land 
has always been open agricultural land.  Its extent does not reflect historic 
field boundaries with its current triangular form having been defined in part, by 
the cutting of the railway in the 1860s and the construction of the East 
Lancashire Road in the 1930s.  There is little historical association between 
this land and the conservation area and it is not considered to contribute 
towards the special interest of the conservation area.  Therefore it was not 
considered appropriate to extend the conservation area boundary to include 
this land.
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6 Consultation February – March 2018

6.1 Owing to the proposed further changes to the conservation area boundary (as 
set out above) a second public consultation was held.  This was to ensure that 
everyone, and particularly those residents living in the properties affected by 
the proposed conservation area boundary amendments were aware of the 
proposals and were also given the opportunity to submit representations in 
response to the proposals.

6.2 The second consultation was undertaken during February – March 2018. The 
consultation statement details the representations received and also sets out 
the city council’s response to these representations.  A total of 67 written 
representations were received. A summary of the representations received 
from this second consultation is given below.  

 Objection to the removal of land east of Crossfield Drive from the 
conservation area

 Support for the removal of land east of Crossfield Drive by Peel Holdings 
but objection to the assertion that the land contributes to the wider setting 
of the conservation area.

 Land east of Crossfield Drive is of “special historic interest” as set out in 
S69 of the Town and Country Planning (Listed buildings and conservation 
areas) Act 1990.

 The land east of Crossfield Drive contributes to the setting of Worsley 
Woods, maintaining a sense of openness, tranquillity and semi-rural 
character at this point of the woodland.

 The land to the east of Crossfield Drive contributes to the setting of 
Worsley Woods in the same way that the land to the rear of the cricket 
ground does that is to remain in the conservation area.

 The city council are ignoring local views about the loss of land east of 
Crossfield Drive when they should be finding a way to support the local 
view/public opinion.

 The purpose of removing these two pieces of land (land east of Crossfield 
Drive and land at Manthorpe Avenue) is to allow more houses to be built 
which will increase traffic and air pollution, increase pressure on local 
amenities, and result in a loss of wildlife and the countryside feel of the 
area as well as loss of views and loss of green space.

 Objection to the removal of Manthorpe Avenue from the conservation 
area.

 Support for the removal of Manthorpe Avenue from the conservation area.
 Objection to the inclusion of land at Beesley Green as it is not considered 

to be “an essential component” of a wider historic area.
 This is the largest of Salford’s conservation areas and everything should 

be done to retain it.
 Previous representations have sought to retain the existing conservation 

area boundary if not extend it (down to St Marks Church to the south of the 
conservation area) but these representations appear to have been 
dismissed.  There is no point asking for representations if the city council 
is not going to find a way to support the views given.
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 The whole of the existing conservation area fulfils the criteria for 
conservation as set out in the Historic England “Appraisal of conservation 
areas” and the NPPF, together with meeting the “historic interest” 
requirement of S69 of the Act. 

 Support for the inclusion of additional properties on Lumber Lane and 
Hardy Grove.

 Objection to the inclusion of properties on Lumber Lane and Hardy Grove 
by Peel Holdings  as they consider the properties to be of low architectural 
value and there is insufficient association with the Tyldesley family to 
justify inclusion.

 Whilst the appraisal includes a section relating to “Problems, Pressures 
and Capacity for Change”, it does not adopt a positive strategy or identify 
opportunities for new development to make a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness.

 Peel Holdings consider that the city council has failed to properly apply 
relevant guidance and policy in the production of the conservation area 
appraisal and has not taken account of the representations received.  
They consider that the appraisal is flawed in fundamental respects and 
should not be adopted in its current form.

6.3 A number of the representations related again to the areas of land that 
residents considered should be included or excluded from the conservation 
area at the initial consultation stage eg land east of Crossfield Drive, land at 
Manthorpe Avenue etc.  Again these representations were considered but the 
reasoning for the inclusion/exclusion of the land remains valid as at the first 
stage and as set out below in paragraphs 6.4 – 6.8 below.    It is not proposed 
therefore to make any further amendments to the conservation area boundary 
in response to the representations received from this second consultation.  

6.4 Land east of Crossfield Drive
The response of the city council to the representations regarding land east of 
Crossfield Drive and as set out above in paragraph 5.4 remain valid with the 
land not considered to be of sufficient special architectural or historic interest 
to be included within the conservation area.   It is also important to be mindful 
of paragraph 186 of the NPPF (February 2019) and the requirement for local 
authorities to review their conservation areas from time to time to ensure that 
their value isn’t undermined.   In addition to this, with regards to the potential 
future residential development of the site, any proposal would be assessed at 
the time of an application against the policies of the development plan and 
other material considerations including any impact of the proposal upon the 
conservation area.   

6.5 Land south and east of Beesley Green
The reasoning for retaining this land within the conservation area following the 
initial consultation remains valid with no further evidence having been 
submitted by Peel to change judgement as to whether it should be retained or 
excluded from within the conservation area.  A copy of Peel Holding’s 
representation at this 2018 consultation is attached in Appendix D.
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6.6 One representation considered that this area of land was similar to land east 
of Crossfield Drive and therefore the suggestion was that both should be 
retained within the conservation area.  However, the significant difference 
between these two areas of land is their special historic or architectural 
interest and their location in relation to Worsley Woods. As set out above in 
paragraph 5.4 the land to the east of Crossfield Drive is not considered to be 
of sufficient special historic interest to merit retention within the conservation 
area.  It is also unable to be seen from elsewhere within the conservation area 
until you are upon it owing to the undulating nature of the land in this area and 
the existing trees.

6.7 In contrast there is clear historical interest in the land to the south and east of 
Beesley Green as set out in paragraphs 5.8 – 5.14 above.   That land is 
considered to be intrinsic to the rural character and quality of the area which 
was also part of the rationale for the identification of the conservation area 
boundary at the time of the conservation area designation (see paragraph 
2.2).   Furthermore, it is not considered that the character of the land to the 
south and east of Beesley Green has been lost with the construction of the 
motorway as the motorway is effectively screened from views within the 
conservation area.  At the same time however, the very presence of the 
motorway to the immediate south of the conservation area only serves to 
reinforce the importance of this area of open green space as an essential 
component of the wider historical area thereby contributing to the village 
character of the area.

6.8 Inclusion of properties at Hardy Grove/Lumber Lane within the 
conservation area boundary
The reasoning for the inclusion of the properties on Hardy Grove and Lumber 
Lane within the conservation area as set out above in paragraph 5.1 remains 
valid and therefore it is still proposed that these properties should be included 
within the conservation area boundary.

6.9 Land to the north east Manthorpe Avenue
The reasoning for the removal of land at Manthorpe Avenue given at the time 
of the initial consultation and as set out in paragraphs 5.18 above remain valid 
in response to comments made during this second consultation.

6.10 Judicial Review
It should be noted that the representation submitted by Peel Holdings for both 
consultations in 2016 and 2018 was very similar.  They referred to a number 
of judicial decisions with the inference that there may be a case for judicial 
review if the council were to progress the draft conservation area appraisal to 
adoption in its current form.  In response to this, all of the decisions that were 
referrerd to have been examined in more detail and it is not considered that 
any are of direct relevance here in relation to the Roe Green Beesley Green 
conservation area appraisal.  

6.11 Furthermore, having taken legal opinion it is considered that the legislation 
provides for significant discretion in the scope of the authority’s powers as 
decision maker and that it is for the decision maker to determine which parts 
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of their area are of special architectural or historic interest, the character or 
appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance.  A review of 
relevant case law suggests that as long as an authority does not take into 
account an irrelevant consideration, does not fail to take into account a 
relevant consideration, follows due process and meets the tests of 
reasonableness, then it is likely to be difficult for a third party to successfully 
challenge a conservation area designation through judicial review.  It is 
considered that the city council has followed all of the correct and necessary 
procedures in relation to this conservation area appraisal.

6.12 Boundary realignment 

6.13 As part of the production of the conservation area appraisal and upon close 
inspection of the conservation area boundary against the Ordnance Survey 
boundary MasterMap layer, it was found that the conservation area boundary 
line was inaccurately drawn across part of the rear gardens of four properties 
rather than including the whole of the property boundaries within the 
conservation area boundary.  This has now been amended. The relevant 
property boundaries are 40, 42, 44 & 46 Roe Green.  

7. Next Steps

7.1 The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 sets out a 
number of mandatory requirements in terms of the designation or amendment 
of a conservation area boundary.  Under Section 70(5) the Secretary of State 
and also Historic England should be notified of the proposed amendments. 
Section 70(8) requires a notice to be published in the London Gazette and at 
least one local newspaper detailing the properties which are to be included or 
removed from the conservation area.  Finally under section 69(4) the affected 
properties to be newly included within the conservation area must be 
registered as a local land charge (and equally the conservation area status 
needs to be removed as a local land charge for those properties being 
removed from the conservation area).

7.2 In addition to the above legislative requirements, although not a statutory 
requirement it is proposed that the properties affected by the proposed 
changes to the conservation area boundary are notified in writing of the 
changes and the associated implications of these changes.  It is also 
proposed and considered appropriate that all those who submitted a 
representation or who attended the drop in event are notified of the adoption 
of the conservation area appraisal and the changes to the conservation area 
boundary.  Finally, a copy of the adopted conservation area appraisal and 
associated documents should be placed in Worsley Village Library and in 
Beesley Green Community Centre for public inspection.

8 Recommendation

8.1 All of the representations that have been received following both consultations 
in 2016 and 2018 have been considered and responded to as set out in the 
Consultation Statement and above.  The large majority of representations that 
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were received related to the proposed changes to the conservation area 
boundary rather than the assessment in the conservation area appraisal of 
the special interest, character and appearance of the conservation area 
including its positive and negative features.  It is considered that, taking all 
these representations into consideration, the Roe Green/ Beesley Green 
Conservation Area appraisal and the proposed amended conservation area 
boundary now accurately reflect the area of special interest that should be 
afforded the additional protection associated with a conservation area and 
should therefore be adopted.  

___________________________________________________________________

KEY COUNCIL POLICIES: 

 Unitary Development Plan 
___________________________________________________________________

COMMUNITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND IMPLICATIONS:

A community impact screening assessment of the draft conservation area appraisal 
has been undertaken and it was found that there would be no disproportionate 
impacts in relation to any of the equality groups.
___________________________________________________________________

ASSESSMENT OF RISK: Low.  All of the submitted representations received from 
both consultations in 2016 and 2018 have been considered and responded to as part 
of this process.  The conservation area appraisal has also been produced in 
accordance with Historic England’s guidance “Conservation Area Appraisal, 
Designation and Management” 2016 and 2019.  

___________________________________________________________________

 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS: supplied by the Shared Legal Service (SLS).

The risk to the Council of a legal challenge to the Conservation Area appraisal and 
the amendments to the boundary should be minimal provided the City Council has 
acted in accordance with its powers under the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  The duty to designate/re designate a boundary is a 
continuing duty and it is incumbent on the City Council to consider all new material 
considerations when deciding if the reasons for including land in a conservation area 
historically still existing today, in addition to including new land.  The decision as to 
where the boundary is drawn is within the discretion of the Council and has been 
upheld by the Courts to be a broad discretion.  Therefore provided the City Council 
can show that it has fully considered all representations and objections, as well as all 
other material considerations, and that it has acted reasonably when deciding where 
to draw the boundary, the risk of a legal challenge should hopefully be minimal.

___________________________________________________________________
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: supplied by Martin Anglesey, Finance Officer 0161 793 
3248
No costs applicable from this report.  Any future considerations resulting from this 
will be assessed as applicable.

___________________________________________________________________

 PROCUREMENT IMPLICATIONS: Not applicable 
___________________________________________________________________

 HR IMPLICATIONS: Not applicable 
___________________________________________________________________

OTHER DIRECTORATES CONSULTED:

Not applicable. 
___________________________________________________________________

CONTACT OFFICER: Amelia Lucas TEL. NO. 0161 793 3287
___________________________________________________________________

WARD(S) TO WHICH REPORT RELATE(S): All. 


