
 

1 
 

 
 
 
 

Salford City Council 
 
 
 

Roe Green / Beesley Green Conservation Area Appraisal 
 
 
 

Consultation Statement  
Annex F 

 
 

Schedule of Representations 2016 
  
 



 

2 
 

 
 
 
ANNEX F – Schedule of representations 
 
Representations received during the consultation period 
 

Ref Respondent Representation 

001 Historic England Thank you for consulting Historic England on the Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation Area 
Appraisal. Historic England is not a statutory consultee for such appraisals and on this occasion 
we have no comment to make. Please be aware of the requirement to notify Historic England if a 
boundary amendment arises from the re-appraisal process and the requirement to publish any 
conservation area designations, variations or cancellations in the London Gazette and a local 
news paper circulating in your local authority area (S70(8)) 
 

002 Ken Lowndes 1 I require to know under the freedom of information act which officer has formulated this 
ridiculous proposal.  
2 What input have Peel Holdings had to this proposal? They have proposed developing the area 
around the Cricket Club. 
3 The proposed removal of the West block of land from the Worsley woods area will leave the 
larger area bounded by Worsley Woods open to development. 
4 Worsley Woods was bought by PUBLIC subscription, and was decimated by the motorway with 
the promise to replace the trees removed for the motorway. 
This promise was never fulfilled. 
5 The proposal to approximately include one half hectare of developed land to compensate for the 
loss of over two hectares of Conservation Area is ludicrous. 
 

002A Ken Lowndes Having played in the Woods in my youth and later walked through Worsley Woods for a 
considerable number of years. I consider that the rather stupid statement in the proposals that 
states “the removal of the field from the conservation area on the right hand side two hundred 
yards from the Beesley Green entrance to the Woods would not affect any aspect of the Woods”. 
The area in question is shown as red on the West of the Conservation Area Plan. 
 
This open plot of agricultural land gives an open aspect to this part of the Woods, which is 
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Ref Respondent Representation 

sparsely populated by woodland. The appraisal report has rightly given weight to the open aspect 
and sight lines in the Conservation Area. 
 
The open land sight lines across this field ameliorate the view to the rear of the houses on 
Crossfield Drive. 
 
Worsley Woods is the only feature of its kind in the Salford area and “my Council” have done very 
little to improve and expand it since it was donated by the residents of the Worsley area to “my 
Council” for the enjoyment of all the community. 
 
Worsley Woods suffered a catastrophic wound when the motorway was driven through with the 
promise given by the Council, it may have been the DOT who stated that the woods would be 
improved; nothing has been done to forfill this promise. 
 
I am strongly against attempts by anybody to further destroy the views around our Woods and 
lessen the enjoyment of a walk through the only area of its kind in Salford.  
 
In the vicinity of this area is one of the oldest and some of the most historically important buildings 
in the Salford area. 
 

004 Chris Wells Your extensive narrative captures the beauty and unique nature of the area. However, your final 
suggestions jar with the rest of the contents.  
 
I would strongly urge that you keep the whole area as it is without reducing the conservation area 
at all. 
 
This looks to me an entry into building dense new houses for profit. This is not a suitable place, 
and it is not even a good time to do this.  
 
Further building in the area will lead to deterioration of the ethos and value of the surrounding 
housing, and a loss of quality to all. 
 

005 Liezel Griffin I wish to strongly object to your proposal to change the conservation area around Roe Green, 
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particularly the land behind Crossfield Drive (which is currently protected from development). 
 
It is clear to me that property developers wish to build houses on this site. This would be 
completely inappropriate. The Crossfield Drive/Beesley Green area is of high local importance, in 
part due to its proximity directly next to Worsley Woods. 
 
There are very few green spaces for families in Salford to use their leisure time; Worsley Woods 
and the land adjacent should be protected.  
 
Any development would destroy the natural beauty of the locality to the detriment of local 
residents and visitors alike. Many, many people enjoy Beesley Green and the woods as a 
beautiful green space.  
 
I do not understand why you would consider this for short term financial gain, surely you should 
be protecting the woods and surrounding areas for future generations to enjoy. 
 
If you allowed the conservation area to change, you would be opening the doors to developers. 
Allowing the field behind Crossfield Drive to be removed from the conservation area would be a 
disaster for the locality. 
 
A housing development would destroy the character of the area. You would also be adding to the 
horrendous traffic, which is already unmanageable at peak times. Not only that, there would be 
the noise pollution and traffic from construction vehicles which would make the woods and 
Beesley Green unusable. The area would not be safe for our children, who have very few open 
spaces to use. 
 
The view from the woods/Beesley Green across the stream to the rear of Crossfield Drive is 
unique and adds to the value of our neighbourhood. 
 
Air pollution levels are unacceptable already - you should be preserving what little open space we 
have left. 
 
Roe Green, Beesley Green and the woods are a unique asset to the city of Salford - please do not 
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let us lose it. Please do not change the conservation area. 
 

005A Liezel Griffin I previously wrote to you in February regarding the proposed reducing of the Roe Green/Beesley 
Green conservation area. 
 
Since then I have attended the Council drop-in event at Beesley Green Community Centre and 
spoken to your colleagues. 
 
I would like to revise my objection in light of this, to ask very strongly that you extend the 
boundary of the conservation area to include all of the field behind Crossfield Drive. This also lies 
adjacent to the woods and contributes to the character of the area. Including it would also help to 
protect the local area from development, which none of the local residents want to happen. 
 
Salford is full of Brown field sites which would be suitable for new housing developments - this 
would enhance these sites, add value to the city and improve rather than destroy the particular 
area. 
 

006 Paul Burgess Thank you for the information that has been provided in the last few days relating to the above. In 
particular, the online Appraisal is comprehensive and professional and will eventually provide a 
landmark document for the area and its residents. 
 
However, as a resident on Crossfield Drive, I can advise you that from the reaction of my 
neighbours at this early stage, there will be a great deal of consternation in relation to the 
proposed removal of the top field from the Conservation Area.  I see from the Appraisal the stages 
of the rationale that reached this conclusion, but I believe the rationale to be seriously flawed for 
reasons I will elaborate in due course. 
 
In addition I have to say that the proposal comes at the worst possible time for it to be received by 
residents. You may not know that Peel Holdings recently bought 14 Crossfield Drive, which is 
adjacent to the southern boundary of the field. The property has the largest width on Crossfield 
Drive and would supply Peel with the best access to the field/fields should they seek to develop 
them.  Hence rumour is rife that this is Peel’s intentions.   
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Unfortunately, the co-incidence of the Appraisal’s proposal and the purchase by Peel is 
suggesting to residents that it is the result of collaboration by the Council’s Officers and Peel 
Holdings. That an unexpected and seemingly unimportant Appraisal has been undertaken at a 
time when the Council’s financial position is dire due to reductions in Government funding, when 
only the highest priorities are surviving cutbacks, only serves to confirm residents’ suspicions. The 
circumstantial evidence is compelling, and I have every sympathy with my neighbours.  But as a 
former Local Government Officer this is not my starting point.  
 
The degree of research and detail in the Appraisal is impressive. So I am surprised to find no 
reference in the document to the special status of Worsley Woods. Is this an oversight? The full 
historical background is provided in my submission to the Council in support of the designation of 
the Crossfield Drive fields as Local Green Space, which the Council has adopted and included in 
the proposed Local Plan.   
 
In a nutshell, the local community raised over £3,000 in 1950 and bought Worsley Woods from 
Bridgewater Estates. The Woods were officially opened to the public in 1951 in a ceremony in the 
Woods attended by several hundred local residents with both Lord Mayors and the Civic Leaders 
on the temporary platform (I have the extraordinary photograph).  In 1953 the Woods were 
transferred in Trust to Worsley Urban District Council and Swinton and Pendlebury Urban District 
Council - I have a copy of the Deed of Transfer - and hence to Salford on reorganisation in 1974.  
In other words, it was, and is, a big deal that Worsley Woods are safeguarded in perpetuity as far 
as is possible.  And it is also to be emphasised, therefore, that the Council is the Trustee. 
 
As the Appraisal records, the Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation Area was established by 
Lancashire County Council in 1970. Noticeably, the Appraisal remarks that it is “unclear” why the 
field was included in the Conservation Area by the County Council.  On the contrary, there is no 
reason to assume that the County Council did not have full knowledge of the heritage status of 
Worsley Woods when it included the whole of the woodlands in the Conservation Area.  
 
The field in question, in fact, clearly nestles next to the narrowest part of the Woods, south east of 
Kempnough Hall, and at the entrance due south of Beesley Hall, as you progress down the 
pathway from Beesley Green alongside the brook into the main body of the woodlands.  By 
including it in the Conservation Area the County Council was quite clearly seeking to ensure the 
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preservation of this critical, westerly open aspect of the narrowest section of woodland, not least 
because it was bounded across the field by extant houses built on Crossfield Drive in 1936.  
 
The decision of the County Council is still absolutely valid therefore, in spite of poor woodland 
husbandry, and to answer the question posed by the closing section of the Appraisal, this part of 
the Conservation Area, namely the field, positively contributes to the character and appearance of 
Worsley Woods which is itself an indispensable part of the Roe Green/Beesley Green 
Conservation Area. 
 

006A Paul Burgess I was pleased to have had the opportunity to meet yourself and your colleague at the Consultation 
event.  I promised a copy of the picture of the official opening of Worsley Woods to the public in 
1951, following the purchase of the Woods by the local community the year before.  The full 
account of this remarkable venture is in my submission and I hope it persuades you that Worsley 
Woods not only has a considerable heritage status, but also that the City Council as Trustee 
should be actively seeking to preserve its rural character - which is secured by the open aspects 
provided by the fields on both the east and west.   
 
Furthermore, as the Woods are in the Conservation Area your map in Appendix 12 is inadequate 
in that it identifies views from the built area into the Woods but fails to appreciate the views 
outwards from the Woods, and inwards from the open fields.  The County Council established the 
Conservation Area in 1970 which is only 19 years before this picture was taken. LCC included the 
Woods in the Conservation Area and by including the field east of Crossfield Drive it seems clear 
(rather than ‘unclear’) that it had in mind its significance for the westerly aspects of the Woods.  
Conversely, it is unclear why the importance of the outlooks both from the rear of Beesley Hall 
and the front of Kempnough Hall is dismissed - on a fine day like today the open views 
unquestionably serve the heritage status of these two properties. 
 
A photograph of the public opening ceremony for Worsley Woods in 1951 was also submitted as 
part of this submission 
 

007 Susan Sollazzi I wish to object to the proposal to remove conservation area status from land in Roe Green and 
Beesley Green. Nothing has changed to justify an appraisal of these protected areas - they are as 
they always have been and as we wish them to remain. This land gives so much pleasure to 
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people in Greater Manchester and provides a valuable wild habitat for flora and fauna. Please 
remember that people and wildlife need to breathe. 
 

008 Sarah Walton I refer to the consultation on the conservation area appraisal for the Roe Green/Beesley Green 
conservation area. 
 
I am supportive of the proposals to include Hardy Grove in the Roe Green/Beesley Green 
conservation area. 
 

009 Brian Gee Conservation Area Considerations 
 

 UK Government planning practice guidance states - “A Conservation area appraisal can be 
used to help local planning authorities develop a management plan and appropriate policies 
for the Local Plan. A good appraisal will consider what features make a positive or negative 
contribution to the significance of the conservation area, thereby identifying opportunities for 
beneficial change or the need for planning protection”. 

 

 The rationale for the Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation area as set up in 1970 is stated 
in Section 3.1 of the appraisal as being:- 

      ”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.” 

 

 The current legislation in England and Wales, the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990(Section 69 and 70), defines the quality of a Conservation area as being: "the 
character or appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance". 

 

 In Conservation areas, it is the protection of the quality and special interest of the 
neighbourhood or area as a whole that is intended. 

 
Comments on the Proposed Boundary Changes 
 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Planning_(Listed_Buildings_and_Conservation_Areas)_Act_1990
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Planning_(Listed_Buildings_and_Conservation_Areas)_Act_1990
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Taking into account the above Conservation area considerations, I make the following comments 
on the proposed boundary changes contained in Section 7 of the appraisal:- 
 
1. Land proposed to be removed from the conservation area 

The Conservation area boundary should NOT be reduced for the following reasons:- 
 
a) The 1970 plan seems to be one of conservation of the Green land comprising the 

environs of Roe Green/Beesley Green to protect what remained following the motorway 
construction which had devastated the area. 

 
b) It is stated in Section 2.9 of the appraisal that Salford Council's planning policy CH3 

identifies that any development within Conservation areas will only be permitted where 
it would preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the Conservation area.   

 
c) If this is so, then any area of land where approved building work has been carried out 

within the conservation area must remain within the Conservation area boundary and 
not be removed, as the work would not have been approved unless it complied with the 
above policy. 

Accordingly the proposed removal of the following areas should be DENIED:- 

 6,8,10 & 12 Wardley Hall Lane 

 3,5 & 7 Mulgrave Road 

 2 & 4 Mulgrave Road 

 6a Lyon Grove 
 
a) Turning to 1 to 74 Manthorpe Avenue, the proposed removal should also be DENIED for the 

same reason as in 1.c) above. In addition, despite the comment in the review that “the design 
of the estate does not respect the character of the conservation area” but “does not detract 
from its character”, it would be wrong to remove this area of land from the Conservation area 
just because planning approval had apparently been wrongly given.  This would just 
compound the apparent error. Rather it should remain within the Conservation area to ensure 
it retains a protected status for the future and in particular to protect the area from any 
subsequent development plans. 
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b) Following on from this Manthorpe Avenue retention, then the removal of the Triangle of 
woodland to the north east of Manthorpe Avenue should also be DENIED and it should 
be retained within the Conservation area, as this is an integral part of the land boundary 
in this section of the Conservation area. 

 
c) The house at 66 Greenleach Lane is again part of the land boundary in this part of the 

Conservation area and as a 1920 building, it should remain within the boundary as 
demonstrating another phase of the development history of Roe Green and its removal 
should be DENIED. 

 
d) The removal of Land east of Crossfield Drive should most definitely be DENIED for the 

following reasons:- 

 Section 6.46 and 6.47 of the appraisal make the following comments regarding Green 
spaces within the Conservation area “The Conservation area's green spaces are intrinsic to 
its character and a major component of its special interest “; “There are a wide a (sic) range 
of green spaces across the area which make a positive contribution to its character and 
appearance. These include spaces that are public spaces, and those that are privately 
owned and which may have no public access.”  
This is exactly the situation with regards to this area of land as it maintains a Green space 
area between Worsley woods and an area of developed housing on Crossfield Drive.  It is 
a section of land which links the frontage of the Grade II listed Kempnough Hall to Worsley 
woods and is land abutting the course of Kempnough Brook thereby forming part of a 
protected extended boundary for the length of Kempnough Brook. 
Hence this area of land makes a positive contribution to the character and appearance of 
the Conservation area. 
As stated in Section 6.16 of the appraisal “The semi-rural character of this area, with its 
expanse of open land fringed by woodland, makes a major contribution to the character of 
the conservation area as a whole. The open nature of this area is central to retaining the 
form of Roe Green and Beesley Green as a distinct village surrounded by open land.” 

 

 There is a threat to the Conservation area from development by landowner(s). The 
appraisal states in Section 6.73 that “as part of the plans published in 2012 the landowner 
made clear their aspiration to develop this land for housing. In addition, there are known 
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development aspirations for the triangle of land to the north of Lumber Lane” to which I 
shall refer later in my comments (2.b) on additional land to be included in the Conservation 
area. This incursion into Green Belt land should be resisted and objections not weakened 
by the removal of the land from a Conservation area. 

 
     2.  Additional land proposed to be included within the conservation area 

The extension of the Conservation area boundary should be APPROVED for the following 
areas for the following reasons:- 
 

a) 69 & 71 Lumber Lane, and 2-9 Hardy Grove – I agree with the inclusion of this area for the 
reasons as stated in Section 7.2 of the appraisal. 
 
b) Triangle of land to the north of Lumber Lane - This should be included within the 
Conservation area boundary.  Section 6.73 of the appraisal states “there are known development 
aspirations for the triangle of land to the north of Lumber Lane which lies just outside the 
conservation area boundary. A potential access point to this land would be via Hardy Grove 
subject to the construction of a road bridge over the loopline.”   
As Hardy Grove would be in the Conservation area as in 2.a) above, it would seem appropriate to 
also include this area of land to resist any potential incursion into the Green Belt land and to 
strengthen the Roe Green/ Beesley Green Conservation area by enhancing its rural character. 
 
c) 8 to 22 Lyon Grove (even numbers) – This Victorian terrace of 8 houses likely to date from 
the 1870's appears to have been omitted from inclusion in the 1970's plan.  It is the only property 
of this age which is not included in the Conservation area of Roe Green. This is despite its 
involvement in the history in the evolution of housing in this area around Roe Green, seemingly 
being built around the same period as 64-70 Roe Green referred to in Section 6.31 of the 
appraisal. This terrace extends the housing development in this area of Roe Green from the 
cottages of 2, 4 & 6 Lyon Grove, which are within the Conservation area.   
For the sake of enhancing the completeness of housing history and development of Roe Green, 
this terrace row should also be brought within the Conservation area boundary. 
 
In summary, the Roe Green/ Beesley Green area has increasingly become subsumed within the 
wider conurbation of Greater Manchester as mentioned in Section 1.15 of the appraisal. 
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This gradual urban creep needs to be held back and heritage assets within Salford should be 
protected.  The 1970's Conservation area has been a first step in this direction since the period of 
control by the Bridgewater Trust and the 1970's effort should not be undermined by any dilution of 
this Conservation area – rather the boundary set out then should be retained and enhanced. 
 
If the Los Angeles Police Department motto is “to protect and to serve”, then the motto of the 
Salford Council Planning Department should be “to protect and to conserve”. 
 
I trust you will take the above comments into consideration when finalising the Conservation area 
boundary revision. 
 

010 Ramblers Association We have no objection to the scheme as such. I do note that there are a number of Public Rights 
of Way (PROWs) within the conservation area boundary shown on Map 10. Presumably the 
appraisal will have no adverse impact on these PROWs? Perhaps they will even enjoy greater 
protection? If that were the case, the Ramblers' Association would welcome the appraisal. 
 

011 Ross Sollazzi I wish to make some very serious comments about the Roe Green / Beesley Green conservation 
area appraisal.  
 
Let me start with why I don’t believe there should be any changes to the conservation status of 
the land behind Beesley Green:  
 
This is one of the most beautiful parts of Salford, the entrance to the woods is truly stunning and 
set in a picturesque listed building area. I used to get out of my house and walk down to this spot, 
just look at it and breathe. It is a source of joy and relaxation. As a father, I often take my children 
for walks here and they love it too. It’s one of the few green areas that people can do this in 
Salford and to remove its conservation status would be madness.  
 
Now, were that not enough, let me move on to my more serious point which is one of health and 
safety. We know that UK air pollution is linked to 40,000 deaths per year in the UK( to put that in 
perspective that’s about a quarter as many people die from cancer). We also know that air 
pollution in this area is already dangerously high and the area is designated an Air Quality 
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Management Area. So that’s means the people here are already at higher than normal and 
unacceptable risk. Despite this we are having discussion to remove conservation status which will 
lead to development, more houses, more cars, more standing traffic, more air pollution and more 
deaths. You might not look into the faces of the people who die as a direct result of the wrong 
decision on this, but that doesn’t mean making it won’t be a decision to kill people. If anyone is 
happy with that, I’d ask them to consider how happy they are knowing that there is a large primary 
school right in the middle of this.  
 
Those are my comments, but I’d also like a response I would like to know how it is possible given 
the health and safety issues that Salford council is even considering making decisions that will 
undoubtedly cost human lives. I’d like to add to my previous comments. Here is a picture taken 
from the entrance to Worsley woods. Behind the trees you can see nothing but fields. It's a 
wonderful and rare oasis of tranquility, you could be a million miles from the city. It's just 
wonderful. Develop the fields behind those trees and the whole place and is wonder will be utterly 
ruined for the many families that enjoy it every day.  
 
A photograph of the area was also submitted as part of this submission 
 

012 Mei-Ying Huang-Sollazzi I would like to comment that I completely agree with my husband's points in the email he sent to 
you. I am disgusted that this matter is being debated, as it shows an utter lack of respect for the 
health of my family. 
 
Same representation as 011 above. 
 

018 A and R Steven I refer to the proposal in above document that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the Conservation Area. I wish to register my opposition to this proposal. 
 
The Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation includes the whole of Worsley Woods, which the 
Council holds in Trust for the local community. To use your own words, any objective assessment 
of the ' positive contribution' that the surrounding fields make to the 'character and appearance' of 
Worsley Woods can only conclude that they are fundamental, not only to its character and 
appearance, but to that also of the whole of the Conservation Area. In reality, far from removing 
the top field, both of the fields bounding the south west aspect of the Woods should be included in 
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the Conservation Area. 
 
We were aware Peel Holdings recently purchased 14 Crossfield Drive (which had not been on the 
residential market to our knowledge) and were highly suspicious that proposed changes would 
follow. 
 
The previous reasons for opposition to any housing development still apply, traffic congestion, 
lack of capacity in infrastructure, pollution etc. Therefore to change conservation boundaries at 
this time not only ill-timed but totally unacceptable to local residents. 
 

026 Natalie Kennedy I refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the conservation area and therefore wish to register my opposition to this 
proposal. 
 
I have recently purchased a property on Kempnough Hall Road and deeply disappointed to hear 
that Salford City Council are considering lifting the land behind both Crossfield Drive and 
Kempnough Hall Road as a conservation area.  
 
I am concerned that this information was not available at the time of purchase (December 2015) 
and was not picked up in the local searches.  
 
I purchased the property due to the quiet location and privacy due to the fact the road is closed at 
Crossfield Drive. Should the area no longer be held under the conservation area Peel Holdings 
will no doubt request planning permission to use the site for a housing development. They have 
previously made it clear they would require our road  (Kempnough Hall Road) to be opened which 
will ruin the character and appearance of the area. Not only will the area that I have recently 
moved to be spoilt but my investment in the area will also be devalued. 
 

028 B and P Sutherland We refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield 
Drive should be removed from the Conservation Area. 
 
We wish to register our opposition to this proposal. 
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The Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation includes the whole of Worsley Woods, which the 
Council holds in Trust for the local community. We understand that any objective assessment of 
the 'positive contribution' that the surrounding fields make to the 'character and appearance' of 
Worsley Woods can only conclude that they are fundamental, not only to its character and 
appearance, but to that also of the whole of the Conservation Area. 
 
We are aware that the field is owned by Peel Holdings and that you are aware of their plans to 
use it for a housing development. These plans have been consistently opposed by the local 
community. 
 
We understand that recently Peel Holdings purchased 14 Crossfield Drive, a large fronted 
property which is adjacent to the field, and which could provide access to the field for 
development purposes.  
 
The proposal therefore to remove the field's protective designation, by it's exclusion from the 
Conservation Area, is undesirable. 
 
At present there are major problems with traffic congestion on Walkden Road down to the slip 
roads to the M60 and M602. Also prior to and after the school day, traffic to and from St. Mark's C 
of E Primary School has a great affect on access to Woodlands Road, Aviary Road and those 
connecting to them. 
 
If the field was removed from the Conservation Area and Peel Holdings did build a housing estate, 
this would increase the congestion and have a marked impact on the local community. 
 

032 Kirsty Minshall I would like to register my opposition to the proposal regarding the above document which is 
describing the field directly behind my property. 
 
I really do not understand what positives can come from this modification to the conservation area 
and I may not be as strongly opposed if i did. I believe the reverse to be true and by actually 
including the field next to it, further up Crossfield drive would make a far greater 'positive 
contribution' to the Worsley area. 
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I am fully aware that Peel Holdings own this land along with the large plot next door to me, and 
am also aware of their desire to build new properties. 
 
I was brought up in this house from being 6 years old. For as long as I can realistically remember 
(after the Peel purchase) there has always been some sort of development being proposed on the 
fields behind us. Thirty eight years on this is still the case and there remains strong opposition. 
 
As a child, my friends and I played in these fields and by the stream for hours and have many 
many happy memories. I have recently purchased my family home and have two young boys who 
also love playing down by the stream and will also forge many happy memories there too. 
 
By removing this field from the conservation area makes it much easier for development to take 
place making it far more dangerous in terms of traffic, and far less fun for not only my children, but 
many children within this area. 
 

033 Michael Stephens As a resident of Walkden Road Worsley, I would like to object to the removal of the conservation 
area that protects part of Roe Green and Beesley Green that is currently being consulted on with 
a draft appraisal.  
 
Myself and my family often use the woods for recreation in particular - walking. 
 
Any change would be a change for the worse, not only when changes (new housing) are 
established but the disruption before establishment, is unwelcome. Especially in an area that has 
just been through 12 months of traffic connection due to A580 guided busway. Please add this 
email to the volumes of OBJECTIONS THAT YOU WILL RECEIVE 
 

035 Nuala Rabbitt I am writing to express my concern about plans by Peel Holdings to remove the field at the top of 
Kempnough Hall Road from the conservation area. The conservation area was established in 
1970 by Lancashire County Council. All the fields in this area around Worsley Woods are crucial 
in giving Worsley its rural charm and should not be used for housing. 
 

037 Joseph Rabbitt I refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the Conservation Area. I wish to register my opposition to this proposal. 
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The Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation includes the whole of Worsley Woods which the 
Council holds in Trust for the local community. To use your own words any objective assessment 
of the “positive contribution” that the surrounding fields make to the “character and appearance” of 
Worsley Woods can only conclude that they are fundamental, not only to its character and 
appearance but to that also of the whole of the Conservation Area. In reality, far from removing 
the top field, both of the fields bounding the south west aspect of the Woods should be included in 
the Conservation Area. 
 
As you know, the field is owned by Peel Holdings and you also know that for some time they have 
have had plans to use it for housing development which has been consistently strongly opposed 
by the local community. Recently Peel Holdings purchased 14 Crossfield Drive, a large fronted 
property which is adjacent to the field and which could provide access to the field for development 
purposes. This proposal therefore to remove the protective designation from the field which 
inclusion in the Conservation Area brings is, to say the least, particularly ill timed. 
 

061 Paula Binns I refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the Conservation Area. I wish to register my opposition to that proposal. 
Far from taking out green areas surrounding Worsley Woods, I strongly believe that more land 
further south and west of the Woods should be included in the Conservation Area. 
 
It is vital for the existence of such woodland that corridors of undeveloped land be maintained to 
allow for natural run-off of rainwater to the woodland and to prevent any loss of natural sunlight. In 
addition to the great benefits that plant life gains from the above, it also provides a vital “buffer 
zone” for all the wildlife that exists within the area. 
 
Without this clear area surrounding the woods (that are held in Trust by the Council for the benefit 
of the local community) the fundamental well being of the woods and therefore its great character 
and appearance would inevitably be eroded. 
 
The original intention of conserving this area back in 1970 was not, I am sure, to see a decline to 
a couple of tree lined footpaths passing through a built up area. This must not be allowed to 
happen. 
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I understand that the owners of the land have recently purchased a property on Crossfield Drive 
that adjoins this particular field. This gives them the opportunity to create additional access to the 
land which might otherwise be a problem for development of the site. To also take the land out of 
the Conservation Area almost seems like giving the green flag for development. 
 
I urge you to drop the proposal to take this field out of the Conservation Area to protect this 
valuable part of Worsley. 
 

062 Nicholas Binns Same representation as 061 above. 
 

065 Worsley Woods Action Group At the AGM of Worsley Woods Action Group proposed changes to the Roe Green Conservation 
Area were discussed and it was unanimously resolved to respond as an organisation to oppose 
the proposals.  
 
Specifically, we oppose the removal of the field at Kempnough on the grounds: 

 The field is part of an area of extensive historical significance. It lies close to Kempnough 

Hall, which is Grade II listed. Recent archaeological work has discovered that the 

Kempnough estate was founded in the thirteenth century, at the latest. Through its 

interesting history the hall has played a significant role in the local community. 

Neighbouring development would impact on its current setting. 

 The field lies just a few yards from Beesley Hall and is directly in view from the hall. This is 

listed as a building making a positive contribution to the area and would be affected by any 

change to the field. Beesley Green and Kempnough Brook is recorded as being an Area of 

Character in the area. 

 Our primary objection to the removal of the field from the conservation area is the effect on 

Worsley Woods. The woods are very narrow in this area: just a narrow path, with the 

stream alongside. The field at this point acts as a wildlife corridor and is assisted by the 

mature hedgerow. Any change to the field in this area would have a strong negative impact 

to the woods, especially as the field is higher than the path and stream and dominates the 

area. This is very noticeable during winter months when trees are without leaves. The 
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Beesley Green entrance to the woods is the most heavily used by the public, due to the 

ease of parking on Beesley Green. There has been a big increase in visitors over recent 

years from all across the area, not just Roe Green. These include dog walkers, joggers, 

families, nature enthusiasts, orienteers, school groups, fitness walkers etc. There would be 

a decline in the value of the woods at this point if there is any change to the field.  

We would be happy to discuss matter further with council officers. 
 

066 Richard Cornthwaite My wife and I have resided in Worsley for over 20 years. 
 
I wish to register my opposition to the proposal to remove a field described as east of Crossfield 
Drive, Worsley from the conservation area. 
 
The roe green/beesley green conservation includes the whole of worsley woods which the council 
owns in trust for the local community. 
 
The surrounding fields are integral to the character and appearance of the whole conservation 
area. 
 
I am aware that the field in question is owned by peel holdings and that company, despite local 
community objections, is seeking to develop it for housing. 
 
The timing of peel holdings purchase of 14 Crossfield Drive, (which can be only for the sole 
purpose of giving additional access to the field for development purpose) is transparent. 
 
The proposal clearly is a precursor to a planning application. 
 
The loss of the field and the impact of more housing in that part of worsley will have a detrimental 
effect on persons enjoying the amenity of the woods. 
 
Additionally any further housing would add the all ready bad congestion on Walkden Road. 
 

081 G and J Clay My husband and I wish to object to the proposal to remove the field east of Crossfield Drive from 
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the Draft Appraisal of Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation Area. 
 
The whole of Worsley Woods was bought by the local residents, is owned by them and held in 
trust by the Council. The surrounding fields add to the character and appearance of the area and 
are the lungs to help with pollution from the motorway. The air quality already is very poor and to 
take this field out of the conservation area would not help the already polluted atmosphere. There 
seems to be an ulterior motive for this “appraisal” as Peel Holdings are eager to take all green 
areas (the few we have left) and fill them to capacity with more houses. 
 
This would lead to far less quality of life, movement and open recreation. A terrible legacy for our 
children. We object strongly to the proposal. 
 

082 Paul Acheson I note that there is a current appraisal/review of some land to be taken out of the Worsley 
conservation area. I wish to object to this proposal, in fact I would like MORE land to be included 
within the Conservation area!! It seems to me that there is a constant attack on land both within 
and outside the conservation area. This attack, mainly led by the Peel holding group, has the sole 
purpose of development with housing and 'making money' for their shareholders. There is never 
any consideration for 'Quality of life' for the residents. 
 
This morning 1st March, as it was raining I was asked by my eldest daughter if I could take her to 
catch a train from the Walkden station into Manchester. I drove from Roe Green to the Walkden 
Station, which took 7 minutes,, However, on my return journey was 30 minutes, ( a distance of 1.2 
miles), due to the stop start traffic on all highways back to Roe Green. This constant development 
of housing gives no consideration to the grid locked road infrastructure that we are already 
enduring. More housing, more cars, more schools, more traffic. This has a health consequence 
for the residents, with noise, air pollution (which the Government is already missing their targets 
on) and stress, as there were many impatient drivers noted this morning as they tried to get down 
to the Courthouse roundabouts. It seems like the only way to stop any more development is to 
voice ones concerns, which is now what I am doing by objecting to the removal of any land from 
the Conservation area currently in place. 
 

083 Councilor C Clarkson Following consideration of the proposed alterations to the Roe Green Conservation area and 
taking into account a high volume of representations from local residents in the Roe Green / 
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Beesley Green area I am making this submission to the Council’s consultation.  

I would like to record my opposition to the plans, specifically the removal of the field at 
Kempnough.  

My principal objection to the removal of the field from the conservation area is the overarching 
impact on Worsley Woods.  

This part of the woods consists of a narrow path and an adjacent stream. The field, assisted by 
established hedges therefore provides a natural channel for local wildlife.  

Any alteration to the field in this area would have an adverse effect on the woods, in particular as 
the field is at a higher level than the path and stream and is a focal feature of the area. This is 
particularly evident in the autumn/winter months as the local trees are deciduous.  

There has been a steady increase in visitors to the conservation area over recent years from 
across Salford and the area is an important shared asset for all Salfordians who use the woods 
for a range of activities including exercise, nature appreciation, orienteering and similar sports as 
well as school groups and local families and dog walkers. There would be a decline in the value of 
the woods at this point if there is any change to the field.  

It is worth noting that the Beesley Green entrance to the woods is the most heavily used by the 
public, due to the relative ease of parking on Beesley Green.  

The appraisal contains details of buildings making a positive contribution, one such site being 
Beesley Hall – the field is within view of the hall and lies just a few metres away.  

Removing the land from the conservation area would, in my view, have a detrimental effect.  
Beesley Green and Kempnough Brook are recorded as being an ‘Area of Character‘ within in the 
area.  

Lastly, the field is part of an area of great historical value and contributes to the rich and 
constantly unfolding story of the area. It lies close the Grade II listed Kempnough Hall; recent 
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archaeological work has discovered that the Kempnough estate was founded in the 13 th century, 
or possibly earlier. Throughout its history the hall has played an important role in the local 
community.  
 
It is the prevailing view in the communication I have received that the removal of the site from the 
conservation area would open up the possibility that development could take place in a manner 
unsympathetic to the area’s overall character.  
 
I would be keen for officers to meet with Councillors, local residents and community groups to in 
conjunction with the current appraisal and take serious note of the feedback and concerns of the 
local community.  
 

085 David Ashworth I am writing to register my opposition to the proposal to amend the boundary to the conservation 
area at Roe Green / Beesley Green. 
 
I extremely disappointed to hear that Salford City Council are considering changing the land 
behind both Crossfield Drive and Kempnough Hall Road from a conservation area. I see no other 
reason why this land would be taken out of the conservation area unless it was for development 
reasons. I’m shocked that Salford council believe that this is a step in the right direction for the 
area, and I am astonished that they feel the need to develop on land currently listed as a 
conservation area. I’m sure the City of Salford has many areas more suitable for development 
other than a current conservation area. 
 
I am also concerned that local residents outside of the conservation area have not notified directly 
by Salford City Council of the intend changes propossed. 
 

086 Larry Merryweather I wish to refer to the appraisal which includes the proposed removal of the field described as east 
of Crossfields drive I wish to register my objections to this proposed removal. 
 
The conservation area including Worsley woods is held in trust by the council for the local 
community. If Salford council apprecates the value of this area,"their jewel in the crown" they 
should resist any attempt to reduce any conservation area,if fact the field on the south west side 
of the woods should be brought into the conservation area. 
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It is well known that Peel holdings own most of the land around Worsley and are only interested in 
capitalising their assets what ever the cost. 
 
For once can Salford council look long term to create a city to be proud of. 
 

092 B Hope Regarding the proposal to move the field adjacent to Crossfield Drive from the Conservation Area. 
Surely this is the thin edge of the wedge as this field is part of Worsley Woods and building on this 
field would destroy the whole aspect of the Conservation Area. Therefore I strongly oppose this 
proposal and would be pleased if you would register and take note of my objection. 
 

098 JM Leach News has just reached me about the proposal to build on the field to the east side of Crossfield 
Drive. This has always been designated as a Conservation Area so I am writing to express my 
total opposition to any development which would destroy the peace and quiet of the area. Many 
people use the pathways in the adjoining woods which would be adversely affected by houses or 
any other buildings on the site. 
 

130 JE Marginson I refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the Conservation Area. I wish to register my opposition to this proposal. 
 
The Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation Area includes the whole of Worsley Woods which 
the Council holds in Trust for the local community who in 1950 raised over £3000 to purchase the 
woods from Bridgewater Estates. The character of the Beesley Green and Kempnough Brook is 
defined by its openness with large expanses of open land and woodland as points 6.12 – 6.16 in 
the appraisal document highlights. To then state on page 80 that the field in question makes 
limited contribution to the character or appearance of the conservation area is contradictory as all 
the members of the public who walk through Worsley Woods via Beesley Green will testify. The 
open aspect to the west of the woods adds a buffer to Beesley Green and the woods from 
housing being on its border. Also, it must be remembered that Kempnough Hall stands opposite 
this field. 
 
In the Conservation Area the woodland and surrounding fields do evoke the aspect of a semi-rural 
village which is a key component of the special interest of the conservation area (see section 6.53 
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in the appraisal document). Therefore, it must be concluded that the surrounding fields to the west 
of the Conservation Area, abutting Crossfield Drive, make a positive contribution to the character 
and appearance of Worsley Woods and to the whole of the area in question. In reality, far from 
removing the top field, both of the fields bounding the west and south west aspect of the Woods 
should be included in the Conservation Area. 
 
As you are aware these fields are owned by Peel Holdings and you also know that for some time 
they have had plans to use it for housing development which has been consistently opposed by 
the local community. Recently Peel Holdings purchased 14 Crossfield Drive Worsley, a wide 
fronted property which is adjacent to the field and which could provide access to the field for 
development purposes. In my view it is imperative that Salford council keep the top field in the 
conservation area and also adopt the same status to the other field behind Crossfield Drive to try 
and maintain the openness around Beesley Green and Worsley Woods.  
 
Photographs of the area were also submitted as part of this submission.                     
                                                                        

139 L Goodall I am writing to you regarding the proposal to amend the conservation area boundary around the 
field east of Crossfield Drive. 
 
I am a resident of Crossfield Drive, so I have first hand-knowledge of how busy this thoroughfare 
is throughout the day. 
 
I am objecting to the field being removed from the conservation area on the following points: 

1. In the consultation file, page 80 “The enclosed nature of the land means that it makes 

limited contribution to the character or appearance of the conservation area” I beg to differ. 

If one strolls down the woodland path from Beesley Green towards The Warke, you have green 
open land of Roe Green Cricket Club on the left side. Whilst on the right hand side, at the present 
you have a wonderful view of an agricultural field. During the year, you can see how the field 
changes colour with the growth of the crop. The houses on Crossfield Drive are only just visable 
because of the contour of the land. 
 
If this field is taken out of the conservation area, that vista will irrevocably change if houses are 
allowed to be built on it. The view will be of 2 metre high garden fencing. 
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2. Crossfield Drive is a main pedestrian thoroughfare for parents walking their children to 

school to and from St Mark’s school at the other end of Crossfield. During term times, they 

can be seen from approximately 8.45 am until 9.15am, then 11.45am to 12.15pm – 

collecting the children from morning nursery. Similar, another 30 minutes either side of 

taking the children to the afternoon session of nursery. Then from 3.15pm to 3.45pm when  

parents are collecting children to and from school. 

3. Crossfield Drive is not a wide road. Friday mornings at 7am when the council refuse lorry 

comes to empty bins, the driver has to reverse down the full length of the road as there is 

no turning circle. 

It should be noted that that is how most HGV delivery drivers access the lower end of Crossfield 
Drive. 
 

4. Peel Holdings are the owners of the field in question. They have recently purchased 

number 14. That property is now being rented out through the estate agents Briscombe 

Nutter. Prior to the tenants moving into the property workmen were at the property. . The 

workmen drove over the grass verge churning it up outside number 7 and 9 Crossfield 

Drive. 

My husband contacted the estate agents who provided him with their contact at Peel Holdings. My 
husband emailed that person on a number of occasions asking them to repair the grass verge. To 
date he has not received any reply or acknowledgement from Peel Holdings. So much for building 
good will with the neighbours. 
 

5. There is a housing development at present in Boothstown, namely Vicars Hall Drive. The 

developers agreed at the time of the planning consent to certain restrictions regarding 

accessing the development after the local school had started. Once work commenced, the 

developers reneged on the restrictions and there was little the council could do to enforce 

the restrictions. 

As I have stated in paragraph 2, Crossfield Drive is a pedestrian thoroughfare for most of the day 
with parents walking to and from school. The road is narrow and there is nowhere for lorries or 
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contractors to park without causing traffic congestion on the street. 
 
I have noticed also that there are two oak trees either side of the driveway of number 14. These 
trees I believe are subject to preservation orders. I ask the following question: If the planning 
permission is granted on the field, then to make access to the site would one or both of the trees 
have to be cut down? 
 
If the field were to remain in the Conservation Area, then planning permission would not be 
raised. 
 

147 H Bertenshaw I wish to make my concerns known to you regarding the above appraisal. 
 
I have lived in the area for 50 years and the last 36 years within the conservation area in a 
property listed as making a positive contribution to the area. Over the years we have seen the 
quality of life within the conservation area eroded away. As you can appreciate we wish to retain 
all the benefits we can of this area. This present appraisal seems to be presenting the possibility 
of reducing the area further. A large portion of Worsley Woods was destroyed by the siting of the 
Motorway through the Woods and although the Woods remain it is impossible to escape from the 
noise of traffic and the accompanying pollution. To remove the green field at the rear of Crossfield 
Drive from the conservation area is a step too far. Open spaces need a buffer zone from 
buildings, and if this field is removed there can be no other result than that it will be built on. This 
area cannot cope with any more development because of the resultant extra traffic, noise, 
pollution and congestion. 
 
Salford needs open spaces within its boundaries for the benefit of all its residents and to consider 
removing one of the remaining green areas from the conservation area is totally unacceptable. 
The residents of this area take a pride in living here and work to enhance the area hence "The 
Friends of Roe Green". This is not just for the residents but also for the multitude of visitors who 
arrive each week to enjoy a walk along the many footpaths, walk their dogs, view the historic 
buildings, have a picnic or watch their children playing football on The Green, play in the Play 
Area or on the Adventure Area within the Woods. This area cannot cope with any further erosion 
and still remain as a place where people can visit and enjoy some respite from the hurly burly of 
life. 



 

27 
 

Ref Respondent Representation 

 
I would respectfully ask you to reconsider any thought of removing another piece of land from the 
conservation area. 
 

148 Dr Frank Howell Grandfather lived on Roe Green in the 1880s. Built the chapel and other properties. Father and 
uncle were four years in the trenches in WW1. Father subscribed to the fund to buy Worsley 
Woods (now owned by Salford in Trust). Some years ago Peel wanted to build in the fields, 
including conservation field. Before that public inquiry they withdrew the conservation field from 
their building application. 
 
Since then stumps put in Crossfield to stop Walkden Road rat run. Great traffic problems on 
Walkden Road. 
 
Worsley Woods conservation areas are proudly hailed by Salford as a jewel. Any gemstone cut 
into smaller parts is less valuable than the whole. 
 
Even if practical, sacrificing the conservation area for all times is a poor exchange for any short 
term profit for Peel. I think it would sully their reputation and I hope that the City of Salford and 
Peel Estates will preserve the conservation. 
 

148A Dr Frank Howell I have lived in the district for over 80 years. My first school was at Beesley Green. My parents 
contributed to the fund which brought Worsley Woods and was then taken in “Trust” by the city of 
Salford. I am a life member of the Civic Trust and I am keenly interested in local events. 
 
I am well aware that many objections have been raised by other residents. However, I only intend 
to draw your attention to the Conservation Area (your map 1). 
 
My house is identified on your map 10 and makes a positive contribution to the area. I am 
dismayed to find that your map 14 proposes to withdraw the conservation status from that field – 
the given reason for that is somewhat dismissive. 
 
The field was awarded conservation protection in 1970.  
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It must be that the eminent planners recognised the vital nature of the field. Events since 1970 
have confirmed their wisdom and the protection afforded by conservation status has deterred 
developers. In the last public inquiry the developers withdrew a request for building permission 
even before the inquiry began! (They also failed permission in other areas). 
 
The great amenity value of the Worsley woodlands route is that it is continuous from Beesley 
Green conservation areas to those in the Worsley conservation areas. The route is protected on 
both flanks by woodland and the open spaces free of development. 
 
The conservation field now under threat supports this continuity (map12 – field 8). Loss of 
conservation status would be a gift to developers. 
 
Reference to map 11 (character areas) coloured area 3 – clearly indicates the field area is a 
keystone in preserving continuity of the route. 
 
I consider the proposal to withdraw conservation status is quite unacceptable and should be 
withdrawn. 
 
A simple walk along the pathway to see the situation at present would assist in visualising the 
consequence of development. I do hope the matter can be resolved. 
 

152 Denise Wade I was born and bred on Roe Green. I now live in Culcheth but regularly visit to walk my dog 
through Beesley Green and Worsley Woods and the removal of this conservation area on your 
planning draft would spoil this. The removal would spoil the view for my favourite visit/walk and 
that of many others. This conservation area is a whole and should not be disintegrated. 
 
I had a privileged childhood being brought up on Roe Green, schooled at Beesley Green and I 
would like to leave this legacy for the children of this area. 
 
The Woods were bought by the residents of Worsley and nobody has the right to take our 
heritage from us. 
 

153 John Baines I enjoy the open space, number of trees and character of the buildings. The motorway noise 
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detracts from the enjoyment but I believe the trees and new acoustic fencing being installed along 
the new smart motorway works will have an impact. 
 
I’m not happy with removing the area of Manthorpe from the boundary. There is green space with 
trees to the rear of this boundary, part of which forms my garden. I trust the council planning 
department. I believe that by removing these areas from the conservation area boundary will free 
up development under permitted development, that will have no regard for the remaining 
environment. 
 
I have development proposals for my own property, that I am happy to do with consultation with 
planning department as part of a conservation area. 
 

153A John Baines I have concern that the removal of any of the areas from the conservation area boundary will 
result in development that will not be in keeping with the character of the area. The fact that ANY 
development within a Conservation Area requires planning permission is a good thing. I have 
concern that permitted development rights can create a free for all and removes one hurdle that 
any considerate development would not object to. 
 
I believe that if the Manthorpe Estate is to be removed from within the Conservation Area 
Boundary, then the boundary line should be moved to the rear of these properties, not the line of 
the Kempnough Brook. 
 

155 Mark Fox I don’t understand if the protected area of woodland behind Mulgrave Road is protected by tree 
orders why it doesn’t stay in the conservation area. If you want the estate to not be subject to the 
red tape then just take the estate out. 
 

156 Vincent Scott 1. In your proposal par 7.2 you state the rationale for change is neutral. Leave the status quo as 

exists from 1970. 

2. If you must make a change, make the boundary outside the conifers at the rear of number 8 to 

assist the control of growth onto our properties. 

3. The land east of Crossfield Drive should be encompassed into Worsley Woods. 
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157 Isla Gray  Beautiful open views from Worsley Woods. 

 Makes Worsley feel more rural rather than being so close to Manchester and becoming 

numerous patches of housing. 

 I feel it’s pointless and a waste of time and money. No one could give me a concrete reason 

for why to remove parts of the conservation area. Why now? What has changed since 1970’s 

when it was decided upon. 

 Surely we should be cherishing these places and not offering them off to Peel for houses 

 If the land isn’t important then make it into something integral for the community eg Roe Green 

and Beesley Green. 

 I still challenge someone to tell me why the council are putting resources into changing the 

conservation area now 

158 Dave Chapman I refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as East of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the conservation area. I wish to register my opposition to this proposal. 
 

159 R and C Evans I have had a look at the proposed changes to the Roe Green / Beesley Green conservation area 
and I would like to pass my thoughts for the consultation group . I appreciate that at Manthorpe 
Avenue has already been developed and the removal of the conservation area would allow 
extensions etc to dwellings that have already been built . 
 
I would like to object to the proposed changes for the removal of the Fields at the rear of 
Crossfield Drive from the protected area. 
 
My objections are on the following grounds  
 
1, The area is one of outstanding natural beauty and I walk through the Worsley Woods and along 
the paths at the sides of the fields on a regular basis and I wish to preserve it for future 
generations . 
 
2 , The removal of those fields can only mean that it would be available for planning permissions 
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to be applied for and the building of houses on the land. It would appear to me that there can be 
no other reason for it to be removed . This land is under the control of Peel Estates and it would 
appear that this action would be to their financial gain and to the loss of the local community .  
 
Would you please register our objection and let us know of any further meetings and or 
consultations as and when they are planned 
 

174 John Mosley Yesterday I had an opportunity to review the draft proposals to change the Roe Green and 
Beesley Green conservation area. 
 
This is a significant area of historical interest. It was formerly Common land that was surrounded 
by many Victorian buildings that were constructed to provide accommodation for the coal miners 
at the adjacent mines. 
 
Principally the conservation area encloses a substantial area of green land which is limited in 
Salford. I object to the proposal in the area appraisal to removing Area 8 on Map 12 from the 
conservation area, it is currently a green field. I believe that all our existing green field sites should 
be conserved. 
 

175 Paul Hassall I wish to respond to your invitation to comment on the proposed changes to the Roe Green 
Conservation area. Many thanks for the opportunity to do so and for the explanations provided on 
the Salford Council website and the event at Beesley Green on 2nd March. 
 
With regards to the field at Kempnough Hall I wish to OBJECT to the proposal to remove the field 
from the conservation area. The field has a strong historical significance, being very close to 
Kempnough Hall, which is one of the main heritage sites in the area. Removal of the field from the 
Conservation Area could seriously impact on Worsley Woods. The field adjoins the woods, which 
is very narrow at this point. The field is higher than the path and stream and dominates the 
surrounding area. The view of the field from the woods is integral to the woods. 
 
With regards to the Manthorpe area I am NEUTRAL about the removal of the area from the 
conservation area. I live opposite the area on Greenleach Lane and have a few observations. The 
area has historical significance and the brook was the site of a water mill. This was probably the 
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village mill and may have been the mill for Wardley Hall. I cannot find any trace of the mill or other 
old buildings. The Toad Lane area is very old, but I cannot find any evidence of an offshoot of the 
nearby Roman Road as the area was probably built up using spoil from the construction of the 
railway. The map (submitted with the comments) clearly shows Mill House in this area and other 
interesting features. (The map is dated 1848 but shows the railway, which was constructed much 
later). The area is currently blighted by the M60 motorway and I am concerned by air quality in the 
area. Any removal of trees may have a negative impact on air quality and increase noise pollution. 
 
The few cottages off Lumber Lane are proposed to add to the Conservation area. I am NEUTRAL 
about this. The cottages are in an important area historically as they lie opposite Sisley Cottage. 
There is a link with the Tyldesley family and one house bears a blue plaque.  
 
Also submitted was the response from the AGM of Worsley Woods Action Group (see 
representation 065). 
 

176 Chris Hall This letter registers my opposition to the proposal, deviously inserted at the end of the brochure 
(doubtless complied at a cost of £000’s to the rate payer) which is clearly designed to draw the 
reader’s attention away from the totally unacceptable and cynical efforts of Salford City Council to 
remove the field east of Crossfield Drive from the conservation area. I have lived in the 
Walkden/Worsley area for 65 years and this is the first time I have objected to a council proposal. 
The Council appears intent on robbing the area of its remaining green/quiet spots that residents 
can look at and enjoy. 
 
The Roe Green/Beesley Green includes the whole of Worsley Woods (which has been devalued 
already by the motorway which can be seen and heard from the woods) which the Council is 
charged with holding in trust for the local community. In your own words any objective 
assessment of the “positive contribution” that the surrounding fields make to the “character and 
appearance” of Worsley Woods can only conclude that they are fundamental not only to its 
character and appearance, but to that also of the whole of the Conservation Area. In reality far 
from removing the top field, both of the field bounding the south west aspect of the woods should 
be included in the Conservation area. 
 
As you know the field is owned by Peel Holdings and you also know that for some time they have 
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plans to use it for housing development which has been consistently opposed by the local 
community. Recently Peel Holdings purchased 14 Crossfield Drive, a large fronted property 
adjacent to the field and which could provide access to the field for development purposes. The 
proposal therefore to remove the protective designation from the field which inclusion in the 
Conservation Area it brings is, to say the least, particularly ill-timed. 
 
Additionally, the fact that you contend that there is no historical association between the land and 
the rest of the conservation area. This contention is worthless and carries no weight in the 
proposal to remove it from the conservation area. It is clear that the Council has no regard for the 
wishes of local residents who continue to be dismayed at the increasing urban sprawl in the area. 
Indeed there are new housing developments planned/in train at Hilton Lane, bottom of Broadway, 
near the walkway, Birch Road School, Walkden Technical College amongst others. The 
infrastructure in the area is inadequate. Local residents are very angry at the daily gridlock of all 
the roads to/from motorways and major roads. Our local MP has already picked on this issue. 
Clearly the Council is blind to the issue and in particular, you as “Spatial Planner” have little or no 
concept of the problem (or as is the Council’s way – “that is another department’s responsibility”). 
The guided busway and intelligent motorway will have no impact on the problem. The issue is 
clear – too much traffic arises from too many cars – too many cars arise from too many people in 
the area. 
 
I require both an acknowledgement of this letter confirming receipt and meaningful consideration 
of the points raised (not just the usual avoidance tactics adopted by the hoards of staff attending 
regular meetings/liaising with Peel Holdings to find ways to duck the issues. 
 

186 Pat Sugden I refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the Conservation Area. I wish to register my opposition to this proposal. 
The Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation includes the whole of Worsley Woods, which the 
Council holds in Trust for the local community. It is fundamental that the surrounding fields make 
a “positive contribution” to the “character and appearance” of Worsley Woods and also to the 
whole of the Conservation Area. 
 
As these fields are held in Trust for the whole community the Council can’t suddenly decide to 
alter the designation of the fields. 
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To many people in the City of Salford these fields and woodlands are their only available green 
spaces. So they will benefit everyone not only Salford City’s main rate payers. 
 
Your possible action in removing this field is high handed, manipulative and money grabbing! 
 

187 David Sugden Same representation as 186 above. 
 

195 G McMahon You have proposed for the removal of several properties and groups which all sit on the edge of 
the conservation area, in many cases you state these houses are of “neutral contribution”. I 
propose that any property on the edge of conservation area would be better kept in the 
conservation area so that any potential planning to alter properties can be controlled to at least 
some extent and help ensure any alterations are in the keeping of the area. 
 
I agree with the extra properties you propose to be included in the conservation area off Lumber 
Lane. 
 
I strongly disagree with your proposal to remove land east of Crossfield Drive from the 
conservation area; this piece of agricultural land needs to stay within the protection of 
conservation area. On page 80 of the appraisal this piece of land described with complete 
unimportance as a “small area of agricultural land”. When reading the appraisal I was in complete 
disbelief that the fact the land borders Worsley Woods down the entire east side for a 
considerable distance is completely omitted from its description, this is undeniably misleading. 
Fundamentally the description in the appraisal gives this piece of rural land zero significance, I 
quote “(the land) gives) limited contribution to the character or appearance of the conservation 
area”. 
 
I protest that this piece of land adds significantly to the semi rural aspect of the area you mention 
on page 5 of the appraisal, and specifically Worsley Woods which the land borders and is a large 
part of the conservation area. As you enter and exit the woods from Roe Green the field comes 
into view and plays as much a part with the open land to the south and east of Roe Green Cricket 
Club in creating an open aspect and a buffer zone from roads and houses. The boundary of the 
field then follows the brook into the woods helping to create the tranquil wellbeing of open space, 
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flanked to both sides by the open fields (one being the field in question); as you meander 
following the brook through the woodland the field creates the feeling of being deep in the 
countryside. 
 
I have attached several photographs that back up my view and may I suggest you use Google 
Earth to look at this area from above to see the importance this area of land contributes so much 
to the conservation area of Roe Green and Beesley Green. 
 
I have spoken to many people (locals and visitors) using the woods over the weekend and I have 
put to them your proposal to remove this field from the protection, not one person has agreed with 
you proposal. 
 
The people that I have spoken with came from all over the general area, Walkden, Swinton, 
Winton, Salford, Eccles, Worsley and Roe Green, many had walked to the woods and many 
families had travelled by car from further afield. Worsley Woods is a popular natural area that is 
visited by many Salford residents – all of whom were completely unaware of the council’s 
proposal. 
 
As the council are guardians of Worsley Woods it is important that the green spaces and fields 
that surround the woods are protected in their entirety and kept in their rural state as it is these 
green spaces and open fields that make the woods a special recreational area to be enjoyed by 
all. 
 
Section 7.1 on page 78 mentions that there is a case to expand the boundary, myself and many 
others propose all the agricultural land that borders the woods is included in the conservation area 
including the land that runs between the woods and Crossfield Drive; thus giving the woodland a 
protected boundary to all sides. This would ensure that the “rural feeling” that you state on page 5 
can be secured for future generations. 
 
A picture submitted to the consultation was taken from the entrance into the field that is discussed 
on page 80 and that you propose to remove from the conservation area looking east. 
As can be seen, the fence line that runs down the left hand side forms the border of Worsley 
Woods and the trees you can see in the picture, is the section of the woodland people walk 
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through when entering or exiting the woods from Roe Green and thus both fields playing their part 
on both sides of the woodland in making this a special place. In the distance just look over the red 
circle, you can see to the other side of the woods this is the land you mention on page 71 and as 
it states (open land to south and east of Beesley Green affording open views) behind the cricket 
ground. The write up on page 80 mentions that there is a clear separation between this land and 
the open land to the south and east of Roe Green cricket ground. I do not see a clear separation 
of these two pieces of land, to me it looks like a continuation with the woods nestling in the valley 
of the field. Looking at the picture I feel it is clear to see the reason why this field is included in the 
conservation area. The persons that included this land, I am sure, were of a sound mind. 
 
If you were to stand in that open land behind the cricket ground or in the woods and look back 
towards the entrance into the field in question you could make the same statement (open views to 
the west and north) I am confident that you would agree with my statements. This picture shows 
in true light the rural feel and impact on the woods that this field contributes to the character and 
appearance of the conservation area and therefore should continue within the boundary. 
 
Photographs of the area were also submitted as part of this submission 
 

213 Mr and Mrs G Ogden It was quite a surprise to hear about the proposed alterations. The timing seems odd when money 
is so short. 
 
However, although often sceptical of the council’s motives, on this occasion we feel it is on our 
side. With the ever present threat of development, from Peel particularly, it simply needs to gauge 
and gather support of the local community. We understand and support the Council’s desire to 
protect our open green spaces. On this occasion there is much more at stake. Worsley Woods 
are a precious asset, brought by public subscription and highly valued by the local community and 
visitors. They should be demarcated and protected from any development by the open land which 
currently exists and rather than remove the protection of conservation area status, this should be 
extended behind Crossfield Drive south towards the motorway. We all know of the very poor air 
quality in Worsley. 
 
The particular area at risk of removal is doubly important because of its close proximity to the 
ancient halls of Beesley and Kempnough which form a significant part of our local history. 
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We vehemently oppose its removal but support the inclusion of Hardy Grove which is also 
historically important with its connection to the famous Tyldesley brothers, JT and Ernest, who 
played cricket for Lancashire and England and both named cricketer of the year. 
 

229 R and C Bentley I would like to lodge a formal objection to the removal of the field at the top of Kempnough Hall 
Road from the Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation area. The removal of the field from the 
conservation area would have a significant impact on the outlook from the walks in the woods and 
the wider surrounding area.  
 
The only reason that I can see for this change is to allow for planning proposaIs to be passed for 
development of housing on the land. I understand that Peel Holdings have been planning to build 
on this land for some time and have recently purchased no 14 Crossfield Drive with a view to 
gaining access to the site. As a local resident I would be strongly opposed to any development on 
this land, our green space is already limited and further development would not be welcome. The 
removal of the site from the Conservation area is therefore not welcome at this time. 
 
Recent planning decisions, such as the granting of 3 story townhouses on the Boatyard next to 
Worsley Green have shown that we cannot rely on the Council to preserve the character of the 
area when development is granted therefore the retention of the field within the Conservation area 
is strong recommended. 
 

230 David Ashton Referring to the proposed changes to the boundary of the conservation area I would comment as 
follows. 
 
I wholly support the inclusion of Hardy Grove into the conservation area due to the historic interest 
it has to the area. 
 
However it would appear that two houses 67 Lumber Lane and 1 Hardy Grove which form a pair 
of semi detached houses on the corner of Hardy Grove have been omitted from the proposal. 
As these formed part of the original Hardy Grove development I would suggest that these 
properties should be included in the proposed change. 
 
I would also support the removal of the land adjacent to the M60 which contains the modern 
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Manfield Avenue as the development is of no historical or architectural merit. 
 
Similarly I would suggest that the area containing houses in Summerfield Road and Parrfield 
Road should be removed from the conservation area as the properties in these two roads are no 
historical or architectural merit being of a similar style and age to properties in Wardley Hall Lane 
and Meadowgate which are not included in the conservation area.  
 
Regarding the removal of the area of land to the east of Crossfield Drive from the conservation 
area I would tend to support this proposal as the the land does not fall within the scope of a 
conservation area which is supposed to be for the preservation buildings of architectural and 
historic interest. However if this land is removed has the Planning Dept. yet considered what they 
would then designate the land as ie green belt or part of the local green way or indeed open for 
future development? Could you comment on this point please? 
 

231 Barbara Keeley MP  I am writing in response to Salford City Council’s consultation on a draft conservation area 
appraisal for the Roe Green/Beesley Green conservation area. 
 
I understand that this appraisal will be used as “a material consideration in decision making on all 
planning applications that could impact on the character and appearance of the Roe 
Green/Beesley Green conservation area”. 
 
The Roe Green Beesley Green conservation area has been in place for over 45 years, having 
been designated by Lancashire County Council in 1970. This area is the largest of Salford’s 
conservation areas and has great significance locally. 
 
I strongly oppose the proposals to amend the boundary of the conservation area by removing 
areas of land from it. I believe that the current conservation area boundary should remain intact. 
 
Importance of Worsley Woods 
 
A draft report on proposals for the conservation and improvement of the Roe Green/Beesley 
Green Conservation Area from approximately 1971/2 states that: 
“Roe Green was selected for conservation because its arrangement of open space and housing  
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gives it the character of a village green, which together with the adjoining Beesley Green and 
underdeveloped and wooded land, comprises a well landscaped green area in marked contract to 
the surrounding heavily developed areas of South East Lancashire”. 
 
The Appraisal documents states: 
“There is however no record of any formal conservation area appraisal which may have informed 
the area’s designation. The appraisal therefore presents the opportunity to reassess the 
designated area and to evaluate and record its special interest”. 
 
Located within this conservation area are Worsley Woods, whose historical importance gives 
them special status and great value to the local community. However, no reference is made to this 
in the appraisal document. 
 
Worsley Woods have been highly valued historically, to the extent that in 1950 the local 
community raised a sum of £3,374 and purchased the Woods from Bridgewater Estates. An 
official opening ceremony was held in 1951, which opened the woods to the public and was 
attended by hundreds of local residents and both Lord Mayors and Civic Leaders. 
 
The Woods were later transferred “Upon Trust” to the Worsley Urban District and Swinton and 
Pendlebury local authorities and subsequently to Salford Council. I understand, therefore that the 
Council is a Trustee of Worsley Woods and considering this history, it is vital that Worsley Woods 
and the surrounding area continue to be safeguarded. 
 
Worsley Woods are designated as a Key Recreation Area by Policy R4 in the City of Salford 
Unitary Development Plan 2004 – 2016. According to Policy EN8, Worsley Woods are also 
considered a Site of Biological Importance and a Local Nature Reserve, endorsing their special 
character and significance for the City. 
 
It is more than likely that the status and significance of Worsley Woods was a primary 
consideration when Lancashire County Council made the decision to include the whole of the 
woodlands in the Conservation Area in 1970. 
 
Crossfield Drive 
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I have been contacted by residents of Crossfield Drive in Worsley who are very concerned about 
the possibility of the removal of the top field adjacent to Crossfield Drive from the conservation 
area. 
 
I understand that Peel Holdings has aspirations to develop a number of areas of land within the 
conservation area. These aspirations include the land east of Crossfield Drive which is one of the 
areas being considered for removal from the conservation area. 
 
I understand that Peel Holdings recently purchased 14 Crossfield Drive. This property borders the 
field in question and would provide a convenient access point to this potential development. 
Local residents tell me that they believe that Peel’s plans, their purchase of this property and the 
timing of the Council’s consultation appear on the surface to be the result of collaboration 
between the Council and Peel Holdings. 
 
Local residents fear that if these areas were removed from the conservation area, attempts would 
be made to develop this area. Our valuable open green spaces need to be protected from 
development. 
 
One of the main reasons that Peel Holding’s recent appeal to build up to 600 houses at nearby 
Broadoak in Worsley was refused was because the area was protected by strong policies in 
Salford City Council’s Unitary Development Plan. 
 
Similarly, this area of open space is greatly valued by the local community. Removing areas of 
green space from this conservation area would make it more difficult to refuse inappropriate 
development and would weaken the conservation area as a whole, leaving it vulnerable to further 
incursions in the future. 
 
Local residents are concerned that by building such a large number of houses on this green open 
space, the character of Worsley would be changed forever. They do not want to see this happen 
and I share their concerns on this. 
 
Importance of green open space 
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Paragraphs 76 to 78 of the National Planning Policy Framework introduce a new Local Green 
Space designation to protect local green areas of particular importance to local communities. The 
Framework says that a greenfield site must be: 

 In a reasonably close proximity to the community it serves 

 Demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local significance, for 
example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value, tranquillity or 
richness of its wildlife 

 Local in character and is not an extensive tract of land. 
 

It is obvious that the fields surrounding Worsley Woods satisfy each of the three criteria above. 
They are essential to the Woods’ rural character and to the character of the surrounding area. In 
relation to the Crossfield Drive fields, this has twice been the findings of Government inspectors in 
the past when housebuilding was refused. Finally, the Council itself has always been against the 
development of these fields. 
 
Green open space is very important to the local area. It supports a rich and vibrant variety of 
wildlife and makes the local area healthier and less stressful. Local residents, as well as people 
across the City and beyond, enjoy walking along Roe Green looplines (which run through the 
conservation area) and through Worsley Woods, because of the area’s beauty. 
 
One of the main attractions is that the Woods are surrounded by attractive green open spaces 
away from any development. People enjoy walking through this area to appreciate the views and 
woodlands. 
 
The removal of these areas from the conservation area and the potential development of these 
sites would be a great loss to the local area. 
 
Changing the boundary of the conservation area would affect the local environment and leave the 
area vulnerable to overdevelopment. This would spoil the unique character of the area. 
 
Summary 
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Worsley Woods are an iconic and indispensable landmark for the whole City of Salford and 
Worsley in particular. The surrounding fields are essential to the integrity of the Woods. A major 
factor justifying the protection of the fields from development is Worsley Woods. 
 
These areas of land contribute greatly to the special interest of the conservation area and should 
not be removed. Local opposition to this application is very strong and I support the views of my 
constituents in this opposition. 
 
Please register these comments as part of the consultation process on behalf of my constituents. 
 

232 Pamela Edge I agree with the additional land proposed to be included within the conservation area, but strongly 
object to the exclusion of the land off Crossfield Drive. 
 
We need as much open land as possible in such a densely populated region. 
 
I strongly suspect that the owners of the land want to build on it and keeping the field as a 
conservation area may put the brake on such a development. 
 
The area has enough problems with traffic without adding to it. 
 
Large land owners have little thought for the people who live, work and play in the area and we 
have to fight to retain our green spaces. 
 
I know building can still take place in a conservation area but at the very least, in returning it’s 
status, there is an extra restraint on any developer’s plans. 
 
I cannot see any valid reason why the boundary of the conservation area needs to change, other 
than to include the additional land. 
 

233 A G Cheetham I write to record my objection to the proposal to remove the field described as East of Crossfield 
Drive from the Conservation Area. 
 
The field together with other surrounding fields, is an integral part of the Worsley Woods area. 
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The pathway entrance to the woods from Beesley Green is a very popular route into the woods for 
local residents and visitors due to the parking availability on Beesley Green. As you walk down 
this narrow path with this field on one side and the field by Roe Green Cricket Club on the other 
there is an open aspect with views across both fields. This aspect is important as it conveys to the 
visitor a feeling of entering a nature area undisturbed by time. The field gives a positive 
contribution to the character and appearance of the woods at this point and any change to this 
field would have a negative impact on the Worsley Woods “experience”. 
 
Far from removing this “top” field from the conservation area I suggest that other fields to the east 
of Crossfield Drive bordering the south west aspect of the woods should be included. 
Additionally, the field is located very close to both Kempnough Hall and Beesley Hall and can be 
seen from both properties. Any change would also have a negative on the area surrounding these 
properties which have historical significance. 
 

254 Anne France Having attended the meeting to view the plans for the alteration of the conservation area, I must 
strongly protest. The fields to the rear of Crossfield Drive and the small wooded area at the side of 
Manthorpe Avenue are two of the few remaining green spaces in Worsley. 
 
The current legislation in England and Wales (the planning listed buildings and conservation 
areas Act 1990 sections 69 and 70) defines the quality of a conservation area as being – “the 
character or appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance”. 
 
It is plainly obvious that with this in mind no part of this conservation area is excluded. 
Also, the distinct possibility arises that Peel would want to build on the fields to the rear of 
Crossfield Drive, as they have already purchased a house which when demolished would make 
excellent access! 
 
I would ask you to revise these plans and allow some small areas of Worsley to remain green. 
 

255 Bernard Backhouse I am writing to register my profound concern to the proposal that the field described as east of 
Crossfield Drive should be removed from the conservation area. 
 
This area is vital to preserve the character and appearance of Worsley Woods and once removed 
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could be vulnerable to subsequent applications for development that would have a permanent 
detrimental effect on an essential and precious facility that is of permanent benefit to the entire 
population of Salford. I wish to register my strongest opposition to this proposal. 
 

269 Susan Stanyard I wish to register my opposition to the above proposal. 
 
As I understand it “conservation” means that you keep something precious. This applies to the 
field behind Crossfield Drive. Its proximity to the motorway means that it acts as lungs, helping to 
protect people from the polluting effects of the motorway. The area around Worsley is already 
badly polluted to a dangerous level and we need to maintain all means of counteracting it. 
 
The proposal also sits uncomfortably with Peels’ attempts to secure planning permission to build 
on this field which has been consistently opposed by Worsley residents. The timing is in fact 
rather suspicious, particularly when the purchase of 14 Crossfield Drive by Peel Holdings is taken 
into account. 
 

271 Julie Lynch I wish to register my opposition to the proposal that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
in the above document should be removed from the Conservation Area. 
 
I have recently purchased a local property. Coincidently, this was bought from Peel Holdings 
when they appeared to be refused planning permission on the field directly behind the property. 
(Interestingly, they originally purchased the property via a vendor fronting as Peel rather than 
themselves). 
 
We are therefore very disappointed to hear about the proposals outlined in the document above 
given that the area being so green and seemingly rural is why we have chosen to move to here 
and also why people continue to live and aspire to live in the area. 
 
The field owned by Peel Holdings and for many years they have had plans to use it for housing 
development and this has always been opposed by the local community. Peel Holdings recently 
purchased 14 Crossfield Drive, a large fronted property which is adjacent to the field and which 
could provide access to the field for development purposes. The proposal to remove the 
protective designation of conservation from this field seems rather coincidental or perhaps it is just 
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ill timed. 
 
Any removal of the conservation designation will inevitably lead to new development not only 
removing our green spaces but also leading to additional traffic with no infrastructure to cope with 
this. Crossfield Drive is already overrun at school times with traffic from St Marks School so 
additional traffic in this area would have a massive detrimental impact to the area but also to the 
environment through pollution which is already a concern in the area. 
 
I hope the Council will take on board the opposition to this proposal from the local community 
rather than seeking to dance to the power that Peel Holdings are. Whilst I know that the Council 
will say that these things are not directly related I do know that Peel will never give up their fight 
however removing Conservation designation will only fuel their fight for development on what is 
viewed to be a little piece of the countryside. 
 

275 J and E Hill I refer to the proposal about the roe green/conservation area. I would like to express my extreme 
concern that any building adjacent to worsley woods such as building on the fields in the areas of 
roe green/ beesley green will greatly alter the only area in the whole of salford that it's residents 
can call woods. I have spent a great deal of time over my working years as a health visitor in inner 
city salford, ferrying people to this area, who had never seen open spaces. The fields are part of 
the "woods" experience, to build would be a crime and destroy the area. 
 
I wish to register my absolute opposition to any use of these fields for building purposes, how 
underhand  are peel holdings, please do not destroy this area, as that is what would happen. I am 
now nearly70 and I remember this area when the woods were in their prime, before the motorway 
was built etc. Let us preserve this oasis for future generations. 
 

280 Greater Manchester Ecology Unit Thank you for consulting the GMEU 
 
Conservation area appraisals are not generally an area of planning policy that the unit engages in 
the GM Archaeology Service being better qualified. However in this instance as the Conservation 
area includes part of the Worsley Woods Site of biological importance and Local Nature Reserve, 
we have the following comments to make. 
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1. We welcome the inclusion of part of the Worsley Woods SBI and Local Nature reserve in 
the Conservation area. We would however request that is statutory status as a Local 
Nature Reserve be noted at some point within the appraisal. I would also note that there is 
no explanation of the heritage origins of the Woodland along the Brook, which I believe is 
deliberate landscaping from the 19th century. Do we know why it was planted and by who? 
As the backdrop to the Conservation area, I would argue that it is a key part of the 
conservation areas chronological development. 

2. Will the appraisal lead on to the production of a Conservation area management plan. If 
yes we would welcome consultation on policies for the long term management of the 
woodland, as our experience from elsewhere where woodland forms part of a Conservation 
Area (Prestwich Clough part of the St Marys, Prestwich Conservation area) is that the 
Conservation area status is not well understood by Countryside managers such as the 
need for conservation status approval for any tree felling. My experience from Prestwich 
Clough was that the easiest way forward was to gain Conservation area approval for an 
agreed woodland management plan to circumvent the need to apply for approval each time 
it was decided that some thinning works were required.  

 
I attach the SBI description for your information. I would note that the site was revisited in 2015 
and a revised citation with map and schedule will be supplied sometime this year. I can however 
inform you that the SBI will be extended along the Kempnough Brook towards Beesley Green. 
The LNR status is separate from the SBI status. The GMEU does not have a copy of the legal 
declaration documentation which will be held by Salford City Council. 
 

281 David Tyldesley I am concerned, and not a little suspicious. as to the reason for the considerable effort being 
spent on attempting to change the status of land, in Roe Green. Land now designated as being in 
the conservation area. I attended the drop-in event held in Beesley Green Community Centre and 
still came away with no clear understanding as to why the change in status was being proposed. I 
am particularly concerned about the land adjacent to Crossfield Drive. Land on which Peel 
Holdings wish to build housing. 
 
One cannot escape coming to the conclusion that this exercise is mainly an attempt to remove 
one level of protection to prevent building. Support for this view is suggested by an indiation the 
Peel have purchased a property adjacent to the land in question. To provide access? I am 
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naturally concenrd that an aggressive company, such as Peel, will wish to develop all the adjacent 
land if they get are eventually allowed to build on the land at present in the conservation area. 
This will provide further strain on our transport, schools, medical services etc.  
 

282 Eileen Nicholson I refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the Conservation Area. I wish to register my opposition to this proposal. 
As far as I am aware, Salford Council holds the Roe Green / Beesley Green Conservation Area 
including the whole of Worsley Woods in Trust for the local community. The fields surrounding 
make a "positive contribution" to the "character and appearance" of Worsley Woods - a fact I 
understand you recognise yourself and they are fundamental not only to character and 
appearance of the Woods but also to the whole of the Conservation Area. Both fields bounding 
the south west aspect of the Woods should be included in the Conservation Area. 
 
I understand you are aware that Peel Holdings owns the field and that for some time  they have 
had plans to use it for housing development which has been consistently opposed by the local 
community. I have become aware that recently Peel Holdings have purchased 14 Crossfield Drive 
which is next to the field and which could provide access to the field for the purposes of 
development. The proposal therefore to remove the protective designation from the field which 
inclusion in the Conservation Area brings is, to say the least, particularly ill-timed. 
 

283 Salford Community Leisure I write to provide a response on behalf of Salford Community Leisure to the Roe Green/Beesley 
Green draft conservation area appraisal, with specific reference to Beesley Green Community 
Centre as a buildings that makes a positive contribution to the conservation area. 
 
Beesley Green Community Centre is managed by Salford Community Leisure and in 2015-16 
recorded over 39,000 attendances, a 10% increase compared to the previous year. Around 40 
groups use the Community Centre for groups and activities including (but not confined to) dance, 
yoga, art classes, photography society, slimming world, table tennis and a theatre group. The 
centre is also a popular venue for birthday parties.  
 
It is also the starting point for an independent health walk around Beesley Green and Roe Green 
– details at 
http://www.salfordcommunityleisure.co.uk/sites/default/files/uploads/documents/3%20Beesley%2

http://www.salfordcommunityleisure.co.uk/sites/default/files/uploads/documents/3%20Beesley%20Green%20Community%20Centre%20-%20Roe%20Green%204ppA6_Layout%201.pdf
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0Green%20Community%20Centre%20-%20Roe%20Green%204ppA6_Layout%201.pdf 
 
 

284 M and J Watts I refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the Conservation Area. Both my husband, Mark Watts, and I wish to 
register our opposition to this proposal. 
 
The Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation includes the whole of Worsley Woods, which, as 
you know, the Council holds in trust for the local community. To use your own words, any 
objective assessment of the ‘positive contribution’ that the surrounding fields make to the 
‘character and appearance’ of Worsley Woods can only conclude that they are fundamental, not 
only to its character and appearance, but also to that of the whole of the Conservation Area. I 
strongly agree with this assessment. In my opinion, the surrounding fields, including the one 
which is the subject of this letter, are essential to the integrity of the Woods. 
 
As you know, the field is owned by Peel Holdings and that for some time they have had plans to 
use it for housing development which has been consistently opposed by the local community. I 
also believe it would not come as a surprise to you that Peel Holdings recently purchased 14 
Crossfield Drive, a large double fronted property which is adjacent to the field and which could 
provide access to the field for development purposes (This followed the earlier purchase by Peel 
Holdings of, I think, 28 Crossfield Drive, probably again for access to the field which they then 
subsequently sold on when they bought number 14.) 
 
In light of the above, the proposal to remove the protective designation from the field (because it 
is part of the Conservation area), is to say the least, particularly ill timed. 
 
If the Council does make the decision to remove the protective designation and Peel Holdings 
applied to build a housing development on the field, I think I can safely say that the local 
community would vigorously object to the application. As residents we know only too well how the 
congestion caused by the growing volume of traffic on Walkden Road and Junction 13 has 
adversely affected the quality of the local environment. Add to this the access required for 
possibly 200 via Woodlands Road, Aviary Road and Kempnough Hall Road and the existing 
traffic to and from St Mark’s School, and the whole area would be gridlocked for hours each day. 

http://www.salfordcommunityleisure.co.uk/sites/default/files/uploads/documents/3%20Beesley%20Green%20Community%20Centre%20-%20Roe%20Green%204ppA6_Layout%201.pdf
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In addition, St Mark’s School is already oversubscribed (as are the medical practices); the 
additional housing would only exacerbate this problem. 
 
I would also make the point that the field in question is an integral part of the character of Worsley 
village. The primary reason my family and I (and many other families) moved to Worsley (from 
South Manchester) was because of the semi rural feeling of open space provided by the open 
fields which also contributes to the village atmosphere. If houses are built on this field (and if Peel 
Holdings had its way, the Greenfield land in Broadoak and behind Hazlehurst Road) that feeling of 
semi rural open space and the village atmosphere will be destroyed and Worsley will become just 
another built up, heavily congested City suburb with no attractive, distinguishing features to 
persuade people to live here. 
 

285 Kathleen Lees I refer to the above document and the proposal that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the conservation area. I wish to register my opposition to this proposal. 
The Roe Green/Beesley Green conservation area includes the whole of Worsley Woods which 
the council holds in Trust for the local community. The field in question was included in the 
conservation area to protect the westerly aspect of the woods from development and is crucial to 
its rural character. It is vital, therefore, that the field remains within the Roe Green/Beesley Green 
conservation area. 
 

286 Eric Hall I refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the conservation area. I wish to register my opposition to this proposal. 
 
My opposition rests on the following major points: 
1. The area referred to enjoys sensibly no public transport facilities and will therefore generate 

considerable road traffic by owner vehicles, raising “rat runs” through residential streets. 
2. The Worsley Woods is in Trust held by the council following local resident’s interest in the 

early 1950’s. To do any work which impinges on this represents a breach of Trust. 
3. The area is currently used fro agricultural purposes and has included grain and sheep. To 

change use of land from agricultural to residential constitutes desecration. 
4. The council is currently quite properly spending money on the development of loop lines into 

recreational “non-combustion engine transport” area. To restrict this recreational facility by 
putting a housing estate as one of its terminations is to render valueless the currently enacted 
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cycle and walking developments on the ex railways. 
5. The existence of green open spaces represents a facility to absorbing carbon dioxide to the 

world as a whole. The proximity to motorways in Worsley give particular benefit to local 
residents. 

6. The fields protect the woods. 
 

287 Nigel France I would like to register my objection to the proposed removal of the fields to the rear of Crossfield 
Drive from the conservation area. 
 
The exclusion of this land would leave it open to development and the loss of another “green lung” 
in Worsley. As you are well aware, the M60 located just nearby is used by some 150,000 vehicles 
a day! The idea of reducing the conservation area at all is without foundation. Traffic on this route 
will inevitably increase and so an expansion of the conservation area is the only way forward. 
With this in mind I propose that the conservation area be increased in a southerly direction to be 
bounded by the M60 to the east of Crossfield Drive/The Walke on the west, then south to include 
Worsley Church and its’ environs. 
 
Further more, a large tree planting scheme adjacent to the M60 should be commenced as soon 
as possible in an effort to clean up the air for the populous of Salford. 
 

305 R and L Gilbert We refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield 
Drive should be removed from the conservation area. We wish to register our opposition to this 
proposal. 
 
We would respectfully remind you that Worsley Woods was acquired from Bridgewater Estates 
many years ago after funds were raised by local people. The area was vested in the Local 
Authority on trust for the local community. In the Council’s own expressed view the surrounding 
fields make a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the woodland and the 
whole of the conservation area. Far from removing the top field from the conservation area it 
would be sensible to include both the fields bounding the south west aspect of the Woods. 
The field under consideration is owned by Peel Holdings who are seeking to use it for housing 
development. Peel Holdings acquired Bridgewater Estates and it would be particularly ironic if, 
having sold the woodlands, they were now allowed to profit in this way from the immediately 
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adjoining land. 
 
 

311 DT Mattison I refer to the proposal in the above document namely that the field described as east of Crossfield 
Drive should be removed from the Conservation Area. I want to register my strong opposition and 
objection to the proposed amendment to the plan. 
 
The Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation Area includes the whole of Worsley Woods which 
the Council hold in Trust for the local community. To use your own words any objective 
assessment of the “positive contribution” that the surrounding fields make to the character and 
appearance of Worsley Woods can only conclude that they are fundamental not only to its 
character and appearance but also that of the whole of the Conservation Area. In reality far from 
removing the top field, both of the fields bounding the south west aspect of the Woods should be 
included in the Conservation Area. 
 
As you know, the field is in the ownership of Peel Holdings and for some time they have had plans 
to use it for housing development which has been consistently opposed by the local community. 
Peel Holdings recently purchased number 14 Crossfield Drive, a large fronted property, which lies 
adjacent to the field and as such could provide access to the area for development purposes. 
The proposed amendment to remove the protected designation of this field would have a serious 
negative impact on the conservation area by way of facilitating the possible future development of 
the site. The protected designation of the field must remain part of the conservation area to 
ensure that the long-term future of the land is protected against development. 
 
It is important to recollect that the Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation Area is held in Trust 
by the Council on behalf of the local community as a whole. It is not held in Trust for the Council 
as responsible guardians to facilitate the future development of the conservation area for the 
commercial gain or benefit of others. 
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313 Sally Cooper I am writing with concern about the above document and the proposal to develop on fields that 
are currently denoted as a Conservation Area.  
 
I implore you to continue to protect this open space for the local community. Worsley Woods and 
the looplines are now enjoyed more than ever by the local community from every age group; 
which I am sure you will wholeheartedly support when local and central governments run frequent 
campaigns encouraging people to get outdoors and get healthy. Sadly, I doubt that the increasing 
number of walking groups I see visiting the Worsley area are aware of the threat from 
encroaching development. 
 
Worsley already has a huge amount of traffic and pollution from the motorway networks and so 
more than ever any remaining green space should be protected and planted with more trees. The 
specified area, in particular, already has its own fair share of car issues with the local primary 
school without adding any more. 
 
In addition the fields that join the woods help provide a buffer zone between the woods and the 
houses along Crossfield Drive, making the woods feel larger than they really are and thus more 
tranquil (not an easy thing to achieve in Salford). This atmosphere would be entirely lost if the 
development took place. 
 
Finally, if we are to maintain Worsley as a desirable place to live and to continue the character of 
a place of which the Community has been proud to enjoy, the remaining open spaces MUST be 
protected. We have been here before of course and the Community has no choice but to rely on 
you to be our voice and keep the present structure in place. 
 

314 Jean Barnes I attended the presentation and appreciate the opportunity for us to view the plans and give my 
comments. 
 
The area of Manthorpe Avenue – this is a historical area previously a Market Garden with many 
mature trees which I hope are protected. 
 
The four houses at the end of Hardy Grove should be included as they were built at the same 
time. 
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More concerning is the land east of Crossfield Drive. Roe Green and Beesley was a farming 
community. Here is the only agricultural land left. The views from the woods and cricket club give 
the area a rural atmosphere appreciated by many of the walking groups and dog walkers as they 
exit the woods. The area and cricket club are part of the village character – a true village which is 
being explored more with our information board and Heritage Trail map. I do hope that the two 
fields will be kept as part of the conservation area for future generations to enjoy. I like to take my 
grandchildren walking in a safe pleasant place, where there are things to collect and nature to 
observe. 
 
A copy of the Roe Green Heritage Trail leaflet was enclosed with this submission. 
 

312 J R Cartwright I am writing to you in relation to the above and the proposal to remove the field described as at 
the top of Kempnough Hall Rd and east of Crossfield Drive from the existing conservation area 
and I am sure bearing in mind my address you will fully understand my objection to this. 
 
I am 88 years of age and have been a resident of Salford for all of that time and living in close 
proximity to the area of concern for the last 45 years. 
 
In those years I have been aware of the efforts that have been made for the preservation of the 
area and it's historical values by the residents and this has received support from the various 
councils concerned resulting in the establishment of the conservation areas which are now under 
threat should your proposals go ahead. 
 
I would suggest that in order to prevent the constant resurrection of the problems involved it 
should be accepted that if further developments would be damaging to the areas covered by the 
conservation area and it is clear that they would. Then that option is unacceptable. 
 
Such a decision which would be completely justified and appreciative of those who have worked 
hard to bring it about not least to those who in 1950 (a time of great austerity) collectively 
purchased Worsley Woods in order to preserve it for the future and in order to strengthen it even 
further passed it over to the councils at the time subsequently Salford City Council 'upon trust' I 
would point out that the field in question is at a point of most vulnerability. Trusting you will 
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understand my concern on this matter. 
 

323 Mr Firaaz Majeed (submitted by 
Indigo Planning on behalf of) 

We are wholly supportive of the proposal to remove from the Conservation Area, land adjacent to 
the Brindley Court residential development, identified below.  
 
The Site 
The site is well-vegetated, bounded to the north by Mulgrave Road, a residential street of terraced 
and semi-detached dwellings, with further such dwellings beyond. The western boundary follows 
the Worsley Brook, beyond which lies a relatively recent three storey townhouse development 
known as Brindley Court. The eastern edge is bounded by a steep-sided embankment leading up 
to the M60 motorway. 
 
The Conservation Area  
Section 69 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires local  
authorities to designate as Conservation Areas those “areas of special architectural or historic 
interest, the character or appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance”. 
 
In identifying the Conservation Area’s special interest, the draft Appraisal focuses on the 
arrangement of houses around a village green, a rare example of a clear village evolution from 
medieval times. The band of open land to the south is important in separating the village from 
Worsley and maintaining a semi-rural village feel.  
 
Contribution of the Site  
Whilst open land and woodland fringe are identified as key characteristics in the setting of the 
Conservation Area, the draft Appraisal specifies that it is ‘the open land which lies to the south of 
the village’ which contributes significantly to the sense of Roe Green / Beesley Green as a defined 
village. The site adjacent to Brindley Court is located to the east. It plays no role in separating the 
Conservation Area from the adjoining built up area.  
 
It has no relationship to the main body of the Conservation Area. It contains only vegetation and is 
separated from the central focus of the Conservation Area by intervening built form and additional 
tree cover. It has no prominence in the Conservation Area and has a much stronger relationship 
with the adjacent residential areas of Mulgrave Road to the north and Brindley Court to the west. 
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Retaining the site in the Conservation Area would not meet the legislative requirement to 
designate areas with ‘special architectural or historic interest’ which it is desirable to preserve or 
enhance.  
 
The tree cover will remain protected by a Woodland Tree Preservation Order, hence the removal 
of the site from the Conservation Area would not remove the trees’ protected status, nor would it 
have any impact on the Conservation Area.  
 
We therefore agree with the assessment of the Council, that the site should be removed from the 
Conservation Area. 
 

324 Alma Powell I feel I must add my voice to the protestors who oppose the removal of the field at the top of 
Kempnough Hall Road from the Beesley Green Conservation Area.It is part of the environ of the 
woods, losing the field from the conservation area will compromise the open air aspect. The field 
is part of the lung. The area is enjoyed by many Salfordians and people from further afield.  
 
Although I live in Roe Green, I have the East Lancs. road at the bottom of my garden. Therefore, I 
take advantage of the fresh air which comes across the field as often as possible. The cricket 
club, tennis and bowls clubs all need fresh air. 
 

325 EO Kennedy I would like to register my opposition to the proposal set out in the above document which 
recommends that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive should be removed from the 
Conservation Area. 
 
The Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation Area includes the whole of Worsley Woods which 
the Council holds in Trust for the local community. The two fields which bound the south west 
aspect of the Woods should be included in the Conservation Area as they are fundamental to the 
character and appearance of the whole area. 
 
Peel Holdings, who own the field to the east of the houses on Crossfield Drive, are keen to use 
this land for housing development and in order to give access to the site they have purchased 
number 14, a large fronted property which is adjacent to the field. The proposal to remove the 
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protective designation from the top field which inclusion in the Conservation Area brings is, I feel, 
particularly ill timed. 
 

326 Residents Against Inappropriate 
Developments (RAID) submitted by 
Councillor K Garrido (Chair of RAID) 

I wish to make the strongest possible objection on behalf RAID [Residents Against Inappropriate 
Developments] to the removal of part of the land south of Kempnough Hall Road, east of 
Crossfield Drive and bounded partly by Worsley Woods Marked as Site 2 on the plan at Annex A. 
 
There are three main reasons for our objections the first being....  
 
That in April 2012 Peel Holdings set out their development aspirations for this land they stated  
 
‘a unique development of family orientated housing where the existing woodland is celebrated and 
extended right into the development’  
 
if this area was removed from the Conservation Area it would allow an application on the 
remaining land for up to 200 houses running all along Worsley Wood.  
 
In your appraisal you state that the area will still be covered by councils Policy EN 2 Worsley 
Greenway which states  
 
‘Development will not be permitted where it would fragment or detract from the openness 
and continuity of the Greenway, or would cause unacceptable harm to its character or its 
value as an amenity, wildlife, agricultural or open recreation resource’. 
 
You also state no planning application has been received, possibly because of the pending the 
outcome of the High Court challenge on the Broadoak north and south site. In view of this we feel 
that the site could be left with no protection at all and we would ask that it is left within the 
conservation area. 
 
Our second point is that we have heard from our members who inform us that the field acts as a 
wildlife corridor which is helped by its closeness to Worsley Woods. Policy EN9 ‘Wildlife Corridors’ 
the policy stipulates that any development that would ‘affect any land that functions as a 
wildlife corridor, or that provides an important link or stepping stone between habitats’ 



 

57 
 

Ref Respondent Representation 

should not be permitted. Given the policies identified in this statement and the obvious importance 
that this field has in terms of its value as a wildlife corridor, it is considered that taking it out of the 
Conservation Area could have a detrimental impact.  
 
Finally, The open nature of the land surrounding the conservation area is also key to its special 
interest. Whilst Roe Green witnessed significant expansion from the late 19th century to the mid 
20th century, the open land which lies to the south and east  of the village contributes significantly 
to the sense of Roe Green / Beesley Green as a defined village within the urban area. The 
expanse of open land fringed by woodland which characterises the east and southern half of the 
conservation area is integral in defining the character of Roe Green and Beesley Green as a 
distinct village within the wider conurbation.  
 
For the above reasons we would ask that you accept our objections to the removal of Site 2 on 
the plan and its retention within the Conservation Area.  
 

327 Councillor K Garrido and Councillor 
G Compton 

We understand that the Roe Green / Beesley Green conservation area was designated by 
Lancashire County Council in November 1970. The identified rationale for its designation as an 
area of special architectural or historic interest was as follows:  
 
“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. 
 
The Roe Green / Beesley Green conservation area faces a significant development pressures. 
From known landowner aspirations for the development of large areas of open land within and 
adjoining the conservation area. These development pressures have the potential to negatively 
impact on the character and appearance of the conservation area, and cumulatively this could 
serve to undermine the special interest of the area as a whole. An up to date adopted  
conservation area appraisal would therefore provide a robust basis to inform decision making, and 
serve to preserve and enhance the special architectural and historic interest of the conservation 
area. 
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Our comments with regards to this Appraisal will be in three parts. Firstly, we will deal with what 
we welcome within the Conservation Area Appraisal, Secondly, what we would like to add to the 
Conservation area Appraisal and Thirdly, what we are against within the Conservation Appraisal.     
 
Our First Point: 
 
We welcome the extension to the Conservation area of the Semi Detached Edwardian houses on 
Hardy Grove and Lumber Lane. Marked Site 4 at Annex A. 
 
Our Second Point: 
 
We would like the following to be included within the Conservation Area: 
 
Numbers, 1 Hardy Grove, 67 Lumber Lane there would seem to be no reason for there exclusion. 
The row of terrace houses 8 to 22 Lyon Grove are part of the established development which took 
place 100years ago.  
 
The Triangle of woodland to the north east and to the west of Manthorpe Avenue, this land is 
densely wooded with mature broadleaved trees which are at the moment protected by a group 
preservation order, Kempnough Brook runs through this site. Located as it is at the edge of the 
conservation area, the removal of the Manthorpe Avenue estate from the conservation area 
should not necessarily imply the removal of this small area of woodland in order to create a 
boundary. The boundary of Manthope Avenue estate could be the boundary.  
 
Our Final Point: 
 
We oppose totally the removal of the land off Kempnough Hall Road Marked Site 2 at Annex A. 
The field is part of what we believe to be the Kempnough estate and shown on some of the maps 
we have seen a tree lined avenue leading up to Kempnough Hall this would seem to be the line of 
Crossfield Drive. Not far way is Beesley Hall both these halls are Grade 2 Listed buildings.  
 
Our second objection to the removal of this field from the conservation area is the effect it will 
have on Worsley Woods. Worsley woods are entered here off Beesley Green and because of the 
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work done in the woods by the ‘Friends of Worsley Woods’ is now very well used. This part of the 
woods in this area is very narrow with just a path which has Kempnough Brook running alongside 
it. Any change to the field in this area we feel would have a strong negative impact to the woods. 
The field is higher than the path and is very noticeable during winter months when the trees are 
without leaves. This area is also part of a larger piece of agricultural land which is still being 
farmed. Children within the Inner Cities have very little chance to see animals or crops in their 
natural habitat. 
 
So, for the above reasons, we would ask that this area of Agricultural land be left within the 
Conservation area. 
 
We hope you will be able to take on or suggestions to your consultation for the above Appraisal 
for Roe Green / Beesley Green Conservation Area. 
 

328 Margaret Johnson I refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the Conservation Area. I wish to register my opposition to this proposal. 
 
The Roe Been/Beesley Green Conservation Area includes the whole of Worsley Woods which the 
council holds in trust for the local community. As a local resident, who walks in the woods daily 
and as a parent whose three children attended St Mark's Primary School, I strongly object to the 
removal of the top field from the conservation area, indeed I feel that both fields bounding the 
south west aspect of the woods should be included in the Conservation Area. 
 
I understand that removing the field from the Conservation Area does not equate to a planning 
application, but that is surely the next step, especially as Peel Holdings have purchased 14 
Crossfield Drive, a large wide fronted property the removal of which could easily provide access 
for development purposes. 
 
Any development of this area would undeniably alter beyond recognition the character and 
appearance of Worsley Woods and to use your own words the "positive contribution" of the woods 
to the local area would be severely impaired. Whilst walking through the woods, I often think how 
fantastic this would be without the ever present roar of the motorway. With housing development 
in the area, we are taking a retrograde step-more noise and more pollution, especially on a site 
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adjacent to a primary school, to say nothing of raised traffic congestion on roads ( Crossfield 
Drive, Woodlands Road, Aviary Road) that are not fit for this purpose and which would pose an 
increased risk of harm to children and parents travelling to the school. 
 
Worsley Woods are the green lungs of a city that is seeing unprecedented housing development. 
They need to be protected, not to be steadily and stealthily eroded. 
 

331 John Knight Please take this as my formal response to the proposal to make changes to the designated 
Conservation Area of Roe Green and Beesley  Green. 
 
The removal of the field at the back of Crossfield Drive is an open invitation, and obvious 
precursor, for Peel Holdings, whom I believe owns the land in question, to attempt to build more 
houses - something I feel will overpopulate and denigrate the area.  However, this is not just 
another residents rant against the Peel machine, the  implications of reducing the size of the 
Conservation Area are wider than that.  The preservation of Worsley Woods  is most important to 
the character and appearance of the entire area. They are a focal point of recreation for many 
people in the Salford area, who do not enjoy the day to day benefits of living in a pleasant open 
space such as Roe Green, and the council should be determined to preserve that for the people it 
represents across all the borough, not allow insidious ‘chipping away’ at the boundaries of the 
legislation which protects this environment. On that basis I object to the draft proposals. 
 

332 Elizabeth Mather I moved to Manchester in the early eighties to study Textile Design at Manchester Polytechnic. 
 
As I have mainly lived in the Salford area I often drove through Roe Green and Worsley in my 
younger years wishing that I could one day live there. 
 
Now years later I am in my fifties and am in the fortunate position of being able to live in Roe 
Green and I absolutely love it. 
 
I love it more than anywhere I have lived in my adult life. 
 
One of the reasons I love it is due to the fact the area is so pretty , lots of great areas to walk with 
lots of trees , fields and wildlife and fabulous people. 
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The house prices aren't cheap in a Conservation area and probably rightly so due to the pleasure 
the surrounding area brings. 
 
Worsley Woods and the surrounding area bring character and fundamentality to this beautiful 
Conservation area and therefore I believe that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should not be removed from the Conservation area. 
 
This would be the start of a gradual erosion of the natural beauty of the area - field after field 
being bought for development purposes with the Conservation area becoming smaller and smaller 
over the years. 
 
I hadn't realised that Peel Holdings had purchased 14 Crossfield Drive (which is adjacent to the 
field in question ) providing access to the field for development  - until a letter arrived informing me 
of this. 
 
I think this is totally wrong ,underhand and immoral and am totally against the said field being 
removed from the Conservation area. 
 

336 GA Darlington My opinion is that the current conservation area should remain with the addition of the land 
proposed to be included, and, the cottages on Lyon Grove. 
 

337  John Gould Regarding the proposed changes in the conservation area in the vicinity of Roe Green/Beesley 
Green I wish to make the following observations:- 
 
I welcome most of the changes which to me seem logical, in that “newer properties” would come 
outside the conservation area and protecting the older properties thus maintaining historical 
character within the area. 
 
I also see the sense and reason in “tidying” up areas to form straight demarcation lines. 
 
I welcome the inclusion of Hardy Grove within the areas these houses are in excess of one 
hundred years old and have many features of the period which they were built. I do find it strange 
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that no. 1 Hardy Grove and no. 67 Lumber Lane come outside the proposed area as this pair of 
semi-detached houses were constructed at the same time. 
 
The field behind Crossfield Drive which is in the existing conservation area is proposed to be 
taken out. Whilst I realise that open land does not usually come within the remit of a conservation 
area, I feel that it should be left in the conservation area if only to help preserve one of the last 
areas of open space within the area adjacent to the M60 motorway. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity of discussing the proposals with your colleagues at Beesley Green 
on March 2nd and passing on my comments. 
 

339 Jennifer Chapman How lucky those of us who live in Worsley and Roe Green are to have such wonderful amenities 
as Worsley Woods, the recently dredged dam belong side the Aviary and promenade or viewing 
platform – and all on our doorsteps and visited by many people from Salford in general. A fishing 
pond which I miss not having access to and surrounded by the very popular Roe Green cricket 
club and to crown it all the superbly renewed linear walkway and pathways throughout the woods 
and very few homes visible. 
 
Should you remove the large field behind Crossfield Drive, Peel Holdings would see this as a sign 
that the council see it as potential development land, thus putting the other large fields under 
pressure. One of the main negative features hanging over the many fields within all the 
conservation areas is the constant threat that they pose of building. The farms have already gone 
and how wonderful it would be to certain that the fields are sacrosanct and to award them higher 
protection levels. Building on virgin land in a scenic rural area would hardly provide reasonably 
priced housing does it whereas every encouragement for Peel Holdings to build and green up 
brown field sites would be welcome by all. The conservation area is one of Salford Council’s gems 
and needs no more development and well done for landing RHS and for persuading the BBC to 
the Quays, a real coup and brilliant development continues alongside Manchester Ship Canal. 
What a superb change from the oil laden and litter strewn derelict sites of years ago. The 
wonderful renovation and novel ideas on/around Langworthy Road, Pendleton and Eccles, so 
imaginative of the once so ugly tower blocks and new housing in Pendleton. Ordsall Hall and 
surrounding areas – absolute transformation and additional pockets of green – thank you so much 
for all you have done to put so much of Salford on the tourist map, apart from Roe Green and 
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Worsley already a huge asset. Please, please, please do all you can to keep all the conservation 
areas in tact and to add where suggested with much appreciation. 
 
I am really proud of the major changes that Salford has already made and are still making – keep 
up the good innovative work. 
 
 

343 Albert and Joyce Proctor We wish to register our objection to the proposed removal of field areas from the Conservation 
Area. The field areas are essential in protecting the whole of the Conservation Area, a publicly 
owned area held in trust by the City Council, from encroachment by development. 
 

344 Friends of Roe Green We would like to comment on the above. As it was only created in 1970, we were not expecting 
any proposed changes. However, the most contentious area, in our view, is the field opposite 
Kempnough Hall, which is part of the Green Open Space surrounding our famous Worsley 
Woods. Our whole community and visitors value this amenity and feel it should have maximum 
protection from development. 
 
Worsley in general, including Roe Green is a regular target from developers, Peel in particular. 
There is real danger that the very character of the area, which attracts so many, is being 
destroyed. 
 
Its history, including its industrial heritage, is fascinating and precious. We have lost so much 
already and what remains must be protected and we need the support of the council. 
 

345 Worsley Civic Trust and Amenity 
Society 

Having considered the plans for changes to the Roe Green/Beesley Green conservation area and 
bearing in mind Section 69 and 70 of the Conservation Area Act 1990 in England and Wales 
which states; “the quality of a conservation area is the character or appearance of which it is 
desirable to preserve or enhance”, we wish to make the following comments: 
 

1. We question why any green spaces should be taken out of the conservation area. Also, we 
challenge the explanation given at the consultation day at Beesley Green that the land 
adjoining Crossfield Drive was “least valuable”. Why is this a reason for removing it? Which 
piece of land becomes least valuable next? Any green space in this heavily polluted area is 
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vital and the aspect seen when walking through the narrow stretch of woodland would be 
ruined by anything other than green space. We consider this land to be vital to the 
character and appearance of the area. In fact, we suggest that the area of conservation is 
extended to be bound by the M60 to the East, Crossfield Drive and The Warke to the West 
and then South to the St Mark’s conservation area. 
 

2. The area of undeveloped land on Manthorpe Avenue should be retained in the 
conservation area. This area has trees which we desperately need in our heavily polluted 
atmosphere. In fact, more trees should be planted to help to alleviate the pollutants from 
the adjacent M60. Barbara Keeley MP for Worsley and Eccles South commented on a 
report by the Commons Environmental Audit Committee. She said “poor air quality has a 
serious impact on people’s health in Salford. We have significant problems with air 
pollution in Worsley and Eccles South because of the high volumes of traffic and traffic 
congestion on the M60, the M62, the M602 and the local road network. The current 
mortality figure for Salford attributable to air pollution is higher than average for England 
and much higher than figures for other parts of the country”. 

 
3. We would like to see the two Edwardian houses, 67 and 69 Lumber Lane included in 

Conservation Area, along with those on Hardy Grove as they are the same age. 
 
We do hope that you will consider all these points carefully when undertaking your review of the 
Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation Area. 
 

358 Dee Bingham I do not agree with the exclusion of land to the east of Crossfield Drive.  This open green area is a 
vital part of the nature of the woodlands and the preservation of Roe Green's traditional local 
character.  I speak as a local resident and a member of the Worsley Woods Conservation Group. 
As local people are well aware, this is a highly vulnerable piece of land and the council should not 
encourage its risk of future development. 
 
I ask that it stay within the proposed redrawing of the Conservation Area. 
 

359 Peel Holdings (Land and Property) 
Ltd (submitted by Turley, and Clyde 

We act for Peel Holdings (Land & Property) Limited. 
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and Co on behalf of) 
 

We refer to the draft appraisal (“the Draft Appraisal”) in respect of the Roe Green/Beesley Green 
Conservation Area (“the Conservation Area”), which was published by Salford City Council (“the 
Council”) for consultation in February 2016. Our client is the freehold owner of land within the 
Conservation Area. 
 
In response to the Draft Appraisal, our client has commissioned Turley Heritage to produce a 
comprehensive, expert heritage assessment (“the Heritage Assessment”), a copy of which is 
enclosed. 
 
For the reasons set out in the Heritage Assessment (which we need not repeat here), the Draft 
Appraisal is flawed in fundamental respects and should not be adopted in its current form. We 
refer specifically to appendix 4 to the Heritage Assessment (and related commentary in the main 
body of the text), which sets out our client’s case (in heritage terms) for amending the boundary of 
the Conservation Area. On this, we should emphasise that the Draft Appraisal has not been 
prepared (either properly or at all) in accordance with: (i) national planning policy and guidance, 
per the NPPF (2012) and the NPPG (2014); and (ii) the advice entitled ‘Conservation Area, 
Designation, Appraisal and Management’ as published by Heritage England in February 2016. 
 
More importantly, the Draft Appraisal is contrary to section 69 of the Planning (Listed Buildings 
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. Specifically, it is plain that the Council has taken into account 
immaterial considerations when purporting to determine a revised boundary of the Conservation 
Area. This is contrary to the established dicta in (amongst others) R (on the application of Arndale 
Properties Limited) v Worcester City Council [2008] EWHC 678 (Admin).  
 
We strongly urge the Council to re-visit the basis upon which the Draft Appraisal (as a whole) has 
been predicated and the conclusions reached as to the proposed re-designation of the boundary 
of the Conservation Area, in each case having full and proper regard to the established 
policy/guidance and legal principles to which the Heritage Assessment refers. 
 
Finally, please provide us with: (i) the details (including qualifications) of those persons who were 
responsible for preparing the Draft Appraisal on behalf of the Council; and (ii) the letter of 
instruction(s), which was issued to these persons by, or on behalf of, the Council. 
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THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENT WAS SUBMITTED AS PART OF THIS REPRESENTATION 
AND CAN BE DOWNLOADED SEPARATELY: 
‘Heritage Assessment – Roe Green / Beesley Green Conservation Area” (Turley, March 2016). 
  

360 Marion Gray I refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the Conservation Area.  
 
I wish to register my opposition to this proposal.  
 
Further to the drop-in event on Wednesday 2nd March, I was unable to be provided with a reason 
to why the appraisal is being conducted and furthermore a reason to why the area east of 
Crossfield Drive is suddenly not thought to have a ‘positive contribution’ to the surrounding 
area.The lack of explanation from the council officials forced me to draw my own conclusions to 
why this has come about. The fact that Peel Holdings own the field, plus they have a long history 
of wanting to build on the fields in-between Crossfield Drive and Worsley Woods. This plus the 
fact that Peel Holdings have now purchased 14 Crossfield Drive, is increasingly suspicious. To 
me the timing is too coincidental to be anything but to be a part of Peel Holding’s master plan.  
The field itself is crucial to the views around Worsley, including the Woods, adding to the country 
feel that the village has. I challenge the council to make it into something crucial to the local area 
if they believe it currently does not add to the village, rather than making it easier for a greedy 
property developer to ruin another beautiful landscape.  
 

361 Olivia Gray I refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the Conservation Area.  
 
I wish to register my opposition to this proposal.  
 
Further to the drop-in event on Wednesday 2nd March, I was unable to be provided with a reason 
to why the appraisal is being conducted and furthermore a reason to why the area east of 
Crossfield Drive is suddenly not thought to have a ‘positive contribution’ to the surrounding 
area.The lack of explanation from the council officials forced me to draw my own conclusions to 
why this has come about. The fact that Peel Holdings own the field, plus they have a long history 
of wanting to build on the fields in-between Crossfield Drive and Worsley Woods. This plus the 
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fact that Peel Holdings have now purchased 14 Crossfield Drive, is increasingly suspicious. To 
me the timing is too coincidental to be anything but to be a part of Peel Holding’s master plan.  
The field itself is crucial to the views around Worsley, including the Woods, adding to the country 
feel that the village has. I challenge the council to make it into something crucial to the local area 
if they believe it currently does not add to the village, rather than making it easier for a greedy 
property developer to ruin another beautiful landscape.  
 
I would also like to note that the city councillors at the drop in event were devoid of any empathy 
to the people living around the area, not seeming to care that this is our home so exceedingly 
important. A patronising air from both of them was clearly evident, not a great strategy when you 
are trying to get support from the locality.  
 

362 Dr Claudia Bool I wish to object in the strongest terms to the proposed removal of the field adjoining Kempnough 
Hall Road / Crossfield from the conservation area. 
 
Not only is this a valuable green space in terms of view, wildlife and conservation. The farmland is 
a vital buffer protecting the boundary of Worsley woods from traffic noise, fumes and nearby 
buildings. The woods are recognised as an important wildlife and recreation site, and are a very 
narrow strip at this point. The field therefore requires ongoing protection to avoid encroachment 
on this key wildlife haven. Indeed, as mentioned earlier the farmed field and the field margins are 
in themselves an important wildlife and green space and greatly valued by local residents. We 
have ourselves seen numerous species of birds and mammals on and around this site in the 
years which we have lived nearby. I see the benefits of green spaces - whether farmland, park or 
woodland - to my patients on a daily basis, and there is good evidence of the health benefits of 
simply looking out onto green space versus developed sites.  
 
Removing conservation status also opens up the risk of development and encroachment by 
housing and associated traffic noise and pollution into the site which would effectively destroy this 
green haven. I therefore trust that the planning committee will have the good sense to reject this 
proposal to remove conservation status from this site. 
 

363 Steve Fraser I wish to object in the strongest terms to the proposed removal of the field adjoining Kempnough 
Hall Road / Crossfield from the conservation area. 
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Not only is this a valuable green space in terms of view, wildlife and conservation. The farmland is 
a vital buffer protecting the boundary of Worsley woods from traffic noise, fumes and nearby 
buildings. The woods are recognised as an important wildlife and recreation site, and are a very 
narrow strip at this point. The field therefore requires ongoing protection to avoid encroachment 
on this key wildlife haven. Indeed, as mentioned earlier the farmed field and the field margins are 
in themselves an important wildlife and green space and greatly valued by local residents. We 
have ourselves seen numerous species of birds and mammals on and around this site in the 
years which we have lived nearby. I see the benefits of green spaces - whether farmland, park or 
woodland - to my patients on a daily basis, and there is good evidence of the health benefits of 
simply looking out onto green space versus developed sites.  
 
Removing conservation status also opens up the risk of development and encroachment by 
housing and associated traffic noise and pollution into the site which would effectively destroy this 
green haven. I therefore trust that the planning committee will have the good sense to reject this 
proposal to remove conservation status from this site. 
 

364 Nigel Gray I refer to the above and I wish to register my opposition to the proposal. 
 
As you are aware the field is owned by Peel Holdings and they have recently purchased number 
14 Crossfield Drive giving them the potential to develop the said field. As you are fully aware Peel 
Holding continue to try and develop the field for a housing development. 
 
I fail to understand why the council have gone to the time and expense to carry out this review 
and can only surmise they have capitulated under the pressure from Peel Holdings. If this is 
accepted by the council this will give Peel a greater opportunity to put planning application for a 
housing development and will weaken the councils and residents position to counter their actions. 
 

013 Peter Dore I refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the Conservation Area. I wish to register my opposition to this proposal. 
 
The Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation includes the whole of Worsley Woods, which the 
Council holds in Trust for the local community. To use your own words, any objective assessment 
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of the ‘positive contribution’ that the surrounding fields make to the ‘character and appearance’ of 
Worsley Woods can only conclude that they are fundamental, not only to its character and 
appearance, but to that also of the whole of the Conservation Area. In reality, far from removing 
the top field, both of the fields bounding the south west aspect of the Woods should be included in 
the Conservation Area. 
 
As you know, the field is owned by Peel Holdings and you also know that for some time they have 
had plans to use it for housing development which has been consistently opposed by the local 
community. Recently Peel Holdings purchased 14 Crossfield Drive, a large-fronted property which 
is adjacent to the field, and which could provide access to the field for development purposes. The 
proposal therefore to remove the protective designation from the field which inclusion in the 
Conservation Area brings is, to say the least, particularly ill-timed. 
 

014 Claire Hodgkinson Same representation as 013 above. 

015 Stephen Rennie Same representation as 013 above. 

017 Laura Fisher Same representation as 013 above. 

019 Louise Cowmeadow Same representation as 013 above. 

020 B and E Moult Same representation as 013 above. 

021 Catherine Dore Same representation as 013 above. 

022 Steven Blakeley Same representation as 013 above. 

023 E and P Turner Same representation as 013 above. 

024 Unknown Same representation as 013 above. 

027 F H Yates Same representation as 013 above. 

030 Lyndsey Furse Same representation as 013 above. 

031 Sarah Oldfield Same representation as 013 above. 

036  VM Blackburn Same representation as 013 above. 

038 I and I Bailey Same representation as 013 above. 

039 AD Clayson Same representation as 013 above. 

040 Carol Evans Same representation as 013 above. 

041 B Bolton Same representation as 013 above. 

042 J and D Wroe Same representation as 013 above. 

043 E Hardman Same representation as 013 above. 

044 Ernest Hatton Same representation as 013 above. 
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045 Alan Titley Same representation as 013 above. 

046 AP Rowlett Same representation as 013 above. 

047 B Segal Same representation as 013 above. 

048 G and L Wiszmewslis Same representation as 013 above. 

049 Mr and Mrs P Dunn Same representation as 013 above. 

050 Angela Owen Spicer Same representation as 013 above. 

051 J Tyrrell Same representation as 013 above. 

052 J and EF Seddon Same representation as 013 above. 

053 Robin Stimson Same representation as 013 above. 

054 A and A Payne Same representation as 013 above. 

055 M Ireland Same representation as 013 above. 

056 J Ireland Same representation as 013 above. 

057 Muriel Dunn Same representation as 013 above. 

058 S and J Thompson Same representation as 013 above. 

059 I and K Chisnall Same representation as 013 above. 

060 Adrian O’Sullivan Same representation as 013 above. 

063 J Mason Same representation as 013 above. 

064 Mr and Mrs E Jones Same representation as 013 above. 

067 Beryl Gee Same representation as 013 above. 

068 Gillian Ruleman Same representation as 013 above. 

070 Sally Shepherd Same representation as 013 above. 

071 Neil Shepherd Same representation as 013 above. 

072 Doreen Grundy Same representation as 013 above. 

073 Mr and Mrs A Stall Same representation as 013 above. 

074 Susan Fielding Same representation as 013 above. 

075 Alma Moore Same representation as 013 above. 

076 Mr and Mrs C Bridgford Same representation as 013 above. 

077 Mr and Mrs N Chapman Same representation as 013 above. 

080 J and C Barlow Same representation as 013 above. 

084 Sarah Tweed Same representation as 013 above. 

087 Patricia Dawson Same representation as 013 above. 

088 Ann and Bob Malone Same representation as 013 above. 
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089 C Walton Same representation as 013 above. 

090 David Royle Same representation as 013 above. 

091 Piers Griffin Same representation as 013 above. 

093 Yvonne Beesley Same representation as 013 above. 

094 Samantha Armstrong Same representation as 013 above. 

095 Allan Moore Same representation as 013 above. 

096 J Shaw Same representation as 013 above. 

097 P Hodgkinson Same representation as 013 above. 

099 Carole O’Brien Same representation as 013 above. 

100 A and W Goodehall Same representation as 013 above. 

101 David Buckley Same representation as 013 above. 

102 Margaret Waddecar Same representation as 013 above. 

103 Christopher Vickers Same representation as 013 above. 

104 Graham Fielding Same representation as 013 above. 

105 Maggie Lunn Same representation as 013 above. 

106 SH Parker Same representation as 013 above. 

107 M Preston Same representation as 013 above. 

108 Helen Forsyth Same representation as 013 above. 

109 Keith Forsyth Same representation as 013 above. 

110 Keith Stott Same representation as 013 above. 

111 M Wall Same representation as 013 above. 

112 Peter Hill Same representation as 013 above. 

113 Shelia Ferguson Same representation as 013 above. 

114 MJ Burgess Same representation as 013 above. 

115 Mr and Mrs D Stephens Same representation as 013 above. 

116 M Trevelyan Same representation as 013 above. 

117 R Franklin and N Whitehead Same representation as 013 above. 

118 RK Brown Same representation as 013 above. 

119 Anne Sutcliffe Same representation as 013 above. 

120 J Webb  Same representation as 013 above. 

121 Mr and Mrs McMahon Same representation as 013 above. 

123 E Greaves Same representation as 013 above. 
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124 Susan Wraith Same representation as 013 above. 

125 EM Eckersley Same representation as 013 above. 

126 CD Caulfield Same representation as 013 above. 

127 K Barlow Same representation as 013 above. 

128 A Grant Same representation as 013 above. 

129 Peter Walkden Same representation as 013 above. 

131 AR Marginson Same representation as 013 above. 

132 WE Walsh Same representation as 013 above. 

133 Mr and Mrs C Hague Same representation as 013 above. 

134 Mr and Mrs R Booth Same representation as 013 above. 

135 S Sumner Same representation as 013 above. 

136 J Hazeldine Same representation as 013 above. 

137 Amanda Chadwick Same representation as 013 above. 

138 Judith Lyon Same representation as 013 above. 

140 Robert Goodall Same representation as 013 above. 

141 M Gordon Same representation as 013 above. 

142 Nicol Philbin Same representation as 013 above. 

143 Sylvia Hartley Same representation as 013 above. 

144 Mr and Mrs A Noone Same representation as 013 above. 

145 Claire Whalley-Livesey Same representation as 013 above. 

146 Kim Waite Same representation as 013 above. 

150 David Grennan Same representation as 013 above. 

151 N and S Boswell Same representation as 013 above. 

161 Peter Morrison Same representation as 013 above. 

162 David Hibbert Same representation as 013 above. 

163 Gillian McKenzie Same representation as 013 above. 

164 Ben Cain Same representation as 013 above. 

165 Peter Plowright Same representation as 013 above. 

166 Mr and Mrs G Steenson Same representation as 013 above. 

167 A Brigden Same representation as 013 above. 

169 Beryl Palmer Same representation as 013 above. 

170 DA Ball Same representation as 013 above. 
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171 Vera Evans Same representation as 013 above. 

172 Lucy Berry Same representation as 013 above. 

173 S Adams Same representation as 013 above. 

177 Jane Baldwin Same representation as 013 above. 

178 L Abbott Same representation as 013 above. 

180 Mr and Mrs W Hogg Same representation as 013 above. 

182 U Smith Same representation as 013 above. 

183 Mr and Mrs Constable Same representation as 013 above. 

184 J Conway Same representation as 013 above. 

185  Mr and Mrs D Smith Same representation as 013 above. 

188 PA Seddon Same representation as 013 above. 

189 P Whalley Same representation as 013 above. 

190 Mr and Mrs Dodson Same representation as 013 above. 

191 Monica Cassidy Same representation as 013 above. 

192 Michael Smith Same representation as 013 above. 

193 J Andrews Same representation as 013 above. 

194 R Bradburn Same representation as 013 above. 

196 Andrea Hiorns Same representation as 013 above. 

198 E Mason Same representation as 013 above. 

199 GM Harvey Same representation as 013 above. 

200 John Sweeney Same representation as 013 above. 

201 Lisa Bromley Same representation as 013 above. 

202 Brian Rhodes Same representation as 013 above. 

203 Mary Ingham Same representation as 013 above. 

204 Mr and Mrs G Hardman Same representation as 013 above. 

205 Catherine Duff Same representation as 013 above. 

206 J and P Adams Same representation as 013 above. 

207 Trevor Kinch Same representation as 013 above. 

208 William Lo Same representation as 013 above. 

209 Shelia Wells Same representation as 013 above. 

210 Philip Sharples Same representation as 013 above. 

211 Ann Warrington Same representation as 013 above. 
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212 Barbara Wood Same representation as 013 above. 

214 Marjorie Berry Same representation as 013 above. 

215 S Robinson Same representation as 013 above. 

216 Helen Bromley Same representation as 013 above. 

217 Katie Harris Same representation as 013 above. 

218 J Pattyson Same representation as 013 above. 

219 D Lennard Same representation as 013 above. 

220 SD Ward Same representation as 013 above. 

221 James Mollison Same representation as 013 above. 

222 Anthony Lee Same representation as 013 above. 

223 D McCormick Same representation as 013 above. 

224 V Wright and A Farley Same representation as 013 above. 

225 L Morris Same representation as 013 above. 

226 F and J Eyre Same representation as 013 above. 

227 Mr and Mrs S Lock Same representation as 013 above. 

228 Mr and Mrs T Monaghan Same representation as 013 above. 

234 Greta Barwise Same representation as 013 above. 

235 Gillian Birch Same representation as 013 above. 

236 Debbie Hall Same representation as 013 above. 

237 I Booth Same representation as 013 above. 

238 S Spiteri and L Buck Same representation as 013 above. 

239 A and D Entwistle Same representation as 013 above. 

240 G and J Ramsbotton Same representation as 013 above. 

241 Elizabeth Lyon Same representation as 013 above. 

242 Steve Birch Same representation as 013 above. 

243 EG Devereux Same representation as 013 above. 

245 M Deaton Same representation as 013 above. 

246 Mr Kenyon and Miss Longford Same representation as 013 above. 

248 Mr and Mrs JB Gregory Same representation as 013 above. 

249 M Corfield Same representation as 013 above. 

250 Mr and Mrs C Lomas Same representation as 013 above. 

251 Riccardo Boleto Same representation as 013 above. 
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252 N and K Hyams Same representation as 013 above. 

256 G and L Matthews Same representation as 013 above. 

258 G Turnstall Same representation as 013 above. 

259 BM Statham Same representation as 013 above. 

260 Mr and Mrs JD Roberts Same representation as 013 above. 

261 EF Hodgson Same representation as 013 above. 

262 JB Baguley Same representation as 013 above. 

263 Louise Cruise Same representation as 013 above. 

264 DC Tomkinson Same representation as 013 above. 

265 Mr and Mrs Blake Same representation as 013 above. 

266 Mrs N Virtue Same representation as 013 above. 

267 Mr and Mrs M Nicholls Same representation as 013 above. 

268 T and L Gibson Same representation as 013 above. 

270 Mr S Green Same representation as 013 above. 

273 Mr AH Dawkins Same representation as 013 above. 

274 Miss RB Needs Same representation as 013 above. 

276 Helen Crowley Same representation as 013 above. 

277 K Schofield Same representation as 013 above. 

278 Mrs B Glass Same representation as 013 above. 

279 Daniel Crowley Same representation as 013 above. 

288 Mr P Goucher Same representation as 013 above. 

289 CE Seacombe Same representation as 013 above. 

290 Mr and Mrs D Ainsworth Same representation as 013 above. 

292 Miss G Clipsham Same representation as 013 above. 

293 Susan Prill Same representation as 013 above. 

294 CW Weatherstone Same representation as 013 above. 

295 Barbara Lyon Same representation as 013 above. 

296 David Naylor Same representation as 013 above. 

297 Simon Purlell Same representation as 013 above. 

298 James Anthony Wood Same representation as 013 above. 

299 L Goodwin Same representation as 013 above. 

301 Mary Walker Same representation as 013 above. 
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302 Paul R Speakman Same representation as 013 above. 

303 B and D Marsh Same representation as 013 above. 

306 A Smith Same representation as 013 above. 

307 John White Same representation as 013 above. 

308 Matthew Lond Same representation as 013 above. 

309 Brian Newton Same representation as 013 above. 

315 G and F Sidis Same representation as 013 above. 

316 Karen Pearce Same representation as 013 above. 

317 Ian Pearce Same representation as 013 above. 

318 Mr and Mrs Kemp Same representation as 013 above. 

319 E and J Robinson Same representation as 013 above. 

320 AJ Barker Same representation as 013 above. 

321 JV Addison Same representation as 013 above. 

333 Jason Washington Same representation as 013 above. 

334 John Glover Same representation as 013 above. 

341 James Austin Same representation as 013 above. 

342 Judith Austin Same representation as 013 above. 

346 Brenda Cogwell Same representation as 013 above. 

347 LA Hall Same representation as 013 above. 

348 CM Bradley Same representation as 013 above. 

349 Mr and Mrs Cahill Same representation as 013 above. 

350 C Birchby Same representation as 013 above. 

351 Eilspeth Holman Same representation as 013 above. 

352 C and D Reynolds Same representation as 013 above. 

353 Barbara Leigh Same representation as 013 above. 

354 S Beavis Same representation as 013 above. 

355 R Beavis Same representation as 013 above. 

356 J Beavis Same representation as 013 above. 

357 M Beavis Same representation as 013 above. 

016 Susannah Kwok Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
I wish to register my opposition to the proposal to remove the area around Manthorpe Avenue and 
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the field described as east of Crossfield Drive from the Conservation Area. It also appears that the 
removal of Manthorpe Avenue would also lead the way to a new housing development on the 
vacant land at the end of the cul-de-sac. 
 

025 Mr and Mrs AJ Atwell Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
We both fully endorse the comments in this letter. 
 

029 Ken and Fiona Ogg Same representation as 013 above, with the following text from the second paragraph omitted:  
 
In reality, far from removing the top field, both of the fields bounding the south west aspect of the 
Woods should be included in the Conservation Area. 
 

069 Michelle Flynn Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
There has been excellent work done to the Worsley loop line, bringing a lot more people to 
Worsley/Roe Green to enjoy the outdoor space adjacent to the conservation area. Removing this 
conservation area would damage the hard work put into the loop line. 
 
Also there is a growing traffic problem on Greenleach Lane which has worsened in the last 6 
months. There are no crossings near the shop/post office and bus stops where children have to 
cross on this now very busy road. Removing conservation land would mean more houses and 
more traffic which the area cannot cope with.  
 

078 Rita Bowater Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
No, no, no. 
 

079 Alan Woods Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
Over the past few months we had heard rumours that the Peel Group were seeking permission to 
destroy the green belt, the wild life and the rural village of Worsley, proposing to build hundreds of 
houses in the Worsley Woods area, bringing more traffic to the already over crowded roads 
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around our village of Worsley. 
 
Already, Walkden Road resembles the M1 most of the day and the thought of building hundreds 
of houses in this small village would definitely destroy the village completely, plus the people who 
purchased the new properties would also be trapped in daily gridlock. 
 
Worsley village is a rural village with open space, wild life, trees, Worsley Woods etc. People 
travel from miles away visiting our village and woods. Building hundreds of houses in the area 
would turn the village into a housing estate. It would be like living in the centre of New York with 
constant traffic, noise, pollution, no green belt, no trees, the wild life would disappear, it would be 
a complete disaster for our village, for the people who live here now and the new residents too, it 
would be an unbearable nightmare, plus it would devalue the whole area completely. 
 
The people who are seeking permission to build all these hundreds of houses and destroy the 
rural village do not live here, they all live in the Isle of Man tax haven. They couldn’t care less 
about destroying Worsley and the surrounding open spaces and wild life and turn the village into a 
car park, they are just looking at how much more profit they can make, they are lucky to have 
inherited the wonderful village of Worsley with all the open spaces and Worsley Woods etc and 
now they want to destroy it. 
 
I remember as a boy in the boy scouts being so excited at the thought of spending a week 
camping out in Worsley Woods and just walking around the area that was full of open spaces and 
wild life and believing one day I would return and live in this beautiful rural village and now after 
35 years as a resident, the Peel Group want to destroy it all for greed only. 
 
If they are allowed to obtain planning permission and build hundreds of houses on the open 
spaces and destroy the area I am sure there will be plenty of residents who have lived here for 
years and the new young residents who have recently moved into the rural village be looking 
elsewhere to move to. 
 
In the past people have worked hard, saved up and moved to Worsley because it is different than 
the big housing estates that are springing up all over, Worsley is a very old village with a tradition 
and history. Please do not let the greedy Peel Group kill this historic village and its open spaces 
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and wild life etc. 
 
If Peel need to build houses without turning our village into a motorway all they need to do is turn 
left at the traffic light at Walkden Road and East Lancashire road on to the A580 and head 
towards Liverpool and between those lights and the roundabout at Leigh there are miles of open 
spaces on each side of the road with a very good road network. 
 
Please do not let them destroy Worsley village and its surrounding beauty and wild life, just for 
greed and profit. 
 

122 Dave Bartlett Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
This smacks of a consolation prize for Peel after the last plans were rejected. 
 

149 Anne Grennan Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
We have not been notified about this by Salford Council. Why not? Removal of agricultural land 
will increase flooding of brooks in the area and must be preserved and protected. Far from 
removing the field all the green space to the south should be included as protection is needed to 
preserve the area. Local schools, roads, GP’s cannot cope with more housing in this area of 
Worsley. 
 

160 J Lane Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
If we continue covering green belt land with housing stock on this scale it will not be long if this 
was to go ahead that we will be living in a concrete jungle in Worsley. 
 

168 Ellen Cotogni Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
Please do not let Peel Holdings try and build on our green spaces. Salford needs green spaces. 
 

179 JM Hart Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
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Nothing can be gained from removal of valuable open countryside from a conservation area, 
except from a developer’s perspective. 
 

181 Mr and Mrs J Harrison Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
Like many others we bought our property in this area because of its rural ambience. Once this 
amenity is gone it can never return. 
 

197 H Lucero Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
I like my children to be able to play in and around the woods in a safe environment. This includes 
walking the edge of the fields to experience a more open environment. The woods themselves are 
a very narrow strip that would feel very closed in if developments were to occur on any aspect. 
This would prove a detriment to the woods themselves and the entire area. 
 

224A V Wright and A Farley Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
We agree with our property on Lumber Lane and Hardy Grove being included in the Conservation 
Area. It would seem a shame and great loss if the field by the woods, land east of Crossfield Drive 
was lost as the views enhance the rural nature of that part of the wooded area. 
 

244 Martin Anglesey Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
The continued protection of open space/Greenfield sites is integral to the protection of the Roe 
Green/Beesley Green conservation area. I fully support the inclusion of both fields surrounding 
the south west aspect within the conservation area, in addition to the field which you propose to 
exclude. Furthermore all areas which make up the Worsley Greenway should have conservation 
area status to protect them from the risk of development which would irrevocably spoil the 
Worsley character. 
 

247 David Greaves Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
Furthermore, I would like to take this opportunity also to point out that development of the field 
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with access from Crossfield Drive would create major traffic problems since the traffic would have 
to use Crossfield Drive and then either Aviary Road or Woodlands Road to get onto Walkden 
Road and at peak times Walkden Road is already very heavily congested. This would add to 
future extra congestion produced by the proposed development of the Worsley New Hall site 
which it is said would generate hundreds of thousands, if not more visitors each year. 
 

253 Amanda Ashworth Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
In addition, I believe two further points should be considered. Firstly, the cottages which sit on 
Beesley Green currently back onto the Woods and beyond onto the field and certainly in the 
winter when there are no leaves on the trees have a full view across the field. If houses are 
subsequently built on the field, this would almost certainly affect the character and outlook of 
Beesley Green, particularly in the winter months.  
 
Secondly, the field also borders the edge of the end of Kempnough Hall Rd and enhances the 
outlook  from and the sense of peace and space around  the recently restored Kempnough Hall, 
which is a Grade 2 listed building and an important part of the Conservation Area. I believe that by 
removing the field from the Conservation area, which would in turn increase the likelihood of Peel 
being successful in getting planning permission to build on the site, would not only be detrimental 
to the area around this listed building but also, given that the point of access to the field is directly 
across from this property, is likely to create traffic in this important part of the conservation area.  
I hope you take all these important points into consideration in your review. 
 

257 B and J McGrath Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
We wish to support the proposal to include the additional land in the conservation area as we feel 
this area/houses have a unique and historic contribution to make to the area. 
 

272 A and M Smethurst Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
We thank you for your letter regarding the Roe Green/Beesley Green conservation area and 
particularly the field at the rear of houses in Crossfield Drive. We believe it should stay as part of 
this conservation area. 
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Several years ago, we, the people living in Crossfield Drive and others engaged a barrister to fight 
to stop the proposed building on the adjacent field. The decision went in our favour, in perpetuity. 
It was decided these fields were so close to the woodlands that constant human activity would 
disturb the animal and bird life in these woodlands and eventually be to the detriment of this whole 
area of natural beauty – photographs of which are regularly used in promotional material for 
Salford. 
 
Referring to the possible development on these fields (denied by your man in charge at the 
Beesley Green appraisal) – we and all our neighbours are appalled to find out that Peel Holdings 
have purchased 14 Crossfield Drive as a possible access area to these fields. This firm are only 
interested in financial reward and pleasing shareholders. No doubt their management all have 
their own acres of land far away from all building projects.  
 
From Greenleach Lane, the Spinney, Kempnough Hall area and Crossfield Drive have become a 
safe, healthy, daily walkway for the school children and parents as the attend St Marks School. 
Their alternative would be using cars adding to the regular traffic congestion, or walking alongside 
traffic on polluted Walkden Road. 
 
The comparative peace of the Crossfield Road cul-de-sac must not be destroyed. We have lived 
in this area since early 70’s and in Salford all our lives. We remember Worsley as a pretty, 
peaceful, historic village – but in the 60’s came the motorway, complete with roundabout and slip 
roads which destroyed the original village. We now live with lines of slow-moving traffic on Barton 
Road, Worsley Road, Walkden Road and Leigh Road, particularly at commuter times, 2-3 hours 
every morning and similarly in the evenings. Plus the inevitable pollution which we don’t think has 
ever been measured. 
 
We all feel duty bound to fight to keep this conservation area intact for the city of Salford. We 
certainly do not need any more traffic on our roads which more housing development would bring. 
We also maintain Peels’ other new project – the RHS garden which would bring national traffic, 
including coaches, into Worsley via our motorway. Much thought and action re traffic 
management required here! 
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291 Alan D Leedham Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
PS – I wonder, Mr Findley, if you would be supportive of the proposal if you lived in our area? 
 

300 C Jolley Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
Pave paradise – put up a parking lot. Take all the trees and put them in a tree museum. Charge 
the people a dollar and half just to see ‘em. Don’t know what you’ve got ‘till it’s gone. Pave 
paradise and put up a parking lot. (Joni Mitchell – 1960’s– 1970’s) 
 
Please leave alone – think of our future generations. However the above song seems to be 
coming to fruition. 
 

304 Sheila Sidebotham Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
I also want to say that we need all the breathing space we can get – we are surrounded by noise 
and pollution from motorways and roads. Our walks through the woods and the views resuscitate 
us. 
 

310 A Eccles Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
PS. Our green lung is so important to Salford – please support us. 
 

322 Chris Harrison Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
Please consider my opposition to the proposition that the field east of Crossfield Drive be 
removed from the protected conservation area status. I needn’t I’m sure have to raise the 
blindingly obvious concerns about traffic congestion (already chronic in this area thanks to the 
egregious lack of foresight and consideration by our inept local council). Seems to me and many 
other local residents that the council will not be satisfied until Peel Holdings have completely 
vandalised what little remaining green spaces we have left in this once lovely part of the 
conurbation of Greater Manchester. 
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329 Michelle Drew Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
Further to this the woods and surrounding green fields are fundamental to the character of 
Worsley and is what attracts so many people to the area and plays a huge role in the welfare of 
the community. Any erosion of this green space can only have a negative impact on the area. 
 

330 Jon Drew Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
Further to this the woods and surrounding green fields are fundamental to the character of 
Worsley and is what attracts so many people to the area and plays a huge role in the welfare of 
the community. Any erosion of this green space can only have a negative impact on the area. 
 

335 Chris Ollerhead Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
We strongly object to this proposal in a conservation area for many reasons including the local 
infrastructure - particularly roads and school scan not cope with more houses and people.  
 
On the face of it, with Peel already purchasing a property on Crossfield Drive to gain access to the 
filed they already own, it would appear this is already a done deal? 
 

338 Nicola Ollerhead Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
We strongly object to this proposal in a conservation area for many reasons including the local 
infrastructure - particularly roads and school scan not cope with more houses and people.  
 
On the face of it, with Peel already purchasing a property on Crossfield Drive to gain access to the 
filed they already own, it would appear this is already a done deal? 
 

340 Sir Alan Cockshaw Same representation as 013 above, with the addition of: 
 
We are naturally very concerned about this proposal for the land which is immediately to the rear 
of our new home. 
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381 Mr W Porritt I have, with great interest, visited your Conservation Area Appraisal on the web site, to view the 
changes you propose. I then arranged a local walk with my wife to view the suggested changes. 
The outcome was that we, in general, concur with the appraisal additions/deletions, but disagree 
on the deletion, from the conservation area, of the land to the east of Crossfuield Drive. 
 
The view across the field of Worsley Woods from the Crossfield Drive viewing point, is 
magnificent, the pasture, the ploughed field setting the Woods as an entity. All other boundaries 
are mainly roads/buildings were no appreciation can be made of the Woods beauty! Someone in 
the 1970’s must have appreciated this view, and reacted, with the positive decision, to include it in 
the Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation Area. 
 
Please continue to include this area in the Conservation Area! 
 

382 Mr Nield and Miss Hannant You may well have by now had many letters from concerned local residents in the Roe Green and 
Worsley area in light of proposals to remove the conservation area to the east of Crossfield Drive 
in Worsley. No doubt, you will gather from my letter that both myself and my partner, who live on 
Crossfield Drive, oppose this move and therefore we wish to register this opposition to you. 
 
Without boring you with the finer details of the whys and wherefores, as no doubt you will have 
had many letters raising concern, the fact of the matter is simple. Crossfield Drive is a no through 
road used heavily in the mornings and afternoons by hundreds of parents and guardians walking 
their children to and from St Mark’s Primary school, to which both myself and my partner join them 
walking our daughter to school. 
 
I think it is pretty obvious that Peel Holdings recent purchase of 14 Crossfield Drive is another 
attempt to strengthen their position in looking to develop the land which is mentioned above. 
Come on Chris, is there really the demand in Worsley for more housing bearing in mind the 
further developments which are taking place in Boothstown and the surrounding areas? How 
much upset and controversy have those developments caused already, let alone the increase in 
traffic volumes in an already over used and over capacity transport network. If there was such a 
demand then surely the development at the Boat Yard in Worsley would have sold out in quick 
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time instead of relying upon an auction to sell off the final plots on that development which was 
over time scale due to lack of interest and demand. 
 
Putting greed to one side here, giving Peel the potential opportunity to develop the land into 
housing, add several hundred cars to this already busy area is only going to cause more stress, 
anguish and unfortunately, accidents and surely death when routes are already used for walking 
by hundreds of children, many of which are at ages where they are not socially aware enough of 
traffic and moving vehicles and the consequences they bring. 
 
As stated, no doubt you have heard from many residents, we share their concerns and are 
disguised at the thought and prospect of further development in an already busy and over-
crowded part of Manchester. 
 

384 Andrew Aherne I am responding to the consultation regarding the appraisal of Roe Green and Beesley Green 
conservation area. I apologise for the late entry, this was due to Easter holidays. It is well 
recognised that this area is an important amenity to a large part of the Salford population and 
therefore should in my view be protected as much as possible.  
 
I live on Beesley Green overlooking the car parking area to the community centre and therefore 
can see first-hand the number of visitors the area receives including walkers dog, walkers, 
cyclists, children and adults alike.  
 
The conservation area is unique in that it provides a small amount of open space in an otherwise 
dense urban area and enables therefore local people to have some recreation on their doorstep in 
a very sustainable manner, otherwise they would have to travel further afield. 
 
I believe it is therefore inappropriate to declassify any of the conservation area and indeed to the 
contrary believe the open areas in the immediate vicinity should also be protected in order that 
this relatively small area is maintained as much as possible. I and you will be aware of the 
pressure to build on greenfield sites in the area. 
 
I therefore propose the fields to the south of the current boundary up to the back of the existing 
residential areas together with the field between the disused railway lines and the East Lancs 
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Road to the north-east should be included to ensure that these open aspects can be maintained 
to the benefit of a large catchment area of Salford residents. All of these areas are currently 
intensively used by the general public and therefore are to the benefit of all. 
 
Notwithstanding this late entry I do hope you will be able to take on board my views and I do 
apologise for any inconvenience this may have caused. 
 

365 Mark Spavin I refer to the proposal in the above document that the field described as east of Crossfield Drive 
should be removed from the Conservation Area. I wish to register my opposition to this proposal. 
 
The Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation includes the whole of Worsley Woods, which the 
Council holds in Trust for the local community. To use your own words, any objective assessment 
of the ‘positive contribution’ that the surrounding fields make to the ‘character and appearance’ of 
Worsley Woods can only conclude that they are fundamental, not only to its character and 
appearance, but to that also of the whole of the Conservation Area. In reality, far from removing 
the top field, both of the fields bounding the south west aspect of the Woods should be included in 
the Conservation Area. 
 
As you know, the field is owned by Peel Holdings and you also know that for some time they have 
had plans to use it for housing development which has been consistently opposed by the local 
community. Recently Peel Holdings purchased 14 Crossfield Drive, a large-fronted property which 
is adjacent to the field, and which could provide access to the field for development purposes. The 
proposal therefore to remove the protective designation from the field which inclusion in the 
Conservation Area brings is, to say the least, particularly ill-timed. 
 

366 SM Gosland Same representation as 365 above. 

368 Matthew Collins Same representation as 365 above. 

369 Lynne Newton Same representation as 365 above. 

370 Clare Fairhurst Same representation as 365 above. 

371 Elizabeth Lingard Same representation as 365 above. 

372 Joanna Britton Same representation as 365 above. 

373 Mrs G Langford Same representation as 365 above. 

374 Laura Adelman Same representation as 365 above. 
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375 Kimberley Rowley Same representation as 365 above. 

376 M Sutton Kirkby Same representation as 365 above. 

377 Nicola Mountcastle Same representation as 365 above. 

378 Mr JA Haynes Same representation as 365 above. 

379 David Murphy Same representation as 365 above. 

380 Mrs A Potter Same representation as 365 above. 

367 Holly McMahon Same representation as 365 above, with the addition of: 
 
As a family we have always taken regular walks through the woods and I personally use this route 
for daily runs/bike rides. The land which is in question as part of the conservation area is vital to 
the character of Worsley and the feeling of being in the country therefore removing it and opening 
it up to being built on would have a detrimental effect on the appearance of Worsley and the 
woods. 
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