
  

 

 
 

APPLICATION No: 21/77260/HH 

APPLICANT: Mr Frank Ridley 

LOCATION: 6 Saddlecote, Worsley, M28 2HB 

PROPOSAL: Proposed single storey rear extension and single storey side 

extension, erection of fence to rear and south-west corner of 

the boundary and land to the rear of the garden to be raised by 

800mm (filled with hardcore and topped with soil and turf and 

in part a concrete slab). 

WARD: Worsley & Westwood Park 

 
Description of Site and Surrounding Area 
 

The application relates to a detached dwelling located at the end of a residential cul-de-sac in Worsley. The 
surrounding properties are similar in size and design; finished with white rendered walls, roof tiles and UVPC 
windows and doors. There is hardstanding to the front of the property and a garden to the rear. There is an existing 

conservatory that would be demolished to accommodate the proposal.  
 
There is a Tree Preservation Order across the rear gardens of no.4, 5 and 6 Saddlecote. The Order was made 

in 1968 
 

 
Figure 1: the application site 
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Figure 2: Oblique aerial image of the application dwelling (taken from Google) 

   
Figure 3: the application property as viewed from the gardens of No.4 Saddlecote (left) and No.5 Saddlecote (right) 

     

  



  

Description of Proposal 

 
Extensions and alterations to the dwellinghouse 
 

The proposed single storey rear extension would project approximately 4m beyond the two-storey rear elevation 
of the applicant’s property. The proposed single storey side extension would project approximately 2.2m from the 
rear elevation of the existing single-storey garage, which will be converted to a home office. The single-storey 

side extension would be set in approximately 0.2m from the common boundary shared with No.4 Saddlecote.  
Both extensions would have a flat roof.  
 

In addition, the applicant proposes to introduce a high-level window on the ground floor facing the common 
boundary with No.5 Saddlecote. 
 

External walls are proposed to be constructed from brickwork for the rear extension and white render for the side 
extension.  White UPVC windows are proposed to match existing, and bifolding doors are proposed to the rear 
extension with a new rear access door to the side extension. 

 

 
Figure 4: Photograph of the rear of the application property 
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Figure 5: Excerpts of elevation plans 

  



  

 

 Existing Proposed 

G
ro

u
n
d
 

 
  

R
o
o
f 

 

 
Figure 6: Excerpts of floor plans 

 
  



  

Landscaping 

 
The applicant is also proposing to carry out landscaping works within the curtilage of the dwellinghouse. This 
includes erecting a fence and changing the land levels. The fence would be 2.840m in height as measured from 

the existing ground level and 2.040m in height from the proposed ground level.  The site originally sloped down 
towards the north of the site and the applicant is proposing to raise the land to create a level garden.  
 

As can be observed in Figures 7 and 8 below, some of these landscaping works have already been carried out.  
The photograph shows an area of hardstanding to the north-west of the site. The top of the hardstanding illustrates 
where the finished garden level would be.  

 

 
Figure 7: Except from supplementary document demonstrating the height of the fence as proposed labelled on 

photographs of the fence as erected 

 

  
Figure 8: Photographs of the garden and western boundary of the application site  

 



  

 
Figure 9: Excerpt from proposed site plan 

Relevant Site History 
 

20/75228/HH - Demolition of existing conservatory and erection of single storey rear extension (Re submission 
of 19/73973/HH) – Withdrawn – 25 August 2020 
 

19/73973/HH - Demolition of existing conservatory and erection of single storey rear extension – Approved – 06 
January 2020 
 

17/69973/HH - Demolition of existing conservatory and erection of a two storey side (part built over existing 
garage) and single storey rear extension – Withdrawn – 28 June 2017 
 

Publicity 
 
Site Notice: Not applicable. 

Reason: Not applicable. 
 
Press Advert: Not applicable. 

Reason: Not applicable. 
 
Representations 

 
Five properties were originally consulted on the application. 

 
Objections have been received from ten properties and fourteen contributors. These include two neighbours  from 
the immediate vicinity and eight from further afield.  
 

 

 C – comment received         R – officer response 



  

C The proposed extensions will have a detrimental impact on neighbouring properties with 
regards to a loss of light, loss of outlook and an overbearing impact. The proposed 

extensions are too close to neighbouring properties. There will be an increase in noise 
disturbance from activities carried out within the extensions. 

C The design of the proposed extensions is unattractive, spoils the housing line, does not 
respect the character and appearance of the existing dwellinghouse or that of adjacent  

dwellings, and are overly dominant/overbearing. Amongst other factors, this is due to their 
height and flat-roofed design. 

C The proposed fence is too large. 

C There are too many extensions in Worsley. 

C Impact on trees protected by a tree preservation order: 

 Works are proposed to be carried out, and have been carried out, within the root  

protection area of trees protected by a tree preservation order.  

 The proposed works may result in the loss of the trees, which would have an impact 
on: 

o Climate change 

o Enjoyment of the adjacent public right of way 
o The environment (including wildlife and the adjacent brook) 
o Public safety (e.g. if the trees become unstable and fall over) 

 The arborists who created the initial arboricultural impact assessment did not enter 

the neighbouring property to inspect any trees. 

 When the properties were originally constructed, the original developer had to take 

the tree preservation order into account when designing their scheme, so the current  
occupiers should also have to take this into consideration.  

 The presence of an existing patio does not justify new development on the site, as 

roots may have regrown and re-colonised the ground under the patio.  

 Without seeing a design specification, it is impossible to comment on the relative 
suitability of the hardstanding which has already been laid without planning 
permission, to sustain tree roots beneath it. Depending on how the works were 

carried out, these works could: 
o Compact the roots 
o Result in no openings for water/air to enter the soil 

o Change the pH of the soil in the local area 
o Create an anaerobic environment below ground so that the roots cannot  

breath and are ultimately killed. 

 

R Please see the appraisal below. 

C Works have begun for the proposed landscaping of the site without planning permission, and 
these details were then added to the planning application during the application process 
rather than when the application was first submitted. 

R It is possible to apply for planning permission after works have already begun on a site. 

However, this is carried out at the applicant/developer’s own risk  as it cannot be assumed 
that permission will be granted.  

C Submitted plans are misleading, with scale ruler zeroed at floor level rather than ground level,  
lack of context to give a sense of the scale and impact on the surroundings, lack of detailing 

such as drainpipes and an inaccurate boundary line. 

R  The submitted plans are drawn to a scale and the scales are indicated on the plans. 
This allows readers to measure the dimensions on the drawings and interpret what  
they represent.  

 It is not considered necessary to submit streetscene or elevation context drawings 
in this instance, as a site plan has been submitted and other context has been 
observed on a site visit.  

 It is considered that the red line plan accurately identifies the s ite to which this 
application relates. 

C Concern that additional fencing will be erected between the application site and northern 
neighbouring property. Other works have been and/or may be carried out that have not been 
included within the application proposal, plans or other details. 

R This is not proposed as part of the current application. 



  

C Impact on amenities such as foul water pipes etc 

C Noise and disturbance during the construction period. 

C There is a restrictive covenant on the site, which the proposed works contravene. 

R The council considers all representations but must make its decision on planning grounds 
only. Issues such as ownership matters, covenants and building regulations are not 

material to the planning decision.  It is reasonable to expect a degree of noise and 
disturbance during construction but such an impact will be short-lived.  It is not considered 
that planning permission could reasonably be refused due to the impact of construction 

activities. 
 

 
Planning Policy 

 
Development Plan Policy 
 

City of Salford’s Unitary Development Plan (Saved Policies) 
 ST13 Natural environmental assets 
 DES1 Respecting context 

 DES7 Amenity of users and neighbours 
 DES8 Alterations and extensions 
 DES9 Landscaping 

 EN12 Important landscape features 
 EN13 Protected trees 
 

Other Material Planning Considerations 
 
National Planning Policy 

 
National Planning Policy Framework 
National Planning Practice Guidance 

National Design Guide 
 
Local Planning Policy 

 
Supplementary Planning Document – House extensions 
Supplementary Planning Document – Trees and development 

 
 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 48 establishes that local planning authorities may 

give weight to relevant policies in emerging plans according to:  

(a) The stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its preparation, the greater the 
weight that may be given); 

(b) The extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less significant the 
unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given); and 

(c) The degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to the NPPF (the closer the 

policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the NPPF, the greater the weight that may be given).  
There are currently two emerging plans to consider. 

First, Places for Everyone Publication Plan 2021, the joint Development Plan Document for nine districts in 

Greater Manchester, which was published for consultation under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country 
Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 on 9 August 2021. Representations were invited until 3 
October 2021 and are currently being considered. The emerging policies which are relevant to this application 

are discussed where applicable in this report with appropriate weight being afforded in accordance with NPPF 
paragraph 48. 
 

Second, the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations (SLP:DMP), 
which was published on 27 January 2020 and comments were invited until 20 March 2020.  An Addendum was 



  

published on 5 February 2021 and comments were invited on this until 19 March 2021.  The Publication 

SMP:DMP and the Addendum were submitted to the Secretary of State for examination on 30 June 2021 and 
the examination hearings are expected to take place in November 2021. The Publication SLP:DMP policies as 
modified through the Addendum is the version of the plan that the city council would like to adopt. The plan has 

been subject to a significant amount of public consultation in previous stages of its production and the city 
council has considered the comments made to determine the extent to which there are unresolved objections to 
its policies. Those policies (i.e. the Publication SLP:DMP policies as modified through the Addendum) which are 

relevant to this application are discussed where appropriate in this report with appropriate weight being afforded 
in accordance with NPPF paragraph 48.  
 

In addition, NPPF paragraph 219 establishes that existing policies (such as Salford’s UDP) are not  out-of-date 
simply because they were adopted or made prior to the publication of NPPF.   Due weight should be given to 
them, according to their degree of consistency with the NPPF, and the closer the policies in the UDP to the 

policies in the NPPF, the greater the weight that may be given. In terms of this application it is considered that 
the relevant policies of the UDP can be afforded due weight for the purposes of decision making as the relevant 
criteria within the UDP policies applicable to the proposed development are consistent with the policies 

contained in the NPPF. 
 
 

Appraisal of the Proposed Development  
 
 

Impact on the character of the area 
 
Extensions and alterations 

 
The proposed extensions are at the rear with limited views of them from public vantage points due to the mature 
planting surrounding the garden.  They would be subordinate to the main dwelling and their features and materials 

would appear coherent within the context of the existing dwelling. Neither the proposed extensions nor the 
proposed window at the front are considered to harm the character of the area or host property.  
 

Landscaping 
 
Appropriate boundary treatments such as fencing, walls or landscaping clearly define spaces. Non-permeable 

boundary treatments are often appropriate where private spaces are being created such as private gardens. 
 
A footpath runs along the eastern side of the Worsley Brook between Riding Fold Lane and Cypress Lane. As 

seen in the photographs in Figure 10, the footpath is lined by boundary treatments (predominantly fences) which 
create a divide between the public realm and the gardens of the adjacent dwellinghouses (No. 2 Riding Fold Lane 
and Nos.4, 5 and 6 Saddlecote). The proposed fence does not run along this footpath, with a gap and vegetation 

between the existing fence and the recently erected fence that forms part of this application. 
 
The proposed fence appears coherent within the context of existing fences in the area and the residential garden.  

 

 
Figure 10: Oblique aerial image taken from Google Maps 



  

  
Figure 11: Rear boundary as viewed along footpath 

  
Figure 12: Rear boundary as viewed from Barton Road 

 

 
Figure 13: Proposed fence as viewed from application garden 

The difference in land level within site is not large, and it is not considered that raising the land level so that the 
garden is one consistent level will make a significant difference to the character and appearance of the area.  

 



  

 
Figure 14: Slope of the land 

Impact on Trees 

 
There are a group of trees protected by a tree preservation order to the rear of the site. An arboricultural impact 
assessment with tree protection measures has been submitted in support of the application. Nine individual trees, 

one group of trees and two hedges were recorded. No trees are proposed for removal to facilitate the development 
and as such replacement planting will not be necessary. 
 

 
Figure 15: Excerpt from Tree Constraints Plan 



  

A temporary barrier was proposed as part of a tree protection plan to restrict construction traffic and materials 

storage within the root protection areas of the protected trees. However, during the course of the application,  
works were carried out within the root protection area, including laying of hardstanding and the erection of the 
fence. 

 
Concerns have been raised by objectors that the works that have been carried out, and proposed works that have 
not yet been carried out, may have a detrimental impact on the trees. Saved policy EN13 of the UDP states that 

development that would result in the unacceptable loss of, or damage to, protected trees will not be permitted.  
 
A full design specification for the works should have been sought prior to commencement of any works in this 

area. As works commenced without this having been sought, the Council’s arboricultural consultant visited the 
site and has investigated whether the works have resulted or are likely to result in the unacceptable loss of, or 
damage to, protected trees. 

 
The arboricultural consultant saw no evidence of excavation work having taken place, but rather that the concrete 
slab had been laid directly onto rolled MOT aggregate. The slab is intended to be used only as hard standing for 

a garden shed and will not have a regular, heavy usage. Therefore, the arboricultural consultant advises that the 
level of soil compaction anticipated is unlikely to significantly impact the trees, especially considering the small 
percentage of the overall root protection area covered. The slab does not have openings in its surface to allow for 

water and air to enter the soil. However, the area covered in relation to the overall root protection area is small. 
The consultant does not consider that any chemical run off into the soil when the concrete was curing will be 
detrimental to the health of the trees due to the size and depth of the concrete used to create the slab.  

 
There is an existing conservatory on the site and the proposed rear extension will have a similar footprint. The 
works are therefore unlikely to affect the neighbouring trees. The proposed side extension is on the border of the 

root protection area, but the Council’s arboricultural consultant does not anticipate that any excavation for the 
footings of this side extension will affect the trees in a way that will be detrimental to their health.  
 

The land level changes are proposed within the root protection area of surrounding trees. While the proposed 
works are not unacceptable in principle, the level of land compaction within the root protection area must be kept 
to a minimum and monitored throughout the building process in order to maintain the health and vigour of the 

trees. Therefore, it is recommended that in the event of approval, a condition should be attached to the decision 
notice ensuring that a method statement be submitted to ensure that any backfilling is carried out in an appropriate 
manner. 

 
It is not anticipated that the proposed works will result in long-term damage to the protected trees, subject to 
careful management of the proposed backfilling and land level changes. It is not considered reasonable or 

justifiable to refuse the application on the basis of impact on the protected trees. 
 
Impact on the amenity of neighbours 

 
There are no neighbouring properties to the rear of no.6 Saddlecote who could be overlooked by the extension.  
 

The proposed ground floor window in the side of the existing dwellinghouse does not require planning permission. 
Nevertheless, it is not anticipated that the window would result in any significant loss of privacy given that the 
window would be approximately 1.7m above finished floor level.  

 
Policy HE5 of the house extensions SPD states that planning permission will not normally be granted for single 
storey rear extensions to detached dwellings that project beyond a 45 degree line drawn from either:  

 The mid-point of any principal window of a ground floor habitable room in the adjacent dwelling; or 

 A point 3m along the common boundary from the rear elevation of the adjacent dwelling;  
whichever, in relation to a particular adjacent dwelling, allows the longer extension.  
 

In this instance, the proposed extensions would comply with this policy.  
 
The proposed rear extension would not project beyond a 45 degree line drawn from a point 3m along the common 

boundary from the rear elevation of No.4 Saddlecote. 
 
The existing dwelling is set forward of No. 5 Saddlecote, as demonstrated in Figure 16 below.  

 



  

   
Figure 16: Excerpts from Existing (left) site plan, Proposed (middle) site plans and aerial image (right) 

It is not considered that the proposal will significantly impact No.5 Saddlecote for the following reasons: 

 The application site lies to the north of No.5 Saddlecote and the single-storey development is unlikely to 
result in any significant loss of light; 

 At ground floor, No.5 Saddlecote has a conservatory which is served by glazing at multiple angles; and 

 the proposed rear extension will not result in a significant increase in the massing of the existing structure 
on the site. 

 
It is not considered that the proposal will significantly impact the amenity of neighbouring residents with regards 

to privacy, light, space between buildings or an overbearing effect.  
 
Concerns have been raised about increases in noise from activities carried out within the proposed extensions. 

The proposed extensions will be within the existing residential use and it is not considered that proposed activities 
such as domestic washing etc are likely to result in significant increases in noise and disturbance over and above 
that common within residential areas.  

 
Impact on the highway network 
 

The proposal would result in the loss of an off-street parking space within the integral garage. Planning permission 
is not required for change of activity within an existing dwellinghouse as long as the activities are ancillary to the 
use of the dwellinghouse as a dwellinghouse. Change of use from the storage of a vehicle to a home office does 

not require planning permission. 
 
There is hardstanding to the front of the property and on-street parking available along Riding Fold Lane. The 

development is not considered to result in an unacceptable impact on highway safety or the free flow of traffic in 
the area. 
 

Recommendation: 
 
Approve subject to the following conditions: 

 
1. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following plans:  

 

- Location Plan Rev B dated 14 May 2021 
- Proposed Elevations Rev B dated 09 April 2021 
- Proposed Floor Plans Rev B dated 09 April 2021 

- Proposed Site Plan Rev D dated 01 October 2021 
- Supplementary fence details received by the Local Planning Authority on 01 October 2021 
 

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interest in proper planning.  
 

2. The external materials used shall be in strict accordance with those in the application.    

 
Reason: In order to ensure a satisfactory appearance in the interests of visual amenity in accordance 
with Policies DES1 and DES8 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan and the requirements of 

the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

3. Prior to the commencement of any site levelling/backfilling works to the garden, a full method statement 

for those works shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The 



  

statement shall include details of the material to be used and any methods of compaction and a scheme 

of supervision for arboricultural protection. Any works shall be carried out in full accordance with the 
approved scheme. 
 

Reason: In order to safeguard trees including trees protected by a tree preservation order in 
accordance with Policies EN12 and EN13 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan and the 
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework 

 
 
 

 


