
 

  

 

 

 

 

23/06/2024 

 

Dear Lucy, 

 

I would like to share with you the following comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023. 

Please confirm in writing by 28/06/2024 that you have received my comments. 

 

 

Impact of Increase in Traffic 

Increased traffic in the area is to be expected with the construction of four additional towers. 

Building E1 is planned to have a car park entrance on Owen St. Owen St. is a narrow street which 

already gets very crowded in its current state. 

It is stated in the Framework Travel Plan that the traffic flow on Owen St is controlled by barriers. This 

is inaccurate information. The traffic on Owen St has not been controlled in that way for at least 3 

years as it was impractical. Furthermore the barriers have now been removed. 

It is also stated that Owen St has red lines, but these are regularly ignored by delivery drivers as well 

as vehicle registered abroad which are common occurrences due to the occupancy demographics of 

the towers. 

As a consequence of the numerous vehicles parked on the stretch which will be co-shared with 

towers E1 and E2, vehicles often swerve onto the pedestrian area when passing another vehicle. It is 

also worth noting that that area is used as terrace by restaurants like Salvi’s. 

The addition of a car park entrance on Owen St will increase the risk of accidents and injury to 

pedestrians either using the pavement or a restaurant’s terrace. The increase in vehicles passing 

each other will also increase the risk to other road users. It will also contribute to higher pollution 

levels around the towers, as vehicles struggle to pass one another, as well as increased noise levels 

well into the night as amounts of food deliveries and taxis remain high on the Deansgate Square 

turning circle until at least midnight and even later over weekends. 

Apart from Owen St, other road infrastructures appear inadequate. Referring to report 

Transport_Note from Curtins, it is difficult to understand how estimates of vehicles has been 

reached. The population of the Deansgate Square towers is made in majority of wealthy students 

and young professionals who tend to travel by taxis when going out. What we witness at Deansgate 



Square during term time, i.e. when the buildings are at full capacity, are vehicles queuing to get onto 

the turning circle. We easily see three times the number of taxis per tower picking up people on the 

turning circle. It seems a reasonable assumption that the lifestyle of the towers will not differ 

significantly. There are regular occurrences of vehicles queuing on Owen St. when there are already 5 

vehicles parked on the outer circle and 3 double parked on the inside. It is therefore reasonable to 

expect a lot more than 22 taxis per hour between the hours of 8 and 9 in the evening. 

Aside from taxis, a lot of food deliveries take place. It is, again, difficult to understand how Curtins 

came up with figures for loading bay requirements for loading bays. Curiously, peak times for 

servicing vehicles are between 10 and 11am and 4 and 5pm. The peak time that can be observed at 

Deansgate Square is between the hours of 7 and 10pm, when a lot of the food gets delivered by cars. 

Delivery drivers regularly complain that there is nowhere for them to stop, and some have even 

threatened to stop delivering to the towers.  

Given that the entrance to the car park for E1 will be on Owen St., and that the exit for E2 loading 

bay users is a one way path into Owen St., it is not difficult to imagine the seriously chaotic and 

dangerous situations which will arise from the current proposal. It is also proposed to reduce a 

portion of Owen St down to one lane, which will further exacerbate the situation and cause even 

more vehicles to climb onto pedestrian areas. The proposed traffic control measure which is to limit 

the traffic with bollards is also naïve and completely impractical for the numbers of vehicles which 

will be using the area (there used to be controlled access via barriers for Deansgate Square and these 

were dropped very quickly as the concierge desk could not effectively manage the flow of vehicles 

and queues would form behind the barriers onto Deansgate in front of the West Tower and blocking 

entrance to Deansgate Square car park).  

So based on the above, I would like to comment that the road infrastructure on the planning 

application is inadequate both on Owen St and on the loading bays. The current proposal will lead to 

a higher risk exposure for pedestrians, cyclists and other road users, and increased air and noise 

pollution. 

Finally, it is questionable as to whether the assessment by Curtins is valid at all. Curtins seem to be 

under the impression that C7 and C8 are smaller towers than E1 and E2. It is easy to see from the 

Elevation drawings that that is not the case. So when Curtins state that “there could be instances on 

Towers C7 and C8 … when theoretical demands slightly exceeds the supply of loading spaces”, that 

conclusion is drawn on estimates which are even lower than they will be in reality. Given that Curtins 

developed their entire assessment on the wrong sizing of the towers, it is really doubtful whether the 

entire report can be relied on for informed decision making. 

   

Greater Manchester Strategy, crime and anti-social behaviour 

Contrary to what is stated in the marketing literature promoting the Great Jackson redevelopment, 

there is not really a “mixed type” of occupation in the area. The apartments are primarily marketed 

abroad to foreign investors in the Middle East and the Far East. As a consequence, the proportion of 

owner occupiers in the towers is very low. The foreign property owners do not tend to occupy the 

properties themselves, and in turn promote their properties locally. So circa 80% of the occupiers are 

wealthy foreign students mainly from the Middle East and China and the Far East. 

The families with children living in Deansgate Square are few and far between, as the environment is 

becoming less and less conducive to raising families. This can be seen, for example, with the Crown 



Street school which has had to extend its catchment area as there were too few families in the 

surrounding towers to fill the classrooms, despite the school itself being very small (only 54 places 

for September 2024). 

As a consequence of the type of occupancy, petty crime rate has started to rise significantly in the 

area mainly around drug taking, anti-social behaviour or mobile phones theft. The type of anti-social 

behaviour revolves around noise pollution from music played loudly within apartments, noise from 

car revving engines to attract attention on the vehicle, cars driving aggressively on Owen St., fouling 

(vomiting, dog fouling, human urine in shared spaces, broken glass). Due to the wealthy nature of 

the student population, that population has also become a target for thieves mainly for smash and 

grabs on mobile phones. The areas has now also had for multiple years a very high rate of cars being 

broken into. 

Drug taking is also a real problem at Deansgate Square with dealers residing within the towers so as 

to be closer to the recreational consumers. 

As there is no reason to believe that the properties will be marketed differently, and therefore 

consist of a different type of demographics, it is a real concern that the construction of 1,746 new 

apartments on the doorstep of Deansgate Square will also result in even more drug taking in the area 

as well as an increase in anti-social behaviour. But it also is in contradiction with the Greater 

Manchester Strategy which mentions people as its biggest asset and the need to build on the 

strength of families and communities. Instead of having residents invested in the long term future of 

the Jackson Street development, less than 10 years after its launch, we now already have a 

population which is in majority transient and seasonal. This is also directly in contraction with The 

Great Jackson Development Framework which set out to cater for a ‘diverse population’ and whose 

vision was to cater for a ‘vibrant, safe, secure and sustainable community’.  

  

Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square 

The GIA report states that, as a whole, Deansgate Square will retain average daylight comparable 

with similar types of developments and that residents of Deansgate Square have been aware for 

several years of proposed developments. 

The second part of the statement is completely untrue. In fact, it is very surprising that Renaker, the 

applicant, have not asked GIA to correct these statements in the report as Renaker themselves have 

been advertising properties in the marketing suite with much smaller buildings on the plots 

discussed. Numerous photos of the models are available and other photos are part of the Great 

Jackson Street Development Framework authored by Deloitte. Many Deansgate Square residents 

have bought properties based on the natural daylight the properties would offer for years to come. 

The GIA report comments on the daylight situation as an average. It is clear from the visuals on figure 

16 that pretty much the entirety of the West facing side of the North Tower will be left with low level 

lighting. The situation is almost similar for the West side of East Tower. When combined with the 

other 71 floor proposed development on plot D and the new constructions currently rising on the 

South and West side, circa 2/3rds of apartments on the South Tower will be left with very little 

daylight. The report itself seems incomplete. The assessment focuses on only one side of some key 

buildings. This is the case for South Tower, for example, which will be impacted on three sides. The 

South face will be impacted by plot D (no figure), the West face will be impacted by plot D and 

C7/C8/E1/E2 and the North Face will be impacted by C7/C8/E1/E2 (no figure). Curiously, whilst the 



report fails to show before and after (called existing and proposed in the report) for buildings heavily 

impacted by the loss of sunlight, for example the West side of Deansgate Square North Tower, it 

happily volunteers before and after for apartment blocks completely unaffected by the towers (like 

City South). With these kinds of inconsistencies, one cannot help but feel that the report has not 

been written in a completely neutral way. 

Another well-known impact of the change in lighting conditions for so many apartments will also 

result in an increased need for internal lighting and heating, and thereby an increase in CO2 

emissions. The environmental impact assessment for this planning application does not take that into 

account.  

Residents of Deansgate Square have access to a green area on the West facing side of North Tower 

called the Roof Garden. Due to its positioning, the Roof Garden is a very windy place, and therefore 

unless warmth provided by natural sunlight is present, it is not a very welcoming place. The Roof 

Garden is used a lot less use than it used to at the beginning following the construction of the four 

towers on the West side of the Great Jackson development. Direct sunlight is now available early 

afternoon and late afternoon, but there is a gap mid-afternoon when the sun is behind the four 

towers opposite. The combination of the proposed 72 floor tower and the four towers in this 

application will effectively deprive all the residents from their only private green space, as there will 

be no direct sunlight ever reaching the Roof Garden as can clearly be seen from figure 16 of the Gia 

report. It is worth noting that this green space has often been used for events designed to create a 

community at Deansgate Square. So the proposed development will impact not only residents’ 

wellbeing from a natural sunlight point of view, but it will also make it more difficult for them to 

belong to a community, which, as we know, also has a number of positive impact on crime rate, 

wellbeing, antisocial behaviour, loneliness, and other. 

The Roof Garden is also the only child-friendly place within the Deansgate Square environment. 

There are no places in the entire development where children can go and play apart from the Roof 

Garden. The next closest place is the playground outside Crown Street School, and that playground 

will also be without any direct natural sunlight if the proposed development goes ahead. 

Considering a lot of properties were sold to purchasers on the belief, reinforced by drawings and 

models, that their apartment would benefit from high levels of direct light and that they would be 

able to enjoy a green, communal, child-friendly, place in the Roof Garden, it is not acceptable, and 

could even be considered as dishonesty and misseling, that an application for a completely different 

development which will impact the daylight of so many apartments in such a drastic way has been 

submitted. The situation for Deansgate Square should not be looked at as an average, but should 

really focus on the West facing sides of the South, East and North towers, and disregard the 

negligeable impact of West Tower which is geographically detached from the other three towers. The 

application is also in direct contradiction with the Greater Jackson Development Framework, two 

pillar of which are “maximising separation distances between buildings” and “enhancing sunlight and 

daylight penetration into the site”. 

  

Natural Daylight – Green Spaces 

Recent aerial photographs show that there are currently only two green spaces easily accessible to 

residents of the Great Jackson developments. One of them is the park located outside the school and 

in front of the Blade building, the other one is a private area only available to Deansgate Square 

residents called the Roof Garden. 



Both of these spaces will see a drastic reduction in natural delight if the proposed construction go 

ahead. 

There is already very little natural daylight for the park on Plot C as the park was built on the East 

side of plot C’s tall buildings and is surrounded on three sides by tall constructions. Thus the park 

gets very little sunlight post midday, apart from a brief period when the sun is between the towers 

known as the Circle and the Blade. 

That park gets good natural sunlight in the morning though, but the proposed towers in this 

application, alongside the proposed 71 floor high tower on plot D, will remove most of the morning 

natural daylight from the park. 

The situation is very similar for the Roof Garden, which will see close to ZERO natural sunlight if the 

project to build E1 and E2 goes ahead. 

As is widely known, easy to reach green spaces contribute both to the physical and mental health of 

local communities, even more so in places like Manchester where winters can have very short 

amount of natural daylight. Due to their location in the midst of tall buildings, the parks are very 

windy, and natural daylight provides the necessary warmth to make these spaces enjoyable in windy 

conditions. By drastically reducing the amount of natural daylight, the proposed constructions will 

also drastically reduce access to green spaces for the local community. 

The proposed development has two small grassland areas which will be surrounded on all sides from 

tall buildings and will see very little direct natural sunlight. So there will be very little ‘green benefit’ 

to residents of Great Jackson from these two small grassland areas. 

Apart from the impact on the residents of the Great Jackson development, the reduction in natural 

light will also impact plant growth in these green areas, and consequently the overall biodiversity of 

the area. 

The initial aim of the Great Jackson redevelopment was to create a mix of green spaces and tall 

buildings providing a pleasant and relaxing environment for residents of the area. A few years on, it is 

proposed to remove the natural daylight from the only two green spaces available to local residents 

(and most residents in the area actually have access to only one as the Roof Garden is a private green 

space) and render them inhospitable and unusable most of the time. This seems completely at odds 

with the initial objective set for the area. It feels instead like Manchester has not learnt from its past, 

particularly the 1970’s high-rise developments which failed partly due to the lack of enjoyable green 

spaces available to local residents. 

  

Daylight – school 

A popular addition to the redevelopment of the Great Jackson area was the addition of a primary 

school, the first one to open in Manchester city centre for 20 years. 

It is common knowledge that students’ learning ability, mood and overall well-being is affected by 

natural daylight, even more so in places which get very little daylight in the winter like Manchester. 

The GIA Daylight Sunlight report states that the school will lose very little daylight and recognises 

that the baseline is very low. It also states that occupants will not be aware of any reduction in 

daylight as the school is not yet constructed. This information is incorrect. The school is built and the 

first intake of students will take place in September 2024. 



It is also concerning that low level baseline daylight is used as a reason to proceed with the 

development. It can definitely be argued that as students and staff at the school are already provided 

with a very dark environment, everything ought to be done to preserve the very little natural light 

that these human beings will be getting. 

Furthermore, it is notable that the GIA report only considers the building itself. It is the front of the 

building that will be hugely impacted by the construction of the four towers. Directly outside of the 

building there is a play area. That play area will also be hugely impacted by the proposed 

development. Currently it is possible for future pupils to exercise and enjoy the play area in direct 

sunlight in the morning. This will be taken away from them as the proposed new developments (this 

one and the 71 floor tower from plot D) will remove any direct sunlight in the morning from the play 

area. 

In conclusion, for the wellbeing of students and staff at the school it is imperative not to go ahead 

with a development which will leave them with no direct sunlight even in the school outdoor areas 

for most of the year. 

The Great Jackson redevelopment was meant to be a place which attracts a mixed population, 

including young families. This proposed development goes against the initial aim of the 

redevelopment scheme. 

   

Privacy 

The proposed towers E1 and E2 have an undulated design on the long side, but a straight design on 

the short side as per Elevation drawings. The straight sides mean that these towers will offer direct 

views onto apartments from the North Tower and their private spaces. Due to the proposed 

construction design it will be possible to look directly and have very good visibility into several 

apartment from a sole vantage point in E1 and E2 towers. This has more impact on privacy when 

looking horizontally or downwards, but as the planning application is for two towers of 48 floors 

each, there will be ample opportunities for looking horizontally or downwards. This will undermine 

apartment residents’ right to privacy and personal security which is crucial to residential areas. These 

apartments will already be severely impacted by the reduction in natural daylight caused by the 

construction of E1 and E2. Thus, residents from these apartments will now be faced with one of two 

choices: either draw curtains to preserve privacy and lose the little bit left of natural daylight, or try 

and maximise the little natural daylight and give away any right to privacy during daylight hours. 

Residents from Deansgate Square’s four towers have access to a private garden area known as the 

Roof Garden. The two straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will also offer a vantage point directly 

into the garden area, currently the only private communal space available to Deansgate Square 

residents. This area is used by residents for private events to create a sense of community and 

bonding between the residents.  

So, in summary, the proposed construction of E1 and E1 goes against the right to privacy and the 

sense of security and community which Deansgate Square residents currently enjoy. 

 

 

 



 

 

Concluding remarks 

Based on the various elements above, I would like to request that your reject application 

137226/FO/2023. 

It is clear that the application has been made using a blend of wrong data, inaccurate or out of date 

information and that the proposed development will have a serious impact on the residents of Great 

Jackson and even in surrounding areas like Castlefield.  

Furthermore, it is breaching ALL THREE of the key pillars published in the Great Jackson Street 

Development Framework published by Deloitte (namely maximining separation distances between 

buildings, increasing the quantum and variety of public spaces within the Development Framework, 

enhancing sunlight and daylight penetration). 

 

Best regards 

 



 

 

 

 

23/06/2024 

 

Dear Lucy, 

 

I would like to share with you the following comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023.  

Please confirm in writing by 28/06/2024 that you have received my comments. 

 

 

Impact of Increase in Traffic 

Increased traffic in the area is to be expected with the construction of four additional towers. 

Building E1 is planned to have a car park entrance on Owen St. Owen St. is a narrow street which 

already gets very crowded in its current state. 

It is stated in the Framework Travel Plan that the traffic flow on Owen St is controlled by barriers. This 

is inaccurate information. The traffic on Owen St has not been controlled in that way for at least 3 

years as it was impractical. Furthermore the barriers have now been removed. 

It is also stated that Owen St has red lines, but these are regularly ignored by delivery drivers as well 

as vehicle registered abroad which are common occurrences due to the occupancy demographics of 

the towers. 

As a consequence of the numerous vehicles parked on the stretch which will be co-shared with 

towers E1 and E2, vehicles often swerve onto the pedestrian area when passing another vehicle. It is 

also worth noting that that area is used as terrace by restaurants like Salvi’s.  

The addition of a car park entrance on Owen St will increase the risk of accidents and injury to 

pedestrians either using the pavement or a restaurant’s terrace. The increase in vehicles passing 

each other will also increase the risk to other road users. It will also contribute to higher pollution 

levels around the towers, as vehicles struggle to pass one another, as well as increased noise levels 

well into the night as amounts of food deliveries and taxis remain high on the Deansgate Square 

turning circle until at least midnight and even later over weekends. 

Apart from Owen St, other road infrastructures appear inadequate. Referring to report 

Transport_Note from Curtins, it is difficult to understand how estimates of vehicles has been 

reached. The population of the Deansgate Square towers is made in majority of wealthy students 

and young professionals who tend to travel by taxis when going out. What we witness at Deansgate 

Square during term time, i.e. when the buildings are at full capacity, are vehicles queuing to get onto 

the turning circle. We easily see three times the number of taxis per tower picking up people on the 

turning circle. It seems a reasonable assumption that the lifestyle of the towers will not differ 



significantly. There are regular occurrences of vehicles queuing on Owen St. when there are already 5 

vehicles parked on the outer circle and 3 double parked on the inside. It is therefore reasonable to 

expect a lot more than 22 taxis per hour between the hours of 8 and 9 in the evening. 

Aside from taxis, a lot of food deliveries take place. It is, again, difficult to understand how Curtins 

came up with figures for loading bay requirements for loading bays. Curiously, peak times for 

servicing vehicles are between 10 and 11am and 4 and 5pm. The peak time that can be observed at 

Deansgate Square is between the hours of 7 and 10pm, when a lot of the food gets delivered by cars.  

Delivery drivers regularly complain that there is nowhere for them to stop, and some have even 

threatened to stop delivering to the towers.  

Given that the entrance to the car park for E1 will be on Owen St., and that the exit for E2 loading 

bay users is a one way path into Owen St., it is not difficult to imagine the seriously chaotic and 

dangerous situations which will arise from the current proposal. It is also proposed to reduce a 

portion of Owen St down to one lane, which will further exacerbate the situation and cause even 

more vehicles to climb onto pedestrian areas. The proposed traffic control measure which is to limit 

the traffic with bollards is also naïve and completely impractical for the numbers of vehicles which 

will be using the area (there used to be controlled access via barriers for Deansgate Square and these 

were dropped very quickly as the concierge desk could not effectively manage the flow of vehicles 

and queues would form behind the barriers onto Deansgate in front of the West Tower and blocking 

entrance to Deansgate Square car park).  

So based on the above, I would like to comment that the road infrastructure on the planning 

application is inadequate both on Owen St and on the loading bays. The current proposal will lead to 

a higher risk exposure for pedestrians, cyclists and other road users, and increased air and noise 

pollution. 

Finally, it is questionable as to whether the assessment by Curtins is valid at all. Curtins seem to be 

under the impression that C7 and C8 are smaller towers than E1 and E2. It is easy to see from the 

Elevation drawings that that is not the case. So when Curtins state that “there could be instances on 

Towers C7 and C8 … when theoretical demands slightly exceeds the supply of loading spaces”, that 

conclusion is drawn on estimates which are even lower than they will be in reality. Given that Curtins 

developed their entire assessment on the wrong sizing of the towers, it is really doubtful whether the 

entire report can be relied on for informed decision making. 

   

Greater Manchester Strategy, crime and anti-social behaviour 

Contrary to what is stated in the marketing literature promoting the Great Jackson redevelopment, 

there is not really a “mixed type” of occupation in the area. The apartments are primarily marketed 

abroad to foreign investors in the Middle East and the Far East. As a consequence, the proportion of 

owner occupiers in the towers is very low. The foreign property owners do not tend to occupy the 

properties themselves, and in turn promote their properties locally. So circa 80% of the occupiers are 

wealthy foreign students mainly from the Middle East and China and the Far East. 

The families with children living in Deansgate Square are few and far between, as the environment is 

becoming less and less conducive to raising families. This can be seen, for example, with the Crown 

Street school which has had to extend its catchment area as there were too few families in the 

surrounding towers to fill the classrooms, despite the school itself being very small (only 54 places 

for September 2024). 



As a consequence of the type of occupancy, petty crime rate has started to rise significantly in the 

area mainly around drug taking, anti-social behaviour or mobile phones theft. The type of anti-social 

behaviour revolves around noise pollution from music played loudly within apartments, noise from 

car revving engines to attract attention on the vehicle, cars driving aggressively on Owen St., fouling 

(vomiting, dog fouling, human urine in shared spaces, broken glass). Due to the wealthy nature of 

the student population, that population has also become a target for thieves mainly for smash and 

grabs on mobile phones. The areas has now also had for multiple years a very high rate of cars being 

broken into. 

Drug taking is also a real problem at Deansgate Square with dealers residing within the towers so as 

to be closer to the recreational consumers. 

As there is no reason to believe that the properties will be marketed differently, and therefore 

consist of a different type of demographics, it is a real concern that the construction of 1,746 new 

apartments on the doorstep of Deansgate Square will also result in even more drug taking in the area 

as well as an increase in anti-social behaviour. But it also is in contradiction with the Greater 

Manchester Strategy which mentions people as its biggest asset and the need to build on the 

strength of families and communities. Instead of having residents invested in the long term future of 

the Jackson Street development, less than 10 years after its launch, we now already have a 

population which is in majority transient and seasonal. This is also directly in contraction with The 

Great Jackson Development Framework which set out to cater for a ‘diverse population’ and whose 

vision was to cater for a ‘vibrant, safe, secure and sustainable community’.  

  

Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square 

The GIA report states that, as a whole, Deansgate Square will retain average daylight comparable 

with similar types of developments and that residents of Deansgate Square have been aware for 

several years of proposed developments. 

The second part of the statement is completely untrue. In fact, it is very surprising that Renaker, the 

applicant, have not asked GIA to correct these statements in the report as Renaker themselves have 

been advertising properties in the marketing suite with much smaller buildings on the plots 

discussed. Numerous photos of the models are available and other photos are part of the Great 

Jackson Street Development Framework authored by Deloitte. Many Deansgate Square residents 

have bought properties based on the natural daylight the properties would offer for years to come.  

The GIA report comments on the daylight situation as an average. It is clear from the visuals on figure 

16 that pretty much the entirety of the West facing side of the North Tower will be left with low level 

lighting. The situation is almost similar for the West side of East Tower. When combined with the 

other 71 floor proposed development on plot D and the new constructions currently rising on the 

South and West side, circa 2/3rds of apartments on the South Tower will be left with very little 

daylight. The report itself seems incomplete. The assessment focuses on only one side of some key 

buildings. This is the case for South Tower, for example, which will be impacted on three sides. The 

South face will be impacted by plot D (no figure), the West face will be impacted by plot D and 

C7/C8/E1/E2 and the North Face will be impacted by C7/C8/E1/E2 (no figure). Curiously, whilst the 

report fails to show before and after (called existing and proposed in the report) for buildings heavily 

impacted by the loss of sunlight, for example the West side of Deansgate Square North Tower, it 

happily volunteers before and after for apartment blocks completely unaffected by the towers (like 



City South). With these kinds of inconsistencies, one cannot help but feel that the report has not 

been written in a completely neutral way. 

Another well-known impact of the change in lighting conditions for so many apartments will also 

result in an increased need for internal lighting and heating, and thereby an increase in CO2 

emissions. The environmental impact assessment for this planning application does not take that into 

account.  

Residents of Deansgate Square have access to a green area on the West facing side of North Tower 

called the Roof Garden. Due to its positioning, the Roof Garden is a very windy place, and therefore 

unless warmth provided by natural sunlight is present, it is not a very welcoming place. The Roof 

Garden is used a lot less use than it used to at the beginning following the construction of the four 

towers on the West side of the Great Jackson development. Direct sunlight is now available early 

afternoon and late afternoon, but there is a gap mid-afternoon when the sun is behind the four 

towers opposite. The combination of the proposed 72 floor tower and the four towers in this 

application will effectively deprive all the residents from their only private green space, as there will 

be no direct sunlight ever reaching the Roof Garden as can clearly be seen from figure 16 of the Gia 

report. It is worth noting that this green space has often been used for events designed to create a 

community at Deansgate Square. So the proposed development will impact not only residents’ 

wellbeing from a natural sunlight point of view, but it will also make it more difficult for them to 

belong to a community, which, as we know, also has a number of positive impact on crime rate, 

wellbeing, antisocial behaviour, loneliness, and other. 

The Roof Garden is also the only child-friendly place within the Deansgate Square environment. 

There are no places in the entire development where children can go and play apart from the Roof 

Garden. The next closest place is the playground outside Crown Street School, and that playground 

will also be without any direct natural sunlight if the proposed development goes ahead.  

Considering a lot of properties were sold to purchasers on the belief, reinforced by drawings and 

models, that their apartment would benefit from high levels of direct light and that they would be 

able to enjoy a green, communal, child-friendly, place in the Roof Garden, it is not acceptable, and 

could even be considered as dishonesty and misseling, that an application for a completely different 

development which will impact the daylight of so many apartments in such a drastic way has been 

submitted. The situation for Deansgate Square should not be looked at as an average, but should 

really focus on the West facing sides of the South, East and North towers, and disregard the 

negligeable impact of West Tower which is geographically detached from the other three towers. The 

application is also in direct contradiction with the Greater Jackson Development Framework, two 

pillar of which are “maximising separation distances between buildings” and “enhancing sunlight and 

daylight penetration into the site”. 

  

Natural Daylight – Green Spaces 

Recent aerial photographs show that there are currently only two green spaces easily accessible to 

residents of the Great Jackson developments. One of them is the park located outside the school and 

in front of the Blade building, the other one is a private area only available to Deansgate Square 

residents called the Roof Garden. 

Both of these spaces will see a drastic reduction in natural delight if the proposed construction go 

ahead. 



There is already very little natural daylight for the park on Plot C as the park was built on the East 

side of plot C’s tall buildings and is surrounded on three sides by tall constructions. Thus the park 

gets very little sunlight post midday, apart from a brief period when the sun is between the towers 

known as the Circle and the Blade. 

That park gets good natural sunlight in the morning though, but the proposed towers in this 

application, alongside the proposed 71 floor high tower on plot D, will remove most of the morning 

natural daylight from the park. 

The situation is very similar for the Roof Garden, which will see close to ZERO natural sunlight if the 

project to build E1 and E2 goes ahead. 

As is widely known, easy to reach green spaces contribute both to the physical and mental health of 

local communities, even more so in places like Manchester where winters can have very short 

amount of natural daylight. Due to their location in the midst of tall buildings, the parks are very 

windy, and natural daylight provides the necessary warmth to make these spaces enjoyable in windy 

conditions. By drastically reducing the amount of natural daylight, the proposed constructions will 

also drastically reduce access to green spaces for the local community. 

The proposed development has two small grassland areas which will be surrounded on all sides from 

tall buildings and will see very little direct natural sunlight. So there will be very little ‘green benefit’ 

to residents of Great Jackson from these two small grassland areas. 

Apart from the impact on the residents of the Great Jackson development, the reduction in natural 

light will also impact plant growth in these green areas, and consequently the overall biodiversity of 

the area. 

The initial aim of the Great Jackson redevelopment was to create a mix of green spaces and tall 

buildings providing a pleasant and relaxing environment for residents of the area. A few years on, it is 

proposed to remove the natural daylight from the only two green spaces available to local residents 

(and most residents in the area actually have access to only one as the Roof Garden is a private green 

space) and render them inhospitable and unusable most of the time. This seems completely at odds 

with the initial objective set for the area. It feels instead like Manchester has not learnt from its past, 

particularly the 1970’s high-rise developments which failed partly due to the lack of enjoyable green 

spaces available to local residents. 

  

Daylight – school 

A popular addition to the redevelopment of the Great Jackson area was the addition of a primary 

school, the first one to open in Manchester city centre for 20 years.  

It is common knowledge that students’ learning ability, mood and overall well-being is affected by 

natural daylight, even more so in places which get very little daylight in the winter like Manchester.  

The GIA Daylight Sunlight report states that the school will lose very little daylight and recognises 

that the baseline is very low. It also states that occupants will not be aware of any reduction in 

daylight as the school is not yet constructed. This information is incorrect. The school is built and the 

first intake of students will take place in September 2024. 

It is also concerning that low level baseline daylight is used as a reason to proceed with the 

development. It can definitely be argued that as students and staff at the school are already provided 



with a very dark environment, everything ought to be done to preserve the very little natural light 

that these human beings will be getting. 

Furthermore, it is notable that the GIA report only considers the building itself. It is the front of the 

building that will be hugely impacted by the construction of the four towers. Directly outside of the 

building there is a play area. That play area will also be hugely impacted by the proposed 

development. Currently it is possible for future pupils to exercise and enjoy the play area in direct 

sunlight in the morning. This will be taken away from them as the proposed new developments (this 

one and the 71 floor tower from plot D) will remove any direct sunlight in the morning from the play 

area. 

In conclusion, for the wellbeing of students and staff at the school it is imperative not to go ahead 

with a development which will leave them with no direct sunlight even in the school outdoor areas 

for most of the year. 

The Great Jackson redevelopment was meant to be a place which attracts a mixed population, 

including young families. This proposed development goes against the initial aim of the 

redevelopment scheme. 

   

Privacy 

The proposed towers E1 and E2 have an undulated design on the long side, but a straight design on 

the short side as per Elevation drawings. The straight sides mean that these towers will offer direct 

views onto apartments from the North Tower and their private spaces. Due to the proposed 

construction design it will be possible to look directly and have very good visibility into several 

apartment from a sole vantage point in E1 and E2 towers. This has more impact on privacy when 

looking horizontally or downwards, but as the planning application is for two towers of 48 floors 

each, there will be ample opportunities for looking horizontally or downwards. This will undermine 

apartment residents’ right to privacy and personal security which is crucial to residential areas. These 

apartments will already be severely impacted by the reduction in natural daylight caused by the 

construction of E1 and E2. Thus, residents from these apartments will now be faced with one of two 

choices: either draw curtains to preserve privacy and lose the little bit left of natural daylight, or try 

and maximise the little natural daylight and give away any right to privacy during daylight hours.  

Residents from Deansgate Square’s four towers have access to a private garden area known as the 

Roof Garden. The two straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will also offer a vantage point directly 

into the garden area, currently the only private communal space available to Deansgate Square 

residents. This area is used by residents for private events to create a sense of community and 

bonding between the residents.  

So, in summary, the proposed construction of E1 and E1 goes against the right to privacy and the 

sense of security and community which Deansgate Square residents currently enjoy.  

 

 

 

 

 



Concluding remarks 

Based on the various elements above, I would like to request that your reject application 

137226/FO/2023. 

It is clear that the application has been made using a blend of wrong data, inaccurate or out of date 

information and that the proposed development will have a serious impact on the residents of Great 

Jackson and even in surrounding areas like Castlefield.  

Furthermore, it is breaching ALL THREE of the key pillars published in the Great Jackson Street 

Development Framework published by Deloitte (namely maximining separation distances between 

buildings, increasing the quantum and variety of public spaces within the Development Framework, 

enhancing sunlight and daylight penetration). 

 

Best regards 

 

 



 

 

 

  

 

23/06/2024 

Dear Lucy, 

I would like to share with you the following comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023. 

Please confirm in writing by 28/06/2024 that you have received my comments. 

Impact of Increase in Traffic 

Increased traffic in the area is to be expected with the construction of four additional towers. 
Building E1 is planned to have a car park entrance on Owen St. Owen St. is a narrow street which 
already gets very crowded in its current state. 

It is stated in the Framework Travel Plan that the traffic flow on Owen St is controlled by barriers. 
This is inaccurate information. The traffic on Owen St has not been controlled in that way for at least 
3 years as it was impractical. Furthermore the barriers have now been removed. 

It is also stated that Owen St has red lines, but these are regularly ignored by delivery drivers as well 
as vehicle registered abroad which are common occurrences due to the occupancy demographics of 
the towers. 

As a consequence of the numerous vehicles parked on the stretch which will be co-shared with 
towers E1 and E2, vehicles often swerve onto the pedestrian area when passing another vehicle. It is 
also worth noting that that area is used as terrace by restaurants like Salvi’s. 

The addition of a car park entrance on Owen St will increase the risk of accidents and injury to 
pedestrians either using the pavement or a restaurant’s terrace. The increase in vehicles passing 
each other will also increase the risk to other road users. It will also contribute to higher pollution 
levels around the towers, as vehicles struggle to pass one another, as well as increased noise levels 
well into the night as amounts of food deliveries and taxis remain high on the Deansgate Square 
turning circle until at least midnight and even later over weekends. 

Apart from Owen St, other road infrastructures appear inadequate. Referring to report 
Transport_Note from Curtins, it is difficult to understand how estimates of vehicles has been 
reached. The population of the Deansgate Square towers is made in majority of wealthy students 
and young professionals who tend to travel by taxis when going out. What we witness at Deansgate 
Square during term time, i.e. when the buildings are at full capacity, are vehicles queuing to get onto 
the turning circle. We easily see three times the number of taxis per tower picking up people on the 



turning circle. It seems a reasonable assumption that the lifestyle of the towers will not differ 
significantly. There are regular occurrences of vehicles queuing on Owen St. when there are already 5 
vehicles parked on the outer circle and 3 double parked on the inside. It is therefore reasonable to 
expect a lot more than 22 taxis per hour between the hours of 8 and 9 in the evening. 

Aside from taxis, a lot of food deliveries take place. It is, again, difficult to understand how Curtins 
came up with figures for loading bay requirements for loading bays. Curiously, peak times for 
servicing vehicles are between 10 and 11am and 4 and 5pm. The peak time that can be observed at 
Deansgate Square is between the hours of 7 and 10pm, when a lot of the food gets delivered by cars. 
Delivery drivers regularly complain that there is nowhere for them to stop, and some have even 
threatened to stop delivering to the towers.  

Given that the entrance to the car park for E1 will be on Owen St., and that the exit for E2 loading 
bay users is a one way path into Owen St., it is not difficult to imagine the seriously chaotic and 
dangerous situations which will arise from the current proposal. It is also proposed to reduce a 
portion of Owen St down to one lane, which will further exacerbate the situation and cause even 
more vehicles to climb onto pedestrian areas. The proposed traffic control measure which is to limit 
the traffic with bollards is also naïve and completely impractical for the numbers of vehicles which 
will be using the area (there used to be controlled access via barriers for Deansgate Square and these 
were dropped very quickly as the concierge desk could not effectively manage the flow of vehicles 
and queues would form behind the barriers onto Deansgate in front of the West Tower and blocking 
entrance to Deansgate Square car park).  

So based on the above, I would like to comment that the road infrastructure on the planning 
application is inadequate both on Owen St and on the loading bays. The current proposal will lead to 
a higher risk exposure for pedestrians, cyclists and other road users, and increased air and noise 
pollution. 

Finally, it is questionable as to whether the assessment by Curtins is valid at all. Curtins seem to be 
under the impression that C7 and C8 are smaller towers than E1 and E2. It is easy to see from the 
Elevation drawings that that is not the case. So when Curtins state that “there could be instances on 
Towers C7 and C8 … when theoretical demands slightly exceeds the supply of loading spaces”, that 
conclusion is drawn on estimates which are even lower than they will be in reality. Given that Curtins 
developed their entire assessment on the wrong sizing of the towers, it is really doubtful whether 
the entire report can be relied on for informed decision making. 

   

Greater Manchester Strategy, crime and anti-social behaviour 

Contrary to what is stated in the marketing literature promoting the Great Jackson redevelopment, 
there is not really a “mixed type” of occupation in the area. The apartments are primarily marketed 
abroad to foreign investors in the Middle East and the Far East. As a consequence, the proportion of 
owner occupiers in the towers is very low. The foreign property owners do not tend to occupy the 
properties themselves, and in turn promote their properties locally. So circa 80% of the occupiers are 
wealthy foreign students mainly from the Middle East and China and the Far East. 

The families with children living in Deansgate Square are few and far between, as the environment is 
becoming less and less conducive to raising families. This can be seen, for example, with the Crown 
Street school which has had to extend its catchment area as there were too few families in the 
surrounding towers to fill the classrooms, despite the school itself being very small (only 54 places 
for September 2024). 



As a consequence of the type of occupancy, petty crime rate has started to rise significantly in the 
area mainly around drug taking, anti-social behaviour or mobile phones theft. The type of anti-social 
behaviour revolves around noise pollution from music played loudly within apartments, noise from 
car revving engines to attract attention on the vehicle, cars driving aggressively on Owen St., fouling 
(vomiting, dog fouling, human urine in shared spaces, broken glass). Due to the wealthy nature of 
the student population, that population has also become a target for thieves mainly for smash and 
grabs on mobile phones. The areas has now also had for multiple years a very high rate of cars being 
broken into. 

Drug taking is also a real problem at Deansgate Square with dealers residing within the towers so as 
to be closer to the recreational consumers. 

As there is no reason to believe that the properties will be marketed differently, and therefore 
consist of a different type of demographics, it is a real concern that the construction of 1,746 new 
apartments on the doorstep of Deansgate Square will also result in even more drug taking in the area 
as well as an increase in anti-social behaviour. But it also is in contradiction with the Greater 
Manchester Strategy which mentions people as its biggest asset and the need to build on the 
strength of families and communities. Instead of having residents invested in the long term future of 
the Jackson Street development, less than 10 years after its launch, we now already have a 
population which is in majority transient and seasonal. This is also directly in contraction with The 
Great Jackson Development Framework which set out to cater for a ‘diverse population’ and whose 
vision was to cater for a ‘vibrant, safe, secure and sustainable community’.  

  

Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square 

The GIA report states that, as a whole, Deansgate Square will retain average daylight comparable 
with similar types of developments and that residents of Deansgate Square have been aware for 
several years of proposed developments. 

The second part of the statement is completely untrue. In fact, it is very surprising that Renaker, the 
applicant, have not asked GIA to correct these statements in the report as Renaker themselves have 
been advertising properties in the marketing suite with much smaller buildings on the plots 
discussed. Numerous photos of the models are available and other photos are part of the Great 
Jackson Street Development Framework authored by Deloitte. Many Deansgate Square residents 
have bought properties based on the natural daylight the properties would offer for years to come. 

The GIA report comments on the daylight situation as an average. It is clear from the visuals on figure 
16 that pretty much the entirety of the West facing side of the North Tower will be left with low level 
lighting. The situation is almost similar for the West side of East Tower. When combined with the 
other 71 floor proposed development on plot D and the new constructions currently rising on the 
South and West side, circa 2/3rds of apartments on the South Tower will be left with very little 
daylight. The report itself seems incomplete. The assessment focuses on only one side of some key 
buildings. This is the case for South Tower, for example, which will be impacted on three sides. The 
South face will be impacted by plot D (no figure), the West face will be impacted by plot D and C7/
C8/E1/E2 and the North Face will be impacted by C7/C8/E1/E2 (no figure). Curiously, whilst the 
report fails to show before and after (called existing and proposed in the report) for buildings heavily 
impacted by the loss of sunlight, for example the West side of Deansgate Square North Tower, it 
happily volunteers before and after for apartment blocks completely unaffected by the towers (like 
City South). With these kinds of inconsistencies, one cannot help but feel that the report has not 
been written in a completely neutral way. 



Another well-known impact of the change in lighting conditions for so many apartments will also 
result in an increased need for internal lighting and heating, and thereby an increase in CO2 
emissions. The environmental impact assessment for this planning application does not take that 
into account.  

Residents of Deansgate Square have access to a green area on the West facing side of North Tower 
called the Roof Garden. Due to its positioning, the Roof Garden is a very windy place, and therefore 
unless warmth provided by natural sunlight is present, it is not a very welcoming place. The Roof 
Garden is used a lot less use than it used to at the beginning following the construction of the four 
towers on the West side of the Great Jackson development. Direct sunlight is now available early 
afternoon and late afternoon, but there is a gap mid-afternoon when the sun is behind the four 
towers opposite. The combination of the proposed 72 floor tower and the four towers in this 
application will effectively deprive all the residents from their only private green space, as there will 
be no direct sunlight ever reaching the Roof Garden as can clearly be seen from figure 16 of the Gia 
report. It is worth noting that this green space has often been used for events designed to create a 
community at Deansgate Square. So the proposed development will impact not only residents’ 
wellbeing from a natural sunlight point of view, but it will also make it more difficult for them to 
belong to a community, which, as we know, also has a number of positive impact on crime rate, 
wellbeing, antisocial behaviour, loneliness, and other. 

The Roof Garden is also the only child-friendly place within the Deansgate Square environment. 
There are no places in the entire development where children can go and play apart from the Roof 
Garden. The next closest place is the playground outside Crown Street School, and that playground 
will also be without any direct natural sunlight if the proposed development goes ahead. 

Considering a lot of properties were sold to purchasers on the belief, reinforced by drawings and 
models, that their apartment would benefit from high levels of direct light and that they would be 
able to enjoy a green, communal, child-friendly, place in the Roof Garden, it is not acceptable, and 
could even be considered as dishonesty and misseling, that an application for a completely different 
development which will impact the daylight of so many apartments in such a drastic way has been 
submitted. The situation for Deansgate Square should not be looked at as an average, but should 
really focus on the West facing sides of the South, East and North towers, and disregard the 
negligeable impact of West Tower which is geographically detached from the other three towers. The 
application is also in direct contradiction with the Greater Jackson Development Framework, two 
pillar of which are “maximising separation distances between buildings” and “enhancing sunlight and 
daylight penetration into the site”. 

  

Natural Daylight – Green Spaces 

Recent aerial photographs show that there are currently only two green spaces easily accessible to 
residents of the Great Jackson developments. One of them is the park located outside the school and 
in front of the Blade building, the other one is a private area only available to Deansgate Square 
residents called the Roof Garden. 

Both of these spaces will see a drastic reduction in natural delight if the proposed construction go 
ahead. 

There is already very little natural daylight for the park on Plot C as the park was built on the East 
side of plot C’s tall buildings and is surrounded on three sides by tall constructions. Thus the park 
gets very little sunlight post midday, apart from a brief period when the sun is between the towers 
known as the Circle and the Blade. 



That park gets good natural sunlight in the morning though, but the proposed towers in this 
application, alongside the proposed 71 floor high tower on plot D, will remove most of the morning 
natural daylight from the park. 

The situation is very similar for the Roof Garden, which will see close to ZERO natural sunlight if the 
project to build E1 and E2 goes ahead. 

As is widely known, easy to reach green spaces contribute both to the physical and mental health of 
local communities, even more so in places like Manchester where winters can have very short 
amount of natural daylight. Due to their location in the midst of tall buildings, the parks are very 
windy, and natural daylight provides the necessary warmth to make these spaces enjoyable in windy 
conditions. By drastically reducing the amount of natural daylight, the proposed constructions will 
also drastically reduce access to green spaces for the local community. 

The proposed development has two small grassland areas which will be surrounded on all sides from 
tall buildings and will see very little direct natural sunlight. So there will be very little ‘green benefit’ 
to residents of Great Jackson from these two small grassland areas. 

Apart from the impact on the residents of the Great Jackson development, the reduction in natural 
light will also impact plant growth in these green areas, and consequently the overall biodiversity of 
the area. 

The initial aim of the Great Jackson redevelopment was to create a mix of green spaces and tall 
buildings providing a pleasant and relaxing environment for residents of the area. A few years on, it is 
proposed to remove the natural daylight from the only two green spaces available to local residents 
(and most residents in the area actually have access to only one as the Roof Garden is a private green 
space) and render them inhospitable and unusable most of the time. This seems completely at odds 
with the initial objective set for the area. It feels instead like Manchester has not learnt from its past, 
particularly the 1970’s high-rise developments which failed partly due to the lack of enjoyable green 
spaces available to local residents. 

  

Daylight – school 

A popular addition to the redevelopment of the Great Jackson area was the addition of a primary 
school, the first one to open in Manchester city centre for 20 years. 

It is common knowledge that students’ learning ability, mood and overall well-being is affected by 
natural daylight, even more so in places which get very little daylight in the winter like Manchester. 

The GIA Daylight Sunlight report states that the school will lose very little daylight and recognises 
that the baseline is very low. It also states that occupants will not be aware of any reduction in 
daylight as the school is not yet constructed. This information is incorrect. The school is built and the 
first intake of students will take place in September 2024. 

It is also concerning that low level baseline daylight is used as a reason to proceed with the 
development. It can definitely be argued that as students and staff at the school are already provided 
with a very dark environment, everything ought to be done to preserve the very little natural light 
that these human beings will be getting. 

Furthermore, it is notable that the GIA report only considers the building itself. It is the front of the 
building that will be hugely impacted by the construction of the four towers. Directly outside of the 
building there is a play area. That play area will also be hugely impacted by the proposed 
development. Currently it is possible for future pupils to exercise and enjoy the play area in direct 



sunlight in the morning. This will be taken away from them as the proposed new developments (this 
one and the 71 floor tower from plot D) will remove any direct sunlight in the morning from the play 
area. 

In conclusion, for the wellbeing of students and staff at the school it is imperative not to go ahead 
with a development which will leave them with no direct sunlight even in the school outdoor areas 
for most of the year. 

The Great Jackson redevelopment was meant to be a place which attracts a mixed population, 
including young families. This proposed development goes against the initial aim of the 
redevelopment scheme. 

   

Privacy 

The proposed towers E1 and E2 have an undulated design on the long side, but a straight design on 
the short side as per Elevation drawings. The straight sides mean that these towers will offer direct 
views onto apartments from the North Tower and their private spaces. Due to the proposed 
construction design it will be possible to look directly and have very good visibility into several 
apartment from a sole vantage point in E1 and E2 towers. This has more impact on privacy when 
looking horizontally or downwards, but as the planning application is for two towers of 48 floors 
each, there will be ample opportunities for looking horizontally or downwards. This will undermine 
apartment residents’ right to privacy and personal security which is crucial to residential areas. These 
apartments will already be severely impacted by the reduction in natural daylight caused by the 
construction of E1 and E2. Thus, residents from these apartments will now be faced with one of two 
choices: either draw curtains to preserve privacy and lose the little bit left of natural daylight, or try 
and maximise the little natural daylight and give away any right to privacy during daylight hours. 

Residents from Deansgate Square’s four towers have access to a private garden area known as the 
Roof Garden. The two straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will also offer a vantage point directly 
into the garden area, currently the only private communal space available to Deansgate Square 
residents. This area is used by residents for private events to create a sense of community and 
bonding between the residents.  

So, in summary, the proposed construction of E1 and E1 goes against the right to privacy and the 
sense of security and community which Deansgate Square residents currently enjoy. 

Concluding remarks 

Based on the various elements above, I would like to request that your reject application 137226/FO/
2023. 

It is clear that the application has been made using a blend of wrong data, inaccurate or out of date 
information and that the proposed development will have a serious impact on the residents of Great 
Jackson and even in surrounding areas like Castlefield.  



Furthermore, it is breaching ALL THREE of the key pillars published in the Great Jackson Street 
Development Framework published by Deloitte (namely maximining separation distances between 
buildings, increasing the quantum and variety of public spaces within the Development Framework, 
enhancing sunlight and daylight penetration). 

Best regards 



 

 

 

 

 

23/06/2024 

 

Dear Lucy, 

 

Re: application 137226/FO/2023 

I would like to share with you the following comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023. 

I would appreciate confirmation that you have received my comments by return email no later than 
28/06/24. 

 

Impact on Traffic and Infrastructure 

The construction of four additional towers will inevitably lead to increased traffic. Owen Street, 
where Building E1's car park entrance is planned, is already narrow and congested. The Framework 
Travel Plan inaccurately states that traffic on Owen Street is controlled by barriers, but this has not 
been the case for three years as the barriers were removed due to impracticality. Despite the 
presence of red lines, they are frequently ignored by delivery drivers and foreign-registered vehicles. 

Vehicles often already swerve onto the pedestrian area when passing another vehicle. At present, 
this area is used as terrace by restaurants like Salvi’s and Medlock Canteen, with tables and chairs 
out on the pavement. The addition of a car park entrance on Owen St will increase the risk of 
accidents and injury to pedestrians either using the pavement or a restaurant’s terrace.  

In the report by Curtins, peak times for “servicing vehicles” are noted as between 10 and 11am and 4 
and 5pm. The reality is somewhat different; from experience, peak time observed at Deansgate 
Square is between the hours of 7 and 10pm, when a lot of the food gets delivered by cars. Delivery 
drivers regularly complain that there is nowhere for them to stop, and some have even threatened to 
stop delivering to the towers. Given that the entrance to the car park for E1 will be on Owen St., and 
that the exit for E2 loading bay users is a one way path into Owen St., it is not difficult to imagine the 
seriously chaotic and dangerous situations which will arise from the current proposal.  

The increase in vehicles will exacerbate congestion, particularly with delivery drivers and taxis, which 
are already a common sight at Deansgate Square. The planned reduction of Owen Street to one lane 
and the addition of bollards as traffic control measures are impractical and will worsen the situation, 
increasing the risk of accidents, noise, and air pollution. The assessment by Curtins, which 
underestimates vehicle numbers, usage and notes incorrect tower sizes, can be described as naïve at 
best. It appears flawed, inaccurate and therefore unreliable for informed decision-making. 

   



Crime and Anti-Social Behaviour 

The marketing of apartments in this area primarily to foreign investors has resulted in a transient 
population of wealthy foreign students and young professionals. This demographic shift has led to an 
increase in residents being the targets (and victims) of crime and anti-social behaviour, including 
theft, assault, drug use, noise pollution, and vandalism. The proposed development, with its 1,746 
new apartments currently being marketed in the same way and appealing to the same demographic, 
is likely to exacerbate these issues, conflicting with the Greater Manchester Strategy’s goal of 
building strong, family-oriented communities. 

 Loss of Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square 

The GIA report's claim that Deansgate Square will retain average daylight is misleading and does not 
reflect the reality of the situation. Many residents purchased properties based on the expectation of 
sustained natural light, as heavily advertised by the developers. The marketing materials and models 
presented by Renaker showed much smaller buildings on the plots now proposed for the new 
towers. The drastic change in the proposed development, with significantly taller buildings, will 
severely impact the West-facing sides of the North, South, and East Towers, reducing daylight 
significantly. It is interesting to note that Renaker have not insisted the GIA report be corrected to 
accurately reflect the smaller buildings they themselves have been advertising in the space.  

The visuals in Figure 16 of the GIA report clearly show that almost the entirety of the West-facing 
side of the North Tower will be left with low-level lighting. Similarly, the West side of the East Tower 
and two-thirds of the South Tower will experience significantly reduced daylight due to the combined 
impact of the proposed 72-floor tower and the existing constructions on the South and West sides. 
The report's assessment appears incomplete and biased, selectively focusing on unaffected areas, 
such as City South, while neglecting the heavily impacted sides of key buildings. 

This reduction in natural daylight will increase the need for internal lighting and heating, leading to 
higher CO2 emissions. The environmental impact assessment for this planning application does not 
account for this inevitable increase, which is a significant oversight. 

Moreover, the communal Roof Garden, a key amenity for Deansgate Square residents, will be 
deprived of sunlight, making it unusable due to cold and windy conditions. Currently, the Roof 
Garden is already less used since the construction of the four towers on the West side of the Great 
Jackson development. Direct sunlight is only available in the early and late afternoons, with a gap in 
the mid-afternoon when the sun is blocked by the towers opposite. The proposed new towers will 
block sunlight entirely, leaving the Roof Garden without any direct sunlight throughout the day. 

The Roof Garden is crucial for community events and as a child-friendly area. It is the only private 
green space available to Deansgate Square residents and is used to foster a sense of community. The 
loss of this space will detrimentally affect residents' wellbeing and sense of community. The 
proposed development will make it more difficult for residents to enjoy communal activities, 
impacting crime rates, antisocial behaviour, loneliness, and overall mental health. 

Additionally, the reduced natural light will impact the only other accessible green space, the park 
outside the school. This park currently receives good natural sunlight in the morning but will lose 
most of it if the new towers are built. This will make the park less hospitable, reducing its usability 
and the physical and mental health benefits it provides to the community. The proposed small 
grassland areas within the new development will be surrounded by tall buildings and receive very 
little direct sunlight, offering minimal green benefits to residents. 



In conclusion, the loss of natural daylight due to the proposed development will have far-reaching 
negative effects on the residents of Deansgate Square and the surrounding community. It contradicts 
the initial objectives of the Great Jackson redevelopment, which aimed to create a balanced mix of 
green spaces and tall buildings. The severe reduction in natural light will render key communal and 
green spaces inhospitable and unusable, undermining the wellbeing and community spirit of the 
area. 

 Daylight – school 

A popular addition to the redevelopment of the Great Jackson area was the addition of a primary 
school, the first one to open in Manchester city centre for 20 years. 

It is common knowledge that students’ learning ability, mood and overall well-being is affected by 
natural daylight, even more so in places which get very little daylight in the winter like Manchester. 

The GIA Daylight Sunlight report states that the school will lose very little daylight and recognises 
that the baseline is very low. It also states that occupants will not be aware of any reduction in 
daylight as the school is not yet constructed. This information is incorrect. The school is built and the 
first intake of students will take place in September 2024. 

It is also concerning that low level baseline daylight is used as a reason to proceed with the 
development. It can definitely be argued that as students and staff at the school are already provided 
with a very dark environment, everything ought to be done to preserve the very little natural light 
that these human beings will be getting. 

Furthermore, it is notable that the GIA report only considers the building itself. It is the front of the 
building that will be hugely impacted by the construction of the four towers. Directly outside of the 
building there is a play area. That play area will also be hugely impacted by the proposed 
development. Currently it is possible for future pupils to exercise and enjoy the play area in direct 
sunlight in the morning. This will be taken away from them as the proposed new developments (this 
one and the 71 floor tower from plot D) will remove any direct sunlight in the morning from the play 
area. 

In conclusion, for the wellbeing of students and staff at the school it is imperative not to go ahead 
with a development which will leave them with no direct sunlight even in the school outdoor areas 
for most of the year. 

The Great Jackson redevelopment was meant to be a place which attracts a mixed population, 
including young families. This proposed development goes against the initial aim of the 
redevelopment scheme. 

 Privacy and Security Concerns 

The proposed towers E1 and E2 have an undulated design on the long sides but a straight design on 
the short sides. This architectural choice significantly impacts privacy and security for current 
residents. The straight sides of these towers will offer direct and unobstructed views into several 
apartments in the North Tower and their private spaces. The height of these towers, at 48 floors 
each, will provide ample opportunities for looking horizontally and downwards into the existing 
apartments, severely undermining residents’ right to privacy and personal security.  

Privacy is a fundamental aspect of residential living, and the intrusion from the new towers will force 
residents to make an uncomfortable choice: either draw their curtains and sacrifice the remaining 
natural light or leave their curtains open and compromise their privacy. This situation is particularly 



distressing given that the affected apartments are already facing a significant reduction in natural 
daylight due to the new development. 

The Roof Garden, the only private communal space available to Deansgate Square residents, will also 
be directly impacted. The two straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will overlook this area, 
compromising the sense of privacy and security that residents currently enjoy. This garden is used for 
private events and gatherings designed to foster a sense of community among residents. The 
proposed towers will undermine this by making the Roof Garden visible to non-residents, thus 
eroding the safe and secure environment that residents currently enjoy. 

Experts in urban planning and community safety advocate for developments that enhance rather 
than compromise resident security. This includes ensuring that new buildings do not create hidden or 
overlooked areas where criminal activities can thrive. The current proposal, with its direct lines of 
sight into private residences and communal areas, fails to meet these safety standards. 

Concluding remarks 

In light of the numerous issues, areas of concern and reporting inaccuracies highlighted, I urge the 
rejection of application 137226/FO/2023. The proposal not only breaches the key principles of the 
Great Jackson Street Development Framework but also significantly impacts the quality of life for 
existing residents. The increased traffic, compromised privacy and security, and severe reduction in 
natural daylight all contribute to a deteriorating living environment, in direct contradiction to the 
proposed vision of a vibrant, safe, and sustainable community. 

Furthermore, the development's potential to exacerbate crime and antisocial behaviour, along with 
its negative impact on essential green spaces and the local school, raises serious concerns. These 
factors collectively undermine the initial objectives of the Great Jackson redevelopment, which 
aimed to foster a diverse, connected, and family-friendly community. The current proposal risks 
creating an overcrowded, transient neighbourhood with diminished community spirit and little real 
liveability. 

Therefore, it is imperative to reject this application to protect the wellbeing, security, and quality of 
life of current and future residents. Upholding the original framework’s principles and ensuring 
responsible, community-focused urban development is crucial for the continued regeneration and 
success of Manchester city centre. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 



Comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023.
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To:​Lucy Harrison ​

You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important

23/06/2024
Dear Lucy,

I would like to share with you the following comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023.

Please confirm in writing by 28/06/2024 that you have received my comments.

Impact of Increase in Traffic
Increased traffic in the area is to be expected with the construction of four additional towers. Building E1 is planned to have

a car park entrance on Owen St. Owen St. is a narrow street which already gets very crowded in its current state.

It is stated in the Framework Travel Plan that the traffic flow on Owen St is controlled by barriers. This is inaccurate
information. The traffic on Owen St has not been controlled in that way for at least 3 years as it was impractical.

Furthermore the barriers have now been removed.

It is also stated that Owen St has red lines, but these are regularly ignored by delivery drivers as well as vehicle registered
abroad which are common occurrences due to the occupancy demographics of the towers.

As a consequence of the numerous vehicles parked on the stretch which will be co-shared with towers E1 and E2, vehicles

often swerve onto the pedestrian area when passing another vehicle. It is also worth noting that that area is used as terrace
by restaurants like Salvi’s.

The addition of a car park entrance on Owen St will increase the risk of accidents and injury to pedestrians either using the

pavement or a restaurant’s terrace. The increase in vehicles passing each other will also increase the risk to other road
users. It will also contribute to higher pollution levels around the towers, as vehicles struggle to pass one another, as well as

increased noise levels well into the night as amounts of food deliveries and taxis remain high on the Deansgate Square

turning circle until at least midnight and even later over weekends.

Apart from Owen St, other road infrastructures appear inadequate. Referring to report Transport_Note from Curtins, it is
difficult to understand how estimates of vehicles has been reached. The population of the Deansgate Square towers is

made in majority of wealthy students and young professionals who tend to travel by taxis when going out. What we witness

at Deansgate Square during term time, i.e. when the buildings are at full capacity, are vehicles queuing to get onto the
turning circle. We easily see three times the number of taxis per tower picking up people on the turning circle. It seems a

reasonable assumption that the lifestyle of the towers will not differ significantly. There are regular occurrences of vehicles

queuing on Owen St. when there are already 5 vehicles parked on the outer circle and 3 double parked on the inside. It is
therefore reasonable to expect a lot more than 22 taxis per hour between the hours of 8 and 9 in the evening.

Aside from taxis, a lot of food deliveries take place. It is, again, difficult to understand how Curtins came up with figures for

loading bay requirements for loading bays. Curiously, peak times for servicing vehicles are between 10 and 11am and 4 and
5pm. The peak time that can be observed at Deansgate Square is between the hours of 7 and 10pm, when a lot of the food

gets delivered by cars. Delivery drivers regularly complain that there is nowhere for them to stop, and some have even

threatened to stop delivering to the towers. 
Given that the entrance to the car park for E1 will be on Owen St., and that the exit for E2 loading bay users is a one way

path into Owen St., it is not difficult to imagine the seriously chaotic and dangerous situations which will arise from the

current proposal. It is also proposed to reduce a portion of Owen St down to one lane, which will further exacerbate the

situation and cause even more vehicles to climb onto pedestrian areas. The proposed traffic control measure which is to
limit the traffic with bollards is also naïve and completely impractical for the numbers of vehicles which will be using the area



(there used to be controlled access via barriers for Deansgate Square and these were dropped very quickly as the

concierge desk could not effectively manage the flow of vehicles and queues would form behind the barriers onto
Deansgate in front of the West Tower and blocking entrance to Deansgate Square car park). 

So based on the above, I would like to comment that the road infrastructure on the planning application is inadequate both

on Owen St and on the loading bays. The current proposal will lead to a higher risk exposure for pedestrians, cyclists and
other road users, and increased air and noise pollution.

Finally, it is questionable as to whether the assessment by Curtins is valid at all. Curtins seem to be under the impression

that C7 and C8 are smaller towers than E1 and E2. It is easy to see from the Elevation drawings that that is not the case.

So when Curtins state that “there could be instances on Towers C7 and C8 … when theoretical demands slightly exceeds
the supply of loading spaces”, that conclusion is drawn on estimates which are even lower than they will be in reality. Given

that Curtins developed their entire assessment on the wrong sizing of the towers, it is really doubtful whether the entire

report can be relied on for informed decision making.
  

Greater Manchester Strategy, crime and anti-social behaviour
Contrary to what is stated in the marketing literature promoting the Great Jackson redevelopment, there is not really a
“mixed type” of occupation in the area. The apartments are primarily marketed abroad to foreign investors in the Middle

East and the Far East. As a consequence, the proportion of owner occupiers in the towers is very low. The foreign property

owners do not tend to occupy the properties themselves, and in turn promote their properties locally. So circa 80% of the
occupiers are wealthy foreign students mainly from the Middle East and China and the Far East.

The families with children living in Deansgate Square are few and far between, as the environment is becoming less and

less conducive to raising families. This can be seen, for example, with the Crown Street school which has had to extend its
catchment area as there were too few families in the surrounding towers to fill the classrooms, despite the school itself

being very small (only 54 places for September 2024).

As a consequence of the type of occupancy, petty crime rate has started to rise significantly in the area mainly around drug

taking, anti-social behaviour or mobile phones theft. The type of anti-social behaviour revolves around noise pollution from
music played loudly within apartments, noise from car revving engines to attract attention on the vehicle, cars driving

aggressively on Owen St., fouling (vomiting, dog fouling, human urine in shared spaces, broken glass). Due to the wealthy

nature of the student population, that population has also become a target for thieves mainly for smash and grabs on
mobile phones. The areas has now also had for multiple years a very high rate of cars being broken into.

Drug taking is also a real problem at Deansgate Square with dealers residing within the towers so as to be closer to the

recreational consumers.
As there is no reason to believe that the properties will be marketed differently, and therefore consist of a different type of

demographics, it is a real concern that the construction of 1,746 new apartments on the doorstep of Deansgate Square will

also result in even more drug taking in the area as well as an increase in anti-social behaviour. But it also is in contradiction
with the Greater Manchester Strategy which mentions people as its biggest asset and the need to build on the strength of

families and communities. Instead of having residents invested in the long term future of the Jackson Street development,

less than 10 years after its launch, we now already have a population which is in majority transient and seasonal. This is
also directly in contraction with The Great Jackson Development Framework which set out to cater for a ‘diverse population’

and whose vision was to cater for a ‘vibrant, safe, secure and sustainable community’. 

 

 
Natural Daylight – Green Spaces
Recent aerial photographs show that there are currently only two green spaces easily accessible to residents of the Great

Jackson developments. One of them is the park located outside the school and in front of the Blade building, the other one
is a private area only available to Deansgate Square residents called the Roof Garden.

Both of these spaces will see a drastic reduction in natural delight if the proposed construction go ahead.

There is already very little natural daylight for the park on Plot C as the park was built on the East side of plot C’s tall
buildings and is surrounded on three sides by tall constructions. Thus the park gets very little sunlight post midday, apart

from a brief period when the sun is between the towers known as the Circle and the Blade.



That park gets good natural sunlight in the morning though, but the proposed towers in this application, alongside the

proposed 71 floor high tower on plot D, will remove most of the morning natural daylight from the park.
The situation is very similar for the Roof Garden, which will see close to ZERO natural sunlight if the project to build E1 and

E2 goes ahead.

As is widely known, easy to reach green spaces contribute both to the physical and mental health of local communities,
even more so in places like Manchester where winters can have very short amount of natural daylight. Due to their location

in the midst of tall buildings, the parks are very windy, and natural daylight provides the necessary warmth to make these

spaces enjoyable in windy conditions. By drastically reducing the amount of natural daylight, the proposed constructions will

also drastically reduce access to green spaces for the local community.
The proposed development has two small grassland areas which will be surrounded on all sides from tall buildings and will

see very little direct natural sunlight. So there will be very little ‘green benefit’ to residents of Great Jackson from these two

small grassland areas.
Apart from the impact on the residents of the Great Jackson development, the reduction in natural light will also impact plant

growth in these green areas, and consequently the overall biodiversity of the area.

The initial aim of the Great Jackson redevelopment was to create a mix of green spaces and tall buildings providing a
pleasant and relaxing environment for residents of the area. A few years on, it is proposed to remove the natural daylight

from the only two green spaces available to local residents (and most residents in the area actually have access to only one

as the Roof Garden is a private green space) and render them inhospitable and unusable most of the time. This seems
completely at odds with the initial objective set for the area. It feels instead like Manchester has not learnt from its past,

particularly the 1970’s high-rise developments which failed partly due to the lack of enjoyable green spaces available to

local residents.

Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square
The GIA report claims that Deansgate Square, as a whole, will maintain average daylight levels comparable to similar

developments and that residents have long been aware of these proposed changes. This second claim is entirely false. It's

surprising that Renaker, the applicant, hasn't asked GIA to correct this misinformation, especially since Renaker has been
marketing properties with much smaller buildings on the discussed plots. Photos of these models are widely available,

including those in the Great Jackson Street Development Framework by Deloitte. Many Deansgate Square residents

purchased their properties with the expectation of long-term natural daylight.

The GIA report's assessment of average daylight is misleading. Visuals in figure 16 show that nearly the entire west-facing

side of the North Tower will suffer from low lighting levels. A similar situation is projected for the west side of the East Tower.

Combined with the proposed 71-floor development on plot D and new constructions on the south and west sides,
approximately two-thirds of the South Tower apartments will receive minimal daylight. The report appears incomplete, as it

only evaluates one side of some key buildings. For instance, the South Tower will be affected on three sides: the south face

by plot D (not shown in the report), the west face by plots D and C7/C8/E1/E2, and the north face by C7/C8/E1/E2 (also not
shown). Strangely, while the report omits before-and-after comparisons for heavily impacted buildings like the west side of

Deansgate Square North Tower, it includes these comparisons for unaffected blocks like City South. Such inconsistencies

suggest bias in the report.

Another significant impact of reduced daylight will be increased reliance on internal lighting and heating, leading to higher

CO2 emissions, which the environmental impact assessment does not address.

Deansgate Square residents have access to the Roof Garden, a green area on the west-facing side of the North Tower.

This space is already windy and unwelcoming without natural sunlight. Following the construction of the four towers on the
west side of the Great Jackson development, the Roof Garden receives direct sunlight only in the early and late afternoon,

with a gap in mid-afternoon. The proposed 72-floor tower and the four additional towers will block all direct sunlight to the

Roof Garden, eliminating the only private green space for residents, as shown in figure 16 of the GIA report. This space has
been crucial for community events, contributing to residents' wellbeing and fostering a sense of community, which has

benefits for crime rates, antisocial behavior, loneliness, and overall wellbeing.



The Roof Garden is also the only child-friendly area within Deansgate Square. Without it, children will have no play area

within the development, with the nearest playground being outside Crown Street School, which will also be deprived of
direct sunlight if the proposed development proceeds.

Many properties were sold based on the promise of high levels of direct light and access to a green, communal, child-

friendly Roof Garden. Submitting an application for a drastically different development that will significantly reduce daylight
for many apartments is unacceptable and could be seen as dishonest and misleading. The impact on Deansgate Square

should not be averaged but should focus on the west-facing sides of the South, East, and North towers, ignoring the

negligible impact on the geographically detached West Tower. This application contradicts the Greater Jackson

Development Framework, which emphasizes "maximizing separation distances between buildings" and "enhancing sunlight
and daylight penetration into the site." 

  

Privacy
The proposed E1 and E2 towers feature an undulating design on their longer sides, while the shorter sides are straight,

according to the elevation drawings. The straight sides of these towers will provide direct views into the North Tower

apartments and their private spaces. Due to this design, it will be possible to clearly see into several apartments from
specific vantage points in the E1 and E2 towers. This design particularly impacts privacy when looking horizontally or

downward, which will be frequent given the 48-floor height of each tower. Consequently, this undermines the privacy and

personal security of apartment residents, which are vital in residential areas. Additionally, these apartments will already
suffer from a reduction in natural daylight due to the construction of E1 and E2. Residents will have to choose between

drawing their curtains to maintain privacy, thereby losing the limited natural daylight, or maximizing daylight and sacrificing

privacy during daylight hours.

Residents of Deansgate Square’s four towers currently enjoy access to a private garden area known as the Roof Garden.

The straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will also overlook this garden, which is the only private communal space for

Deansgate Square residents. This area is used for private events and fosters a sense of community and bonding among

residents.

In summary, the construction of the E1 and E2 towers poses a threat to the privacy, security, and community spirit that

Deansgate Square residents currently enjoy.

Daylight – school
A popular addition to the redevelopment of the Great Jackson area was the addition of a primary school, the first one to

open in Manchester city centre for 20 years.

It is common knowledge that students’ learning ability, mood and overall well-being is affected by natural daylight, even
more so in places which get very little daylight in the winter like Manchester.

The GIA Daylight Sunlight report states that the school will lose very little daylight and recognises that the baseline is very

low. It also states that occupants will not be aware of any reduction in daylight as the school is not yet constructed. This
information is incorrect. The school is built and the first intake of students will take place in September 2024.

It is also concerning that low level baseline daylight is used as a reason to proceed with the development. It can be argued

that as students and staff at the school are already provided with a very dark environment, everything ought to be done to
preserve the very little natural light these human beings will be getting.

Furthermore, it is notable that the GIA report only considers the building itself. It is the front of the building that will be

hugely impacted by the construction of the four towers. Directly outside of the building there is a play area. That play area

will also be hugely impacted by the proposed development. Currently it is possible for future pupils to exercise and enjoy
the play area in direct sunlight in the morning. This will be taken away from them as the proposed new developments (this

one and the 71 floor tower from plot D) will remove any direct sunlight in the morning from the play area.

In conclusion, for the wellbeing of students and staff at the school it is imperative not to go ahead with a development which
will leave them with no direct sunlight even in the school outdoor areas for most of the year.



The Great Jackson redevelopment was meant to be a place which attracts a mixed population, including young families.

This proposed development goes against the initial aim of the redevelopment scheme.

Concluding remarks
Based on the various elements above, I would like to request that your reject application 137226/FO/2023.

It is clear that the application has been made using a blend of wrong data, inaccurate or out of date information and that the
proposed development will have a serious impact on the residents of Great Jackson and even in surrounding areas like

Castlefield. 

Furthermore, it is breaching ALL THREE of the key pillars published in the Great Jackson Street Development Framework

published by Deloitte (namely maximining separation distances between buildings, increasing the quantum and variety of
public spaces within the Development Framework, enhancing sunlight and daylight penetration).

Best regards



 

 

 

 

23/06/2024 

 

Dear Lucy, 

 

I would like to share with you the following comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023.  

Please confirm in writing by 28/06/2024 that you have received my comments. 

 

 

Impact of Increase in Traffic 

Increased traffic in the area is to be expected with the construction of four additional towers. 

Building E1 is planned to have a car park entrance on Owen St. Owen St. is a narrow street which 

already gets very crowded in its current state. 

It is stated in the Framework Travel Plan that the traffic flow on Owen St is controlled by barriers. This 

is inaccurate information. The traffic on Owen St has not been controlled in that way for at least 3 

years as it was impractical. Furthermore the barriers have now been removed. 

It is also stated that Owen St has red lines, but these are regularly ignored by delivery drivers as well 

as vehicle registered abroad which are common occurrences due to the occupancy demographics of 

the towers. 

As a consequence of the numerous vehicles parked on the stretch which will be co-shared with 

towers E1 and E2, vehicles often swerve onto the pedestrian area when passing another vehicle. It is 

also worth noting that that area is used as terrace by restaurants like Salvi’s.  

The addition of a car park entrance on Owen St will increase the risk of accidents and injury to 

pedestrians either using the pavement or a restaurant’s terrace. The increase in vehicles passing 

each other will also increase the risk to other road users. It will also contribute to higher pollution 

levels around the towers, as vehicles struggle to pass one another, as well as increased noise levels 

well into the night as amounts of food deliveries and taxis remain high on the Deansgate Square 

turning circle until at least midnight and even later over weekends. 

Apart from Owen St, other road infrastructures appear inadequate. Referring to report 

Transport_Note from Curtins, it is difficult to understand how estimates of vehicles has been 

reached. The population of the Deansgate Square towers is made in majority of wealthy students 

and young professionals who tend to travel by taxis when going out. What we witness at Deansgate 

Square during term time, i.e. when the buildings are at full capacity, are vehicles queuing to get onto 

the turning circle. We easily see three times the number of taxis per tower picking up people on the 

turning circle. It seems a reasonable assumption that the lifestyle of the towers will not differ 



significantly. There are regular occurrences of vehicles queuing on Owen St. when there are already 5 

vehicles parked on the outer circle and 3 double parked on the inside. It is therefore reasonable to 

expect a lot more than 22 taxis per hour between the hours of 8 and 9 in the evening. 

Aside from taxis, a lot of food deliveries take place. It is, again, difficult to understand how Curtins 

came up with figures for loading bay requirements for loading bays. Curiously, peak times for 

servicing vehicles are between 10 and 11am and 4 and 5pm. The peak time that can be observed at 

Deansgate Square is between the hours of 7 and 10pm, when a lot of the food gets delivered by cars.  

Delivery drivers regularly complain that there is nowhere for them to stop, and some have even 

threatened to stop delivering to the towers.  

Given that the entrance to the car park for E1 will be on Owen St., and that the exit for E2 loading 

bay users is a one way path into Owen St., it is not difficult to imagine the seriously chaotic and 

dangerous situations which will arise from the current proposal. It is also proposed to reduce a 

portion of Owen St down to one lane, which will further exacerbate the situation and cause even 

more vehicles to climb onto pedestrian areas. The proposed traffic control measure which is to limit 

the traffic with bollards is also naïve and completely impractical for the numbers of vehicles which 

will be using the area (there used to be controlled access via barriers for Deansgate Square and these 

were dropped very quickly as the concierge desk could not effectively manage the flow of vehicles 

and queues would form behind the barriers onto Deansgate in front of the West Tower and blocking 

entrance to Deansgate Square car park).  

So based on the above, I would like to comment that the road infrastructure on the planning 

application is inadequate both on Owen St and on the loading bays. The current proposal will lead to 

a higher risk exposure for pedestrians, cyclists and other road users, and increased air and noise 

pollution. 

Finally, it is questionable as to whether the assessment by Curtins is valid at all. Curtins seem to be 

under the impression that C7 and C8 are smaller towers than E1 and E2. It is easy to see from the 

Elevation drawings that that is not the case. So when Curtins state that “there could be instances on 

Towers C7 and C8 … when theoretical demands slightly exceeds the supply of loading spaces”, that 

conclusion is drawn on estimates which are even lower than they will be in reality. Given that Curtins 

developed their entire assessment on the wrong sizing of the towers, it is really doubtful whether the 

entire report can be relied on for informed decision making. 

   

Greater Manchester Strategy, crime and anti-social behaviour 

Contrary to what is stated in the marketing literature promoting the Great Jackson redevelopment, 

there is not really a “mixed type” of occupation in the area. The apartments are primarily marketed 

abroad to foreign investors in the Middle East and the Far East. As a consequence, the proportion of 

owner occupiers in the towers is very low. The foreign property owners do not tend to occupy the 

properties themselves, and in turn promote their properties locally. So circa 80% of the occupiers are 

wealthy foreign students mainly from the Middle East and China and the Far East. 

The families with children living in Deansgate Square are few and far between, as the environment is 

becoming less and less conducive to raising families. This can be seen, for example, with the Crown 

Street school which has had to extend its catchment area as there were too few families in the 

surrounding towers to fill the classrooms, despite the school itself being very small (only 54 places 

for September 2024). 



As a consequence of the type of occupancy, petty crime rate has started to rise significantly in the 

area mainly around drug taking, anti-social behaviour or mobile phones theft. The type of anti-social 

behaviour revolves around noise pollution from music played loudly within apartments, noise from 

car revving engines to attract attention on the vehicle, cars driving aggressively on Owen St., fouling 

(vomiting, dog fouling, human urine in shared spaces, broken glass). Due to the wealthy nature of 

the student population, that population has also become a target for thieves mainly for smash and 

grabs on mobile phones. The areas has now also had for multiple years a very high rate of cars being 

broken into. 

Drug taking is also a real problem at Deansgate Square with dealers residing within the towers so as 

to be closer to the recreational consumers. 

As there is no reason to believe that the properties will be marketed differently, and therefore 

consist of a different type of demographics, it is a real concern that the construction of 1,746 new 

apartments on the doorstep of Deansgate Square will also result in even more drug taking in the area 

as well as an increase in anti-social behaviour. But it also is in contradiction with the Greater 

Manchester Strategy which mentions people as its biggest asset and the need to build on the 

strength of families and communities. Instead of having residents invested in the long term future of 

the Jackson Street development, less than 10 years after its launch, we now already have a 

population which is in majority transient and seasonal. This is also directly in contraction with The 

Great Jackson Development Framework which set out to cater for a ‘diverse population’ and whose 

vision was to cater for a ‘vibrant, safe, secure and sustainable community’.  

  

Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square 

The GIA report states that, as a whole, Deansgate Square will retain average daylight comparable 

with similar types of developments and that residents of Deansgate Square have been aware for 

several years of proposed developments. 

The second part of the statement is completely untrue. In fact, it is very surprising that Renaker, the 

applicant, have not asked GIA to correct these statements in the report as Renaker themselves have 

been advertising properties in the marketing suite with much smaller buildings on the plots 

discussed. Numerous photos of the models are available and other photos are part of the Great 

Jackson Street Development Framework authored by Deloitte. Many Deansgate Square residents 

have bought properties based on the natural daylight the properties would offer for years to come.  

The GIA report comments on the daylight situation as an average. It is clear from the visuals on figure 

16 that pretty much the entirety of the West facing side of the North Tower will be left with low level 

lighting. The situation is almost similar for the West side of East Tower. When combined with the 

other 71 floor proposed development on plot D and the new constructions currently rising on the 

South and West side, circa 2/3rds of apartments on the South Tower will be left with very little 

daylight. The report itself seems incomplete. The assessment focuses on only one side of some key 

buildings. This is the case for South Tower, for example, which will be impacted on three sides. The 

South face will be impacted by plot D (no figure), the West face will be impacted by plot D and 

C7/C8/E1/E2 and the North Face will be impacted by C7/C8/E1/E2 (no figure). Curiously, whilst the 

report fails to show before and after (called existing and proposed in the report) for buildings heavily 

impacted by the loss of sunlight, for example the West side of Deansgate Square North Tower, it 

happily volunteers before and after for apartment blocks completely unaffected by the towers (like 



City South). With these kinds of inconsistencies, one cannot help but feel that the report has not 

been written in a completely neutral way. 

Another well-known impact of the change in lighting conditions for so many apartments will also 

result in an increased need for internal lighting and heating, and thereby an increase in CO2 

emissions. The environmental impact assessment for this planning application does not take that into 

account.  

Residents of Deansgate Square have access to a green area on the West facing side of North Tower 

called the Roof Garden. Due to its positioning, the Roof Garden is a very windy place, and therefore 

unless warmth provided by natural sunlight is present, it is not a very welcoming place. The Roof 

Garden is used a lot less use than it used to at the beginning following the construction of the four 

towers on the West side of the Great Jackson development. Direct sunlight is now available early 

afternoon and late afternoon, but there is a gap mid-afternoon when the sun is behind the four 

towers opposite. The combination of the proposed 72 floor tower and the four towers in this 

application will effectively deprive all the residents from their only private green space, as there will 

be no direct sunlight ever reaching the Roof Garden as can clearly be seen from figure 16 of the Gia 

report. It is worth noting that this green space has often been used for events designed to create a 

community at Deansgate Square. So the proposed development will impact not only residents’ 

wellbeing from a natural sunlight point of view, but it will also make it more difficult for them to 

belong to a community, which, as we know, also has a number of positive impact on crime rate, 

wellbeing, antisocial behaviour, loneliness, and other. 

The Roof Garden is also the only child-friendly place within the Deansgate Square environment. 

There are no places in the entire development where children can go and play apart from the Roof 

Garden. The next closest place is the playground outside Crown Street School, and that playground 

will also be without any direct natural sunlight if the proposed development goes ahead.  

Considering a lot of properties were sold to purchasers on the belief, reinforced by drawings and 

models, that their apartment would benefit from high levels of direct light and that they would be 

able to enjoy a green, communal, child-friendly, place in the Roof Garden, it is not acceptable, and 

could even be considered as dishonesty and misseling, that an application for a completely different 

development which will impact the daylight of so many apartments in such a drastic way has been 

submitted. The situation for Deansgate Square should not be looked at as an average, but should 

really focus on the West facing sides of the South, East and North towers, and disregard the 

negligeable impact of West Tower which is geographically detached from the other three towers. The 

application is also in direct contradiction with the Greater Jackson Development Framework, two 

pillar of which are “maximising separation distances between buildings” and “enhancing sunlight and 

daylight penetration into the site”. 

  

Natural Daylight – Green Spaces 

Recent aerial photographs show that there are currently only two green spaces easily accessible to 

residents of the Great Jackson developments. One of them is the park located outside the school and 

in front of the Blade building, the other one is a private area only available to Deansgate Square 

residents called the Roof Garden. 

Both of these spaces will see a drastic reduction in natural delight if the proposed construction go 

ahead. 



There is already very little natural daylight for the park on Plot C as the park was built on the East 

side of plot C’s tall buildings and is surrounded on three sides by tall constructions. Thus the park 

gets very little sunlight post midday, apart from a brief period when the sun is between the towers 

known as the Circle and the Blade. 

That park gets good natural sunlight in the morning though, but the proposed towers in this 

application, alongside the proposed 71 floor high tower on plot D, will remove most of the morning 

natural daylight from the park. 

The situation is very similar for the Roof Garden, which will see close to ZERO natural sunlight if the 

project to build E1 and E2 goes ahead. 

As is widely known, easy to reach green spaces contribute both to the physical and mental health of 

local communities, even more so in places like Manchester where winters can have very short 

amount of natural daylight. Due to their location in the midst of tall buildings, the parks are very 

windy, and natural daylight provides the necessary warmth to make these spaces enjoyable in windy 

conditions. By drastically reducing the amount of natural daylight, the proposed constructions will 

also drastically reduce access to green spaces for the local community. 

The proposed development has two small grassland areas which will be surrounded on all sides from 

tall buildings and will see very little direct natural sunlight. So there will be very little ‘green benefit’ 

to residents of Great Jackson from these two small grassland areas. 

Apart from the impact on the residents of the Great Jackson development, the reduction in natural 

light will also impact plant growth in these green areas, and consequently the overall biodiversity of 

the area. 

The initial aim of the Great Jackson redevelopment was to create a mix of green spaces and tall 

buildings providing a pleasant and relaxing environment for residents of the area. A few years on, it is 

proposed to remove the natural daylight from the only two green spaces available to local residents 

(and most residents in the area actually have access to only one as the Roof Garden is a private green 

space) and render them inhospitable and unusable most of the time. This seems completely at odds 

with the initial objective set for the area. It feels instead like Manchester has not learnt from its past, 

particularly the 1970’s high-rise developments which failed partly due to the lack of enjoyable green 

spaces available to local residents. 

  

Daylight – school 

A popular addition to the redevelopment of the Great Jackson area was the addition of a primary 

school, the first one to open in Manchester city centre for 20 years.  

It is common knowledge that students’ learning ability, mood and overall well-being is affected by 

natural daylight, even more so in places which get very little daylight in the winter like Manchester.  

The GIA Daylight Sunlight report states that the school will lose very little daylight and recognises 

that the baseline is very low. It also states that occupants will not be aware of any reduction in 

daylight as the school is not yet constructed. This information is incorrect. The school is built and the 

first intake of students will take place in September 2024. 

It is also concerning that low level baseline daylight is used as a reason to proceed with the 

development. It can definitely be argued that as students and staff at the school are already provided 



with a very dark environment, everything ought to be done to preserve the very little natural light 

that these human beings will be getting. 

Furthermore, it is notable that the GIA report only considers the building itself. It is the front of the 

building that will be hugely impacted by the construction of the four towers. Directly outside of the 

building there is a play area. That play area will also be hugely impacted by the proposed 

development. Currently it is possible for future pupils to exercise and enjoy the play area in direct 

sunlight in the morning. This will be taken away from them as the proposed new developments (this 

one and the 71 floor tower from plot D) will remove any direct sunlight in the morning from the play 

area. 

In conclusion, for the wellbeing of students and staff at the school it is imperative not to go ahead 

with a development which will leave them with no direct sunlight even in the school outdoor areas 

for most of the year. 

The Great Jackson redevelopment was meant to be a place which attracts a mixed population, 

including young families. This proposed development goes against the initial aim of the 

redevelopment scheme. 

   

Privacy 

The proposed towers E1 and E2 have an undulated design on the long side, but a straight design on 

the short side as per Elevation drawings. The straight sides mean that these towers will offer direct 

views onto apartments from the North Tower and their private spaces. Due to the proposed 

construction design it will be possible to look directly and have very good visibility into several 

apartment from a sole vantage point in E1 and E2 towers. This has more impact on privacy when 

looking horizontally or downwards, but as the planning application is for two towers of 48 floors 

each, there will be ample opportunities for looking horizontally or downwards. This will undermine 

apartment residents’ right to privacy and personal security which is crucial to residential areas. These 

apartments will already be severely impacted by the reduction in natural daylight caused by the 

construction of E1 and E2. Thus, residents from these apartments will now be faced with one of two 

choices: either draw curtains to preserve privacy and lose the little bit left of natural daylight, or try 

and maximise the little natural daylight and give away any right to privacy during daylight hours.  

Residents from Deansgate Square’s four towers have access to a private garden area known as the 

Roof Garden. The two straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will also offer a vantage point directly 

into the garden area, currently the only private communal space available to Deansgate Square 

residents. This area is used by residents for private events to create a sense of community and 

bonding between the residents.  

So, in summary, the proposed construction of E1 and E1 goes against the right to privacy and the 

sense of security and community which Deansgate Square residents currently enjoy.  

 

 

 

 

 



Concluding remarks 

Based on the various elements above, I would like to request that your reject application 

137226/FO/2023. 

It is clear that the application has been made using a blend of wrong data, inaccurate or out of date 

information and that the proposed development will have a serious impact on the residents of Great 

Jackson and even in surrounding areas like Castlefield.  

Furthermore, it is breaching ALL THREE of the key pillars published in the Great Jackson Street 

Development Framework published by Deloitte (namely maximining separation distances between 

buildings, increasing the quantum and variety of public spaces within the Development Framework, 

enhancing sunlight and daylight penetration). 

 

Best regards 

 

 



 

 

 

  

 

23/06/2024 

Dear Lucy, 

I would like to share with you the following comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023. 

Please confirm in writing by 28/06/2024 that you have received my comments. 

Impact of Increase in Traffic 

Increased traffic in the area is to be expected with the construction of four additional towers. 
Building E1 is planned to have a car park entrance on Owen St. Owen St. is a narrow street which 
already gets very crowded in its current state. 

It is stated in the Framework Travel Plan that the traffic flow on Owen St is controlled by barriers. 
This is inaccurate information. The traffic on Owen St has not been controlled in that way for at least 
3 years as it was impractical. Furthermore the barriers have now been removed. 

It is also stated that Owen St has red lines, but these are regularly ignored by delivery drivers as well 
as vehicle registered abroad which are common occurrences due to the occupancy demographics of 
the towers. 

As a consequence of the numerous vehicles parked on the stretch which will be co-shared with 
towers E1 and E2, vehicles often swerve onto the pedestrian area when passing another vehicle. It is 
also worth noting that that area is used as terrace by restaurants like Salvi’s. 

The addition of a car park entrance on Owen St will increase the risk of accidents and injury to 
pedestrians either using the pavement or a restaurant’s terrace. The increase in vehicles passing 
each other will also increase the risk to other road users. It will also contribute to higher pollution 
levels around the towers, as vehicles struggle to pass one another, as well as increased noise levels 
well into the night as amounts of food deliveries and taxis remain high on the Deansgate Square 
turning circle until at least midnight and even later over weekends. 

Apart from Owen St, other road infrastructures appear inadequate. Referring to report 
Transport_Note from Curtins, it is difficult to understand how estimates of vehicles has been 
reached. The population of the Deansgate Square towers is made in majority of wealthy students 
and young professionals who tend to travel by taxis when going out. What we witness at Deansgate 
Square during term time, i.e. when the buildings are at full capacity, are vehicles queuing to get onto 
the turning circle. We easily see three times the number of taxis per tower picking up people on the 



turning circle. It seems a reasonable assumption that the lifestyle of the towers will not differ 
significantly. There are regular occurrences of vehicles queuing on Owen St. when there are already 5 
vehicles parked on the outer circle and 3 double parked on the inside. It is therefore reasonable to 
expect a lot more than 22 taxis per hour between the hours of 8 and 9 in the evening. 

Aside from taxis, a lot of food deliveries take place. It is, again, difficult to understand how Curtins 
came up with figures for loading bay requirements for loading bays. Curiously, peak times for 
servicing vehicles are between 10 and 11am and 4 and 5pm. The peak time that can be observed at 
Deansgate Square is between the hours of 7 and 10pm, when a lot of the food gets delivered by cars. 
Delivery drivers regularly complain that there is nowhere for them to stop, and some have even 
threatened to stop delivering to the towers.  

Given that the entrance to the car park for E1 will be on Owen St., and that the exit for E2 loading 
bay users is a one way path into Owen St., it is not difficult to imagine the seriously chaotic and 
dangerous situations which will arise from the current proposal. It is also proposed to reduce a 
portion of Owen St down to one lane, which will further exacerbate the situation and cause even 
more vehicles to climb onto pedestrian areas. The proposed traffic control measure which is to limit 
the traffic with bollards is also naïve and completely impractical for the numbers of vehicles which 
will be using the area (there used to be controlled access via barriers for Deansgate Square and these 
were dropped very quickly as the concierge desk could not effectively manage the flow of vehicles 
and queues would form behind the barriers onto Deansgate in front of the West Tower and blocking 
entrance to Deansgate Square car park).  

So based on the above, I would like to comment that the road infrastructure on the planning 
application is inadequate both on Owen St and on the loading bays. The current proposal will lead to 
a higher risk exposure for pedestrians, cyclists and other road users, and increased air and noise 
pollution. 

Finally, it is questionable as to whether the assessment by Curtins is valid at all. Curtins seem to be 
under the impression that C7 and C8 are smaller towers than E1 and E2. It is easy to see from the 
Elevation drawings that that is not the case. So when Curtins state that “there could be instances on 
Towers C7 and C8 … when theoretical demands slightly exceeds the supply of loading spaces”, that 
conclusion is drawn on estimates which are even lower than they will be in reality. Given that Curtins 
developed their entire assessment on the wrong sizing of the towers, it is really doubtful whether 
the entire report can be relied on for informed decision making. 

   

Greater Manchester Strategy, crime and anti-social behaviour 

Contrary to what is stated in the marketing literature promoting the Great Jackson redevelopment, 
there is not really a “mixed type” of occupation in the area. The apartments are primarily marketed 
abroad to foreign investors in the Middle East and the Far East. As a consequence, the proportion of 
owner occupiers in the towers is very low. The foreign property owners do not tend to occupy the 
properties themselves, and in turn promote their properties locally. So circa 80% of the occupiers are 
wealthy foreign students mainly from the Middle East and China and the Far East. 

The families with children living in Deansgate Square are few and far between, as the environment is 
becoming less and less conducive to raising families. This can be seen, for example, with the Crown 
Street school which has had to extend its catchment area as there were too few families in the 
surrounding towers to fill the classrooms, despite the school itself being very small (only 54 places 
for September 2024). 



As a consequence of the type of occupancy, petty crime rate has started to rise significantly in the 
area mainly around drug taking, anti-social behaviour or mobile phones theft. The type of anti-social 
behaviour revolves around noise pollution from music played loudly within apartments, noise from 
car revving engines to attract attention on the vehicle, cars driving aggressively on Owen St., fouling 
(vomiting, dog fouling, human urine in shared spaces, broken glass). Due to the wealthy nature of 
the student population, that population has also become a target for thieves mainly for smash and 
grabs on mobile phones. The areas has now also had for multiple years a very high rate of cars being 
broken into. 

Drug taking is also a real problem at Deansgate Square with dealers residing within the towers so as 
to be closer to the recreational consumers. 

As there is no reason to believe that the properties will be marketed differently, and therefore 
consist of a different type of demographics, it is a real concern that the construction of 1,746 new 
apartments on the doorstep of Deansgate Square will also result in even more drug taking in the area 
as well as an increase in anti-social behaviour. But it also is in contradiction with the Greater 
Manchester Strategy which mentions people as its biggest asset and the need to build on the 
strength of families and communities. Instead of having residents invested in the long term future of 
the Jackson Street development, less than 10 years after its launch, we now already have a 
population which is in majority transient and seasonal. This is also directly in contraction with The 
Great Jackson Development Framework which set out to cater for a ‘diverse population’ and whose 
vision was to cater for a ‘vibrant, safe, secure and sustainable community’.  

  

Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square 

The GIA report states that, as a whole, Deansgate Square will retain average daylight comparable 
with similar types of developments and that residents of Deansgate Square have been aware for 
several years of proposed developments. 

The second part of the statement is completely untrue. In fact, it is very surprising that Renaker, the 
applicant, have not asked GIA to correct these statements in the report as Renaker themselves have 
been advertising properties in the marketing suite with much smaller buildings on the plots 
discussed. Numerous photos of the models are available and other photos are part of the Great 
Jackson Street Development Framework authored by Deloitte. Many Deansgate Square residents 
have bought properties based on the natural daylight the properties would offer for years to come. 

The GIA report comments on the daylight situation as an average. It is clear from the visuals on figure 
16 that pretty much the entirety of the West facing side of the North Tower will be left with low level 
lighting. The situation is almost similar for the West side of East Tower. When combined with the 
other 71 floor proposed development on plot D and the new constructions currently rising on the 
South and West side, circa 2/3rds of apartments on the South Tower will be left with very little 
daylight. The report itself seems incomplete. The assessment focuses on only one side of some key 
buildings. This is the case for South Tower, for example, which will be impacted on three sides. The 
South face will be impacted by plot D (no figure), the West face will be impacted by plot D and C7/
C8/E1/E2 and the North Face will be impacted by C7/C8/E1/E2 (no figure). Curiously, whilst the 
report fails to show before and after (called existing and proposed in the report) for buildings heavily 
impacted by the loss of sunlight, for example the West side of Deansgate Square North Tower, it 
happily volunteers before and after for apartment blocks completely unaffected by the towers (like 
City South). With these kinds of inconsistencies, one cannot help but feel that the report has not 
been written in a completely neutral way. 



Another well-known impact of the change in lighting conditions for so many apartments will also 
result in an increased need for internal lighting and heating, and thereby an increase in CO2 
emissions. The environmental impact assessment for this planning application does not take that 
into account.  

Residents of Deansgate Square have access to a green area on the West facing side of North Tower 
called the Roof Garden. Due to its positioning, the Roof Garden is a very windy place, and therefore 
unless warmth provided by natural sunlight is present, it is not a very welcoming place. The Roof 
Garden is used a lot less use than it used to at the beginning following the construction of the four 
towers on the West side of the Great Jackson development. Direct sunlight is now available early 
afternoon and late afternoon, but there is a gap mid-afternoon when the sun is behind the four 
towers opposite. The combination of the proposed 72 floor tower and the four towers in this 
application will effectively deprive all the residents from their only private green space, as there will 
be no direct sunlight ever reaching the Roof Garden as can clearly be seen from figure 16 of the Gia 
report. It is worth noting that this green space has often been used for events designed to create a 
community at Deansgate Square. So the proposed development will impact not only residents’ 
wellbeing from a natural sunlight point of view, but it will also make it more difficult for them to 
belong to a community, which, as we know, also has a number of positive impact on crime rate, 
wellbeing, antisocial behaviour, loneliness, and other. 

The Roof Garden is also the only child-friendly place within the Deansgate Square environment. 
There are no places in the entire development where children can go and play apart from the Roof 
Garden. The next closest place is the playground outside Crown Street School, and that playground 
will also be without any direct natural sunlight if the proposed development goes ahead. 

Considering a lot of properties were sold to purchasers on the belief, reinforced by drawings and 
models, that their apartment would benefit from high levels of direct light and that they would be 
able to enjoy a green, communal, child-friendly, place in the Roof Garden, it is not acceptable, and 
could even be considered as dishonesty and misseling, that an application for a completely different 
development which will impact the daylight of so many apartments in such a drastic way has been 
submitted. The situation for Deansgate Square should not be looked at as an average, but should 
really focus on the West facing sides of the South, East and North towers, and disregard the 
negligeable impact of West Tower which is geographically detached from the other three towers. The 
application is also in direct contradiction with the Greater Jackson Development Framework, two 
pillar of which are “maximising separation distances between buildings” and “enhancing sunlight and 
daylight penetration into the site”. 

  

Natural Daylight – Green Spaces 

Recent aerial photographs show that there are currently only two green spaces easily accessible to 
residents of the Great Jackson developments. One of them is the park located outside the school and 
in front of the Blade building, the other one is a private area only available to Deansgate Square 
residents called the Roof Garden. 

Both of these spaces will see a drastic reduction in natural delight if the proposed construction go 
ahead. 

There is already very little natural daylight for the park on Plot C as the park was built on the East 
side of plot C’s tall buildings and is surrounded on three sides by tall constructions. Thus the park 
gets very little sunlight post midday, apart from a brief period when the sun is between the towers 
known as the Circle and the Blade. 



That park gets good natural sunlight in the morning though, but the proposed towers in this 
application, alongside the proposed 71 floor high tower on plot D, will remove most of the morning 
natural daylight from the park. 

The situation is very similar for the Roof Garden, which will see close to ZERO natural sunlight if the 
project to build E1 and E2 goes ahead. 

As is widely known, easy to reach green spaces contribute both to the physical and mental health of 
local communities, even more so in places like Manchester where winters can have very short 
amount of natural daylight. Due to their location in the midst of tall buildings, the parks are very 
windy, and natural daylight provides the necessary warmth to make these spaces enjoyable in windy 
conditions. By drastically reducing the amount of natural daylight, the proposed constructions will 
also drastically reduce access to green spaces for the local community. 

The proposed development has two small grassland areas which will be surrounded on all sides from 
tall buildings and will see very little direct natural sunlight. So there will be very little ‘green benefit’ 
to residents of Great Jackson from these two small grassland areas. 

Apart from the impact on the residents of the Great Jackson development, the reduction in natural 
light will also impact plant growth in these green areas, and consequently the overall biodiversity of 
the area. 

The initial aim of the Great Jackson redevelopment was to create a mix of green spaces and tall 
buildings providing a pleasant and relaxing environment for residents of the area. A few years on, it is 
proposed to remove the natural daylight from the only two green spaces available to local residents 
(and most residents in the area actually have access to only one as the Roof Garden is a private green 
space) and render them inhospitable and unusable most of the time. This seems completely at odds 
with the initial objective set for the area. It feels instead like Manchester has not learnt from its past, 
particularly the 1970’s high-rise developments which failed partly due to the lack of enjoyable green 
spaces available to local residents. 

  

Daylight – school 

A popular addition to the redevelopment of the Great Jackson area was the addition of a primary 
school, the first one to open in Manchester city centre for 20 years. 

It is common knowledge that students’ learning ability, mood and overall well-being is affected by 
natural daylight, even more so in places which get very little daylight in the winter like Manchester. 

The GIA Daylight Sunlight report states that the school will lose very little daylight and recognises 
that the baseline is very low. It also states that occupants will not be aware of any reduction in 
daylight as the school is not yet constructed. This information is incorrect. The school is built and the 
first intake of students will take place in September 2024. 

It is also concerning that low level baseline daylight is used as a reason to proceed with the 
development. It can definitely be argued that as students and staff at the school are already provided 
with a very dark environment, everything ought to be done to preserve the very little natural light 
that these human beings will be getting. 

Furthermore, it is notable that the GIA report only considers the building itself. It is the front of the 
building that will be hugely impacted by the construction of the four towers. Directly outside of the 
building there is a play area. That play area will also be hugely impacted by the proposed 
development. Currently it is possible for future pupils to exercise and enjoy the play area in direct 



sunlight in the morning. This will be taken away from them as the proposed new developments (this 
one and the 71 floor tower from plot D) will remove any direct sunlight in the morning from the play 
area. 

In conclusion, for the wellbeing of students and staff at the school it is imperative not to go ahead 
with a development which will leave them with no direct sunlight even in the school outdoor areas 
for most of the year. 

The Great Jackson redevelopment was meant to be a place which attracts a mixed population, 
including young families. This proposed development goes against the initial aim of the 
redevelopment scheme. 

   

Privacy 

The proposed towers E1 and E2 have an undulated design on the long side, but a straight design on 
the short side as per Elevation drawings. The straight sides mean that these towers will offer direct 
views onto apartments from the North Tower and their private spaces. Due to the proposed 
construction design it will be possible to look directly and have very good visibility into several 
apartment from a sole vantage point in E1 and E2 towers. This has more impact on privacy when 
looking horizontally or downwards, but as the planning application is for two towers of 48 floors 
each, there will be ample opportunities for looking horizontally or downwards. This will undermine 
apartment residents’ right to privacy and personal security which is crucial to residential areas. These 
apartments will already be severely impacted by the reduction in natural daylight caused by the 
construction of E1 and E2. Thus, residents from these apartments will now be faced with one of two 
choices: either draw curtains to preserve privacy and lose the little bit left of natural daylight, or try 
and maximise the little natural daylight and give away any right to privacy during daylight hours. 

Residents from Deansgate Square’s four towers have access to a private garden area known as the 
Roof Garden. The two straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will also offer a vantage point directly 
into the garden area, currently the only private communal space available to Deansgate Square 
residents. This area is used by residents for private events to create a sense of community and 
bonding between the residents.  

So, in summary, the proposed construction of E1 and E1 goes against the right to privacy and the 
sense of security and community which Deansgate Square residents currently enjoy. 

Concluding remarks 

Based on the various elements above, I would like to request that your reject application 137226/FO/
2023. 

It is clear that the application has been made using a blend of wrong data, inaccurate or out of date 
information and that the proposed development will have a serious impact on the residents of Great 
Jackson and even in surrounding areas like Castlefield.  



Furthermore, it is breaching ALL THREE of the key pillars published in the Great Jackson Street 
Development Framework published by Deloitte (namely maximining separation distances between 
buildings, increasing the quantum and variety of public spaces within the Development Framework, 
enhancing sunlight and daylight penetration). 

Best regards 



 

 

 

 

23/06/2024 

 

Dear Lucy, 

 

I would like to share with you the following comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023.  

Please confirm in writing by 28/06/2024 that you have received my comments. 

 

 

Impact of Increase in Traffic 

Increased traffic in the area is to be expected with the construction of four additional towers. 

Building E1 is planned to have a car park entrance on Owen St. Owen St. is a narrow street which 

already gets very crowded in its current state. 

It is stated in the Framework Travel Plan that the traffic flow on Owen St is controlled by barriers. This 

is inaccurate information. The traffic on Owen St has not been controlled in that way for at least 3 

years as it was impractical. Furthermore the barriers have now been removed. 

It is also stated that Owen St has red lines, but these are regularly ignored by delivery drivers as well 

as vehicle registered abroad which are common occurrences due to the occupancy demographics of 

the towers. 

As a consequence of the numerous vehicles parked on the stretch which will be co-shared with 

towers E1 and E2, vehicles often swerve onto the pedestrian area when passing another vehicle. It is 

also worth noting that that area is used as terrace by restaurants like Salvi’s.  

The addition of a car park entrance on Owen St will increase the risk of accidents and injury to 

pedestrians either using the pavement or a restaurant’s terrace. The increase in vehicles passing 

each other will also increase the risk to other road users. It will also contribute to higher pollution 

levels around the towers, as vehicles struggle to pass one another, as well as increased noise levels 

well into the night as amounts of food deliveries and taxis remain high on the Deansgate Square 

turning circle until at least midnight and even later over weekends. 

Apart from Owen St, other road infrastructures appear inadequate. Referring to report 

Transport_Note from Curtins, it is difficult to understand how estimates of vehicles has been 

reached. The population of the Deansgate Square towers is made in majority of wealthy students 

and young professionals who tend to travel by taxis when going out. What we witness at Deansgate 

Square during term time, i.e. when the buildings are at full capacity, are vehicles queuing to get onto 

the turning circle. We easily see three times the number of taxis per tower picking up people on the 

turning circle. It seems a reasonable assumption that the lifestyle of the towers will not differ 



significantly. There are regular occurrences of vehicles queuing on Owen St. when there are already 5 

vehicles parked on the outer circle and 3 double parked on the inside. It is therefore reasonable to 

expect a lot more than 22 taxis per hour between the hours of 8 and 9 in the evening. 

Aside from taxis, a lot of food deliveries take place. It is, again, difficult to understand how Curtins 

came up with figures for loading bay requirements for loading bays. Curiously, peak times for 

servicing vehicles are between 10 and 11am and 4 and 5pm. The peak time that can be observed at 

Deansgate Square is between the hours of 7 and 10pm, when a lot of the food gets delivered by cars.  

Delivery drivers regularly complain that there is nowhere for them to stop, and some have even 

threatened to stop delivering to the towers.  

Given that the entrance to the car park for E1 will be on Owen St., and that the exit for E2 loading 

bay users is a one way path into Owen St., it is not difficult to imagine the seriously chaotic and 

dangerous situations which will arise from the current proposal. It is also proposed to reduce a 

portion of Owen St down to one lane, which will further exacerbate the situation and cause even 

more vehicles to climb onto pedestrian areas. The proposed traffic control measure which is to limit 

the traffic with bollards is also naïve and completely impractical for the numbers of vehicles which 

will be using the area (there used to be controlled access via barriers for Deansgate Square and these 

were dropped very quickly as the concierge desk could not effectively manage the flow of vehicles 

and queues would form behind the barriers onto Deansgate in front of the West Tower and blocking 

entrance to Deansgate Square car park).  

So based on the above, I would like to comment that the road infrastructure on the planning 

application is inadequate both on Owen St and on the loading bays. The current proposal will lead to 

a higher risk exposure for pedestrians, cyclists and other road users, and increased air and noise 

pollution. 

Finally, it is questionable as to whether the assessment by Curtins is valid at all. Curtins seem to be 

under the impression that C7 and C8 are smaller towers than E1 and E2. It is easy to see from the 

Elevation drawings that that is not the case. So when Curtins state that “there could be instances on 

Towers C7 and C8 … when theoretical demands slightly exceeds the supply of loading spaces”, that 

conclusion is drawn on estimates which are even lower than they will be in reality. Given that Curtins 

developed their entire assessment on the wrong sizing of the towers, it is really doubtful whether the 

entire report can be relied on for informed decision making. 

   

Greater Manchester Strategy, crime and anti-social behaviour 

Contrary to what is stated in the marketing literature promoting the Great Jackson redevelopment, 

there is not really a “mixed type” of occupation in the area. The apartments are primarily marketed 

abroad to foreign investors in the Middle East and the Far East. As a consequence, the proportion of 

owner occupiers in the towers is very low. The foreign property owners do not tend to occupy the 

properties themselves, and in turn promote their properties locally. So circa 80% of the occupiers are 

wealthy foreign students mainly from the Middle East and China and the Far East. 

The families with children living in Deansgate Square are few and far between, as the environment is 

becoming less and less conducive to raising families. This can be seen, for example, with the Crown 

Street school which has had to extend its catchment area as there were too few families in the 

surrounding towers to fill the classrooms, despite the school itself being very small (only 54 places 

for September 2024). 



As a consequence of the type of occupancy, petty crime rate has started to rise significantly in the 

area mainly around drug taking, anti-social behaviour or mobile phones theft. The type of anti-social 

behaviour revolves around noise pollution from music played loudly within apartments, noise from 

car revving engines to attract attention on the vehicle, cars driving aggressively on Owen St., fouling 

(vomiting, dog fouling, human urine in shared spaces, broken glass). Due to the wealthy nature of 

the student population, that population has also become a target for thieves mainly for smash and 

grabs on mobile phones. The areas has now also had for multiple years a very high rate of cars being 

broken into. 

Drug taking is also a real problem at Deansgate Square with dealers residing within the towers so as 

to be closer to the recreational consumers. 

As there is no reason to believe that the properties will be marketed differently, and therefore 

consist of a different type of demographics, it is a real concern that the construction of 1,746 new 

apartments on the doorstep of Deansgate Square will also result in even more drug taking in the area 

as well as an increase in anti-social behaviour. But it also is in contradiction with the Greater 

Manchester Strategy which mentions people as its biggest asset and the need to build on the 

strength of families and communities. Instead of having residents invested in the long term future of 

the Jackson Street development, less than 10 years after its launch, we now already have a 

population which is in majority transient and seasonal. This is also directly in contraction with The 

Great Jackson Development Framework which set out to cater for a ‘diverse population’ and whose 

vision was to cater for a ‘vibrant, safe, secure and sustainable community’.  

  

Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square 

The GIA report states that, as a whole, Deansgate Square will retain average daylight comparable 

with similar types of developments and that residents of Deansgate Square have been aware for 

several years of proposed developments. 

The second part of the statement is completely untrue. In fact, it is very surprising that Renaker, the 

applicant, have not asked GIA to correct these statements in the report as Renaker themselves have 

been advertising properties in the marketing suite with much smaller buildings on the plots 

discussed. Numerous photos of the models are available and other photos are part of the Great 

Jackson Street Development Framework authored by Deloitte. Many Deansgate Square residents 

have bought properties based on the natural daylight the properties would offer for years to come.  

The GIA report comments on the daylight situation as an average. It is clear from the visuals on figure 

16 that pretty much the entirety of the West facing side of the North Tower will be left with low level 

lighting. The situation is almost similar for the West side of East Tower. When combined with the 

other 71 floor proposed development on plot D and the new constructions currently rising on the 

South and West side, circa 2/3rds of apartments on the South Tower will be left with very little 

daylight. The report itself seems incomplete. The assessment focuses on only one side of some key 

buildings. This is the case for South Tower, for example, which will be impacted on three sides. The 

South face will be impacted by plot D (no figure), the West face will be impacted by plot D and 

C7/C8/E1/E2 and the North Face will be impacted by C7/C8/E1/E2 (no figure). Curiously, whilst the 

report fails to show before and after (called existing and proposed in the report) for buildings heavily 

impacted by the loss of sunlight, for example the West side of Deansgate Square North Tower, it 

happily volunteers before and after for apartment blocks completely unaffected by the towers (like 



City South). With these kinds of inconsistencies, one cannot help but feel that the report has not 

been written in a completely neutral way. 

Another well-known impact of the change in lighting conditions for so many apartments will also 

result in an increased need for internal lighting and heating, and thereby an increase in CO2 

emissions. The environmental impact assessment for this planning application does not take that into 

account.  

Residents of Deansgate Square have access to a green area on the West facing side of North Tower 

called the Roof Garden. Due to its positioning, the Roof Garden is a very windy place, and therefore 

unless warmth provided by natural sunlight is present, it is not a very welcoming place. The Roof 

Garden is used a lot less use than it used to at the beginning following the construction of the four 

towers on the West side of the Great Jackson development. Direct sunlight is now available early 

afternoon and late afternoon, but there is a gap mid-afternoon when the sun is behind the four 

towers opposite. The combination of the proposed 72 floor tower and the four towers in this 

application will effectively deprive all the residents from their only private green space, as there will 

be no direct sunlight ever reaching the Roof Garden as can clearly be seen from figure 16 of the Gia 

report. It is worth noting that this green space has often been used for events designed to create a 

community at Deansgate Square. So the proposed development will impact not only residents’ 

wellbeing from a natural sunlight point of view, but it will also make it more difficult for them to 

belong to a community, which, as we know, also has a number of positive impact on crime rate, 

wellbeing, antisocial behaviour, loneliness, and other. 

The Roof Garden is also the only child-friendly place within the Deansgate Square environment. 

There are no places in the entire development where children can go and play apart from the Roof 

Garden. The next closest place is the playground outside Crown Street School, and that playground 

will also be without any direct natural sunlight if the proposed development goes ahead.  

Considering a lot of properties were sold to purchasers on the belief, reinforced by drawings and 

models, that their apartment would benefit from high levels of direct light and that they would be 

able to enjoy a green, communal, child-friendly, place in the Roof Garden, it is not acceptable, and 

could even be considered as dishonesty and misseling, that an application for a completely different 

development which will impact the daylight of so many apartments in such a drastic way has been 

submitted. The situation for Deansgate Square should not be looked at as an average, but should 

really focus on the West facing sides of the South, East and North towers, and disregard the 

negligeable impact of West Tower which is geographically detached from the other three towers. The 

application is also in direct contradiction with the Greater Jackson Development Framework, two 

pillar of which are “maximising separation distances between buildings” and “enhancing sunlight and 

daylight penetration into the site”. 

  

Natural Daylight – Green Spaces 

Recent aerial photographs show that there are currently only two green spaces easily accessible to 

residents of the Great Jackson developments. One of them is the park located outside the school and 

in front of the Blade building, the other one is a private area only available to Deansgate Square 

residents called the Roof Garden. 

Both of these spaces will see a drastic reduction in natural delight if the proposed construction go 

ahead. 



There is already very little natural daylight for the park on Plot C as the park was built on the East 

side of plot C’s tall buildings and is surrounded on three sides by tall constructions. Thus the park 

gets very little sunlight post midday, apart from a brief period when the sun is between the towers 

known as the Circle and the Blade. 

That park gets good natural sunlight in the morning though, but the proposed towers in this 

application, alongside the proposed 71 floor high tower on plot D, will remove most of the morning 

natural daylight from the park. 

The situation is very similar for the Roof Garden, which will see close to ZERO natural sunlight if the 

project to build E1 and E2 goes ahead. 

As is widely known, easy to reach green spaces contribute both to the physical and mental health of 

local communities, even more so in places like Manchester where winters can have very short 

amount of natural daylight. Due to their location in the midst of tall buildings, the parks are very 

windy, and natural daylight provides the necessary warmth to make these spaces enjoyable in windy 

conditions. By drastically reducing the amount of natural daylight, the proposed constructions will 

also drastically reduce access to green spaces for the local community. 

The proposed development has two small grassland areas which will be surrounded on all sides from 

tall buildings and will see very little direct natural sunlight. So there will be very little ‘green benefit’ 

to residents of Great Jackson from these two small grassland areas. 

Apart from the impact on the residents of the Great Jackson development, the reduction in natural 

light will also impact plant growth in these green areas, and consequently the overall biodiversity of 

the area. 

The initial aim of the Great Jackson redevelopment was to create a mix of green spaces and tall 

buildings providing a pleasant and relaxing environment for residents of the area. A few years on, it is 

proposed to remove the natural daylight from the only two green spaces available to local residents 

(and most residents in the area actually have access to only one as the Roof Garden is a private green 

space) and render them inhospitable and unusable most of the time. This seems completely at odds 

with the initial objective set for the area. It feels instead like Manchester has not learnt from its past, 

particularly the 1970’s high-rise developments which failed partly due to the lack of enjoyable green 

spaces available to local residents. 

  

Daylight – school 

A popular addition to the redevelopment of the Great Jackson area was the addition of a primary 

school, the first one to open in Manchester city centre for 20 years.  

It is common knowledge that students’ learning ability, mood and overall well-being is affected by 

natural daylight, even more so in places which get very little daylight in the winter like Manchester.  

The GIA Daylight Sunlight report states that the school will lose very little daylight and recognises 

that the baseline is very low. It also states that occupants will not be aware of any reduction in 

daylight as the school is not yet constructed. This information is incorrect. The school is built and the 

first intake of students will take place in September 2024. 

It is also concerning that low level baseline daylight is used as a reason to proceed with the 

development. It can definitely be argued that as students and staff at the school are already provided 



with a very dark environment, everything ought to be done to preserve the very little natural light 

that these human beings will be getting. 

Furthermore, it is notable that the GIA report only considers the building itself. It is the front of the 

building that will be hugely impacted by the construction of the four towers. Directly outside of the 

building there is a play area. That play area will also be hugely impacted by the proposed 

development. Currently it is possible for future pupils to exercise and enjoy the play area in direct 

sunlight in the morning. This will be taken away from them as the proposed new developments (this 

one and the 71 floor tower from plot D) will remove any direct sunlight in the morning from the play 

area. 

In conclusion, for the wellbeing of students and staff at the school it is imperative not to go ahead 

with a development which will leave them with no direct sunlight even in the school outdoor areas 

for most of the year. 

The Great Jackson redevelopment was meant to be a place which attracts a mixed population, 

including young families. This proposed development goes against the initial aim of the 

redevelopment scheme. 

   

Privacy 

The proposed towers E1 and E2 have an undulated design on the long side, but a straight design on 

the short side as per Elevation drawings. The straight sides mean that these towers will offer direct 

views onto apartments from the North Tower and their private spaces. Due to the proposed 

construction design it will be possible to look directly and have very good visibility into several 

apartment from a sole vantage point in E1 and E2 towers. This has more impact on privacy when 

looking horizontally or downwards, but as the planning application is for two towers of 48 floors 

each, there will be ample opportunities for looking horizontally or downwards. This will undermine 

apartment residents’ right to privacy and personal security which is crucial to residential areas. These 

apartments will already be severely impacted by the reduction in natural daylight caused by the 

construction of E1 and E2. Thus, residents from these apartments will now be faced with one of two 

choices: either draw curtains to preserve privacy and lose the little bit left of natural daylight, or try 

and maximise the little natural daylight and give away any right to privacy during daylight hours.  

Residents from Deansgate Square’s four towers have access to a private garden area known as the 

Roof Garden. The two straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will also offer a vantage point directly 

into the garden area, currently the only private communal space available to Deansgate Square 

residents. This area is used by residents for private events to create a sense of community and 

bonding between the residents.  

So, in summary, the proposed construction of E1 and E1 goes against the right to privacy and the 

sense of security and community which Deansgate Square residents currently enjoy.  

 

 

 

 

 



Concluding remarks 

Based on the various elements above, I would like to request that your reject application 

137226/FO/2023. 

It is clear that the application has been made using a blend of wrong data, inaccurate or out of date 

information and that the proposed development will have a serious impact on the residents of Great 

Jackson and even in surrounding areas like Castlefield.  

Furthermore, it is breaching ALL THREE of the key pillars published in the Great Jackson Street 

Development Framework published by Deloitte (namely maximining separation distances between 

buildings, increasing the quantum and variety of public spaces within the Development Framework, 

enhancing sunlight and daylight penetration). 

 

Best regards 

 

 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

23/06/2024 

 

Dear Lucy, 

 

I would like to share with you the following comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023.  

Please confirm in writing by 28/06/2024 that you have received my comments.  

.  

Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square 

The GIA report states that Deansgate Square will retain average daylight comparable with similar 

types of developments and that residents of Deansgate Square have been aware for several years of 

proposed developments. The second part of this statement is completely untrue. In fact, it is very 

surprising that Renaker, the applicant, have not asked GIA to correct these statements in the report 

as Renaker themselves have been advertising properties in the marketing suite with much smaller 

buildings on the plots discussed. Numerous photos of the models are available and other photos are 

part of the Great Jackson Street Development Framework authored by Deloitte. Many Deansgate 

Square residents have bought properties based on the natural daylight the properties would offer for 

years to come – including myself. 

The GIA report comments on the daylight situation as an average. It is clear from the visuals on figure 

16 that pretty much the entirety of the West facing side of the North Tower will be left with low level 

lighting. The situation is almost similar for the West side of East Tower. When combined with the 

other 71 floor proposed development on plot D and the new constructions currently rising on the 

South and West side, circa 2/3rds of apartments on the South Tower will be left with very little 

daylight. The report itself seems incomplete. The assessment focuses on only one side of some key 

buildings. This is the case for South Tower, for example, which will be impacted on three sides. The 

South face will be impacted by plot D (no figure), the West face will be impacted by plot D and 

C7/C8/E1/E2 and the North Face will be impacted by C7/C8/E1/E2 (no figure). Curiously, whilst the 

report fails to show before and after (called existing and proposed in the report) for buildings heavily 

impacted by the loss of sunlight, for example the West side of Deansgate Square North Tower, it 

happily volunteers before and after for apartment blocks completely unaffected by the towers (like 

City South). With these kinds of inconsistencies, one cannot help but feel that the report has not 

been written in a completely neutral way. This is VERY concerning. 



Another well-known impact of the change in lighting conditions for so many apartments will also 

result in an increased need for internal lighting and heating, and thereby an increase in CO2 

emissions. The environmental impact assessment for this planning application does not take that into 

account.  

Residents of Deansgate Square have access to a green area on the West facing side of North Tower 

called the Roof Garden. Due to its positioning, the Roof Garden is a very windy place, and therefore 

unless warmth provided by natural sunlight is present, it is not a very welcoming place. The Roof 

Garden is used a lot less use than it used to at the beginning following the construction of the four 

towers on the West side of the Great Jackson development. I used to use it myself when I lived in my 

apartment for a short time. Direct sunlight is now available early afternoon and late afternoon, but 

there is a gap mid-afternoon when the sun is behind the four towers opposite. The combination of 

the proposed 72 floor tower and the four towers in this application will effectively deprive all the 

residents from their only private green space, as there will be no direct sunlight ever reaching the 

Roof Garden as can clearly be seen from figure 16 of the GIA report. It is worth noting that this green 

space has often been used for events designed to create a community at Deansgate Square. So the 

proposed development will impact not only residents’ wellbeing from a natural sunlight point of 

view, but it will also make it more difficult for them to belong to a community, which, as we know, 

also has a number of positive impact on crime rate, wellbeing, antisocial behaviour, loneliness, and 

other. 

The Roof Garden is also the only child-friendly place within the Deansgate Square environment. 

There are no places in the entire development where children can go and play apart from the Roof 

Garden. The next closest place is the playground outside Crown Street School, and that playground 

will also be without any direct natural sunlight if the proposed development goes ahead.  

Considering a lot of properties were sold to purchasers on the belief, reinforced by drawings and 

models, that their apartment would benefit from high levels of direct light and that they would be 

able to enjoy a green, communal, child-friendly, place in the Roof Garden, it is not acceptable, and 

could even be considered as dishonesty and mis-selling, that an application for a completely different 

development which will impact the daylight of so many apartments in such a drastic way has been 

submitted. The situation for Deansgate Square should not be looked at as an average, but should 

really focus on the West facing sides of the South, East and North towers, and disregard the 

negligeable impact of West Tower which is geographically detached from the other three towers. The 

application is also in direct contradiction with the Greater Jackson Development Framework, two 

pillars of which are “maximising separation distances between buildings” and “enhancing sunlight 

and daylight penetration into the site”. This is highly concerning. 

Natural Daylight – Green Spaces 

Recent aerial photographs show that there are currently only two green spaces easily accessible to 

residents of the Great Jackson developments. One of them is the park located outside the school and 

in front of the Blade building, the other one is a private area only available to Deansgate Square 

residents called the Roof Garden. 

Both of these spaces will see a drastic reduction in natural delight if the proposed construction go 

ahead. 

There is already very little natural daylight for the park on Plot C as the park was built on the East 

side of plot C’s tall buildings and is surrounded on three sides by tall constructions. Thus the park 



gets very little sunlight post midday, apart from a brief period when the sun is between the towers 

known as the Circle and the Blade. 

That park gets good natural sunlight in the morning though, but the proposed towers in this 

application, alongside the proposed 71 floor high tower on plot D, will remove most of the morning 

natural daylight from the park. 

The situation is very similar for the Roof Garden, which will see close to ZERO natural sunlight if the 

project to build E1 and E2 goes ahead. 

As is widely known, easy to reach green spaces contribute both to the physical and mental health of 

local communities, even more so in places like Manchester where winters can have very short 

amount of natural daylight. Due to their location in the midst of tall buildings, the parks are very 

windy, and natural daylight provides the necessary warmth to make these spaces enjoyable in windy 

conditions. By drastically reducing the amount of natural daylight, the proposed constructions will 

also drastically reduce access to green spaces for the local community. 

The proposed development has two small grassland areas which will be surrounded on all sides from 

tall buildings and will see very little direct natural sunlight. So there will be very little ‘green benefit’ 

to residents of Great Jackson from these two small grassland areas. 

Apart from the impact on the residents of the Great Jackson development, the reduction in natural 

light will also impact plant growth in these green areas, and consequently the overall biodiversity of 

the area. 

The initial aim of the Great Jackson redevelopment was to create a mix of green spaces and tall 

buildings providing a pleasant and relaxing environment for residents of the area. A few years on, it is 

proposed to remove the natural daylight from the only two green spaces available to local residents 

(and most residents in the area actually have access to only one as the Roof Garden is a private green 

space) and render them inhospitable and unusable most of the time. This seems completely at odds 

with the initial objective set for the area. It feels instead like Manchester has not learnt from its past, 

particularly the 1970’s high-rise developments which failed partly due to the lack of enjoyable green 

spaces available to local residents. This is highly concerning.  

Daylight – school 

A popular addition to the redevelopment of the Great Jackson area was the addition of a primary 

school, the first one to open in Manchester city centre for 20 years.  

It is common knowledge that students’ learning ability, mood and overall well-being is affected by 

natural daylight, even more so in places which get very little daylight in the winter like Manchester.  

The GIA Daylight Sunlight report states that the school will lose very little daylight and recognises 

that the baseline is very low. It also states that occupants will not be aware of any reduction in 

daylight as the school is not yet constructed. This information is incorrect. The school is built and the 

first intake of students will take place in September 2024. 

It is also concerning that low level baseline daylight is used as a reason to proceed with the 

development. It can definitely be argued that as students and staff at the school are already provided 

with a very dark environment, everything ought to be done to preserve the very little natural light 

that these human beings will be getting. 



Furthermore, it is notable that the GIA report only considers the building itself. It is the front of the 

building that will be hugely impacted by the construction of the four towers. Directly outside of the 

building there is a play area. That play area will also be hugely impacted by the proposed 

development. Currently it is possible for future pupils to exercise and enjoy the play area in direct 

sunlight in the morning. This will be taken away from them as the proposed new developments (this 

one and the 71 floor tower from plot D) will remove any direct sunlight in the morning from the play 

area. 

In conclusion, for the wellbeing of students and staff at the school it is imperative not to go ahead 

with a development which will leave them with no direct sunlight even in the school outdoor areas 

for most of the year. 

The Great Jackson redevelopment was meant to be a place which attracts a mixed population, 

including young families. This proposed development goes against the initial aim of the 

redevelopment scheme. As a mother myself I find this highly concerning as a proposal.  

Privacy 

The proposed towers E1 and E2 have an undulated design on the long side, but a straight design on 

the short side as per Elevation drawings. The straight sides mean that these towers will offer direct 

views onto apartments from the North Tower and their private spaces. Due to the proposed 

construction design it will be possible to look directly and have very good visibility into several 

apartments from a sole vantage point in E1 and E2 towers. This has more impact on privacy when 

looking horizontally or downwards, but as the planning application is for two towers of 48 floors 

each, there will be ample opportunities for looking horizontally or downwards. This will undermine 

apartment residents’ right to privacy and personal security which is crucial to residential areas. These 

apartments will already be severely impacted by the reduction in natural daylight caused by the 

construction of E1 and E2. Thus, residents from these apartments will now be faced with one of two 

choices: either draw curtains to preserve privacy and lose the little bit left of natural daylight, or try 

and maximise the little natural daylight and give away any right to privacy during daylight hours.  

Residents from Deansgate Square’s four towers have access to a private garden area known as the 

Roof Garden. The two straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will also offer a vantage point directly 

into the garden area, currently the only private communal space available to Deansgate Square 

residents. This area is used by residents for private events to create a sense of community and 

bonding between the residents.  

So, in summary, the proposed construction of E1 and E1 goes against the right to privacy and the 

sense of security and community which Deansgate Square residents currently enjoy.  

Impact of Increase in Traffic 

Increased traffic in the area is to be expected with the construction of four additional towers. 

Building E1 is planned to have a car park entrance on Owen St. Owen St. is a narrow street which 

already gets very crowded in its current state. 

It is stated in the Framework Travel Plan that the traffic flow on Owen St is controlled by barriers. This 

is inaccurate information. The traffic on Owen St has not been controlled in that way for at least 3 

years as it was impractical. Furthermore, the barriers have now been removed. 



It is also stated that Owen Street has red lines, but these are regularly ignored by delivery drivers as 

well as vehicle registered abroad which are common occurrences due to the occupancy 

demographics of the towers. 

As a consequence of the numerous vehicles parked on the stretch which will be co-shared with 

towers E1 and E2, vehicles often swerve onto the pedestrian area when passing another vehicle. It is 

also worth noting that that area is used as terrace by restaurants like Salvi’s.  

The addition of a car park entrance on Owen Street will increase the risk of accidents and injury to 

pedestrians either using the pavement or a restaurant’s terrace. The increase in vehicles passing 

each other will also increase the risk to other road users. It will also contribute to higher pollution 

levels around the towers, as vehicles struggle to pass one another, as well as increased noise levels 

well into the night as amounts of food deliveries and taxis remain high on the Deansgate Square 

turning circle until at least midnight and even later over weekends. 

Apart from Owen Street, other road infrastructures appear inadequate. Referring to report: 

Transport Note from Curtins, it is difficult to understand how estimates of numbers of vehicles has 

been reached. The population of the Deansgate Square towers is made up of a majority of wealthy 

students and young professionals who tend to travel by taxis/Uber when going out. What we witness 

at Deansgate Square during term time, i.e. when the buildings are at full capacity, are vehicles 

queuing to get onto the turning circle. We easily see three times the number of taxis per tower 

picking up people on the turning circle. It seems a reasonable assumption that the lifestyle of the 

towers will not differ significantly. There are regular occurrences of vehicles queuing on Owen Street, 

when there are already 5 vehicles parked on the outer circle and 3 double parked on the inside. It is 

therefore reasonable to expect a lot more than 22 taxis per hour between the hours of 8 and 9 in the 

evening. 

Aside from taxis, a lot of food deliveries take place. It is, again, difficult to understand how Curtins 

came up with figures for loading bay requirements for loading bays. Curiously, peak times for 

servicing vehicles are between 10 and 11am and 4 and 5pm. The peak time that can be observed at 

Deansgate Square is between the hours of 7 and 10pm, when a lot of the food gets delivered by cars.  

Delivery drivers regularly complain that there is nowhere for them to stop, and some have even 

threatened to stop delivering to the towers.  

Given that the entrance to the car park for E1 will be on Owen Street, and that the exit for E2 loading 

bay users is a one way path into Owen Street, it is not difficult to imagine the seriously chaotic and 

dangerous situations which will arise from the current proposal. It is also proposed to reduce a 

portion of Owen Street down to one lane, which will further exacerbate the situation and cause even 

more vehicles to climb onto pedestrian areas. The proposed traffic control measure which is to limit 

the traffic with bollards is also naïve and completely impractical for the numbers of vehicles which 

will be using the area (there used to be controlled access via barriers for Deansgate Square and these 

were dropped very quickly as the concierge desk could not effectively manage the flow of vehicles 

and queues would form behind the barriers onto Deansgate in front of the West Tower and blocking 

the entrance to Deansgate Square car park).  

So based on the above, I would like to comment that the road infrastructure on the planning 

application is inadequate both on Owen Street and on the loading bays. The current proposal will 

lead to a higher risk exposure for pedestrians, cyclists and other road users, and increased air and 

noise pollution, which is all highly concerning. 



Finally, it is questionable as to whether the assessment by Curtins is valid at all. Curtins seem to be 

under the impression that C7 and C8 are smaller towers than E1 and E2. It is easy to see from the 

Elevation drawings that that is not the case. So when Curtins state that “there could be instances on 

Towers C7 and C8 … when theoretical demand slightly exceeds the supply of loading spaces”, that 

conclusion is drawn on estimates which are even lower than they will be in reality. Given that Curtins 

developed their entire assessment on the wrong sizing of the towers, it is really doubtful whether the 

entire report can be relied on for informed decision making. A further independent report should be 

requested before planning approval is contemplated. 

Greater Manchester Strategy, crime and anti-social behaviour 

Contrary to what is stated in the marketing literature promoting the Great Jackson redevelopment, 

there is not really a “mixed type” of occupation in the area. The apartments are primarily marketed 

abroad to foreign investors in the Middle East and the Far East. As a consequence, the proportion of 

owner occupiers in the towers is very low. The foreign property owners do not tend to occupy the 

properties themselves, and in turn promote their properties locally. So circa 80% of the occupiers are 

wealthy foreign students mainly from the Middle East and China and the Far East. 

The families with children living in Deansgate Square are few and far between, as the environment is 

becoming less and less conducive to raising families. This can be seen, for example, with the Crown 

Street school which has had to extend its catchment area as there were too few families in the 

surrounding towers to fill the classrooms, despite the school itself being very small (only 54 places 

for September 2024). 

As a consequence of the type of occupancy, the petty crime rate has started to rise significantly in 

the area mainly around drug taking, anti-social behaviour or mobile phone theft. The type of anti-

social behaviour revolves around noise pollution from music played loudly within apartments, noise 

from car revving engines to attract attention to the vehicle, cars driving aggressively on Owen Street, 

and fouling (vomiting, dog fouling, human urine in shared spaces, broken glass). Due to the wealthy 

nature of the student population, that population has also become a target for thieves mainly for 

‘smash and grab’ crimes targeting mobile phones. The area has now also had for multiple years a 

very high rate of cars being broken into. 

Drug taking is also a real problem at Deansgate Square with dealers residing within the towers so as 

to be closer to their customers. 

As there is no reason to believe that the properties will be marketed differently, and therefore 

consist of a different type of demographic, it is a real concern that the construction of 1,746 new 

apartments on the doorstep of Deansgate Square will also result in even more drug-dealing and 

drug-taking in the area as well as an increase in anti-social behaviour. But it also is in contradiction 

with the Greater Manchester Strategy which mentions people as its biggest asset and the need to 

build on the strength of families and communities. Instead of having residents invested in the long 

term future of the Jackson Street development, less than 10 years after its launch, we now already 

have a population which is in majority transient and seasonal. This is also directly in contradiction 

with The Great Jackson Development Framework which set out to cater for a ‘diverse population’ 

and whose vision was to cater for a ‘vibrant, safe, secure and sustainable community’.  

  

 

 



Concluding remarks 

In conclusion, based on the various concerns detailed above, I would like to request that you reject 

application 137226/FO/2023. 

It is clear that the application has been made using a blend of incorrect data, inaccurate or out of 

date information and/or skewed and misleading information. It is also clear that the proposed 

development will have a serious impact on the residents not only of Great Jackson Street but even in 

surrounding areas like Castlefield.  

Furthermore, this application breaches ALL THREE of the key pillars published in the Great Jackson 

Street Development Framework published by Deloitte (namely maximining separation distances 

between buildings, increasing the quantum and variety of public spaces within the Development 

Framework, enhancing sunlight and daylight penetration). 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 









23/06/2024


Dear Lucy,


RE: 


I would like to share with you the following comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023.


Please confirm in writing by 28/06/2024 that you have received my comments.


 and I have several objections to the Renakar 
proposals, in particular relating to lack of privacy and light.  In particular, the gardens will be almost 
all in shadow and this is not acceptable. Furthermore, my aparments will have privacy issues and be 
overlooked. 


Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square


The GIA report states that, as a whole, Deansgate Square will retain average daylight comparable 
with similar types of developments and that residents of Deansgate Square have been aware for 
several years of proposed developments.


The second part of the statement is completely untrue. In fact, it is very surprising that Renaker, the 
applicant, have not asked GIA to correct these statements in the report as Renaker themselves have 
been advertising properties in the marketing suite with much smaller buildings on the plots 
discussed. Numerous photos of the models are available and other photos are part of the Great 
Jackson Street Development Framework authored by Deloitte. Many Deansgate Square residents 
have bought properties based on the natural daylight the properties would offer for years to come.


The GIA report comments on the daylight situation as an average. It is clear from the visuals on figure 
16 that pretty much the entirety of the West facing side of the North Tower will be left with low level 
lighting. The situation is almost similar for the West side of East Tower. When combined with the 
other 71 floor proposed development on plot D and the new constructions currently rising on the 
South and West side, circa 2/3rds of apartments on the South Tower will be left with very little 
daylight. The report itself seems incomplete. The assessment focuses on only one side of some key 
buildings. This is the case for South Tower, for example, which will be impacted on three sides. The 
South face will be impacted by plot D (no figure), the West face will be impacted by plot D and C7/
C8/E1/E2 and the North Face will be impacted by C7/C8/E1/E2 (no figure). Curiously, whilst the 
report fails to show before and after (called existing and proposed in the report) for buildings heavily 
impacted by the loss of sunlight, for example the West side of Deansgate Square North Tower, it 
happily volunteers before and after for apartment blocks completely unaffected by the towers (like 



City South). With these kinds of inconsistencies, one cannot help but feel that the report has not 
been written in a completely neutral way.


Another well-known impact of the change in lighting conditions for so many apartments will also 
result in an increased need for internal lighting and heating, and thereby an increase in CO2 
emissions. The environmental impact assessment for this planning application does not take that 
into account. 


Residents of Deansgate Square have access to a green area on the West facing side of North Tower 
called the Roof Garden. Due to its positioning, the Roof Garden is a very windy place, and therefore 
unless warmth provided by natural sunlight is present, it is not a very welcoming place. The Roof 
Garden is used a lot less use than it used to at the beginning following the construction of the four 
towers on the West side of the Great Jackson development. Direct sunlight is now available early 
afternoon and late afternoon, but there is a gap mid-afternoon when the sun is behind the four 
towers opposite. The combination of the proposed 72 floor tower and the four towers in this 
application will effectively deprive all the residents from their only private green space, as there will 
be no direct sunlight ever reaching the Roof Garden as can clearly be seen from figure 16 of the Gia 
report. It is worth noting that this green space has often been used for events designed to create a 
community at Deansgate Square. So the proposed development will impact not only residents’ 
wellbeing from a natural sunlight point of view, but it will also make it more difficult for them to 
belong to a community, which, as we know, also has a number of positive impact on crime rate, 
wellbeing, antisocial behaviour, loneliness, and other.


The Roof Garden is also the only child-friendly place within the Deansgate Square environment. 
There are no places in the entire development where children can go and play apart from the Roof 
Garden. The next closest place is the playground outside Crown Street School, and that playground 
will also be without any direct natural sunlight if the proposed development goes ahead.


Considering a lot of properties were sold to purchasers on the belief, reinforced by drawings and 
models, that their apartment would benefit from high levels of direct light and that they would be 
able to enjoy a green, communal, child-friendly, place in the Roof Garden, it is not acceptable, and 
could even be considered as dishonesty and misseling, that an application for a completely different 
development which will impact the daylight of so many apartments in such a drastic way has been 
submitted. The situation for Deansgate Square should not be looked at as an average, but should 
really focus on the West facing sides of the South, East and North towers, and disregard the 
negligeable impact of West Tower which is geographically detached from the other three towers. The 
application is also in direct contradiction with the Greater Jackson Development Framework, two 
pillar of which are “maximising separation distances between buildings” and “enhancing sunlight and 
daylight penetration into the site”.


 


Natural Daylight – Green Spaces


Recent aerial photographs show that there are currently only two green spaces easily accessible to 
residents of the Great Jackson developments. One of them is the park located outside the school and 
in front of the Blade building, the other one is a private area only available to Deansgate Square 
residents called the Roof Garden.


Both of these spaces will see a drastic reduction in natural delight if the proposed construction go 
ahead.


There is already very little natural daylight for the park on Plot C as the park was built on the East 
side of plot C’s tall buildings and is surrounded on three sides by tall constructions. Thus the park 



gets very little sunlight post midday, apart from a brief period when the sun is between the towers 
known as the Circle and the Blade.


That park gets good natural sunlight in the morning though, but the proposed towers in this 
application, alongside the proposed 71 floor high tower on plot D, will remove most of the morning 
natural daylight from the park.


The situation is very similar for the Roof Garden, which will see close to ZERO natural sunlight if the 
project to build E1 and E2 goes ahead.


As is widely known, easy to reach green spaces contribute both to the physical and mental health of 
local communities, even more so in places like Manchester where winters can have very short 
amount of natural daylight. Due to their location in the midst of tall buildings, the parks are very 
windy, and natural daylight provides the necessary warmth to make these spaces enjoyable in windy 
conditions. By drastically reducing the amount of natural daylight, the proposed constructions will 
also drastically reduce access to green spaces for the local community.


The proposed development has two small grassland areas which will be surrounded on all sides from 
tall buildings and will see very little direct natural sunlight. So there will be very little ‘green benefit’ 
to residents of Great Jackson from these two small grassland areas.


Apart from the impact on the residents of the Great Jackson development, the reduction in natural 
light will also impact plant growth in these green areas, and consequently the overall biodiversity of 
the area.


The initial aim of the Great Jackson redevelopment was to create a mix of green spaces and tall 
buildings providing a pleasant and relaxing environment for residents of the area. A few years on, it is 
proposed to remove the natural daylight from the only two green spaces available to local residents 
(and most residents in the area actually have access to only one as the Roof Garden is a private green 
space) and render them inhospitable and unusable most of the time. This seems completely at odds 
with the initial objective set for the area. It feels instead like Manchester has not learnt from its past, 
particularly the 1970’s high-rise developments which failed partly due to the lack of enjoyable green 
spaces available to local residents.


 Privacy


The proposed towers E1 and E2 have an undulated design on the long side, but a straight design on 
the short side as per Elevation drawings. The straight sides mean that these towers will offer direct 
views onto apartments from the North Tower and their private spaces. Due to the proposed 
construction design it will be possible to look directly and have very good visibility into several 
apartment from a sole vantage point in E1 and E2 towers. This has more impact on privacy when 
looking horizontally or downwards, but as the planning application is for two towers of 48 floors 
each, there will be ample opportunities for looking horizontally or downwards. This will undermine 
apartment residents’ right to privacy and personal security which is crucial to residential areas. These 
apartments will already be severely impacted by the reduction in natural daylight caused by the 
construction of E1 and E2. Thus, residents from these apartments will now be faced with one of two 
choices: either draw curtains to preserve privacy and lose the little bit left of natural daylight, or try 
and maximise the little natural daylight and give away any right to privacy during daylight hours.


Residents from Deansgate Square’s four towers have access to a private garden area known as the 
Roof Garden. These areas are much loved by the residents and those with families in particular use 
them a great deal.  The two straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will also offer a vantage point 
directly into the garden area, currently the only private communal space available to Deansgate 



Square residents. This area is used by residents for private events to create a sense of community 
and bonding between the residents. 


So, in summary, the proposed construction of E1 and E1 goes against the right to privacy and the 
sense of security and community which Deansgate Square residents currently enjoy.


Concluding remarks


Based on the various elements above, I would like to request that your reject application 137226/FO/
2023.


It is clear that the application has been made using a blend of wrong data, inaccurate or out of date 
information and that the proposed development will have a serious impact on the residents of Great 
Jackson and even in surrounding areas like Castlefield. 


Furthermore, it is breaching ALL THREE of the key pillars published in the Great Jackson Street 
Development Framework published by Deloitte (namely maximining separation distances between 
buildings, increasing the quantum and variety of public spaces within the Development Framework, 
enhancing sunlight and daylight penetration).


It is clear to me that Renakar and the council have an agreement to develop the Deansgate area but 
this seems to me to be taking matters too far, to detriment of those who live and invest in the 
current towers. The strain on local facilities and increased traffic and pollution are also a concern, 
along with an over development of properties which are aimed at young, single people and not 
family orientated enough to give a balanced living space to all. 


I look forward to your thoughts on the same, and I thank you for taking the time to read this email.


Best regards




 

 

 

23/06/2024 

 

Dear Lucy, 

 

I would like to share with you the following comments to object to applicaƟon 137226/FO/2023. 

Please confirm in wriƟng by 28/06/2024 that you have received my comments. 

 

 

Impact of Increase in Traffic 

Increased traffic in the area is to be expected with the construcƟon of four addiƟonal towers. 
Building E1 is planned to have a car park entrance on Owen St. Owen St. is a narrow street which 
already gets very crowded in its current state. 

It is stated in the Framework Travel Plan that the traffic flow on Owen St is controlled by barriers. This 
is inaccurate informaƟon. The traffic on Owen St has not been controlled in that way for at least 3 
years as it was impracƟcal. Furthermore the barriers have now been removed. 

It is also stated that Owen St has red lines, but these are regularly ignored by delivery drivers as well 
as vehicle registered abroad which are common occurrences due to the occupancy demographics of 
the towers. 

As a consequence of the numerous vehicles parked on the stretch which will be co-shared with 
towers E1 and E2, vehicles oŌen swerve onto the pedestrian area when passing another vehicle. It is 
also worth noƟng that that area is used as terrace by restaurants like Salvi’s. 

The addiƟon of a car park entrance on Owen St will increase the risk of accidents and injury to 
pedestrians either using the pavement or a restaurant’s terrace. The increase in vehicles passing 
each other will also increase the risk to other road users. It will also contribute to higher polluƟon 
levels around the towers, as vehicles struggle to pass one another, as well as increased noise levels 
well into the night as amounts of food deliveries and taxis remain high on the Deansgate Square 
turning circle unƟl at least midnight and even later over weekends. 

Apart from Owen St, other road infrastructures appear inadequate. Referring to report 
Transport_Note from CurƟns, it is difficult to understand how esƟmates of vehicles has been 
reached. The populaƟon of the Deansgate Square towers is made in majority of wealthy students 
and young professionals who tend to travel by taxis when going out. What we witness at Deansgate 
Square during term Ɵme, i.e. when the buildings are at full capacity, are vehicles queuing to get onto 
the turning circle. We easily see three Ɵmes the number of taxis per tower picking up people on the 
turning circle. It seems a reasonable assumpƟon that the lifestyle of the towers will not differ 
significantly. There are regular occurrences of vehicles queuing on Owen St. when there are already 5 



vehicles parked on the outer circle and 3 double parked on the inside. It is therefore reasonable to 
expect a lot more than 22 taxis per hour between the hours of 8 and 9 in the evening. 

Aside from taxis, a lot of food deliveries take place. It is, again, difficult to understand how CurƟns 
came up with figures for loading bay requirements for loading bays. Curiously, peak Ɵmes for 
servicing vehicles are between 10 and 11am and 4 and 5pm. The peak Ɵme that can be observed at 
Deansgate Square is between the hours of 7 and 10pm, when a lot of the food gets delivered by cars. 
Delivery drivers regularly complain that there is nowhere for them to stop, and some have even 
threatened to stop delivering to the towers.  

Given that the entrance to the car park for E1 will be on Owen St., and that the exit for E2 loading 
bay users is a one way path into Owen St., it is not difficult to imagine the seriously chaoƟc and 
dangerous situaƟons which will arise from the current proposal. It is also proposed to reduce a 
porƟon of Owen St down to one lane, which will further exacerbate the situaƟon and cause even 
more vehicles to climb onto pedestrian areas. The proposed traffic control measure which is to limit 
the traffic with bollards is also naïve and completely impracƟcal for the numbers of vehicles which 
will be using the area (there used to be controlled access via barriers for Deansgate Square and these 
were dropped very quickly as the concierge desk could not effecƟvely manage the flow of vehicles 
and queues would form behind the barriers onto Deansgate in front of the West Tower and blocking 
entrance to Deansgate Square car park).  

So based on the above, I would like to comment that the road infrastructure on the planning 
applicaƟon is inadequate both on Owen St and on the loading bays. The current proposal will lead to 
a higher risk exposure for pedestrians, cyclists and other road users, and increased air and noise 
polluƟon. 

Finally, it is quesƟonable as to whether the assessment by CurƟns is valid at all. CurƟns seem to be 
under the impression that C7 and C8 are smaller towers than E1 and E2. It is easy to see from the 
ElevaƟon drawings that that is not the case. So when CurƟns state that “there could be instances on 
Towers C7 and C8 … when theoreƟcal demands slightly exceeds the supply of loading spaces”, that 
conclusion is drawn on esƟmates which are even lower than they will be in reality. Given that CurƟns 
developed their enƟre assessment on the wrong sizing of the towers, it is really doubƞul whether the 
enƟre report can be relied on for informed decision making. 

   

Greater Manchester Strategy, crime and anƟ-social behaviour 

Contrary to what is stated in the markeƟng literature promoƟng the Great Jackson redevelopment, 
there is not really a “mixed type” of occupaƟon in the area. The apartments are primarily marketed 
abroad to foreign investors in the Middle East and the Far East. As a consequence, the proporƟon of 
owner occupiers in the towers is very low. The foreign property owners do not tend to occupy the 
properƟes themselves, and in turn promote their properƟes locally. So circa 80% of the occupiers are 
wealthy foreign students mainly from the Middle East and China and the Far East. 

The families with children living in Deansgate Square are few and far between, as the environment is 
becoming less and less conducive to raising families. This can be seen, for example, with the Crown 
Street school which has had to extend its catchment area as there were too few families in the 
surrounding towers to fill the classrooms, despite the school itself being very small (only 54 places 
for September 2024). 



As a consequence of the type of occupancy, peƩy crime rate has started to rise significantly in the 
area mainly around drug taking, anƟ-social behaviour or mobile phones theŌ. The type of anƟ-social 
behaviour revolves around noise polluƟon from music played loudly within apartments, noise from 
car revving engines to aƩract aƩenƟon on the vehicle, cars driving aggressively on Owen St., fouling 
(vomiƟng, dog fouling, human urine in shared spaces, broken glass). Due to the wealthy nature of 
the student populaƟon, that populaƟon has also become a target for thieves mainly for smash and 
grabs on mobile phones. The areas has now also had for mulƟple years a very high rate of cars being 
broken into. 

Drug taking is also a real problem at Deansgate Square with dealers residing within the towers so as 
to be closer to the recreaƟonal consumers. 

As there is no reason to believe that the properƟes will be marketed differently, and therefore 
consist of a different type of demographics, it is a real concern that the construcƟon of 1,746 new 
apartments on the doorstep of Deansgate Square will also result in even more drug taking in the area 
as well as an increase in anƟ-social behaviour. But it also is in contradicƟon with the Greater 
Manchester Strategy which menƟons people as its biggest asset and the need to build on the 
strength of families and communiƟes. Instead of having residents invested in the long term future of 
the Jackson Street development, less than 10 years aŌer its launch, we now already have a 
populaƟon which is in majority transient and seasonal. This is also directly in contracƟon with The 
Great Jackson Development Framework which set out to cater for a ‘diverse populaƟon’ and whose 
vision was to cater for a ‘vibrant, safe, secure and sustainable community’.  

  

Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square 

The GIA report states that, as a whole, Deansgate Square will retain average daylight comparable 
with similar types of developments and that residents of Deansgate Square have been aware for 
several years of proposed developments. 

The second part of the statement is completely untrue. In fact, it is very surprising that Renaker, the 
applicant, have not asked GIA to correct these statements in the report as Renaker themselves have 
been adverƟsing properƟes in the markeƟng suite with much smaller buildings on the plots 
discussed. Numerous photos of the models are available and other photos are part of the Great 
Jackson Street Development Framework authored by DeloiƩe. Many Deansgate Square residents 
have bought properƟes based on the natural daylight the properƟes would offer for years to come. 

The GIA report comments on the daylight situaƟon as an average. It is clear from the visuals on figure 
16 that preƩy much the enƟrety of the West facing side of the North Tower will be leŌ with low level 
lighƟng. The situaƟon is almost similar for the West side of East Tower. When combined with the 
other 71 floor proposed development on plot D and the new construcƟons currently rising on the 
South and West side, circa 2/3rds of apartments on the South Tower will be leŌ with very liƩle 
daylight. The report itself seems incomplete. The assessment focuses on only one side of some key 
buildings. This is the case for South Tower, for example, which will be impacted on three sides. The 
South face will be impacted by plot D (no figure), the West face will be impacted by plot D and 
C7/C8/E1/E2 and the North Face will be impacted by C7/C8/E1/E2 (no figure). Curiously, whilst the 
report fails to show before and aŌer (called exisƟng and proposed in the report) for buildings heavily 
impacted by the loss of sunlight, for example the West side of Deansgate Square North Tower, it 
happily volunteers before and aŌer for apartment blocks completely unaffected by the towers (like 



City South). With these kinds of inconsistencies, one cannot help but feel that the report has not 
been wriƩen in a completely neutral way. 

Another well-known impact of the change in lighƟng condiƟons for so many apartments will also 
result in an increased need for internal lighƟng and heaƟng, and thereby an increase in CO2 
emissions. The environmental impact assessment for this planning applicaƟon does not take that into 
account.  

Residents of Deansgate Square have access to a green area on the West facing side of North Tower 
called the Roof Garden. Due to its posiƟoning, the Roof Garden is a very windy place, and therefore 
unless warmth provided by natural sunlight is present, it is not a very welcoming place. The Roof 
Garden is used a lot less use than it used to at the beginning following the construcƟon of the four 
towers on the West side of the Great Jackson development. Direct sunlight is now available early 
aŌernoon and late aŌernoon, but there is a gap mid-aŌernoon when the sun is behind the four 
towers opposite. The combinaƟon of the proposed 72 floor tower and the four towers in this 
applicaƟon will effecƟvely deprive all the residents from their only private green space, as there will 
be no direct sunlight ever reaching the Roof Garden as can clearly be seen from figure 16 of the Gia 
report. It is worth noƟng that this green space has oŌen been used for events designed to create a 
community at Deansgate Square. So the proposed development will impact not only residents’ 
wellbeing from a natural sunlight point of view, but it will also make it more difficult for them to 
belong to a community, which, as we know, also has a number of posiƟve impact on crime rate, 
wellbeing, anƟsocial behaviour, loneliness, and other. 

The Roof Garden is also the only child-friendly place within the Deansgate Square environment. 
There are no places in the enƟre development where children can go and play apart from the Roof 
Garden. The next closest place is the playground outside Crown Street School, and that playground 
will also be without any direct natural sunlight if the proposed development goes ahead. 

Considering a lot of properƟes were sold to purchasers on the belief, reinforced by drawings and 
models, that their apartment would benefit from high levels of direct light and that they would be 
able to enjoy a green, communal, child-friendly, place in the Roof Garden, it is not acceptable, and 
could even be considered as dishonesty and misseling, that an applicaƟon for a completely different 
development which will impact the daylight of so many apartments in such a drasƟc way has been 
submiƩed. The situaƟon for Deansgate Square should not be looked at as an average, but should 
really focus on the West facing sides of the South, East and North towers, and disregard the 
negligeable impact of West Tower which is geographically detached from the other three towers. The 
applicaƟon is also in direct contradicƟon with the Greater Jackson Development Framework, two 
pillar of which are “maximising separaƟon distances between buildings” and “enhancing sunlight and 
daylight penetraƟon into the site”. 

  

Natural Daylight – Green Spaces 

Recent aerial photographs show that there are currently only two green spaces easily accessible to 
residents of the Great Jackson developments. One of them is the park located outside the school and 
in front of the Blade building, the other one is a private area only available to Deansgate Square 
residents called the Roof Garden. 

Both of these spaces will see a drasƟc reducƟon in natural delight if the proposed construcƟon go 
ahead. 



There is already very liƩle natural daylight for the park on Plot C as the park was built on the East 
side of plot C’s tall buildings and is surrounded on three sides by tall construcƟons. Thus the park 
gets very liƩle sunlight post midday, apart from a brief period when the sun is between the towers 
known as the Circle and the Blade. 

That park gets good natural sunlight in the morning though, but the proposed towers in this 
applicaƟon, alongside the proposed 71 floor high tower on plot D, will remove most of the morning 
natural daylight from the park. 

The situaƟon is very similar for the Roof Garden, which will see close to ZERO natural sunlight if the 
project to build E1 and E2 goes ahead. 

As is widely known, easy to reach green spaces contribute both to the physical and mental health of 
local communiƟes, even more so in places like Manchester where winters can have very short 
amount of natural daylight. Due to their locaƟon in the midst of tall buildings, the parks are very 
windy, and natural daylight provides the necessary warmth to make these spaces enjoyable in windy 
condiƟons. By drasƟcally reducing the amount of natural daylight, the proposed construcƟons will 
also drasƟcally reduce access to green spaces for the local community. 

The proposed development has two small grassland areas which will be surrounded on all sides from 
tall buildings and will see very liƩle direct natural sunlight. So there will be very liƩle ‘green benefit’ 
to residents of Great Jackson from these two small grassland areas. 

Apart from the impact on the residents of the Great Jackson development, the reducƟon in natural 
light will also impact plant growth in these green areas, and consequently the overall biodiversity of 
the area. 

The iniƟal aim of the Great Jackson redevelopment was to create a mix of green spaces and tall 
buildings providing a pleasant and relaxing environment for residents of the area. A few years on, it is 
proposed to remove the natural daylight from the only two green spaces available to local residents 
(and most residents in the area actually have access to only one as the Roof Garden is a private green 
space) and render them inhospitable and unusable most of the Ɵme. This seems completely at odds 
with the iniƟal objecƟve set for the area. It feels instead like Manchester has not learnt from its past, 
parƟcularly the 1970’s high-rise developments which failed partly due to the lack of enjoyable green 
spaces available to local residents. 

  

Daylight – school 

A popular addiƟon to the redevelopment of the Great Jackson area was the addiƟon of a primary 
school, the first one to open in Manchester city centre for 20 years. 

It is common knowledge that students’ learning ability, mood and overall well-being is affected by 
natural daylight, even more so in places which get very liƩle daylight in the winter like Manchester. 

The GIA Daylight Sunlight report states that the school will lose very liƩle daylight and recognises 
that the baseline is very low. It also states that occupants will not be aware of any reducƟon in 
daylight as the school is not yet constructed. This informaƟon is incorrect. The school is built and the 
first intake of students will take place in September 2024. 

It is also concerning that low level baseline daylight is used as a reason to proceed with the 
development. It can definitely be argued that as students and staff at the school are already provided 



with a very dark environment, everything ought to be done to preserve the very liƩle natural light 
that these human beings will be geƫng. 

Furthermore, it is notable that the GIA report only considers the building itself. It is the front of the 
building that will be hugely impacted by the construcƟon of the four towers. Directly outside of the 
building there is a play area. That play area will also be hugely impacted by the proposed 
development. Currently it is possible for future pupils to exercise and enjoy the play area in direct 
sunlight in the morning. This will be taken away from them as the proposed new developments (this 
one and the 71 floor tower from plot D) will remove any direct sunlight in the morning from the play 
area. 

In conclusion, for the wellbeing of students and staff at the school it is imperaƟve not to go ahead 
with a development which will leave them with no direct sunlight even in the school outdoor areas 
for most of the year. 

The Great Jackson redevelopment was meant to be a place which aƩracts a mixed populaƟon, 
including young families. This proposed development goes against the iniƟal aim of the 
redevelopment scheme. 

   

Privacy 

The proposed towers E1 and E2 have an undulated design on the long side, but a straight design on 
the short side as per ElevaƟon drawings. The straight sides mean that these towers will offer direct 
views onto apartments from the North Tower and their private spaces. Due to the proposed 
construcƟon design it will be possible to look directly and have very good visibility into several 
apartment from a sole vantage point in E1 and E2 towers. This has more impact on privacy when 
looking horizontally or downwards, but as the planning applicaƟon is for two towers of 48 floors 
each, there will be ample opportuniƟes for looking horizontally or downwards. This will undermine 
apartment residents’ right to privacy and personal security which is crucial to residenƟal areas. These 
apartments will already be severely impacted by the reducƟon in natural daylight caused by the 
construcƟon of E1 and E2. Thus, residents from these apartments will now be faced with one of two 
choices: either draw curtains to preserve privacy and lose the liƩle bit leŌ of natural daylight, or try 
and maximise the liƩle natural daylight and give away any right to privacy during daylight hours. 

Residents from Deansgate Square’s four towers have access to a private garden area known as the 
Roof Garden. The two straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will also offer a vantage point directly 
into the garden area, currently the only private communal space available to Deansgate Square 
residents. This area is used by residents for private events to create a sense of community and 
bonding between the residents.  

So, in summary, the proposed construcƟon of E1 and E1 goes against the right to privacy and the 
sense of security and community which Deansgate Square residents currently enjoy. 

 

 

 

 

 



Concluding remarks 

Based on the various elements above, I would like to request that your reject applicaƟon 
137226/FO/2023. 

It is clear that the applicaƟon has been made using a blend of wrong data, inaccurate or out of date 
informaƟon and that the proposed development will have a serious impact on the residents of Great 
Jackson and even in surrounding areas like Castlefield.  

Furthermore, it is breaching ALL THREE of the key pillars published in the Great Jackson Street 
Development Framework published by DeloiƩe (namely maximining separaƟon distances between 
buildings, increasing the quantum and variety of public spaces within the Development Framework, 
enhancing sunlight and daylight penetraƟon). 

 

Best regards 
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You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important

Apologies the photos didn't load from the PC for some reason. They are now attached.

From: 
Sent: 23 June 2024 23:59
To:  
Subject: Planning application 137226
 
Dear Lucy, 

My name is , nice to e-meet you.

You will have received a lot of comments to application 137226 and 137227 over the weekend.
I am a committee member of the Deansgate Square Resident Association, and have helped other
residents who are dissatisfied with both proposals and the likely impact on our neighbourhood with
commenting on the proposals. 
So the first thing I wanted to tell you, after apologising for a sudden surge in mail, is that I am really
happy to work with you, or any other person investigating the matter, should you wish to discuss
some of the items raised, or understand how we reached some of the conclusions which have been
raised by the local community. I am really happy to point you to various sections in the documents,
etc. Please do not hesitate.

I have attached to this email my comments, and have also added two photos.
One photo, taken at 11.30am on the longest day of the year, shows that the playground area and
most of the park is already in the shade.
The other photo shows, outside of term time, at a more quiet time, the amount of vehicles parked
on Owen st for deliveries (and completely ignoring the red lines).

Best regards

 

Virus-free.www.avg.com



23/06/2024 

 

Dear Lucy, 

 

I would like to share with you the following comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023.  

Please confirm in writing by 28/06/2024 that you have received my comments.  

 

 

Impact of Increase in Traffic 

Increased traffic in the area is to be expected with the construction of four additional towers. 

Building E1 is planned to have a car park entrance on Owen St. Owen St. is a narrow street which 

already gets very crowded in its current state. 

It is stated in the Framework Travel Plan that the traffic flow on Owen St is controlled by barriers. This 

is inaccurate information. The traffic on Owen St has not been controlled in that way for at least 3 

years as it was impractical. Furthermore the barriers have now been removed. 

It is also stated that Owen St has red lines, but these are regularly ignored by delivery drivers as well 

as vehicle registered abroad which are common occurrences due to the occupancy demographics of 

the towers. 

As a consequence of the numerous vehicles parked on the stretch which will be co-shared with 

towers E1 and E2, vehicles often swerve onto the pedestrian area when passing another vehicle. It is 

also worth noting that that area is used as terrace by restaurants like Salvi’s.  

The addition of a car park entrance on Owen St will increase the risk of accidents and injury to 

pedestrians either using the pavement or a restaurant’s terrace. The increase in vehicles passing 

each other will also increase the risk to other road users. It will also contribute to higher pollution 

levels around the towers, as vehicles struggle to pass one another, as well as increased noise levels 

well into the night as amounts of food deliveries and taxis remain high on the Deansgate Square 

turning circle until at least midnight and even later over weekends. 

Apart from Owen St, other road infrastructures appear inadequate. Referring to report 

Transport_Note from Curtins, it is difficult to understand how estimates of vehicles has been 

reached. The population of the Deansgate Square towers is made in majority of wealthy students 

and young professionals who tend to travel by taxis when going out. What we witness at Deansgate 

Square during term time, i.e. when the buildings are at full capacity, are vehicles queuing to get onto 

the turning circle. We easily see three times the number of taxis per tower picking up people on the 

turning circle. It seems a reasonable assumption that the lifestyle of the towers will not differ 

significantly. There are regular occurrences of vehicles queuing on Owen St. when there are already 5 

vehicles parked on the outer circle and 3 double parked on the inside. It is therefore reasonable to 

expect a lot more than 22 taxis per hour between the hours of 8 and 9 in the evening. 

Aside from taxis, a lot of food deliveries take place. It is, again, difficult to understand how Curtins 

came up with figures for loading bay requirements for loading bays. Curiously, peak times for 



servicing vehicles are between 10 and 11am and 4 and 5pm. The peak time that can be observed at 

Deansgate Square is between the hours of 7 and 10pm, when a lot of the food gets delivered by cars.  

Delivery drivers regularly complain that there is nowhere for them to stop, and some have even 

threatened to stop delivering to the towers.  

Given that the entrance to the car park for E1 will be on Owen St., and that the exit for E2 loading 

bay users is a one way path into Owen St., it is not difficult to imagine the seriously chaotic and 

dangerous situations which will arise from the current proposal. It is also proposed to reduce a 

portion of Owen St down to one lane, which will further exacerbate the situation and cause even 

more vehicles to climb onto pedestrian areas. The proposed traffic control measure which is to limit 

the traffic with bollards is also naïve and completely impractical for the numbers of vehicles which 

will be using the area (there used to be controlled access via barriers for Deansgate Square and these 

were dropped very quickly as the concierge desk could not effectively manage the flow of vehicles 

and queues would form behind the barriers onto Deansgate in front of the West Tower and blocking 

entrance to Deansgate Square car park).  

So based on the above, I would like to comment that the road infrastructure on the planning 

application is inadequate both on Owen St and on the loading bays. The current proposal will lead to 

a higher risk exposure for pedestrians, cyclists and other road users, and increased air and noise 

pollution. 

Finally, it is questionable as to whether the assessment by Curtins is valid at all. Curtins seem to be 

under the impression that C7 and C8 are smaller towers than E1 and E2. It is easy to see from the 

Elevation drawings that that is not the case. So when Curtins state that “there could be instances on 

Towers C7 and C8 … when theoretical demands slightly exceeds the supply of loading spaces”, that 

conclusion is drawn on estimates which are even lower than they will be in reality. Given that Curtins 

developed their entire assessment on the wrong sizing of the towers, it is really doubtful whether the 

entire report can be relied on for informed decision making. 

   

Greater Manchester Strategy, crime and anti-social behaviour 

Contrary to what is stated in the marketing literature promoting the Great Jackson redevelopment, 

there is not really a “mixed type” of occupation in the area. The apartments are primarily marketed 

abroad to foreign investors in the Middle East and the Far East. As a consequence, the proportion of 

owner occupiers in the towers is very low. The foreign property owners do not tend to occupy the 

properties themselves, and in turn promote their properties locally. So circa 80% of the occupiers are 

wealthy foreign students mainly from the Middle East and China and the Far East. 

The families with children living in Deansgate Square are few and far between, as the environment is 

becoming less and less conducive to raising families. This can be seen, for example, with the Crown 

Street school which has had to extend its catchment area as there were too few families in the 

surrounding towers to fill the classrooms, despite the school itself being very small (only 54 places 

for September 2024). 

As a consequence of the type of occupancy, petty crime rate has started to rise significantly in the 

area mainly around drug taking, anti-social behaviour or mobile phones theft. The type of anti-social 

behaviour revolves around noise pollution from music played loudly within apartments, noise from 

car revving engines to attract attention on the vehicle, cars driving aggressively on Owen St., fouling 

(vomiting, dog fouling, human urine in shared spaces, broken glass). Due to the wealthy nature of 



the student population, that population has also become a target for thieves mainly for smash and 

grabs on mobile phones. The areas has now also had for multiple years a very high rate of cars being 

broken into. 

Drug taking is also a real problem at Deansgate Square with dealers residing within the towers so as 

to be closer to the recreational consumers. 

As there is no reason to believe that the properties will be marketed differently, and therefore 

consist of a different type of demographics, it is a real concern that the construction of 1,746 new 

apartments on the doorstep of Deansgate Square will also result in even more drug taking in the area 

as well as an increase in anti-social behaviour. But it also is in contradiction with the Greater 

Manchester Strategy which mentions people as its biggest asset and the need to build on the 

strength of families and communities. Instead of having residents invested in the long term future of 

the Jackson Street development, less than 10 years after its launch, we now already have a 

population which is in majority transient and seasonal. This is also directly in contraction with The 

Great Jackson Development Framework which set out to cater for a ‘diverse population’ and whose 

vision was to cater for a ‘vibrant, safe, secure and sustainable community’.  

  

Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square 

The GIA report states that, as a whole, Deansgate Square will retain average daylight comparable 

with similar types of developments and that residents of Deansgate Square have been aware for 

several years of proposed developments. 

The second part of the statement is completely untrue. In fact, it is very surprising that Renaker, the 

applicant, have not asked GIA to correct these statements in the report as Renaker themselves have 

been advertising properties in the marketing suite with much smaller buildings on the plots 

discussed. Numerous photos of the models are available and other photos are part of the Great 

Jackson Street Development Framework authored by Deloitte. Many Deansgate Square residents 

have bought properties based on the natural daylight the properties would offer for years to come. 

The GIA report comments on the daylight situation as an average. It is clear from the visuals on figure 

16 that pretty much the entirety of the West facing side of the North Tower will be left with low level 

lighting. The situation is almost similar for the West side of East Tower. When combined with the 

other 71 floor proposed development on plot D and the new constructions currently rising on the 

South and West side, circa 2/3rds of apartments on the South Tower will be left with very little 

daylight. The report itself seems incomplete. The assessment focuses on only one side of some key 

buildings. This is the case for South Tower, for example, which will be impacted on three sides. The 

South face will be impacted by plot D (no figure), the West face will be impacted by plot D and 

C7/C8/E1/E2 and the North Face will be impacted by C7/C8/E1/E2 (no figure). Curiously, whilst the 

report fails to show before and after (called existing and proposed in the report) for buildings heavily 

impacted by the loss of sunlight, for example the West side of Deansgate Square North Tower, it 

happily volunteers before and after for apartment blocks completely unaffected by the towers (like 

City South). With these kinds of inconsistencies, one cannot help but feel that the report has not 

been written in a completely neutral way. 

Another well-known impact of the change in lighting conditions for so many apartments will also 

result in an increased need for internal lighting and heating, and thereby an increase in CO2 



emissions. The environmental impact assessment for this planning application does not take that into 

account.  

Residents of Deansgate Square have access to a green area on the West facing side of North Tower 

called the Roof Garden. Due to its positioning, the Roof Garden is a very windy place, and therefore 

unless warmth provided by natural sunlight is present, it is not a very welcoming place. The Roof 

Garden is used a lot less use than it used to at the beginning following the construction of the four 

towers on the West side of the Great Jackson development. Direct sunlight is now available early 

afternoon and late afternoon, but there is a gap mid-afternoon when the sun is behind the four 

towers opposite. The combination of the proposed 72 floor tower and the four towers in this 

application will effectively deprive all the residents from their only private green space, as there will 

be no direct sunlight ever reaching the Roof Garden as can clearly be seen from figure 16 of the Gia 

report. It is worth noting that this green space has often been used for events designed to create a 

community at Deansgate Square. So the proposed development will impact not only residents’ 

wellbeing from a natural sunlight point of view, but it will also make it more difficult for them to 

belong to a community, which, as we know, also has a number of positive impact on crime rate, 

wellbeing, antisocial behaviour, loneliness, and other. 

The Roof Garden is also the only child-friendly place within the Deansgate Square environment. 

There are no places in the entire development where children can go and play apart from the Roof 

Garden. The next closest place is the playground outside Crown Street School, and that playground 

will also be without any direct natural sunlight if the proposed development goes ahead.  

Considering a lot of properties were sold to purchasers on the belief, reinforced by drawings and 

models, that their apartment would benefit from high levels of direct light and that they would be 

able to enjoy a green, communal, child-friendly, place in the Roof Garden, it is not acceptable, and 

could even be considered as dishonesty and misseling, that an application for a completely different 

development which will impact the daylight of so many apartments in such a drastic way has been 

submitted. The situation for Deansgate Square should not be looked at as an average, but should 

really focus on the West facing sides of the South, East and North towers, and disregard the 

negligeable impact of West Tower which is geographically detached from the other three towers. The 

application is also in direct contradiction with the Greater Jackson Development Framework, two 

pillar of which are “maximising separation distances between buildings” and “enhancing sunlight and 

daylight penetration into the site”. 

  

Natural Daylight – Green Spaces 

Recent aerial photographs show that there are currently only two green spaces easily accessible to 

residents of the Great Jackson developments. One of them is the park located outside the school and 

in front of the Blade building, the other one is a private area only available to Deansgate Square 

residents called the Roof Garden. 

Both of these spaces will see a drastic reduction in natural delight if the proposed construction go 

ahead. 

There is already very little natural daylight for the park on Plot C as the park was built on the East 

side of plot C’s tall buildings and is surrounded on three sides by tall constructions. Thus the park 

gets very little sunlight post midday, apart from a brief period when the sun is between the towers 

known as the Circle and the Blade. 



That park gets good natural sunlight in the morning though, but the proposed towers in this 

application, alongside the proposed 71 floor high tower on plot D, will remove most of the morning 

natural daylight from the park. 

The situation is very similar for the Roof Garden, which will see close to ZERO natural sunlight if the 

project to build E1 and E2 goes ahead. 

As is widely known, easy to reach green spaces contribute both to the physical and mental health of 

local communities, even more so in places like Manchester where winters can have very short 

amount of natural daylight. Due to their location in the midst of tall buildings, the parks are very 

windy, and natural daylight provides the necessary warmth to make these spaces enjoyable in windy 

conditions. By drastically reducing the amount of natural daylight, the proposed constructions will 

also drastically reduce access to green spaces for the local community. 

The proposed development has two small grassland areas which will be surrounded on all sides from 

tall buildings and will see very little direct natural sunlight. So there will be very little ‘green benefit’ 

to residents of Great Jackson from these two small grassland areas. 

Apart from the impact on the residents of the Great Jackson development, the reduction in natural 

light will also impact plant growth in these green areas, and consequently the overall biodiversity of 

the area. 

The initial aim of the Great Jackson redevelopment was to create a mix of green spaces and tall 

buildings providing a pleasant and relaxing environment for residents of the area. A few years on, it is 

proposed to remove the natural daylight from the only two green spaces available to local residents 

(and most residents in the area actually have access to only one as the Roof Garden is a private green 

space) and render them inhospitable and unusable most of the time. This seems completely at odds 

with the initial objective set for the area. It feels instead like Manchester has not learnt from its past, 

particularly the 1970’s high-rise developments which failed partly due to the lack of enjoyable green 

spaces available to local residents. 

  

Daylight – school 

A popular addition to the redevelopment of the Great Jackson area was the addition of a primary 

school, the first one to open in Manchester city centre for 20 years.  

It is common knowledge that students’ learning ability, mood and overall well-being is affected by 

natural daylight, even more so in places which get very little daylight in the winter like Manchester.  

The GIA Daylight Sunlight report states that the school will lose very little daylight and recognises 

that the baseline is very low. It also states that occupants will not be aware of any reduction in 

daylight as the school is not yet constructed. This information is incorrect. The school is built and the 

first intake of students will take place in September 2024. 

It is also concerning that low level baseline daylight is used as a reason to proceed with the 

development. It can definitely be argued that as students and staff at the school are already provided 

with a very dark environment, everything ought to be done to preserve the very little natural light 

that these human beings will be getting. 

Furthermore, it is notable that the GIA report only considers the building itself. It is the front of the 

building that will be hugely impacted by the construction of the four towers. Directly outside of the 



building there is a play area. That play area will also be hugely impacted by the proposed 

development. Currently it is possible for future pupils to exercise and enjoy the play area in direct 

sunlight in the morning. This will be taken away from them as the proposed new developments (this 

one and the 71 floor tower from plot D) will remove any direct sunlight in the morning from the play 

area. 

In conclusion, for the wellbeing of students and staff at the school it is imperative not to go ahead 

with a development which will leave them with no direct sunlight even in the school outdoor areas 

for most of the year. 

The Great Jackson redevelopment was meant to be a place which attracts a mixed population, 

including young families. This proposed development goes against the initial aim of the 

redevelopment scheme. 

   

Privacy 

The proposed towers E1 and E2 have an undulated design on the long side, but a straight design on 

the short side as per Elevation drawings. The straight sides mean that these towers will offer direct 

views onto apartments from the North Tower and their private spaces. Due to the proposed 

construction design it will be possible to look directly and have very good visibility into several 

apartment from a sole vantage point in E1 and E2 towers. This has more impact on privacy when 

looking horizontally or downwards, but as the planning application is for two towers of 48 floors 

each, there will be ample opportunities for looking horizontally or downwards. This will undermine 

apartment residents’ right to privacy and personal security which is crucial to residential areas. These 

apartments will already be severely impacted by the reduction in natural daylight caused by the 

construction of E1 and E2. Thus, residents from these apartments will now be faced with one of two 

choices: either draw curtains to preserve privacy and lose the little bit left of natural daylight, or try 

and maximise the little natural daylight and give away any right to privacy during daylight hours.  

Residents from Deansgate Square’s four towers have access to a private garden area known as the 

Roof Garden. The two straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will also offer a vantage point directly 

into the garden area, currently the only private communal space available to Deansgate Square 

residents. This area is used by residents for private events to create a sense of community and 

bonding between the residents.  

So, in summary, the proposed construction of E1 and E1 goes against the right to privacy and the 

sense of security and community which Deansgate Square residents currently enjoy.  

 

 

 

 

 

Concluding remarks 

Based on the various elements above, I would like to request that your reject application 

137226/FO/2023. 



It is clear that the application has been made using a blend of wrong data, inaccurate or out of date 

information and that the proposed development will have a serious impact on the residents of Great 

Jackson and even in surrounding areas like Castlefield.  

Furthermore, it is breaching ALL THREE of the key pillars published in the Great Jackson Street 

Development Framework published by Deloitte (namely maximining separation distances between 

buildings, increasing the quantum and variety of public spaces within the Development Framework, 

enhancing sunlight and daylight penetration). 

 

Best regards 

 

 

 

 

 

 







 

 

 

 

 

23/06/2024 

 

Dear Lucy, 

 

I would like to share with you the following comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023.  

Please confirm in writing by 28/06/2024 that you have received my comments. 

 

 

Impact of Increase in Traffic 

Increased traffic in the area is to be expected with the construction of four additional towers. 

Building E1 is planned to have a car park entrance on Owen St. Owen St. is a narrow street which 

already gets very crowded in its current state. 

It is stated in the Framework Travel Plan that the traffic flow on Owen St is controlled by barriers. This 

is inaccurate information. The traffic on Owen St has not been controlled in that way for at least 3 

years as it was impractical. Furthermore the barriers have now been removed. 

It is also stated that Owen St has red lines, but these are regularly ignored by delivery drivers as well 

as vehicle registered abroad which are common occurrences due to the occupancy demographics of 

the towers. 

As a consequence of the numerous vehicles parked on the stretch which will be co-shared with 

towers E1 and E2, vehicles often swerve onto the pedestrian area when passing another vehicle. It is 

also worth noting that that area is used as terrace by restaurants like Salvi’s.  

The addition of a car park entrance on Owen St will increase the risk of accidents and injury to 

pedestrians either using the pavement or a restaurant’s terrace. The increase in vehicles passing 

each other will also increase the risk to other road users. It will also contribute to higher pollution 

levels around the towers, as vehicles struggle to pass one another, as well as increased noise levels 

well into the night as amounts of food deliveries and taxis remain high on the Deansgate Square 

turning circle until at least midnight and even later over weekends. 

Apart from Owen St, other road infrastructures appear inadequate. Referring to report 

Transport_Note from Curtins, it is difficult to understand how estimates of vehicles has been 

reached. The population of the Deansgate Square towers is made in majority of wealthy students 

and young professionals who tend to travel by taxis when going out. What we witness at Deansgate 

Square during term time, i.e. when the buildings are at full capacity, are vehicles queuing to get onto 



the turning circle. We easily see three times the number of taxis per tower picking up people on the 

turning circle. It seems a reasonable assumption that the lifestyle of the towers will not differ 

significantly. There are regular occurrences of vehicles queuing on Owen St. when there are already 5 

vehicles parked on the outer circle and 3 double parked on the inside. It is therefore reasonable to 

expect a lot more than 22 taxis per hour between the hours of 8 and 9 in the evening. 

Aside from taxis, a lot of food deliveries take place. It is, again, difficult to understand how Curtins 

came up with figures for loading bay requirements for loading bays. Curiously, peak times for 

servicing vehicles are between 10 and 11am and 4 and 5pm. The peak time that can be observed at 

Deansgate Square is between the hours of 7 and 10pm, when a lot of the food gets delivered by cars.  

Delivery drivers regularly complain that there is nowhere for them to stop, and some have even 

threatened to stop delivering to the towers.  

Given that the entrance to the car park for E1 will be on Owen St., and that the exit for E2 loading 

bay users is a one way path into Owen St., it is not difficult to imagine the seriously chaotic and 

dangerous situations which will arise from the current proposal. It is also proposed to reduce a 

portion of Owen St down to one lane, which will further exacerbate the situation and cause even 

more vehicles to climb onto pedestrian areas. The proposed traffic control measure which is to limit 

the traffic with bollards is also naïve and completely impractical for the numbers of vehicles which 

will be using the area (there used to be controlled access via barriers for Deansgate Square and these 

were dropped very quickly as the concierge desk could not effectively manage the flow of vehicles 

and queues would form behind the barriers onto Deansgate in front of the West Tower and blocking 

entrance to Deansgate Square car park).  

So based on the above, I would like to comment that the road infrastructure on the planning 

application is inadequate both on Owen St and on the loading bays. The current proposal will lead to 

a higher risk exposure for pedestrians, cyclists and other road users, and increased air and noise 

pollution. 

Finally, it is questionable as to whether the assessment by Curtins is valid at all. Curtins seem to be 

under the impression that C7 and C8 are smaller towers than E1 and E2. It is easy to see from the 

Elevation drawings that that is not the case. So when Curtins state that “there could be instances on 

Towers C7 and C8 … when theoretical demands slightly exceeds the supply of loading spaces”, that 

conclusion is drawn on estimates which are even lower than they will be in reality. Given that Curtins 

developed their entire assessment on the wrong sizing of the towers, it is really doubtful whether the 

entire report can be relied on for informed decision making. 

   

Greater Manchester Strategy, crime and anti-social behaviour 

Contrary to what is stated in the marketing literature promoting the Great Jackson redevelopment, 

there is not really a “mixed type” of occupation in the area. The apartments are primarily marketed 

abroad to foreign investors in the Middle East and the Far East. As a consequence, the proportion of 

owner occupiers in the towers is very low. The foreign property owners do not tend to occupy the 

properties themselves, and in turn promote their properties locally. So circa 80% of the occupiers are 

wealthy foreign students mainly from the Middle East and China and the Far East. 

The families with children living in Deansgate Square are few and far between, as the environment is 

becoming less and less conducive to raising families. This can be seen, for example, with the Crown 

Street school, which has had to extend its catchment area as there were too few families in the 



surrounding towers to fill the classrooms, despite the school itself being very small (only 54 places 

for September 2024). 

As a consequence of the type of occupancy, petty crime rate has started to rise significantly in the 

area mainly around drug taking, anti-social behaviour or mobile phones theft. The type of anti-social 

behaviour revolves around noise pollution from music played loudly within apartments, noise from 

car revving engines to attract attention on the vehicle, cars driving aggressively on Owen St., fouling 

(vomiting, dog fouling, human urine in shared spaces, broken glass). Due to the wealthy nature of 

the student population, that population has also become a target for thieves mainly for smash and 

grabs on mobile phones. The areas has now also had for multiple years a very high rate of cars being 

broken into. 

Drug taking is also a real problem at Deansgate Square with dealers residing within the towers so as 

to be closer to the recreational consumers. 

As there is no reason to believe that the properties will be marketed differently, and therefore 

consist of a different type of demographics, it is a real concern that the construction of 1,746 new 

apartments on the doorstep of Deansgate Square will also result in even more drug taking in the area 

as well as an increase in anti-social behaviour. But it also is in contradiction with the Greater 

Manchester Strategy which mentions people as its biggest asset and the need to build on the 

strength of families and communities. Instead of having residents invested in the long term future of 

the Jackson Street development, less than 10 years after its launch, we now already have a 

population, which is in majority transient and seasonal. This is also directly in contraction with The 

Great Jackson Development Framework which set out to cater for a ‘diverse population’ and whose 

vision was to cater for a ‘vibrant, safe, secure and sustainable community’.  

  

Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square 

The GIA report states that, as a whole, Deansgate Square will retain average daylight comparable 

with similar types of developments and that residents of Deansgate Square have been aware for 

several years of proposed developments. 

The second part of the statement is completely untrue. In fact, it is very surprising that Renaker, the 

applicant, have not asked GIA to correct these statements in the report as Renaker themselves have 

been advertising properties in the marketing suite with much smaller buildings on the plots 

discussed. Numerous photos of the models are available and other photos are part of the Great 

Jackson Street Development Framework authored by Deloitte. Many Deansgate Square residents 

have bought properties based on the natural daylight the properties would offer for years to come.  

The GIA report comments on the daylight situation as an average. It is clear from the visuals on figure 

16 that pretty much the entirety of the West facing side of the North Tower will be left with low level 

lighting. The situation is almost similar for the West side of East Tower. When combined with the 

other 71 floor proposed development on plot D and the new constructions currently rising on the 

South and West side, circa 2/3rds of apartments on the South Tower will be left with very little 

daylight. The report itself seems incomplete. The assessment focuses on only one side of some key 

buildings. This is the case for South Tower, for example, which will be impacted on three sides. The 

South face will be impacted by plot D (no figure), the West face will be impacted by plot D and 

C7/C8/E1/E2 and the North Face will be impacted by C7/C8/E1/E2 (no figure). Curiously, whilst the 

report fails to show before and after (called existing and proposed in the report) for buildings heavily 



impacted by the loss of sunlight, for example the West side of Deansgate Square North Tower, it 

happily volunteers before and after for apartment blocks completely unaffected by the towers (like 

City South). With these kinds of inconsistencies, one cannot help but feel that the report has not 

been written in a completely neutral way. 

Another well-known impact of the change in lighting conditions for so many apartments will also 

result in an increased need for internal lighting and heating, and thereby an increase in CO2 

emissions. The environmental impact assessment for this planning application does not take that into 

account.  

Residents of Deansgate Square have access to a green area on the West facing side of North Tower 

called the Roof Garden. Due to its positioning, the Roof Garden is a very windy place, and therefore 

unless warmth provided by natural sunlight is present, it is not a very welcoming place. The Roof 

Garden is used a lot less use than it used to at the beginning following the construction of the four 

towers on the West side of the Great Jackson development. Direct sunlight is now available early 

afternoon and late afternoon, but there is a gap mid-afternoon when the sun is behind the four 

towers opposite. The combination of the proposed 72 floor tower and the four towers in this 

application will effectively deprive all the residents from their only private green space, as there will 

be no direct sunlight ever reaching the Roof Garden as can clearly be seen from figure 16 of the Gia 

report. It is worth noting that this green space has often been used for events designed to create a 

community at Deansgate Square. So the proposed development will impact not only residents’ 

wellbeing from a natural sunlight point of view, but it will also make it more difficult for them to 

belong to a community, which, as we know, also has a number of positive impact on crime rate, 

wellbeing, antisocial behaviour, loneliness, and other. 

The Roof Garden is also the only child-friendly place within the Deansgate Square environment. 

There are no places in the entire development where children can go and play apart from the Roof 

Garden. The next closest place is the playground outside Crown Street School, and that playground 

will also be without any direct natural sunlight if the proposed development goes ahead.  

Considering a lot of properties were sold to purchasers on the belief, reinforced by drawings and 

models, that their apartment would benefit from high levels of direct light and that they would be 

able to enjoy a green, communal, child-friendly, place in the Roof Garden, it is not acceptable, and 

could even be considered as dishonesty and misselling, that an application for a completely different 

development which will impact the daylight of so many apartments in such a drastic way has been 

submitted. The situation for Deansgate Square should not be looked at as an average, but should 

really focus on the West facing sides of the South, East and North towers, and disregard the 

negligeable impact of West Tower which is geographically detached from the other three towers. The 

application is also in direct contradiction with the Greater Jackson Development Framework, two 

pillar of which are “maximising separation distances between buildings” and “enhancing sunlight and 

daylight penetration into the site”. 

  

Natural Daylight – Green Spaces 

Recent aerial photographs show that there are currently only two green spaces easily accessible to 

residents of the Great Jackson developments. One of them is the park located outside the school and 

in front of the Blade building, the other one is a private area only available to Deansgate Square 

residents called the Roof Garden. 



Both of these spaces will see a drastic reduction in natural daylight if the proposed construction go 

ahead. 

There is already very little natural daylight for the park on Plot C as the park was built on the East 

side of plot C’s tall buildings and is surrounded on three sides by tall constructions. Thus the park 

gets very little sunlight post midday, apart from a brief period when the sun is between the towers 

known as the Circle and the Blade. 

That park gets good natural sunlight in the morning though, but the proposed towers in this 

application, alongside the proposed 71 floor high tower on plot D, will remove most of the morning 

natural daylight from the park. 

The situation is very similar for the Roof Garden, which will see close to ZERO natural sunlight if the 

project to build E1 and E2 goes ahead. 

As is widely known, easy to reach green spaces contribute both to the physical and mental health of 

local communities, even more so in places like Manchester where winters can have very short 

amount of natural daylight. Due to their location in the midst of tall buildings, the parks are very 

windy, and natural daylight provides the necessary warmth to make these spaces enjoyable in windy 

conditions. By drastically reducing the amount of natural daylight, the proposed constructions will 

also drastically reduce access to green spaces for the local community. 

The proposed development has two small grassland areas which will be surrounded on all sides from 

tall buildings and will see very little direct natural sunlight. So there will be very little ‘green benefit’ 

to residents of Great Jackson from these two small grassland areas. 

Apart from the impact on the residents of the Great Jackson development, the reduction in natural 

light will also impact plant growth in these green areas, and consequently the overall biodiversity of 

the area. 

The initial aim of the Great Jackson redevelopment was to create a mix of green spaces and tall 

buildings providing a pleasant and relaxing environment for residents of the area. A few years on, it is 

proposed to remove the natural daylight from the only two green spaces available to local residents 

(and most residents in the area actually have access to only one as the Roof Garden is a private green 

space) and render them inhospitable and unusable most of the time. This seems completely at odds 

with the initial objective set for the area. It feels instead like Manchester has not learnt from its past, 

particularly the 1970’s high-rise developments which failed partly due to the lack of enjoyable green 

spaces available to local residents. 

  

Daylight – school 

A popular addition to the redevelopment of the Great Jackson area was the addition of a primary 

school, the first one to open in Manchester city centre for 20 years. 

It is common knowledge that students’ learning ability, mood and overall well-being is affected by 

natural daylight, even more so in places which get very little daylight in the winter like Manchester.  

The GIA Daylight Sunlight report states that the school will lose very little daylight and recognises 

that the baseline is very low. It also states that occupants will not be aware of any reduction in 

daylight as the school is not yet constructed. This information is incorrect. The school is built and the 

first intake of students will take place in September 2024. 



It is also concerning that low level baseline daylight is used as a reason to proceed with the 

development. It can definitely be argued that as students and staff at the school are already provided 

with a very dark environment, everything ought to be done to preserve the very little natural light 

that these human beings will be getting. 

Furthermore, it is notable that the GIA report only considers the building itself. It is the front of the 

building that will be hugely impacted by the construction of the four towers. Directly outside of the 

building there is a play area. That play area will also be hugely impacted by the proposed 

development. Currently it is possible for future pupils to exercise and enjoy the play area in direct 

sunlight in the morning. This will be taken away from them as the proposed new developments (this 

one and the 71 floor tower from plot D) will remove any direct sunlight in the morning from the play 

area. 

In conclusion, for the wellbeing of students and staff at the school it is imperative not to go ahead 

with a development which will leave them with no direct sunlight even in the school outdoor areas 

for most of the year. 

The Great Jackson redevelopment was meant to be a place which attracts a mixed population, 

including young families. This proposed development goes against the initial aim of the 

redevelopment scheme. 

   

Privacy 

The proposed towers E1 and E2 have an undulated design on the long side, but a straight design on 

the short side as per Elevation drawings. The straight sides mean that these towers will offer direct 

views onto apartments from the North Tower and their private spaces. Due to the proposed 

construction design it will be possible to look directly and have very good visibility into several 

apartment from a sole vantage point in E1 and E2 towers. This has more impact on privacy when 

looking horizontally or downwards, but as the planning application is for two towers of 48 floors 

each, there will be ample opportunities for looking horizontally or downwards. This will undermine 

apartment residents’ right to privacy and personal security which is crucial to residential areas. These 

apartments will already be severely impacted by the reduction in natural daylight caused by the 

construction of E1 and E2. Thus, residents from these apartments will now be faced with one of two 

choices: either draw curtains to preserve privacy and lose the little bit left of natural daylight, or try 

and maximise the little natural daylight and give away any right to privacy during daylight hours.  

Residents from Deansgate Square’s four towers have access to a private garden area known as the 

Roof Garden. The two straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will also offer a vantage point directly 

into the garden area, currently the only private communal space available to Deansgate Square 

residents. This area is used by residents for private events to create a sense of community and 

bonding between the residents.  

So, in summary, the proposed construction of E1 and E1 goes against the right to privacy and the 

sense of security and community which Deansgate Square residents currently enjoy.  

 

 

 



 

 

Concluding remarks 

Based on the various elements above, I would like to request that your reject application 

137226/FO/2023. 

It is clear that the application has been made using a blend of wrong data, inaccurate or out of date 

information and that the proposed development will have a serious impact on the residents of Great 

Jackson and even in surrounding areas like Castlefield.  

Furthermore, it is breaching ALL THREE of the key pillars published in the Great Jackson Street 

Development Framework published by Deloitte (namely maximining separation distances between 

buildings, increasing the quantum and variety of public spaces within the Development Framework, 

enhancing sunlight and daylight penetration). 

 

Best regards 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

23/06/2024 

 

Dear Lucy, 

 

I would like to share with you the following comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023. 

Please confirm in writing by 28/06/2024 that you have received my comments. 

 

 

Impact of Increase in Traffic 

Increased traffic in the area is to be expected with the construction of four additional towers. 

Building E1 is planned to have a car park entrance on Owen St. Owen St. is a narrow street which 

already gets very crowded in its current state. 

It is stated in the Framework Travel Plan that the traffic flow on Owen St is controlled by barriers. 

This is inaccurate information. The traffic on Owen St has not been controlled in that way for at least 

3 years as it was impractical. Furthermore the barriers have now been removed. 

It is also stated that Owen St has red lines, but these are regularly ignored by delivery drivers as well 

as vehicle registered abroad which are common occurrences due to the occupancy demographics of 

the towers. 

As a consequence of the numerous vehicles parked on the stretch which will be co-shared with 

towers E1 and E2, vehicles often swerve onto the pedestrian area when passing another vehicle. It is 

also worth noting that that area is used as terrace by restaurants like Salvi’s. 

The addition of a car park entrance on Owen St will increase the risk of accidents and injury to 

pedestrians either using the pavement or a restaurant’s terrace. The increase in vehicles passing 

each other will also increase the risk to other road users. It will also contribute to higher pollution 

levels around the towers, as vehicles struggle to pass one another, as well as increased noise levels 

well into the night as amounts of food deliveries and taxis remain high on the Deansgate Square 

turning circle until at least midnight and even later over weekends. 

Apart from Owen St, other road infrastructures appear inadequate. Referring to report 

Transport_Note from Curtins, it is difficult to understand how estimates of vehicles has been 

reached. The population of the Deansgate Square towers is made in majority of wealthy students 

and young professionals who tend to travel by taxis when going out. What we witness at Deansgate 

Square during term time, i.e. when the buildings are at full capacity, are vehicles queuing to get onto 

the turning circle. We easily see three times the number of taxis per tower picking up people on the 

turning circle. It seems a reasonable assumption that the lifestyle of the towers will not differ 

significantly. There are regular occurrences of vehicles queuing on Owen St. when there are already 5 



 

 

vehicles parked on the outer circle and 3 double parked on the inside. It is therefore reasonable to 

expect a lot more than 22 taxis per hour between the hours of 8 and 9 in the evening. 

Aside from taxis, a lot of food deliveries take place. It is, again, difficult to understand how Curtins 

came up with figures for loading bay requirements for loading bays. Curiously, peak times for 

servicing vehicles are between 10 and 11am and 4 and 5pm. The peak time that can be observed at 

Deansgate Square is between the hours of 7 and 10pm, when a lot of the food gets delivered by cars. 

Delivery drivers regularly complain that there is nowhere for them to stop, and some have even 

threatened to stop delivering to the towers.  

Given that the entrance to the car park for E1 will be on Owen St., and that the exit for E2 loading 

bay users is a one way path into Owen St., it is not difficult to imagine the seriously chaotic and 

dangerous situations which will arise from the current proposal. It is also proposed to reduce a 

portion of Owen St down to one lane, which will further exacerbate the situation and cause even 

more vehicles to climb onto pedestrian areas. The proposed traffic control measure which is to limit 

the traffic with bollards is also naïve and completely impractical for the numbers of vehicles which 

will be using the area (there used to be controlled access via barriers for Deansgate Square and these 

were dropped very quickly as the concierge desk could not effectively manage the flow of vehicles 

and queues would form behind the barriers onto Deansgate in front of the West Tower and blocking 

entrance to Deansgate Square car park).  

So based on the above, I would like to comment that the road infrastructure on the planning 

application is inadequate both on Owen St and on the loading bays. The current proposal will lead to 

a higher risk exposure for pedestrians, cyclists and other road users, and increased air and noise 

pollution. 

Finally, it is questionable as to whether the assessment by Curtins is valid at all. Curtins seem to be 

under the impression that C7 and C8 are smaller towers than E1 and E2. It is easy to see from the 

Elevation drawings that that is not the case. So when Curtins state that “there could be instances on 

Towers C7 and C8 … when theoretical demands slightly exceeds the supply of loading spaces”, that 

conclusion is drawn on estimates which are even lower than they will be in reality. Given that Curtins 

developed their entire assessment on the wrong sizing of the towers, it is really doubtful whether 

the entire report can be relied on for informed decision making. 

   

Greater Manchester Strategy, crime and anti-social behaviour 

Contrary to what is stated in the marketing literature promoting the Great Jackson redevelopment, 

there is not really a “mixed type” of occupation in the area. The apartments are primarily marketed 

abroad to foreign investors in the Middle East and the Far East. As a consequence, the proportion of 

owner occupiers in the towers is very low. The foreign property owners do not tend to occupy the 

properties themselves, and in turn promote their properties locally. So circa 80% of the occupiers are 

wealthy foreign students mainly from the Middle East and China and the Far East. 

The families with children living in Deansgate Square are few and far between, as the environment is 

becoming less and less conducive to raising families. This can be seen, for example, with the Crown 

Street school which has had to extend its catchment area as there were too few families in the 

surrounding towers to fill the classrooms, despite the school itself being very small (only 54 places 

for September 2024). 



 

 

As a consequence of the type of occupancy, petty crime rate has started to rise significantly in the 

area mainly around drug taking, anti-social behaviour or mobile phones theft. The type of anti-social 

behaviour revolves around noise pollution from music played loudly within apartments, noise from 

car revving engines to attract attention on the vehicle, cars driving aggressively on Owen St., fouling 

(vomiting, dog fouling, human urine in shared spaces, broken glass). Due to the wealthy nature of 

the student population, that population has also become a target for thieves mainly for smash and 

grabs on mobile phones. The areas has now also had for multiple years a very high rate of cars being 

broken into. 

Drug taking is also a real problem at Deansgate Square with dealers residing within the towers so as 

to be closer to the recreational consumers. 

As there is no reason to believe that the properties will be marketed differently, and therefore 

consist of a different type of demographics, it is a real concern that the construction of 1,746 new 

apartments on the doorstep of Deansgate Square will also result in even more drug taking in the area 

as well as an increase in anti-social behaviour. But it also is in contradiction with the Greater 

Manchester Strategy which mentions people as its biggest asset and the need to build on the 

strength of families and communities. Instead of having residents invested in the long term future of 

the Jackson Street development, less than 10 years after its launch, we now already have a 

population which is in majority transient and seasonal. This is also directly in contraction with The 

Great Jackson Development Framework which set out to cater for a ‘diverse population ’and whose 

vision was to cater for a ‘vibrant, safe, secure and sustainable community’.  

  

Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square 

The GIA report states that, as a whole, Deansgate Square will retain average daylight comparable 

with similar types of developments and that residents of Deansgate Square have been aware for 

several years of proposed developments. 

The second part of the statement is completely untrue. In fact, it is very surprising that Renaker, the 

applicant, have not asked GIA to correct these statements in the report as Renaker themselves have 

been advertising properties in the marketing suite with much smaller buildings on the plots 

discussed. Numerous photos of the models are available and other photos are part of the Great 

Jackson Street Development Framework authored by Deloitte. Many Deansgate Square residents 

have bought properties based on the natural daylight the properties would offer for years to come. 

The GIA report comments on the daylight situation as an average. It is clear from the visuals on 

figure 16 that pretty much the entirety of the West facing side of the North Tower will be left with 

low level lighting. The situation is almost similar for the West side of East Tower. When combined 

with the other 71 floor proposed development on plot D and the new constructions currently rising 

on the South and West side, circa 2/3rds of apartments on the South Tower will be left with very 

little daylight. The report itself seems incomplete. The assessment focuses on only one side of some 

key buildings. This is the case for South Tower, for example, which will be impacted on three sides. 

The South face will be impacted by plot D (no figure), the West face will be impacted by plot D and 

C7/C8/E1/E2 and the North Face will be impacted by C7/C8/E1/E2 (no figure). Curiously, whilst the 

report fails to show before and after (called existing and proposed in the report) for buildings heavily 

impacted by the loss of sunlight, for example the West side of Deansgate Square North Tower, it 

happily volunteers before and after for apartment blocks completely unaffected by the towers (like 



 

 

City South). With these kinds of inconsistencies, one cannot help but feel that the report has not 

been written in a completely neutral way. 

Another well-known impact of the change in lighting conditions for so many apartments will also 

result in an increased need for internal lighting and heating, and thereby an increase in CO2 

emissions. The environmental impact assessment for this planning application does not take that 

into account.  

Residents of Deansgate Square have access to a green area on the West facing side of North Tower 

called the Roof Garden. Due to its positioning, the Roof Garden is a very windy place, and therefore 

unless warmth provided by natural sunlight is present, it is not a very welcoming place. The Roof 

Garden is used a lot less use than it used to at the beginning following the construction of the four 

towers on the West side of the Great Jackson development. Direct sunlight is now available early 

afternoon and late afternoon, but there is a gap mid-afternoon when the sun is behind the four 

towers opposite. The combination of the proposed 72 floor tower and the four towers in this 

application will effectively deprive all the residents from their only private green space, as there will 

be no direct sunlight ever reaching the Roof Garden as can clearly be seen from figure 16 of the Gia 

report. It is worth noting that this green space has often been used for events designed to create a 

community at Deansgate Square. So the proposed development will impact not only residents ’

wellbeing from a natural sunlight point of view, but it will also make it more difficult for them to 

belong to a community, which, as we know, also has a number of positive impact on crime rate, 

wellbeing, antisocial behaviour, loneliness, and other. 

The Roof Garden is also the only child-friendly place within the Deansgate Square environment. 

There are no places in the entire development where children can go and play apart from the Roof 

Garden. The next closest place is the playground outside Crown Street School, and that playground 

will also be without any direct natural sunlight if the proposed development goes ahead. 

Considering a lot of properties were sold to purchasers on the belief, reinforced by drawings and 

models, that their apartment would benefit from high levels of direct light and that they would be 

able to enjoy a green, communal, child-friendly, place in the Roof Garden, it is not acceptable, and 

could even be considered as dishonesty and misseling, that an application for a completely different 

development which will impact the daylight of so many apartments in such a drastic way has been 

submitted. The situation for Deansgate Square should not be looked at as an average, but should 

really focus on the West facing sides of the South, East and North towers, and disregard the 

negligeable impact of West Tower which is geographically detached from the other three towers. The 

application is also in direct contradiction with the Greater Jackson Development Framework, two 

pillar of which are “maximising separation distances between buildings” and “enhancing sunlight and 

daylight penetration into the site”. 

  

Natural Daylight – Green Spaces 

Recent aerial photographs show that there are currently only two green spaces easily accessible to 

residents of the Great Jackson developments. One of them is the park located outside the school and 

in front of the Blade building, the other one is a private area only available to Deansgate Square 

residents called the Roof Garden. 

Both of these spaces will see a drastic reduction in natural delight if the proposed construction go 

ahead. 



 

 

There is already very little natural daylight for the park on Plot C as the park was built on the East 

side of plot C’s tall buildings and is surrounded on three sides by tall constructions. Thus the park 

gets very little sunlight post midday, apart from a brief period when the sun is between the towers 

known as the Circle and the Blade. 

That park gets good natural sunlight in the morning though, but the proposed towers in this 

application, alongside the proposed 71 floor high tower on plot D, will remove most of the morning 

natural daylight from the park. 

The situation is very similar for the Roof Garden, which will see close to ZERO natural sunlight if the 

project to build E1 and E2 goes ahead. 

As is widely known, easy to reach green spaces contribute both to the physical and mental health of 

local communities, even more so in places like Manchester where winters can have very short 

amount of natural daylight. Due to their location in the midst of tall buildings, the parks are very 

windy, and natural daylight provides the necessary warmth to make these spaces enjoyable in windy 

conditions. By drastically reducing the amount of natural daylight, the proposed constructions will 

also drastically reduce access to green spaces for the local community. 

The proposed development has two small grassland areas which will be surrounded on all sides from 

tall buildings and will see very little direct natural sunlight. So there will be very little ‘green benefit ’

to residents of Great Jackson from these two small grassland areas. 

Apart from the impact on the residents of the Great Jackson development, the reduction in natural 

light will also impact plant growth in these green areas, and consequently the overall biodiversity of 

the area. 

The initial aim of the Great Jackson redevelopment was to create a mix of green spaces and tall 

buildings providing a pleasant and relaxing environment for residents of the area. A few years on, it is 

proposed to remove the natural daylight from the only two green spaces available to local residents 

(and most residents in the area actually have access to only one as the Roof Garden is a private green 

space) and render them inhospitable and unusable most of the time. This seems completely at odds 

with the initial objective set for the area. It feels instead like Manchester has not learnt from its past, 

particularly the 1970’s high-rise developments which failed partly due to the lack of enjoyable green 

spaces available to local residents. 

  

Daylight – school 

A popular addition to the redevelopment of the Great Jackson area was the addition of a primary 

school, the first one to open in Manchester city centre for 20 years. 

It is common knowledge that students ’learning ability, mood and overall well-being is affected by 

natural daylight, even more so in places which get very little daylight in the winter like Manchester. 

The GIA Daylight Sunlight report states that the school will lose very little daylight and recognises 

that the baseline is very low. It also states that occupants will not be aware of any reduction in 

daylight as the school is not yet constructed. This information is incorrect. The school is built and the 

first intake of students will take place in September 2024. 

It is also concerning that low level baseline daylight is used as a reason to proceed with the 

development. It can definitely be argued that as students and staff at the school are already provided 



 

 

with a very dark environment, everything ought to be done to preserve the very little natural light 

that these human beings will be getting. 

Furthermore, it is notable that the GIA report only considers the building itself. It is the front of the 

building that will be hugely impacted by the construction of the four towers. Directly outside of the 

building there is a play area. That play area will also be hugely impacted by the proposed 

development. Currently it is possible for future pupils to exercise and enjoy the play area in direct 

sunlight in the morning. This will be taken away from them as the proposed new developments (this 

one and the 71 floor tower from plot D) will remove any direct sunlight in the morning from the play 

area. 

In conclusion, for the wellbeing of students and staff at the school it is imperative not to go ahead 

with a development which will leave them with no direct sunlight even in the school outdoor areas 

for most of the year. 

The Great Jackson redevelopment was meant to be a place which attracts a mixed population, 

including young families. This proposed development goes against the initial aim of the 

redevelopment scheme. 

   

Privacy 

The proposed towers E1 and E2 have an undulated design on the long side, but a straight design on 

the short side as per Elevation drawings. The straight sides mean that these towers will offer direct 

views onto apartments from the North Tower and their private spaces. Due to the proposed 

construction design it will be possible to look directly and have very good visibility into several 

apartment from a sole vantage point in E1 and E2 towers. This has more impact on privacy when 

looking horizontally or downwards, but as the planning application is for two towers of 48 floors 

each, there will be ample opportunities for looking horizontally or downwards. This will undermine 

apartment residents ’right to privacy and personal security which is crucial to residential areas. 

These apartments will already be severely impacted by the reduction in natural daylight caused by 

the construction of E1 and E2. Thus, residents from these apartments will now be faced with one of 

two choices: either draw curtains to preserve privacy and lose the little bit left of natural daylight, or 

try and maximise the little natural daylight and give away any right to privacy during daylight hours. 

Residents from Deansgate Square’s four towers have access to a private garden area known as the 

Roof Garden. The two straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will also offer a vantage point directly 

into the garden area, currently the only private communal space available to Deansgate Square 

residents. This area is used by residents for private events to create a sense of community and 

bonding between the residents.  

So, in summary, the proposed construction of E1 and E1 goes against the right to privacy and the 

sense of security and community which Deansgate Square residents currently enjoy. 

 

 

Concluding remarks 

Based on the various elements above, I would like to request that your reject application 

137226/FO/2023. 



 

 

It is clear that the application has been made using a blend of wrong data, inaccurate or out of date 

information and that the proposed development will have a serious impact on the residents of Great 

Jackson and even in surrounding areas like Castlefield.  

Furthermore, it is breaching ALL THREE of the key pillars published in the Great Jackson Street 

Development Framework published by Deloitte (namely maximising separation distances between 

buildings, increasing the quantum and variety of public spaces within the Development Framework, 

enhancing sunlight and daylight penetration). 

 

Best regards 

 



 

 

  

 

 

 

23/06/2024 

 

Dear Lucy, 

 

I would like to share with you the following comments to object to application 137226/FO/2023.  

Please confirm in writing by 28/06/2024 that you have received my comments. 

 

Natural Daylight – Deansgate Square 

I am extremely concerned about the proposed development. My home already has extremely limited 

daylight following the construction of the ‘contour’ tower. If this development is approved my home 

will receive no sunlight whatsoever at any point in the year.  

The GIA report states that, as a whole, Deansgate Square will retain average daylight comparable 

with similar types of developments and that residents of Deansgate Square have been aware for 

several years of proposed developments. 

The second part of the statement is completely untrue. In fact, it is very surprising that Renaker, the 

applicant, have not asked GIA to correct these statements in the report as Renaker themselves have 

been advertising properties in the marketing suite with much smaller buildings on the plots 

discussed. Numerous photos of the models are available and other photos are part of the Great 

Jackson Street Development Framework authored by Deloitte. Many Deansgate Square residents 

have bought properties based on the natural daylight the properties would offer for years to come. 

The GIA report comments on the daylight situation as an average. It is clear from the visuals on figure 

16 that pretty much the entirety of the West facing side of the North Tower will be left with low level 

lighting. The situation is almost similar for the West side of East Tower. When combined with the 

other 71 floor proposed development on plot D and the new constructions currently rising on the 

South and West side, circa 2/3rds of apartments on the South Tower will be left with very little 

daylight. The report itself seems incomplete. The assessment focuses on only one side of some key 

buildings. This is the case for South Tower, for example, which will be impacted on three sides. The 

South face will be impacted by plot D (no figure), the West face will be impacted by plot D and 

C7/C8/E1/E2 and the North Face will be impacted by C7/C8/E1/E2 (no figure). Curiously, whilst the 

report fails to show before and after (called existing and proposed in the report) for buildings heavily 

impacted by the loss of sunlight, for example the West side of Deansgate Square North Tower, it 

happily volunteers before and after for apartment blocks completely unaffected by the towers (like 



City South). With these kinds of inconsistencies, one cannot help but feel that the report has not 

been written in a completely neutral way. 

Another well-known impact of the change in lighting conditions for so many apartments will also 

result in an increased need for internal lighting and heating, and thereby an increase in CO2 

emissions. The environmental impact assessment for this planning application does not take that into 

account.  

Residents of Deansgate Square have access to a green area on the West facing side of North Tower 

called the Roof Garden. Due to its positioning, the Roof Garden is a very windy place, and therefore 

unless warmth provided by natural sunlight is present, it is not a very welcoming place. The Roof 

Garden is used a lot less use than it used to at the beginning following the construction of the four 

towers on the West side of the Great Jackson development. Direct sunlight is now available early 

afternoon and late afternoon, but there is a gap mid-afternoon when the sun is behind the four 

towers opposite. The combination of the proposed 72 floor tower and the four towers in this 

application will effectively deprive all the residents from their only private green space, as there will 

be no direct sunlight ever reaching the Roof Garden as can clearly be seen from figure 16 of the Gia 

report. It is worth noting that this green space has often been used for events designed to create a 

community at Deansgate Square. So the proposed development will impact not only residents’ 

wellbeing from a natural sunlight point of view, but it will also make it more difficult for them to 

belong to a community, which, as we know, also has a number of positive impact on crime rate, 

wellbeing, antisocial behaviour, loneliness, and other. 

The Roof Garden is also the only child-friendly place within the Deansgate Square environment. 

There are no places in the entire development where children can go and play apart from the Roof 

Garden. The next closest place is the playground outside Crown Street School, and that playground 

will also be without any direct natural sunlight if the proposed development goes ahead. 

Considering a lot of properties were sold to purchasers on the belief, reinforced by drawings and 

models, that their apartment would benefit from high levels of direct light and that they would be 

able to enjoy a green, communal, child-friendly, place in the Roof Garden, it is not acceptable, and 

could even be considered as dishonesty and misseling, that an application for a completely different 

development which will impact the daylight of so many apartments in such a drastic way has been 

submitted. The situation for Deansgate Square should not be looked at as an average, but should 

really focus on the West facing sides of the South, East and North towers, and disregard the 

negligeable impact of West Tower which is geographically detached from the other three towers. The 

application is also in direct contradiction with the Greater Jackson Development Framework, two 

pillar of which are “maximising separation distances between buildings” and “enhancing sunlight and 

daylight penetration into the site”. 

Please find the attached photographs outlining how the development will restrict my access to 

daylight. 



 

 The only sunlight my home receives in the morning will soon be completely obscured by the 

completion of the contour tower, just meters from the DSG building.  

 



 

 

 

My privacy, and the daylight entering my home is severely restricted due to the proximity of the 

existing towers. 

 



 

This aspect is the one place where I will still have access to daylight. If the plans proposed are 

approved this will be completely obscured leaving me in complete darkness and without any privacy 

and quiet enjoyment of my home. 

 

 



  

Natural Daylight – Green Spaces 

Recent aerial photographs show that there are currently only two green spaces easily accessible to 

residents of the Great Jackson developments. One of them is the park located outside the school and 

in front of the Blade building, the other one is a private area only available to Deansgate Square 

residents called the Roof Garden. 

Both of these spaces will see a drastic reduction in natural delight if the proposed construction go 

ahead. 

There is already very little natural daylight for the park on Plot C as the park was built on the East 

side of plot C’s tall buildings and is surrounded on three sides by tall constructions. Thus the park 

gets very little sunlight post midday, apart from a brief period when the sun is between the towers 

known as the Circle and the Blade. 

That park gets good natural sunlight in the morning though, but the proposed towers in this 

application, alongside the proposed 71 floor high tower on plot D, will remove most of the morning 

natural daylight from the park. 

The situation is very similar for the Roof Garden, which will see close to ZERO natural sunlight if the 

project to build E1 and E2 goes ahead. 

As is widely known, easy to reach green spaces contribute both to the physical and mental health of 

local communities, even more so in places like Manchester where winters can have very short 

amount of natural daylight. Due to their location in the midst of tall buildings, the parks are very 

windy, and natural daylight provides the necessary warmth to make these spaces enjoyable in windy 

conditions. By drastically reducing the amount of natural daylight, the proposed constructions will 

also drastically reduce access to green spaces for the local community. 

The proposed development has two small grassland areas which will be surrounded on all sides from 

tall buildings and will see very little direct natural sunlight. So there will be very little ‘green benefit’ 

to residents of Great Jackson from these two small grassland areas. 

Apart from the impact on the residents of the Great Jackson development, the reduction in natural 

light will also impact plant growth in these green areas, and consequently the overall biodiversity of 

the area. 

The initial aim of the Great Jackson redevelopment was to create a mix of green spaces and tall 

buildings providing a pleasant and relaxing environment for residents of the area. A few years on, it is 

proposed to remove the natural daylight from the only two green spaces available to local residents 

(and most residents in the area actually have access to only one as the Roof Garden is a private green 

space) and render them inhospitable and unusable most of the time. This seems completely at odds 

with the initial objective set for the area. It feels instead like Manchester has not learnt from its past, 

particularly the 1970’s high-rise developments which failed partly due to the lack of enjoyable green 

spaces available to local residents. 

  

Daylight – school 

A popular addition to the redevelopment of the Great Jackson area was the addition of a primary 

school, the first one to open in Manchester city centre for 20 years. 



It is common knowledge that students’ learning ability, mood and overall well-being is affected by 

natural daylight, even more so in places which get very little daylight in the winter like Manchester.  

The GIA Daylight Sunlight report states that the school will lose very little daylight and recognises 

that the baseline is very low. It also states that occupants will not be aware of any reduction in 

daylight as the school is not yet constructed. This information is incorrect. The school is built and the 

first intake of students will take place in September 2024. 

It is also concerning that low level baseline daylight is used as a reason to proceed with the 

development. It can definitely be argued that as students and staff at the school are already provided 

with a very dark environment, everything ought to be done to preserve the very little natural light 

that these human beings will be getting. 

Furthermore, it is notable that the GIA report only considers the building itself. It is the front of the 

building that will be hugely impacted by the construction of the four towers. Directly outside of the 

building there is a play area. That play area will also be hugely impacted by the proposed 

development. Currently it is possible for future pupils to exercise and enjoy the play area in direct 

sunlight in the morning. This will be taken away from them as the proposed new developments (this 

one and the 71 floor tower from plot D) will remove any direct sunlight in the morning from the play 

area. 

In conclusion, for the wellbeing of students and staff at the school it is imperative not to go ahead 

with a development which will leave them with no direct sunlight even in the school outdoor areas 

for most of the year. 

The Great Jackson redevelopment was meant to be a place which attracts a mixed population, 

including young families. This proposed development goes against the initial aim of the 

redevelopment scheme. 

   

Privacy 

The proposed towers E1 and E2 have an undulated design on the long side, but a straight design on 

the short side as per Elevation drawings. The straight sides mean that these towers will offer direct 

views onto apartments from the North Tower and their private spaces. Due to the proposed 

construction design it will be possible to look directly and have very good visibility into several 

apartment from a sole vantage point in E1 and E2 towers. This has more impact on privacy when 

looking horizontally or downwards, but as the planning application is for two towers of 48 floors 

each, there will be ample opportunities for looking horizontally or downwards. This will undermine 

apartment residents’ right to privacy and personal security which is crucial to residential areas. These 

apartments will already be severely impacted by the reduction in natural daylight caused by the 

construction of E1 and E2. Thus, residents from these apartments will now be faced with one of two 

choices: either draw curtains to preserve privacy and lose the little bit left of natural daylight, or try 

and maximise the little natural daylight and give away any right to privacy during daylight hours. 

Residents from Deansgate Square’s four towers have access to a private garden area known as the 

Roof Garden. The two straight sides of the E1 and E2 buildings will also offer a vantage point directly 

into the garden area, currently the only private communal space available to Deansgate Square 

residents. This area is used by residents for private events to create a sense of community and 

bonding between the residents.  



So, in summary, the proposed construction of E1 and E1 goes against the right to privacy and the 

sense of security and community which Deansgate Square residents currently enjoy.  

 

 

 

Impact of Increase in Traffic 

Increased traffic in the area is to be expected with the construction of four additional towers. 

Building E1 is planned to have a car park entrance on Owen St. Owen St. is a narrow street which 

already gets very crowded in its current state.  

It is stated in the Framework Travel Plan that the traffic flow on Owen St is controlled by barriers. This 

is inaccurate information. The traffic on Owen St has not been controlled in that way for at least 3 

years as it was impractical. Furthermore the barriers have now been removed. 

It is also stated that Owen St has red lines, but these are regularly ignored by delivery drivers as well 

as vehicle registered abroad which are common occurrences due to the occupancy demographics of 

the towers. 

As a consequence of the numerous vehicles parked on the stretch which will be co-shared with 

towers E1 and E2, vehicles often swerve onto the pedestrian area when passing another vehicle. It is 

also worth noting that that area is used as terrace by restaurants like Salvi’s. 

The addition of a car park entrance on Owen St will increase the risk of accidents and injury to 

pedestrians either using the pavement or a restaurant’s terrace. The increase in vehicles passing 

each other will also increase the risk to other road users. It will also contribute to higher pollution 

levels around the towers, as vehicles struggle to pass one another, as well as increased noise levels 

well into the night as amounts of food deliveries and taxis remain high on the Deansgate Square 

turning circle until at least midnight and even later over weekends. 

Apart from Owen St, other road infrastructures appear inadequate. Referring to report 

Transport_Note from Curtins, it is difficult to understand how estimates of vehicles has been 

reached. The population of the Deansgate Square towers is made in majority of wealthy students 

and young professionals who tend to travel by taxis when going out. What we witness at Deansgate 

Square during term time, i.e. when the buildings are at full capacity, are vehicles queuing to get onto 

the turning circle. We easily see three times the number of taxis per tower picking up people on the 

turning circle. It seems a reasonable assumption that the lifestyle of the towers will not differ 

significantly. There are regular occurrences of vehicles queuing on Owen St. when there are already 5 

vehicles parked on the outer circle and 3 double parked on the inside. It is therefore reasonable to 

expect a lot more than 22 taxis per hour between the hours of 8 and 9 in the evening. 

Aside from taxis, a lot of food deliveries take place. It is, again, difficult to understand how Curtins 

came up with figures for loading bay requirements for loading bays. Curiously, peak times for 

servicing vehicles are between 10 and 11am and 4 and 5pm. The peak time that can be observed at 

Deansgate Square is between the hours of 7 and 10pm, when a lot of the food gets delivered by cars.  

Delivery drivers regularly complain that there is nowhere for them to stop, and some have even 

threatened to stop delivering to the towers.  



Given that the entrance to the car park for E1 will be on Owen St., and that the exit for E2 loading 

bay users is a one way path into Owen St., it is not difficult to imagine the seriously chaotic and 

dangerous situations which will arise from the current proposal. It is also proposed to reduce a 

portion of Owen St down to one lane, which will further exacerbate the situation and cause even 

more vehicles to climb onto pedestrian areas. The proposed traffic control measure which is to limit 

the traffic with bollards is also naïve and completely impractical for the numbers of vehicles which 

will be using the area (there used to be controlled access via barriers for Deansgate Square and these 

were dropped very quickly as the concierge desk could not effectively manage the flow of vehicles 

and queues would form behind the barriers onto Deansgate in front of the West Tower and blocking 

entrance to Deansgate Square car park).  

So based on the above, I would like to comment that the road infrastructure on the planning 

application is inadequate both on Owen St and on the loading bays. The current proposal will lead to 

a higher risk exposure for pedestrians, cyclists and other road users, and increased air and noise 

pollution. 

Finally, it is questionable as to whether the assessment by Curtins is valid at all. Curtins seem to be 

under the impression that C7 and C8 are smaller towers than E1 and E2. It is easy to see from the 

Elevation drawings that that is not the case. So when Curtins state that “there could be instances on 

Towers C7 and C8 … when theoretical demands slightly exceeds the supply of loading spaces”, that 

conclusion is drawn on estimates which are even lower than they will be in reality. Given that Curtins 

developed their entire assessment on the wrong sizing of the towers, it is really doubtful whether the 

entire report can be relied on for informed decision making. 

   

Greater Manchester Strategy, crime and anti-social behaviour 

Contrary to what is stated in the marketing literature promoting the Great Jackson redevelopment, 

there is not really a “mixed type” of occupation in the area. The apartments are primarily marketed 

abroad to foreign investors in the Middle East and the Far East. As a consequence, the proportion of 

owner occupiers in the towers is very low. The foreign property owners do not tend to occupy the 

properties themselves, and in turn promote their properties locally. So circa 80% of the occupiers are 

wealthy foreign students mainly from the Middle East and China and the Far East. 

The families with children living in Deansgate Square are few and far between, as the environment is 

becoming less and less conducive to raising families. This can be seen, for example, with the Crown 

Street school which has had to extend its catchment area as there were too few families in the 

surrounding towers to fill the classrooms, despite the school itself being very small (only 54 places 

for September 2024). 

As a consequence of the type of occupancy, petty crime rate has started to rise significantly in the 

area mainly around drug taking, anti-social behaviour or mobile phones theft. The type of anti-social 

behaviour revolves around noise pollution from music played loudly within apartments, noise from 

car revving engines to attract attention on the vehicle, cars driving aggressively on Owen St., fouling 

(vomiting, dog fouling, human urine in shared spaces, broken glass). Due to the wealthy nature of 

the student population, that population has also become a target for thieves mainly for smash and 

grabs on mobile phones. The areas has now also had for multiple years a very high rate of cars being 

broken into. 



Drug taking is also a real problem at Deansgate Square with dealers residing within the towers so as 

to be closer to the recreational consumers. 

As there is no reason to believe that the properties will be marketed differently, and therefore 

consist of a different type of demographics, it is a real concern that the construction of 1,746 new 

apartments on the doorstep of Deansgate Square will also result in even more drug taking in the area 

as well as an increase in anti-social behaviour. But it also is in contradiction with the Greater 

Manchester Strategy which mentions people as its biggest asset and the need to build on the 

strength of families and communities. Instead of having residents invested in the long term future of 

the Jackson Street development, less than 10 years after its launch, we now already have a 

population which is in majority transient and seasonal. This is also directly in contraction with The 

Great Jackson Development Framework which set out to cater for a ‘diverse population’ and whose 

vision was to cater for a ‘vibrant, safe, secure and sustainable community’.  

 

 

 

 

Concluding remarks 

Based on the various elements above, I would like to request that your reject application 

137226/FO/2023.  

It is clear that the application has been made using a blend of wrong data, inaccurate or out of date 

information and that the proposed development will have a serious impact on the residents of Great 

Jackson and even in surrounding areas like Castlefield.  

Furthermore, it is breaching ALL THREE of the key pillars published in the Great Jackson Street 

Development Framework published by Deloitte (namely maximining separation distances between 

buildings, increasing the quantum and variety of public spaces within the Development Framework, 

enhancing sunlight and daylight penetration). 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 



Objection of reader new high rises

Sun 23/06/2024 23:32
To:​Lucy Harrison < ​

You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important

To Lucy Harrison

Hi Lucy I am writing this email to object against the planning permission for renaker to build four
more high rise buildings in m15 deansgate area I am objecting because there has already been
numerous high rise buildings that have been made the more of these building then the more
congestion in traffic which then imposes more pollution within the area what about our lovely
children of hulme who have to grow up around here. Which then will impose the area into a clean
air zone I am afraid for the future of hulme and it's long standing residents like myself I have been
living here for 12 nearly 13 years now and with time as all these building have gone up the more I
feel the true residents of hulme are beginning to suffer we are seeing higher council tax rates as we
already live close to the city centre. Why is non of this money being put into making houses for
families like myself to enjoy for the future there are other like me who have children and we are
stuck in high rise flats with no outside space and no houses for us to move unless we take the
unfortunate decision to more to the out skits of manchester which in turn means moving our
children out of their beloved schools. I say no to more high rise accommodations when will there
be enough of them.

Yours sincerely 

Sent from Outlook for Android
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Planning  
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Floor 6  
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Town Hall Manchester M60 2LA 
 

  
 

Our ref JYK/GRE01982.2 
 
 
Your ref 137226/FO/2023 
 
 
21 June 2024 

  
 

Dear Ms Harrison   

 

Application for Full planning permission for the demolition of existing structures and the phased 

construction of four residential buildings (two at 47 storeys and two at 51 storeys) to provide 1,746 

homes (Use Class C3), flexible commercial, leisure, food and drink uses (all Use Class E) and / or 

drinking establishment (Sui Generis), basement car parking, cycle parking, landscaping and public 

realm, servicing and access arrangements, highways alterations and associated works 

Part Of Plot C And Plot E Great Jackson Street Manchester M15 4NP ("Site")  

Application Reference: 137226/FO/2023 ("Application") 

  

1. Following our letter of 4 August 2023 regarding Application Reference 137226/FO/2023 (attached 

for reference), we make further representations to respond to the updated Viability in Planning 

information that has been uploaded to the Planning Portal by the Council on behalf of the applicant 

– Renaker Build Limited.  

2. The first point we would make is to highlight, for a matter of record, that the new viability 

information was not uploaded to the Portal on the 18th of April 2024. 

3. Roger Hannah, instructed by the applicant, have produced a new Financial Viability Assessment 

(FVA) for Application Reference 137226/FO/2023. This has replaced the original FVA produced 

inhouse by Renaker. This Roger Hannah FVA now does seek to follow the Guidance set out in the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in relation to Viability in Planning as well as the 

Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) on Viability. It does also seek to follow the requirements of the 

RICS for Surveyors dealing with Viability in Planning. This full scale revision of the Viability 

Assessment has taken place following the objection by this firm. On all other schemes by the same 

developer to date the process followed was not compliant. 
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4. It is welcomed that the Council and Applicant have accepted the criticism set out in our original 

objection letter and sought to address them, via the new viability work that has been undertaken by 

Roger Hannah.  

5. We also welcome the fact that the assumptions and assertions set out in the original Renaker FVA 

are no longer recognised as independent or evidenced (in their entirety these have now been 

replaced in the new Roger Hannah FVA). There remain questions to be answered regarding why 

the LPA validated the application given the Renaker FVA did not meet the required national and 

professional standards and indeed did not follow the requirements set out in the Councils own 

Validation Check List. 

6. At this juncture we believe it is important to make the Council aware that through a separate line 

of enquiry made by our client, we have been made aware that the original FVA produced by 

Renaker was presented to Savills for review on behalf of the Council. The Roger Hannah FVA 

followed this review. We make the assumption that the Savills review is no longer of relevance.  

7. We have now had the opportunity to study the Roger Hannah FVA, which has also been reviewed 

by our client's viability consultant (Continuum). We assume that this will be/has been reviewed on 

behalf of the Council (either by Savills or another party). We would request sight of the review as 

soon as it is available, and also to be provided with time to submit representations on it it.  

8. The Roger Hannah FVA raises some important points in relation to our objection letter of 4 August 

2023. We posed a number of questions regarding Planning/s106 Contributions. In particular at para 

6.11 (page 8), we requested a breakdown of the public realm and highway works that made up a 

reported spend of £6.5M attributed to s106 contributions. Edmund Shipway (costs consultants 

appointed by Renaker) have provided a detailed breakdown of all build costs. The £6.5M 

referenced has now grown to £6,985,846 and it has a new title of Public Realm Works. Roger 

Hannah are very clear in separately itemising this sum of money in their FVA. They state that “We 

are therefore also of the opinion that the scheme cannot provide any additional financial 

contributions, beyond the public realm works of £6,985,846 that are being delivered on site.” For 

clarity, there is no reference to a contribution in the s106 Heads of Terms on the Planning Portal.   

9. The £6,985,846 is clearly referenced as a financial contribution. From studying the Edmund 

Shipway cost plan, it is hard to reconcile how the elements itemised under the heading Public 

Realm Works could be classed as a contribution. For example, £3,584,075 of this figure is for 

External Services (connections to statutory services- water, foul, electricity, media). These are 

standard development costs and should be referenced as such. To suggest the applicant is incurring 

additional costs as a contribution to Public Realm is at best misleading.  
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10. In our objection letter of the 4 August 2023 we raised concerns regarding Policy EN 2 of the Core 

Strategy 2012. This is where applicants need to demonstrate that proposals for tall buildings are 

viable and deliverable. The conclusion reached by Roger Hannah is that the scheme is more 

unviable than previously asserted. The profit on GDV is stated to be 8.63% against the Roger 

Hannah expectation of 18% on GDV. This needs to be put against the original assertion by the 

applicant that 25% on GDV was the requirement. It is also worth raising that in the original 

Renaker FVA the purchase price for the development land was provided. According to Renaker 

this is the price they have already paid to Manchester City Council for the land (prior to planning 

permission being granted). If the actual purchase for the land is inputted in the financial appraisal, 

the scheme is even less viable than reported. 

11. Roger Hannah state that the applicant is prepared to take a “commercial view” in accepting a 

return that is a approx. 50% of the figure they would require to reflect the commercial risk taken in 

delivering the scheme. This makes the assumption that the applicant is in control of all financial 

decisions in relation to the development. As clearly identified by Roger Hannah the development 

would require a funding partner (100% of the costs of the scheme is assumed to be funded by a 

third party). To comply with policy EN 2 the applicant would need to provide some form of 

guarantee from their funding partner that funding would be available for a scheme that is clearly 

“unviable”.  

12. The application remains in conflict with policy EN 2. 

13. For the purposes of transparency the applicant should not be making claims that substantial 

contributions are being made to public realm (via s106). It is clear the costs identified are standard 

build costs for a development of this scale and complexity. It is misleading to suggest otherwise.                  

14. All the above leads to broader questions regarding the applicant's approach to Viability in Planning 

in relation to the major developments they have promoted in the City over the past number of 

years. Why should it be that MCC has had to wait until 2024 for this applicant to produce a 

Financial Viability Assessment for its developments that seeks to comply with national and local 

requirements? There are also questions to be answered by the Local Planning Authority in relation 

to why they have felt it appropriate to progress and indeed recommend schemes receive a planning 

consent when the evidence base produced by this applicant to support those applications clearly 

falls well below basic standards of compliance. 

15. Can we ask how the Local Planning Authority will seek to remedy the consequential impacts of 

this historic failing?  
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16. Each application by this applicant (from 2016), subsequently consented by the Council, has argued 

the case that the scheme they are promoting is not viable, in direct contravention of Policy EN 2. 

Interestingly all these “unviable” schemes have either been built or start on site has commenced.   

17. Based on the commentary of Roger Hannah referenced above, this applicant will make a  

“commercial decision”  that they would deliver an unviable project. At what point does the Local 

Planning Authority and Councillors (Planning Committee Members) conclude that these unviable 

projects that provide limited or no contributions through s106 (due to their lack of viability) are 

actually viable. The very test of a commercially viable project is one that has been built out, with 

all creditors paid and an acceptable profit being generated. The fact that this applicant maintains a 

Government backed line of credit confirms the above test is being met. 

18. The evidence in the Roger Hannah report regarding costs is concerning. This applicant has a track 

record of arguing they are making s106 contributions by delivering public realm. This contribution 

is typically referenced as a monetary sum. In the Planning Committee reports that recommend this 

applicants projects for a consent, the Local Planning Authority provides a commentary extoling the 

benefits of these so called contribution making it clear that it is a consideration when the Planning 

Balance has been considered. By way of example, the Committee report for planning application 

132429/FO/2021 (Trinity Island) makes reference to Public Realm contributions of £10.3M in the 

section headed Affordable Housing. There appears to have been no scrutiny of this figure. Should 

the approach taken at Trinity Island follow that proposed by the applicant in this case then most or 

all of this figure would have related to standard build costs and thus should not have been detailed 

as a consideration in the planning balance. We ask how the Local Planning Authority will 

investigate and remedy what appears to be a significant failing in their process? 

19. The Edmund Shipway cost plan supporting the Financial viability Appraisal for this application 

makes it clear the public realm “contribution” is no such thing. For the Committee Report relating 

to this application, the Local Planning Authority need to make it very clear what the actual position 

is regarding contributions.  

20. Finally, we make the assumption that the Roger Hannah FVA has been reviewed on behalf of the 

LPA. To comply with the findings of the Holborn Studios Case, it is important that the review is 

made public prior to the closing of the consultation period. It is essential that should the review 

and its findings be referenced in the Planning Committee Report, the public and other interested 

parties have had sight of this document well in advance meeting the requirements of transparency 

and best practice. 

21. In conclusion, the Application should be refused.  
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22. Please confirm by way of return that this objection will be considered in the determination of the 

Application.  

 

Yours faithfully  

WALKER MORRIS  
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Our ref JYK/GRE01982.2 
 
 
Application ref 137226/FO/2023 
 
 
4 August 2023 

  
 
 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
Application for Full planning permission for the demolition of existing structures and the phased 
construction of four residential buildings (two at 47 storeys and two at 51 storeys) to provide 1,746 
homes (Use Class C3), flexible commercial, leisure, food and drink uses (all Use Class E) and / or 
drinking establishment (Sui Generis), basement car parking, cycle parking, landscaping and public 
realm, servicing and access arrangements, highways alterations and associated works 
 
Part Of Plot C And Plot E Great Jackson Street Manchester M15 4NP ("Site") 
 
Application Reference: 137226/FO/2023 ("Application") 
 
 
1 Introduction 

1.1 We are instructed by Great Jackson St Estates Limited ("GJSEL") 

1.2 GJSEL is the long leasehold owner of the site at 34 Great Jackson Street, Manchester.  

1.3 GJSEL has reviewed the Application submitted on behalf of Renaker Build Limited 

("Renaker") and, for the reasons set out below, strongly objects to it.  

1.4 To summarise, the viability evidence submitted in support of the Application is wholly 

inadequate and is contrary to national planning guidance and the RICS professional 

standards. It fails to demonstrate that the scheme is either viable or that it is justified in 

making such limited section 106 contributions. For the reasons set out below, the 

Application is contrary to the development plan and should be refused. 

1.5 Please note that if Renaker submits any further information, particularly on viability 

grounds, in support of the Application then we reserve the right to make representations to 

the Council at that time. 
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2 Application 

2.1 The Application was received by the Council on 8 June 2023, and validated on 26 June 

2023. We are not aware of when the Application will be presented to the Council's 

members for determination. However, please note that GJSEL will be represented at that 

meeting. 

2.2 Renaker has submitted a "Financial Viability Assessment", dated June 2023, in support of 

the Application. It is not clear who has prepared this document, but it includes Renaker's 

branding on the cover page. It is therefore assumed that this assessment has not been 

produced by an independent party. Indeed, it is stated in the Environmental Statement, 

submitted with the Application, that the author of the viability work is Renaker. However, 

please can the Council clarify this with Renaker and confirm the position to us as soon as 

possible? 

2.3 Paragraph 2.3 is titled "Planning / S106 Contributions". It states that the scheme will 

include the delivery of new public realm and highway improvements. The cost of such 

works is stated to be £6,500,000. This appears to be the totality of the section 106 

contributions offered by Renaker (and then taken into account in the viability assessment). 

2.4 Paragraph 3 sets out how the assessment has been undertaken. It is noted that the report has 

been prepared based on the following information: 

- "Estimated Construction Costs produced by Renaker Build Limited (May 23) 

- Area Schedules and Scheme drawings in line with the planning application". 

2.5 Renaker state that it has also relied on the sales rates being achieved at its developments at 

Crown Street, Deansgate Square and Colliers Yard, and it is also stated that sales values 

from "other similar developments" have been utilised. It is not clear which other 

developments are being referred to. 

2.6 The supporting information (in particular the May 2023 work produced by Renaker) and 

the comparable sales data is not included in the report. 

2.7 For the commercial space, Renaker has applied a value of £20 per square foot at a 6% 

yield. The report does not provide evidence to support these figures. 

2.8 The "Additional Assumptions" that have been made are set out on page 7. Various items, 

such as finance rate, professional fees, development management fee, contingency and 

agency fees on sale are calculated based on "market knowledge". No supporting evidence 

is produced. 

2.9 The construction costs are stated to be based on the Estimated Construction Costs 

produced by Renaker. As noted above, the underlying work by Renaker has not been 

disclosed.  
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2.10 The outputs from these assumptions are set out in the table at appendix 1. This purports to 

show: the total development cost, the total development value and the margin. It is noted 

that a land purchase figure of £22,414,095 is included in the total development costs. It 

also includes the costs of the "external public realm and highway works / mancunian way" 

of £6,500,000. The table produces a margin on value of 11.69%. 

2.11 The conclusion of the report is that the scheme cannot support a "further s106 / affordable 

housing contribution". The reasons given for this stance are: (i) the cost of the public realm 

works; (ii) the quality of the scheme; and (iii) associated delivery costs. We comment on 

the relevance of these factors below. 

2.12 When the report refers to "further s106…contribution", it is not clear exactly what the 

package of section 106 contributions on offer is. It appears to be only the public realm and 

highway works, referred to in the table at appendix 1. The Council should clarify, and then 

make publicly available, what is proposed (including, for example, what specific highway 

works are proposed) and a breakdown of the cost. In addition, if there are any further 

contributions that are being offered, then this should be disclosed as soon as possible.  

2.13 Renaker assert that "an industry standard development of such scale and risk profile 

should produce a development margin of 25.00% plus". No evidence is produced to 

substantiate this assertion. Renaker's position is that the Application, with no further 

section 106 contributions (and specifically no affordable housing), would produce a 

margin just over 13.3% less than the level required to incentivise it to undertake the 

development. 

3 Planning Policy 

3.1 Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that: 

"If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be 

made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan 

unless material considerations indicate otherwise." 

3.2 The weighing of all other material considerations includes consideration of the policies of 

the National Planning Policy Framework ("NPPF")1. 

3.3 Manchester City Council's development plan comprises of, inter alia, the Core Strategy 

2012 – 2027 ("Core Strategy"). The Core Strategy policy on "tall buildings" is contained in 

policy EN 2. It states that: 

"Tall buildings are defined as buildings which are substantially taller than their 

neighbourhoods and / or which significantly change the skyline". 

3.4 Policy EN 2 contains various requirements, which stress the importance of design, location 

and sustainability. It goes on to state that: 

 
1 Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government v Hopkins Homes Limited [2016] P.T.S.R. 1315 
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"It will be necessary for the applicant/developer to demonstrate that proposals for tall 

buildings are viable and deliverable." 

3.5 The supporting text notes that: 

"12.15 It is crucial that the viability and deliverability of a proposed tall building be 

proven. Unimplemented planning permissions for tall buildings can have a significant 

impact on land value and can distort the market in an unacceptable manner. This can 

hinder the development of the site for other uses and can have an adverse impact on the 

developability of other sites. This can have a significantly negative impact on the 

regeneration of an area." 

3.6 Policy PA 1 is the Council's policy for developer contributions. It provides that:  

"In determining the nature and scale of any planning obligation, specific site conditions 

and other material considerations including viability, redevelopment of previously 

developed land or mitigation of contamination may be taken into account". 

3.7 Policy H 8 addresses affordable housing. It states that: 

" 1. New development will contribute to the City-wide target for 20% of new housing 

provision to be affordable. Developers are expected to use the 20% target as a starting 

point for calculating affordable housing provision. It is envisaged that 5% of new housing 

provision will be social or affordable rented and 15% will be intermediate housing, 

delivering affordable home ownership options… 

4. Either an exemption from providing affordable housing, or a lower proportion of 

affordable housing, a variation in the proportions of socially rented and intermediate 

housing, or a lower commuted sum, may be permitted where either a financial viability 

assessment is conducted and demonstrates that it is viable to deliver only a proportion of 

the affordable housing target of 20% or where material considerations indicate that 

intermediate or social rented housing would be inappropriate". 

3.8 The supporting text to policy H 8 highlights that there is a "need for 438 affordable units 

annually".  

3.9 However, in addition to this figure, paragraph 9.32 states that "almost 39% of households, 

whilst not qualifying for social rented housing, are unable to purchase their own house" 

and that "shared equity or ownership options will be necessary to meet Manchester's target 

of increased home ownership. It suggests therefore that 438 is a minimum figure to 

address the wider problems of affordable housing…". 

4 National Planning Policy Framework ("NPPF") and Planning Practice Guidance ("PPG") 

4.1 Before turning to our assessment of the viability evidence produced by Renaker, we 

highlight below the key sections of the NPPF and PPG that provide firm instructions on 

how such evidence should be produced. 

4.2 Paragraph 58 of the NPPF states that: 
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"All viability assessments, including any undertaken at the plan-making stage, should 

reflect the recommended approach in national planning guidance, including standardised 

inputs, and should be made publicly available." 

4.3 The PPG provides more detailed guidance on viability assessments. It is stated that: 

"The weight to be given to a viability assessment is a matter for the decision maker, having 

regard to all the circumstances in the case, including whether the plan and viability 

evidence underpinning the plan is up to date, and site circumstances including any 

changes since the plan was brought into force, and the transparency of assumptions 

behind evidence submitted as part of the viability assessment."2 

4.4 The PPG also comments on how a viability assessment should be undertaken, when 

stating: 

"Any viability assessment should follow the government’s recommended approach to 

assessing viability as set out in this National Planning Guidance and be proportionate, 

simple, transparent and publicly available."3 

4.5 When referring to how gross development value should be defined, it is stated that: 

"For viability assessment of a specific site or development, market evidence (rather than 

average figures) from the actual site or from existing developments can be used. Any 

market evidence used should be adjusted to take into account variations in use, form, 

scale, location, rents and yields, disregarding outliers.4" 

4.6 The PPG goes on to state that the: 

"Assessment of costs should be based on evidence which is reflective of local market 

conditions… 

Costs include: 

- Build costs based on appropriate data, for example that of the Building Cost 

Information Service. 

- the total cost of all relevant policy requirements including contributions towards 

affordable housing and infrastructure, Community Infrastructure Levy charges, and 

any other relevant policies or standards. These costs should be taken into account 

when defining benchmark land value… 

- explicit reference to project contingency costs should be included in circumstances 

where scheme specific assessment is deemed necessary, with a justification for 

contingency relative to project risk and developers return"."5. 

 

 
2 Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 10-008-20190509 
3 Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 10-010-20180724 
4 Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 10-011-20180724 
5 Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 10-012-20180724 
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4.7 The approach to defining land value, for the purposes of a viability assessment, is clearly 

set out in the PPG: 

"To define land value for any viability assessment, a benchmark land value should be 

established on the basis of the existing use value (EUV) of the land, plus a premium for the 

landowner.6" 

4.8 It goes on to state that "Existing use value is not the price paid and should disregard hope 

value" and also that "Under no circumstances will the price paid for land be a relevant 

justification for failing to accord with relevant policies in the plan7". 

4.9 The PPG also considers the level of return that a developer should expect to receive. It 

states that: 

"For the purpose of plan making an assumption of 15-20% of gross development value 

(GDV) may be considered a suitable return to developers in order to establish the viability 

of plan policies. Plan makers may choose to apply alternative figures where there is 

evidence to support this according to the type, scale and risk profile of planned 

development. A lower figure may be more appropriate in consideration of delivery of 

affordable housing in circumstances where this guarantees an end sale at a known value 

and reduces risk. Alternative figures may also be appropriate for different development 

types." 

5 RICS Guidance 

5.1 In addition to the Government's planning policy and guidance, it is also important to 

highlight the professional standards issued by RICS on this topic.  

5.2 RICS issued a professional standard titled "Financial viability in planning: conduct and 

reporting" in May 2019. The introduction to this document highlights that: 

"This professional standard sets out mandatory requirements on conduct and reporting in 

relation to FVAs for planning in England, whether for area-wide or scheme-specific 

purposes." 

5.3 It clearly sets out the fourteen requirements which "must be included in all FVAs (scheme-

specific and area-wide) and how they must be carried out". 

5.4 These include the following: 

5.4.1 A financial viability assessment ("FVA") must include a statement that it has 

been prepared with objectivity, impartially, without interference and with 

reference to all appropriate available sources of information.  

5.4.2 All inputs into an appraisal must be reasonably justified. 

 
6 Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 10-013-20190509 
7 Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 10-006-20190509 
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5.4.3 When providing the benchmark land value, RICS members are instructed to 

report on the existing use value (as set out in the PPG). It is also highlighted that 

while the price paid for the land may be reported to improve transparency, "this 

is not allowable evidence for the assessment of benchmark land value and cannot 

be used to justify failing to comply with policy". 

5.4.4 All FVAs "must provide a sensitivity analysis of the results and an 

accompanying explanation and interpretation of respective calculations on 

viability, having regard to risks and an appropriate return(s)." 

5.5 A further professional standard was issued by RICS in April 2023, titled "Assessing 

viability in planning under the National Planning Policy Framework 2019 for England"8. 

5.6 This contains further detail on a number of areas, including commentary on the section of 

the PPG which deals with standardised inputs into viability assessments. It is noted that 

"Market information concerning costs, values and optimal assumptions can be used. This 

means that standardised inputs are market, not individual developer, orientated." Various 

examples are then provided of the types of evidence that could be utilised. 

5.7 This document also provides instructions on the use of costs evidence. At paragraph 

4.2.14, it is stated that: 

"Wherever possible, cost estimates should be based on market evidence from similar 

developments. BCIS and other indices are ‘appropriate’ but are not always reflective of 

local market conditions. The basis for the construction of any cost indices or other data 

used should be explored and reported, and limitations noted." 

5.8 The assessment of benchmark land value ("BLV") is considered in paragraph 5 of the 

professional standard. It notes that: 

"The BLV is not a price to be paid in the marketplace; it is a mechanism by which the 

viability of the site to provide developers’ contributions can be assessed. It should be set at 

a level that provides the minimum return at which a reasonable landowner would be 

willing to sell." 

5.9 The professional standard provides a five-step process to calculate the BLV. The first step 

is to determine the existing use value of the relevant land. This reiterates the guidance 

provided in the PPG, which is referred to as "unambiguous" in prescribing that existing use 

value is "the primary approach". 

6 Analysis 

Approach to Viability Assessment 

 
8 This was originally a guidance note issued in March 2021, but it was reissued as a professional standard in April 
2023. 
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6.1 The Renaker viability assessment does not explain who has prepared the report. We 

therefore do not know: if it was produced by an independent party (it would seem not), the 

evidence that underlies it or the process that has been followed in preparing the report. 

This is contrary to the PPG and RICS Professional Standards, which highlight the 

importance of transparency and the undertaking of an independent assessment.  

6.2 The detailed extracts from the PPG and RICS Guidance, set out above, are clear that the 

starting point for the viability assessment is the establishment of a BLV, and that this 

should be based on existing use value, plus a premium for the landowner. This is 

unambiguous and clear. 

6.3 The viability evidence produced by Renaker makes no attempt at establishing a BLV. This 

is a critical failure of the work produced by, or on behalf of, Renaker. It is contrary to 

national guidance, and the RICS professional standards, and therefore the assessment 

should not be relied upon in the determination of the Application. Indeed, it is noted that 

the Council has issued a validation checklist for planning applications. It states that 

viability assessments should include, inter alia, existing use value plus a premium. This 

highlights that the Renaker assessment is insufficient to support a valid planning 

application and clearly cannot be relied upon to support an argument that the scheme 

should not provide policy-compliant planning obligations9. 

6.4 Renaker's assessment also relies upon the price paid for the land, as highlighted in 

paragraph 2.10 above. This contradicts the PPG and the professional standards issued by 

RICS. The PPG could not be more clear, when stating that, "Under no circumstances will 

the price paid for land be a relevant justification for failing to accord with relevant 

policies in the plan".  

6.5 This further demonstrates that the Renaker viability assessment cannot be relied upon in 

support of the Application. 

6.6 The cost evidence produced by Renaker is also lacking in any detail. The totality of its 

evidence is the "estimate construction costs produced by Renaker Build Limited (May 

2023)", which we have not been provided with, and the "area schedules and scheme 

drawings". This ignores the instructions from the PPG and the RICS professional 

standards. All that has been disclosed is the final figure that has been reached. The 

underlying information should be made publicly available for review.  

6.7 This lack of transparency is unacceptable. It is not clear, for example, if Renaker has 

reviewed data produced by the Building Cost Information Service in calculating the 

construction costs. The lack of detail and supporting evidence means it is not possible to 

accurately interrogate the Renaker report.  

6.8 Renaker also assume a contingency of 5% on construction costs. The PPG states that a 

justification should be provided for the inclusion of a contingency, relative to the project 

risk and developers return. No such justification has been provided. Renaker simply state 

that this is "based on market knowledge". This is wholly inadequate. 
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6.9 The failings of the Renaker report cannot be rectified by an independent assessment, 

undertaken by the Council (regardless of the quality and compliance of such an assessor). 

It is not the job of the assessor to provide their own assessment of the viability of a 

scheme. It is the responsibility of the applicant to produce a quality, compliant viability 

case. If they have not, then the assessor should not be asked to undertake their review. 

6.10 For the reasons set out above, the Renaker report does not comply with the PPG or the 

RICS Professional Standards and should be given no weight in the determination of the 

Application.  

S106 Contributions Offered 

6.11 The Renaker assessment is unclear on what planning obligations are actually offered. The 

conclusion of the report suggests that the offer comprises of public realm works and 

highways works costing £6.5m. However, the appendix does not provide any breakdown 

of where this money will be spent. It is assumed that no further planning obligations are 

being offered by Renaker. However, this should all be clarified and the clarification made 

publicly available. 

6.12 There is no affordable housing included in the scheme and no offer has been made to 

deliver any other obligations. Renaker rely on its viability assessment to support this 

position. This is untenable, as explained above. 

6.13 In addition, Renaker also suggest that the quality of the scheme justifies the reduced 

planning obligations on offer. It is unclear on what basis this argument is made. It appears 

perverse that delivering a higher quality scheme should justify not providing any 

affordable housing – particularly when there is such a pressing need. 

6.14 It is not clear from Renaker's report whether the offer of zero affordable housing has been 

discussed with the Council in advance of the application being submitted. If it has, then 

this information, and any relevant correspondence, should be made publicly available. 

Viability of Scheme 

6.15 The Renaker report concludes that it will deliver a "margin on value of 11.69%". It is 

stated that an "industry standard" for a development of this scale and risk profile is 25% 

plus.  

6.16 There is no evidence produced to support the assertion that the industry standard is 25% 

plus. Indeed, it is notably higher than the figure included in the PPG. This needs to be 

properly examined and interrogated. It is unacceptable to rely on a simple statement such 

as this, without further supporting evidence. 

 
9 Manchester City Council – Full, Outline, Reserved Matters & Variations / Removal of Conditions Planning 
Applications – Is your application valid? Revised January 2020 
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6.17 The Renaker calculation has been made on the assumption that no affordable housing will 

be offered, or any other planning obligations (save for the public realm works which form 

part of the scheme). This is highly relevant when we come on to consider policy EN 2 and 

H 8. 

6.18 The impact of this claimed reduced margin cannot be understated. Renaker's case, on its 

own figures, is that the scheme produces a margin 53.25% less than the "industry 

standard". This equates to a difference in profit on value of £102,340,348. It is clear that 

Renaker's position is that the scheme is not viable. 

Conflict with Policy 

6.19 Policy EN 2 applies to buildings which are either substantially taller than their 

neighbourhoods and / or which would significantly change the skyline. This applies to the 

Application. 

6.20 Policy EN 2 states that applicants will need to demonstrate that proposals for tall buildings 

are viable and deliverable. 

6.21 On Renaker's own case, the development is not viable. The margin produced is 53.25% 

less than what is described by Renaker as the "industry standard" – which as noted in 

paragraph 6.18 represents a reduction in profit on value of £102,340,348. This 

demonstrates that Renaker are not sufficiently incentivised to undertake the development.  

6.22 The supporting text to policy EN 2 highlights that, for proposed tall buildings, it is 

"crucial" that the viability of the scheme has been proven. This has simply not been 

achieved by Renaker. The viability assessment conflicts with the PPG and the RICS 

professional guidance, and it cannot be relied upon. In any event, the current assessment 

shows that the scheme is not viable. The Application is therefore clearly in conflict with 

policy EN 2. 

6.23 Further, policy H 8 states that new developments are expected to contribute to the city-

wide target of 20% of new housing provision to be affordable. The 20% target is to be used 

as a starting point for calculating affordable housing provision on a site-by-site basis. The 

supporting text to the policy is clear on the pressing need for affordable housing in 

Manchester. 

6.24 The Application proposes to make no contribution to affordable housing. The only 

explanation we can see for this position is the viability work produced by Renaker. We 

have explained above why this work cannot be relied upon and is insufficient to justify the 

offer of no affordable housing (or alternatively a financial contribution). As a result, the 

Application is in conflict with policy H 8. 

7   Conclusion 

7.1 Please note, we have highlighted above how the Renaker viability assessment is in conflict 

with the PPG and the RICS professional standards. If further work is produced by Renaker, 

or if any of the supporting evidence we have requested is disclosed, then we reserve the 

right to submit further representations on receipt of that information. 
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7.2 In its current form, the Application is in conflict with policies EN 2 and H 8 of the Core 

Strategy. It is contrary to the Council's development plan and Renaker has not produced 

evidence which justifies a decision being taken contrary to the terms of the development 

plan. The viability evidence produced to date is wholly inadequate and should be given no 

weight in the determination of the Application. 

7.3 Put simply, the Application should be refused. 

7.4 Please confirm by return that this objection will be considered in the determination of the 

Application. 

Yours faithfully 

WALKER MORRIS LLP 
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Our ref JYK/GRE01982/2 
 
 
Your ref 137226/FO/2023 
 
 
28 August 2024 

  
 
Dear Sirs / Madam 
 
Planning Application reference: 137226/FO/2023 ("Application") 
 
Part of Plot C and Plot E, Great Jackson Street, Manchester 
 
 
1 We write further to our objection letters of 4 August 2023 and 21 June 2024, that were submitted on 

behalf of Great Jackson St Estates Limited ("GJSEL"). We continue to be retained by GJSEL. 

2 We note the Application is due to be considered by Manchester City Council's ("Council") planning 
and highways committee ("Committee") on 29 August 2024. The Director of Planning, Building 
Control and Licensing has produced a report in relation to the Application ("OR"), and this was 
published on 22 August 2024. 

3 We write to put the Council on notice that if the Committee determine the Application on the basis 
of the OR, and subsequently grant planning permission, that GJSEL intends to apply for judicial 
review of the Council's decision. 

4 We will closely review the Committee debate and the decision that is ultimately taken. If the 
Committee resolves to grant planning permission, subject to the completion of a section 106 
agreement, please can you confirm that: 

4.1 The Council will publish the decision notice and any section 106 agreement on the 
planning portal the day planning permission is granted; and 

4.2 You will notify this firm when the decision notice is issued. 

5 We would be grateful if you would confirm receipt of this letter. 

 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
WALKER MORRIS LLP 


