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NOTE

The following technical reports were prepared and appended to the Environmental Statement registered in
January, 2017, for an earlier iteration of the Proposed Scheme:

Appendix 2.1 Phase 1 Preliminary Geo-environmental Risk Assessment;
Appendix 2.2 Biodiversity Assessment;

Appendix 2.3 Preliminary Geotechnical and Environmental Assessment;
Appendix 5.1 EIA Scoping Report;

Appendix 6.1-6.4 Noise appendices;

Appendix 7.1 Socio-economic glossary;

Appendix 10.1-10.4 Wind;

Appendix 12.1 Archaeological DBA; and

Appendix 12.2 WSI.

The subsequent design changes made, giving rise to the current iteration of the Proposed Scheme which is
set out in Chapter 3 Scheme Description of this ES, are such that the inf ion and assumptions on which
these technical reports are based remain valid and appropriate. For this s(sé)n it has been concluded that the
technical reports can be provided in their current form, without update.Q

It should be noted that where reference is made in the following te(q}al @t to the Proposed Scheme, this
should be disregarded and reference made only to Chapter 3 S e ription in this ES.
Z
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1.1 WSP | Parsons Brinkerhoff (WSP | PB) was instructed to conduct an Ecological Constraints
Appraisal (referred to as a Biodiversity Assessment) on a parcel of land located on Jackson’s
Row. The Site is located in central Manchester, north of the A57 (M) (National Grid Reference
SJ83663 98054) (herein referred to as the ‘Site’) prior to the proposed construction of a mixed
use development (hereafter referred to as the ‘Proposed Scheme). The Site boundary is shown in
Figure 1 - Site Location Plan.

1.1.2 During the initial survey potential features for roosting bats were noted on the outside of one of
the buildings. Therefore an internal inspection plus roost surveys have been undertaken in 2016.

1.2 SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSED DEVELOPM@T

S

121 The Site comprises of a number of buildings between Jackdon‘s R nd Bootle Street, Greater
Manchester. It is within an area of predominantly comm p es. Rochdale Canal and the
River Irwell are located approximately 0.5km from th?b y

122 Within the Site boundary habitats include hardst@ng, wﬁ: amental scrub and scattered
trees.

1.2.3 The Proposed Scheme is for two buildi |al dwellings, a hotel, a synagogue,
a number of restaurants and bars an |t|on it also includes public realm

area comprises 0.56 ha.

areas, revis.ed access, car parkmgb@n sga@g c@ estrian routes through the Site. The Site
6@
1.3 SCOPE OF WORKS&\' 0 vg

131 The objectives of the @% bi s\ersn@essment are to set out the following:
- Obtain det?&aas@;@’m@ tion on the current habitats and ecological features in and
aroundt ite;

> Ide}xﬁ?le QE@ al S|te to support protected or notable habitats or species;

- ldentify the presence or potential presence of any protected or notable species whose
disturbance may require consent under the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981 (as amended)
(hereafter ‘the WCA') or the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations, 2010 (as
amended); and

- ldentify any requirements for further survey or control measures to be put in place during the
construction phase.

1.3.2 The updated assessment follows the further bat surveys.
St Michael's, Jackson's Row WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff
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2 METHODOLOGY

2.1 DESKTOP ASSESSMENT

211 A desktop assessment was carried out in accordance with the Chartered Institute of Ecology and
Environmental Management (CIEEM) ‘Guidelines for Preliminary Ecological Appraisal’ (2013).
Records of any protected or notable species, habitats and designated nature conservation sites
within a 2 km radius of the Site were obtained and reviewed. This radius was extended to 5 km for
bats, as recommended by best practice guidelines (Hundt, 2012) and 10 km for International and
European level conservation sites including Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), Special
Protection Areas (SPA) and Wetlands of International Importance (Ramsar).

2.1.2 The following organisations were contacted regarding records heIdQ protected and/or notable
species: \\)
- Greater Manchester Ecology Unit (GMEU). \Q

2.1.3 Additional information on sites of nature conservation ie?est w. ﬁained from:
- Natural England — Nature on the map websit Iti Agency raphical Information for the

2.2 WALKOVER SURVEY ‘Q E}

221 An Ecological Constraints A saI broal pectlon which identifies habitat types present at
the Site and evaluates @ tentlﬂ sup protected or notable species. A Site walkover was
undertaken on 15" Oct Pripfipal Ecologist Dawn Phythian MCIEEM CEnv, from the
publically acceSS|bI S ogmé itats within the Site boundary were identified in
accordance Wlt |nt rvation Committee (JNCC) Phase 1 survey methodology

on any features of interest. The habitats recorded at the Site
tial to support protected or notable species following Chartered

(INCC, 2010)
Inst|tute mental Management guidance (CIEEM, 2013).

were also as S ed

2.2.2 Any field signs of IegaIIy protected or priority species were noted and where no field signs were
present an assessment was made of whether any protected or priority species were likely to be
present. Features of ecological interest or evidence of protected species were recorded as Target
Notes (see Appendix A).

2.2.3 The buildings and trees on Site were examined to determine if they offered suitable roosting
potential for bats. These were then categorised and further surveys were recommended on the
bat potential rating of the feature as described within Appendix B (as modified from Hundt,
2012).

2.2.4 The surveys also looked for the presence of common invasive species such as Japanese
knotweed Fallopia japonica, giant hogweed Heracleum mantegazzianum and Himalayan balsam
Impatiens glandulifera.

2.3 BAT SURVEYS

23.1 Following the initial assessment, bat surveys were undertaken of the buildings on Site to
investigate the potential of the buildings to support roosting bats. This included internal and
external inspections of the buildings and emergence survey on the public house.
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2.3.2

2.3.3

2.4

24.1

24.2

243

244

ROOST SURVEYS

The features present on the outside of the public house were identified as having moderate
potential to support roosting bats and as such two bat roost surveys were undertaken, in
accordance with current professional guidelines (Collins, 2016). These emergence surveys were
undertaken from 15 minutes before until 2 hours after dusk.

Table 2-1 - Dates and weather conditions for the bat emergence surveys

Date Sunset Weather Conditions

Clear sky, temperature from 22.6°C to 18.7°C at the end of surveys. No
15/09/16 19:24 breeze at the start of survey picking up to beaufort wind speed of 1 by the
end.

22/09/16 19:06

Cloud covers 6 Oktas, wind 1 on beaufort \Qd speed scale. Temperature

15.6°C at start to 13.7°C at finish. .
(.\b

BUILDING SURVEYS

The buildings were accessed where safe to do so and rnal eyed from the ground.
Surveys focused on roof space (from visual asses onl features on the inside and
outside of windows. An endoscope was used to | gate&/ . Signs of bat use
searched for include: O Q

K

—> scratches; (\
- droppings; Q’ Q/
- staining at potential entrance;.o@d \Q 6

-~ live and dead bats GQ
LIMITATIONS TO T *@\%@SN{XT

An Ecological Cons@ts Apﬁ%sal s not comprise a full botanical assessment of all species
present within &re s s lists are indicative only. Similarly, plant species are not as
easily |dent|f|ab withi as ort/low mown grassland habitats. The list of species identified
at the Site e@' be comprehensive; however it provides a broad overview of the

habltat& aan&tr ecélgyical value.

The Site was assessed from accessible areas only and the internal courtyard, and sample areas
of the roof were viewed on the police training centre (including views of the roofs of the other
buildings). However, due to the fact that no information on asbestos was available, the small roof
space in the public house was viewed from the loft hatch only and the cellar was not entered.

Only emergence surveys were undertaken, not dawn surveys on the public house, due to safety
reasons. Surveys were not commissioned until late in the bat activity season 2016 and as such
surveys were spaced out as far as possible for that section of the season only. Given the features
identified are likely only to support small roosts with no access available to large cavities, this is
not deemed to be a significant constraint.

The baseline conditions described in this report are accurate at the time at which the survey was
undertaken. Should considerable time pass (e.g. 2+ years) and/or conditions/land-use on the Site
change prior to the commencement of works, it is recommended that an update survey is
undertaken.
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3 RESULTS

3.1 DESKTOP ASSESSMENT

3.11 Data older than 10 years has been excluded from the protected species summary as this data is
unlikely to provide accurate representation of the species within the study area.

NATURE CONSERVATION SITES
STATUTORY SITES

3.1.2 Rochdale Canal Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Site of Special Scientific Interest is
located approximately 6.06 km north east from the Site boundary. JNCC qualifies this site for
protection due to the presence of a significant population of the ean Protected Species
(EPS) floating water-plantain Luronium natans in a botanically gjverse waterplant community
which also supports a wide range of pondweeds PotamogeatoRspp. TQis population of Luronium is
representative of the formerly more widespread canal po@'ions\’@ﬁonh-west England.

3.1.3 There are no other statutory designated sites Iocat\dﬁﬂr&@h

of
R SN
NON STATUTORY SITES K ] KO

N
3.14 There are three Sites of Biological Interes Is) ted WM 2 km of the Site boundary. SBls
are areas designated for protection d%@the' i |fiia>®/ildlife value and are of county-wide
importance.
5 2 O

3.15 The Rochdale Canal (Stott’s LSQ&UC' ’St e t@n) and the Ashton Canal are both designated
as SBI's and are located ap |matb@.4 ;bnorth—east and 1.20 km east from the Site
boundary, respectively. T oc e Cg‘r;e 1S designated for protection for its floating water
plantain population. It € &iSo g e th rtain stretches support white-clawed crayfish
Austropotamobius p&es, has@ legal protection and American pondweed Potamogeton
epihydrus, a Red% Bogk s ecié\n addition, certain stretches of the Ashton Canal also
support floatingKa rpl in e nationally scarce grasswrack pondweed Potamogeton
compressus; ar %( B'Qgéity Priority Species and are designated as Species of Principal

i0 ngland) of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities

Importa dﬁg
(NER Ct 20008 The River Irwell SBI is located 1.28 km north-west from the Site boundary is
recognised for its distinctive aquatic species composition.

e Site.

3.1.6 There are no connecting features between the described non statutory sites and the Site.
SPECIES
3.1.7 GMEU provided the following records of protected and notable species.
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3.1.8

Table 3-1 - Species records located within 2 km of the Site boundary

Suitable
Species Closest Record to Date Distance from Site Habitat
P Site Boundary Present on
Site
Birds
Lapwing Vanellus vanellus SJ827981 01/06/2012 0.85 km west x
Lesser redpoll Carduelis cabaret SJ823989 27/01/2011 1.57 km north west x
Skylark Alauda arvensis SJ82809803 25/05/2012 0.82 km west x
\ ¢
House sparrow Passer domesticus S$J82499901 16/03/2014 @ km north west v
. Q
Dunnock Prunella modularis SJ83309839 20/02/201483\ O%m north west v
%
o
Peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus SJ823989 11\/9?@710 @ 57 km north west x
s o)
Song thrush Turdus philomelos $J82899803 @ 04/@ "0‘ km west v
(v’
Little ringed plover Charadrius dubius SJ8277981]® @5/2011\ 0.85 km west x
/
Kingfisher Alcedo atthis SJBg:Q Ol Sbg 0.39 km south east x
Bullfinch Pyrrhula pyrrhula ‘@82856)0 5/04/2014 0.76 km west 4
M ?‘
Starling Sturnus vulgaris 961 X 04/12/2012 0.74 km west v
& & o>
Black redstart Phoeni ochr 03& SJB&‘V‘ 20/06/2011 0.56 km south east v
)
?\ &' \ ¥
Mammals
‘\% \0) ﬁ\v@

West Eu’&an Hedgog Erinaceus

SJ845972 16/01/2013 1.1 km south east x
europaeus
Badger Meles meles Confidential 20/09/2011 0.52 km south east x
Amphibians/Reptiles
Common toad Bufo bufo $J823987 19/04/2014 1.47 km north west x

GMEU provided recent records of the following bat species within 5km of the Site boundary:
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Table 3-2 - Bat roost records returned within 5 km of the Site boundary

. Closest Record To Distance From Site
i . Dat
S{EEEs Site ate Boundary
Common pipistrelle
o o 5183239773 15/08/2012 0.47 km south west
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Soprano pipistrelle
SJ82849793 26/06/2013 0.78 km south west
Pipistrellus pygmaeus
Pipistrellus sp. $J83729744 05/06/2008 0.54 km south
Daubenton’s bat Myotis daubentonii SD798008 13/07/20%‘ 4.70 km north west
(AN
Brown long-eared bat Plecotus auritus SJ87059697 0@20 3.47 km south east
x AN
Vespertilionidae sp. $J82849793 () 20/0@n 0.79 km west

3.1.9 One record of unknown Noctule Nyctalus noctul@ mer@al@)rded but location data

provided was not full.

3.1.10 Habitats and species listed under the Gr, & ws&&vermw Action Plan (BAP) which

may be relevant to the Site include: Q

- Black redstart Phoenicurus otﬁro ‘Qg @6
- Bats; and @)_\:Q \ ?\bé
- Urban-managed gre

SR

3.2 ECOLOGICAL STR NgAPPRAISAL

3.2.1 The habitats pr nt tof buildings, hardstanding, ornamental shrubs and immature
trees. Ove are considered to be of minimal ecological value.

PRO{%TED PECIES
BREEDING BIRDS

3.2.2 The Site contained a small number of ornamental hawthorn Crataegus orientalis trees; however
these were identified to have limited potential to support breeding birds and are therefore not
considered to pose a constraint to the Proposed Development.

3.2.3 It should be noted that the nationally protected black redstart has been known to breed in central
Manchester over recent years, and species records returned from the data search show that this
species has been recorded less than 1 km from the Site boundary. The walk over survey was
undertaken in autumn, these birds are summer migrants, and as such would not be expected to
be present on Site at this time. The Site contained a number of flat roofs but with little vegetation
and foraging habitat and therefore the Site is of low potential for these birds. The Greater
Manchester Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) has a Species Action Plan for this species and it is
recommended that design plans include for green roofs and buildings to take this species into

account.

BATS
3.2.4 Three buildings on Site were assessed for their potential to support roosting bats, and a summary
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of features identified during building inspections can be found within Table 3-3 below and exact
locations detailed in Figure 2. Full descriptions of features identified during the building
inspections are included below.

Table 3-3 - Bat roost potential categories for the buildings found within the Site boundary

Building - - . ) Bat Roost
NEET Building Description Features With Bat Roost Potential Potential
Category
Small gaps were noted on the felt roof
. T overlap at both the front and back of the
This building is a building. These gaps are small and are
synagogue. It has three against a flat concrete slab with no access
levels with a flat roof and to a cavity
Building an overlapping felt edge. ’ Negligible

A The building also has The roof was viewed.

metal windows and metal . . .
roof single storey small Anecdotal evidence provided by t)gg\e
caretaker indicated that bats have

rear extension.
seen in vicinity of this area |n1\
years.

Features are: Q

The Sir Ralph ¢ Gaps in and ag nt tQ dgr;@s@\

Abercromby public house wm(fjowstb "

is of a Victorian build, (moderae e”“""{

predominately . Wood s W|th Il gaps

constructed of brick with Qéﬁ)on u@ q@@ow potential);
kwi n th

Building a multi-levelled pitched Moderate
B and tilled roof, wooden %)f C ney had some

sash windows and a

) amﬁ‘gand i93ig mortar (low
single storey flat roof ‘Q‘ P(&Sn 1); 6
extension to rear. s"Ftﬁ'd flagprg on roof (low potential);
area within the ro S

flat. @Q x@ "

\0 tiles and ridge tile gaps on roof
Q Ww- moderate potential).

Thi

/< is cegistructe
T)rlck with stone frontage.
It is multiple stories with a

No features on the building could be seen
from the external inspection.

Buildin flat roof and visible Possible features could have been present
C 9 concrete lip. The brick on the roof and within the courtyard Negligible
and mortar were however due to visual restrictions; this
generally considered to  istructure could not be thoroughly assessed.
be in good condition and
no gaps were identified
around the PVC
windows.
Building A
3.25 This building was found to have no roof space and a flat roof. The potential gaps on the outside of
the building did not have access to potential cavities and as such was deemed to have negligible
features.
Building B
3.2.6 Building B has features of moderate potential on the outside of the building, two surveys in line

with current guidance were undertaken, dusk surveys were undertaken due to the location of the
Site in the city centre and the worry of security. No emergence was observed. However, activity
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from a small number of bats was observed, generally feeding over the vegetation on Site.

3.2.7 The building is a brick two and three storey structure. The third storey rooms are built into the
room space leaving approximate 1 foot of space above the ceilings. A single roof light was seen
at this level. The second storey had a small loft space, views into this were achieved and it was
noted that the roof had modern breathable membrane under the tiles and had been relined
relatively recently. There was no light visible in the roof and therefore it was considered that no
gaps are present in the membrane which could allow access into the cavity by roosting bats. As
such with no loft space on the third floor and no access to any internal loft space in second floor
section, the potential for roosting bats within the buildings roofs is limited to under the external
roofing tiles. The breathable roof membrane reduces the value of the roof for bats as its fibrous
nature traps bats within it. This makes the internal space in the roof unsuitable for roosting bats.

3.2.8 The windows are, on the whole, original sash windows, some had internal secondary glazing, and
there were a few newer wooden frames. All the frames were in good order on the inside and had
been painted with no visible entrances on any of the windows on th&\jnside or visible on the
outside apart from one. One window at the back of the property @hole where the sill was
damaged. This gave internal access to the room, however on igspection using an endoscope no

access to the outside of the building could be found. ‘\ \

3.2.9 The small window facing out to the roof terrace has a @at th X of the window within the
mortar between the frame and the wall. This gives cavity and during an
endoscope inspection it was concluded that the f e ex ximately 30cm up and
50cm to the left of the opening. However, fill w @ se mortar and material and no
signs of bat use were noted. The wmdow redo ate of vertical bars
approximately 10cm apart and as such w ts ng the feature and reduce the
likelihood of use. ‘Q Q/ 6\

Building C E}o

with no visible gaps arou ne. The brickwork within the courtyard contains
holes as a result of the nt n -to structure, these did not appear to open to the

wall cavity and as th onths old, they are considered unlikely to be used by
roosting bats. '@Q ;r;? rnal been salvaged for internal fixtures and there are no
ch uil

3.2.10 The building is stone frontg Q@/lndo@ d the facade was, on the whole, very neat
oWs o i
r

usable feature an external pillar, it is in a good order and no features for bats

were noted, s of negligible value for roosting bats
INVAS&J;QPE@
3.2.11 An established stand of small leaved cotoneaster Cotoneaster microphyllus was identified in the

centre of the Site (see Appendix A — TN2).
OTHER SPECIES

3.2.12 No other habitats with potential for protected species were identified on Site and therefore it was
considered unlikely that other protected species pose a constraint to the Proposed Scheme.
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4 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 NATURE CONSERVATION SITES

4.1.1 The Site does not share any contiguous or complimentary habitat with the SAC which has been
identified within 10km of it. The SAC’s primary classification is for its aquatic vegetation
community. Given there are no waterbodies on Site, the distance from the Site boundary and the
lack of direct connectivity, it is not expected that the proposed work on Site will impact on the
SAC. Therefore it is possible to exclude the risk of likely significant effects upon it and no further
assessment is required. No other statutory or non-statutory sites are likely to be directly or
indirectly impacted upon from the Proposed Scheme due to the spatial separation and lack of
connectivity between them and the Site.

4.2 HABITATS \\

421 The Site is dominated by man-made habitats such as buildj ni and ardstanding. There are
limited areas of semi-natural habitat present including or bs and scattered trees.
Such habitats are considered to be common within the I co and unllkely to be of
significant value for any protected or notable spem%

4.3 PROTECTED SPECIES @)Q 0(\

4.3.1 No evidence of protected or notable spe |@ rde ng the survey. However the trees
and hedgerow on Site have potentlal t| s during the breeding bird season,
albeit limited and the Proposed Sc e or ely to have a significant effect on
breeding birds. (b

4.3.2 Buildings and trees on Slt ass!&d |r potentlal to support roosting bats. Some
features were identified o I as a g moderate potential for bats. Following a building
inspection there are st res ble for roosting bats but no signs of potential bat
presence were idenj dur he i I al inspection, nor was a large potential cavity found in

which matermty er u@ortant tcould be supported.

4.3.3 As a result me ,\'noderate potential for building B, two emergence surveys were
under?@ gmdellnes (Collins, 2016), during which no bat emergences was
seen. Tharefore onclusmn of likely absence of roosting bats within building B was concluded.

4.3.4 Buildings A and C were not found to have any features of suitability to support roosting bats.

4.4 RECOMMENDATIONS
BATS

4.4.1 The initial assessment undertaken in 2015 highlighted the need for further bat surveys, these

have now been completed. No further surveys for bats are recommended at this time. Should
building B be demolished or subject to significant refurbishment, then a pre-start demolition check
would be recommended as a precaution to ensure that the features identified on the building had
not begun to be used by bats in the intervening time period.

BIRDS
4.4.2 Given the Site has limited food sources for black redstart; it is not recommended that surveys for

this species are undertaken at this time. No other ecological surveys for birds are required given
the current ecological records received for the Site.

4.4.3 All wild birds are afforded partial protection under Section 1 of the WCA 1981 (as amended),
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making it an offence, amongst other things, to intentionally or recklessly kill, injure or take a wild
bird; take or destroy its eggs; and/or to take, damage, destroy, interfere with or obstruct access to
its nest whilst it is in use or being built.

4.4.4 The clearance of the buildings together with any trees and scrub should ideally be carried out
outside the bird breeding season i.e. between October and February. If these are to be removed
during the bird breeding season (generally considered to be from March-September) then they
should be checked to confirm the absence of nesting birds by a suitably qualified ecologist prior to
removal. Where nesting birds are encountered, the ecologist should advise on an appropriate
buffer to be established within which no works would be conducted until the young have fledged
the nest.

INVASIVE SPECIES

4.4.5 An established stand of small-leaved cotoneaster was identified in the centre of the Site (See
Appendix A — TN1). Works should be timed so as to minimise the ead of these species, by
working outside of the flowering / seeding periods. Should any og& orks directly impact the
invasive species, these plants will need to be managed appro y. Cotoneaster should be
removed out of flower when displaying no berries, before ed and removed from the
Site. Cotoneaster plants spread via the berries, which are during the autumn and
winter months. Therefore if this plant is removed or dis u& the time when the berries are
present this could cause the plant to spread. If nec s§g’/ his plant should occur
during the spring (April — May).

ECOLOGICAL ENHANCEMENT Q A\K Q

4.4.6 The National Planning Policy Framewor I@% @(al nvironment and Rural
Communities (NERC) Act 2006 place\Qiuty lw dies, including planning authorities in
England and Wales to promote a x@ iodi in all of their functions. Habitats and
species of value will therefore to b nsrc@a within the development and landscaping
design process.

4.4.7 The results of this mrtra@ ent suggest that the following should be considered
during the early sch es Q)to migpinise potentially adverse ecological effects and realise
opportunities to e ers
- Any soft ke into account local wildlife listed in the Greater Manchester

Biodj efforts should be made to promote these species;

- ShouM any a f|C|aI Irghtmg be installed or utilised at night during the Proposed Works then it
is recommended that low pressure sodium lamps or high pressure sodium instead of mercury
or metal halide lamps is used due to its UV filtration characteristics. This will avoid
disturbance to commuting, foraging or roosting bats. Lighting should also be directional to
avoid light spill (Bat Conservation Trust & Institute of Lighting Engineers 2008); and

- Given the design includes roof gardens and tall buildings there is opportunity within the
design to support the Manchester BAP for black redstart. Therefore it is recommended the
design of these features should incorporate favourable habitat such as achievable ledges and
foraging opportunity in the planting. This would also have benefits for other birds and provide
foraging opportunities for insects and bats.

St Michael's, Jackson's Row WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff
Jackson’s Row Developments Ltd Project No 70010278
Public November 2016
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5 CONCLUSION

5.1.1 The Ecological Assessment updated in October 2015 noted that the buildings on Site have some
potential for roosting bats and breeding birds. In addition an invasive plant species was identified
on the Site.

5.1.2 Further surveys were undertaken to investigate the potential use of the buildings for bats.

Buildings A and C were not found to contain any visible features for bats. Building B has visible
features, however likely absence is concluded for these features following emergence surveys
and an internal inspection.

5.1.3 The buildings roofs and the vegetation on Site have some potential to support nesting birds and
therefore should be removed outside the nesting season (commonlytaken to be March to
September inclusive). It is considered unlikely that the Proposed@ne will impact on
protected/notable species or local conservation sites as identifi& \T the study.

5.1.4 There is opportunity within the building design plans to pro@év@e wildlife habitats within the
proposed green spaces as included within the propose&’%sign@ uding suitable provisions for
the locally highlighted black redstart. \(b'

St Michael's, Jackson's Row WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff

Jackson’s Row Developments Ltd Project No 70010278
Public November 2016
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FIGURE 1 - SITE LOCATION PLAN
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FIGURE 2 - FEATURES OF ECOLOGICAL INTEREST
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Target Grid -
Note Reference Rl
Vegetation identified in this area:
SJ83619 m 5 immature oriental rowan (one densely covered in ivy)
1 98007 & = The understorey vegetation in is patch bare ground with some perennial
SJ83631 rye grass Lolium perenne, chickweed Stellaria media and white clover
98004 Trifolium repens.
Dumped material was also present in this area.
Small leaved cotoneaster was present within this planter.
2 SJ83640 A vegetation planter was also present in this area and contained laurel
98017 Laurus, sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus, ornamental rowan Sorbus sp. and
ornamental rose Rosa sp.
—
3 SJ83657 Russian vine Fallopia baldschuanica was seen on the cated at the
98021 back of Building B (the Sir Ralph Abercromby). Q
N\ N\
4 SJ83688 Buddleia Buddleja sp.was present in cracks ;@n i ourtyard of the
98020 Site.

@Q RS 3 ,\q\







Criteria for bat roost potential assessment of a structure (modified from Collins 2016)

Bat Roost Potential

Description

Building with features confirmed to be used by roosting bats either by

Confirmed historic records (verified appropriately), or evidence recorded during
survey.
Building exhibits a number of features suitable for use by roosting bats e.g.
High numerous roosting opportunities such as dark, enclosed roof voids; has a
high degree of connectivity with likely navigation routes; and is located
within suitable foraging habitat.
\\\.
Building exhibits features suitable for use by rg gﬁng bats, such as internal
and external cavities well insulated fronﬁh | weé@er conditions, but is
Moderate ) ) . ) ) )
less than ideal in some way. It may be edi than ideal habitat,
lacking suitable commuting corrid{pb'o @
Building may have some |nte&£?\g r @?g b g external roosting
features such as fascia ffit b bu S n5|dered to be sub-optimal
Low to the extent that bat@ﬁQ ﬁ}md unllkely to use it; or has more
suitable featur:ﬁ‘Qs in @u sw&b@o ocation e.g. isolated from foraging
or commut% tat b@
Negligible Buﬂdl@\.trh I|tt{§to no p@ntlal to support bats in an unsuitable location

e® Iat or commuting habitats.

?Q“ @ (\‘
Q\@ %\(0






THE CONSERVATION OF HABITATS AND SPECIES REGULATIONS 2010 (AS
AMENDED)

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) consolidate all the various
amendments made to the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 in respect of
England and Wales. The 1994 Regulations transposed Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the
conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora (EC Habitats Directive) into national law.

THE WILDLIFE AND COUNTRYSIDE ACT (WCA) 1981 (AS AMENDED)

The WCA, as amended, consolidates and amends pre-existing national wildlife legislation in order to
implement the Bern Convention and the Birds Directive.

It complements the Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) Regulations 2011 offering
protection to a wider range of species. The Act also provides for the designation and protection of
national conservation sites of value for their floral, faunal or geological features, termed Sites of
Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs). Schedules of the act provide lists of pr ed species, both flora
and fauna, and detail the possible offences that apply to these species. ’)\ levant species specific
legislation is detailed later in this Appendix. . Q
NP

trengthens existing wildlife
e d the National

re owers for the protection

™Y

The Act also contains lists of habitats and speci@%e@ hich conservation measures

4) f
should be promoted, in accordance with the rh@mm nietio % the Convention on Biological
Diversity (Rio Earth Summit) 1992. %) 8

o Q@
THE NATURAL ENVIRONMl‘EﬁQNQ’@UR% OMMUNITIES (NERC) ACT 2006

Section 40 of the NERC Act 200 @ce @uty 0?3” local authorities and public bodies in England
and Wales to have regard to t ns on o(:l diversity in their function. Section 41 (England)
ce to the conservation of biodiversity in England.

lists the habitats and speci rin in@a
These species and habj a@?a a Paterial ideration in the planning process.
9 x©Y
NATIONAL PL%IN%&_IG@RAMEWORK (NPPF) MARCH 2012

The planning sﬁ{& shon{d contr&e to and enhance the natural and local environment by
minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, contributing
to the Government’'s commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity, including by establishing
coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures;

When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should aim to conserve and
enhance biodiversity by applying a number of principles, including (but not limited to) the following:

THE COUNTRYSIDE AND RIGHTS OF WAY (CRO T

The CROW Act, introduced in England and Wales in 2000, ds
legislation detailed in the WCA. It places a duty on gover \s t de
Assembly for Wales to have regard for biodiversity, an{ id
and maintenance of SSSis.

- if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an
alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated
for, then planning permission should be refused;

- development proposals where the primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity should
be permitted;

—> opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments should be encouraged;

- Proposed development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest likely to have
an adverse effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest (either individually or in combination with
other developments) should not normally be permitted. Where an adverse effect on the site’s
notified special interest features is likely, an exception should only be made where the benefits of
the development, at this site, clearly outweigh both the impacts that it is likely to have on the



features of the site that make it of special scientific interest and any broader impacts on the
national network of Sites of Special Scientific Interest;

- planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or deterioration of
irreplaceable habitats, including ancient woodland and the loss of aged or veteran trees found
outside ancient woodland, unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in that location
clearly outweigh the loss; and

- By encouraging good design, planning policies and decisions should limit the impact of light
pollution from artificial light on local amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and nature
conservation.

NATIONAL PLANNING PRACTICE GUIDANCE 2014

The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) was published on 6th March 2014 and introduced
revised and updated planning practice guidance.

Advice is provided within the ‘Natural Environment’ section, which refers the reader to specific
guidance; in particular paragraph 016, which states: 0\\

“Information on biodiversity impacts and opportunities should inform a ages of development
(including, for instance, site selection and design including any pr 6@ icatjg, consultation as well as
the application itself.

“An ecological survey will be necessary in advance of a plan ple %n if the type and location of
development are such that the impact on biodiversity may n|f| |st|ng information is
lacking or inadequate. Pre-application discussion can h cop eth |s the case and, if so,
the survey work required.

“Where an Environmental Impact Assessment is no eded |gr@e appropriate to undertake

S

an ecological survey, for example, where pro tec pe [ ay he ent. Separate guidance is to
be published by Defra on statutory obligationsg rot species which will replace the
advice set out in Circular 06/05: Biodiversit glcal ervation.

“Local planning authorities should only ree ys where clearly justified, for example
if they consider there is a reasonable |i oo d species being present and affected by
development. Assessments shoul ropo at e nature and scale of development proposed
and the likely impact on b|od|ver3| gw %‘on information requirements is set out in
maklng an application. f\

“Planning conditions, legal aﬁ kings may be appropriate in order to provide for
monitoring and/or biodiye ar@eme ns where these are needed.”

ODPM CIRCUL %06528@ E.KA VERSITY AND GEOLOGICAL CONSERVATION
- STATUTO ND THEIR IMPACT WITHIN THE PLANNING
SYSTEM (CIRCULAR 06/05).

This Circular was prepared to support the now obsolete guidance within Planning Policy Statement 9
(PPS9) and provides administrative guidance on the application of the law relating to planning and
nature conservation as it applies in England. This document will shortly be replaced by guidance set
out within NPPG. Of particular note, this document states:

“The potential effects of a development, on habitats or species listed as priorities in the UK
Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP), and by Local Biodiversity Partnerships, together with policies in the
England Biodiversity Strategy, are capable of being a material consideration in the preparation of
regional spatial strategies and local development documents and the making of planning decisions.’
‘The presence of a protected species is a material consideration when a planning authority is
considering a development proposal that, if carried out, would be likely to result in harm to the species
or its habitat”.

BATS

All native UK bats are afforded full protection under Section 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
(as amended) through their inclusion on Schedule 5 of the Act. Under the Act it is an offense to:



- intentionally or recklessly Kill, injure or take a wild animal included in Schedule 5 (Section 9.1);
and to

- possess or control any live or dead wild animal included in Schedule 5 or any part of, or anything
derived from, such an animal (Section 9.2)

It is an offence intentionally or recklessly to:

- damage or destroy any structure or place which any wild animal specified in Schedule 5 uses for
shelter or protection (Section 9.4a);

- disturb any such animal while it is occupying a structure or place which it uses for shelter or
protection (Section 9.4b); or

-> obstruct access to any structure or place which any such animal uses for shelter or protection
(Section 9.4c)

It is also an offence to:

- sell, offer or expose for sale, or possess or transport for the purpose o{%&é, any live or dead wild
animal included in Schedule 5, or any part of, or anything derived fr uch an animal (Section
9.5a); or

buys or sells, or intends to buy or sell, any of those thlngs ion

Knowingly causmg or permitting any of the above acts to rie an offence.

Bats also receive full protection as European Protected |es r S n'41 of The
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 201Q rou e|r usion on Schedule 2. Under
the Regulations it is an offense to deliberately:

- capture, injure or kill a wild animal of these @% % 6\

- disturb such animals; and to 60

- damage or destroy a breeding sneq@stua’&ce h an animal

It is also an offence to:

- publish or cause to be published any advertisement Ilkely er§® as conveying that one

- possess or control, transpo Il oﬁ@han r offer for sale or exchange any of these species
or any part or derivative e (|K@ta|ne er May 1994)

INVASIVE WEEDS?Q <

Schedule 9 of the @de Act 1981 (as amended by the Countryside and Rights of
Way Act 2000) s |t enc plant or otherwise cause species such as Japanese knotweed
Fallopia japomc grow the wild.
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	1 INTRODUCTION
	1 INTRODUCTION
	1.1.1 WSP | Parsons Brinkerhoff (WSP | PB) was instructed to conduct an Ecological Constraints Appraisal (referred to as a Biodiversity Assessment) on a parcel of land located on Jackson’s Row. The Site is located in central Manchester, north of the A57 (M) (National Grid Reference SJ83663 98054) (herein referred to as the ‘Site’) prior to the proposed construction of a mixed use development (hereafter referred to as the ‘Proposed Scheme). The Site boundary is shown in Figure 1 - Site Location Plan.
	1.1.2 During the initial survey potential features for roosting bats were noted on the outside of one of the buildings.  Therefore an internal inspection plus roost surveys have been undertaken in 2016.

	1.2 SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
	1.2.1 The Site comprises of a number of buildings between Jackson’s Row and Bootle Street, Greater Manchester. It is within an area of predominantly commercial properties. Rochdale Canal and the River Irwell are located approximately 0.5km from the Site boundary.
	1.2.2 Within the Site boundary habitats include hardstanding, buildings, ornamental scrub and scattered trees.
	1.2.3 The Proposed Scheme is for two buildings comprising residential dwellings, a hotel, a synagogue, a number of restaurants and bars and office spaces. In addition, it also includes public realm areas, revised access, car parking, landscaping and pedestrian routes through the Site. The Site area comprises 0.56 ha.

	1.3 SCOPE OF WORKS
	1.3.1 The objectives of the initial biodiversity assessment are to set out the following:
	1.3.2 The updated assessment follows the further bat surveys.


	2 METHODOLOGY
	2.1 DESKTOP ASSESSMENT
	2.1.1 A desktop assessment was carried out in accordance with the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM) ‘Guidelines for Preliminary Ecological Appraisal’ (2013). Records of any protected or notable species, habitats and designated nature conservation sites within a 2 km radius of the Site were obtained and reviewed. This radius was extended to 5 km for bats, as recommended by best practice guidelines (Hundt, 2012) and 10 km for International and European level conservation sites including Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Areas (SPA) and Wetlands of International Importance (Ramsar).
	2.1.2 The following organisations were contacted regarding records held for protected and/or notable species:
	2.1.3 Additional information on sites of nature conservation interest was obtained from:

	2.2 WALKOVER SURVEY
	2.2.1 An Ecological Constraints Appraisal is a broad inspection which identifies habitat types present at the Site and evaluates their potential to support protected or notable species. A Site walkover was undertaken on 15th October 2015 by Principal Ecologist Dawn Phythian MCIEEM CEnv, from the publically accessible areas of Site. The habitats within the Site boundary were identified in accordance with the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) Phase 1 survey methodology (JNCC, 2010) and notes were taken on any features of interest. The habitats recorded at the Site were also assessed for their potential to support protected or notable species following Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management guidance (CIEEM, 2013).
	2.2.2 Any field signs of legally protected or priority species were noted and where no field signs were present an assessment was made of whether any protected or priority species were likely to be present. Features of ecological interest or evidence of protected species were recorded as Target Notes (see Appendix A).
	2.2.3 The buildings and trees on Site were examined to determine if they offered suitable roosting potential for bats. These were then categorised and further surveys were recommended on the bat potential rating of the feature as described within Appendix B (as modified from Hundt, 2012).
	2.2.4 The surveys also looked for the presence of common invasive species such as Japanese knotweed Fallopia japonica, giant hogweed Heracleum mantegazzianum and Himalayan balsam Impatiens glandulifera.

	2.3 BAT SURVEYS
	2.3.1 Following the initial assessment, bat surveys were undertaken of the buildings on Site to investigate the potential of the buildings to support roosting bats. This included internal and external inspections of the buildings and emergence survey on the public house.
	ROOST SURVEYS

	2.3.2 The features present on the outside of the public house were identified as having moderate potential to support roosting bats and as such two bat roost surveys were undertaken, in accordance with current professional guidelines (Collins, 2016). These emergence surveys were undertaken from 15 minutes before until 2 hours after dusk.
	BUILDING SURVEYS

	2.3.3 The buildings were accessed where safe to do so and externally surveyed from the ground. Surveys focused on roof space (from visual assessment only), and features on the inside and outside of windows. An endoscope was used to investigate any cavities. Signs of bat use searched for include:

	2.4 LIMITATIONS TO THE ASSESSMENT
	2.4.1 An Ecological Constraints Appraisal does not comprise a full botanical assessment of all species present within a Site; therefore species lists are indicative only. Similarly, plant species are not as easily identifiable within areas of short/low mown grassland habitats. The list of species identified at the Site is therefore unlikely to be comprehensive; however it provides a broad overview of the habitat types and their ecological value.
	2.4.2 The Site was assessed from accessible areas only and the internal courtyard, and sample areas of the roof were viewed on the police training centre (including views of the roofs of the other buildings). However, due to the fact that no information on asbestos was available, the small roof space in the public house was viewed from the loft hatch only and the cellar was not entered.
	2.4.3 Only emergence surveys were undertaken, not dawn surveys on the public house, due to safety reasons. Surveys were not commissioned until late in the bat activity season 2016 and as such surveys were spaced out as far as possible for that section of the season only. Given the features identified are likely only to support small roosts with no access available to large cavities, this is not deemed to be a significant constraint.
	2.4.4 The baseline conditions described in this report are accurate at the time at which the survey was undertaken. Should considerable time pass (e.g. 2+ years) and/or conditions/land-use on the Site change prior to the commencement of works, it is recommended that an update survey is undertaken.


	3 RESULTS
	3.1 DESKTOP ASSESSMENT
	3.1.1 Data older than 10 years has been excluded from the protected species summary as this data is unlikely to provide accurate representation of the species within the study area.
	NATURE CONSERVATION SITES
	3.1.2 Rochdale Canal Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Site of Special Scientific Interest is located approximately 6.06 km north east from the Site boundary. The JNCC qualifies this site for protection due to the presence of a significant population of the European Protected Species (EPS) floating water-plantain Luronium natans in a botanically diverse waterplant community which also supports a wide range of pondweeds Potamogeton spp. This population of Luronium is representative of the formerly more widespread canal populations of north-west England.
	3.1.3 There are no other statutory designated sites located within 2 km of the Site.
	3.1.4 There are three Sites of Biological Interest (SBIs) located within 2 km of the Site boundary. SBIs are areas designated for protection due to their significant wildlife value and are of county-wide importance.
	3.1.5 The Rochdale Canal (Stott’s Lane Ducie Street Basin) and the Ashton Canal are both designated as SBI’s and are located approximately 1.44 km north-east and 1.20 km east from the Site boundary, respectively. The Rochdale Canal is designated for protection for its floating water plantain population.  It is also of note that certain stretches support white-clawed crayfish Austropotamobius pallipes, which has full legal protection and American pondweed Potamogeton epihydrus, a Red Data Book species. In addition, certain stretches of the Ashton Canal also support floating water plantain and the nationally scarce grasswrack pondweed Potamogeton compressus; both are UK Biodiversity Priority Species and are designated as Species of Principal Importance under Section 41 (England) of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006. The River Irwell SBI is located 1.28 km north-west from the Site boundary is recognised for its distinctive aquatic species composition.
	3.1.6 There are no connecting features between the described non statutory sites and the Site.
	3.1.7 GMEU provided the following records of protected and notable species.
	Birds
	Lapwing  Vanellus vanellus
	SJ827981
	01/06/2012
	0.85 km west
	(
	Lesser redpoll  Carduelis cabaret
	SJ823989
	27/01/2011
	1.57 km north west
	(
	Skylark  Alauda arvensis
	SJ82809803
	25/05/2012
	0.82 km west
	(
	House sparrow  Passer domesticus
	SJ82499901
	16/03/2014
	1.48 km north west
	(
	Dunnock  Prunella modularis
	SJ83309839
	20/02/2014
	0.46 km north west
	(
	Peregrine falcon  Falco peregrinus
	SJ823989
	11/09/2010
	1.57 km north west
	(
	Song thrush Turdus philomelos
	SJ82899803
	01/04/2014
	0.72 km west
	(
	Little ringed plover  Charadrius dubius
	SJ82779811
	17/05/2011
	0.85 km west
	(
	Kingfisher  Alcedo atthis
	SJ838976
	01/02/2013
	0.39 km south east
	(
	Bullfinch Pyrrhula pyrrhula
	SJ82859800
	22/04/2014
	0.76 km west
	(
	Starling Sturnus vulgaris
	0.74 km west
	(
	Black redstart  Phoenicurus ochruros
	(
	Mammals
	West European Hedgehog Erinaceus europaeus
	SJ845972
	16/01/2013
	1.1 km south east
	(
	Badger Meles meles
	0.52 km south east
	(
	Amphibians/Reptiles
	Common toad Bufo bufo
	1.47 km north west
	(
	3.1.8 GMEU provided recent records of the following bat species within 5km of the Site boundary:
	SJ83239773
	15/08/2012
	0.47 km south west
	SJ82849793
	26/06/2013
	0.78 km south west
	SJ83729744
	05/06/2008
	0.54 km south
	SD798008
	13/07/2006
	4.70 km north west
	SJ87059697
	04/07/2011
	3.47 km south east
	SJ82849793
	20/06/2013
	0.79 km west
	3.1.9 One record of unknown Noctule Nyctalus noctula species was also recorded, but location data provided was not full.
	3.1.10 Habitats and species listed under the Greater Manchester Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) which may be relevant to the Site include:

	3.2 ECOLOGICAL CONSTRAINTS APPRAISAL
	3.2.1 The habitats present on Site consist of buildings, hardstanding, ornamental shrubs and immature trees. Overall the habitats on Site are considered to be of minimal ecological value.
	PROTECTED SPECIES
	BREEDING BIRDS

	3.2.2 The Site contained a small number of ornamental hawthorn Crataegus orientalis trees; however these were identified to have limited potential to support breeding birds and are therefore not considered to pose a constraint to the Proposed Development.
	3.2.3 It should be noted that the nationally protected black redstart has been known to breed in central Manchester over recent years, and species records returned from the data search show that this species has been recorded less than 1 km from the Site boundary. The walk over survey was undertaken in autumn,  these birds are summer migrants, and as such would not be expected to be present on Site at this time. The Site contained a number of flat roofs but with little vegetation and foraging habitat and therefore the Site is of low potential for these birds. The Greater Manchester Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) has a Species Action Plan for this species and it is recommended that design plans include for green roofs and buildings to take this species into account.
	BATS

	3.2.4 Three buildings on Site were assessed for their potential to support roosting bats, and a summary of features identified during building inspections can be found within Table 3-3 below and exact locations detailed in Figure 2. Full descriptions of features identified during the building inspections are included below.
	Building A
	This building is a synagogue. It has three levels with a flat roof and an overlapping felt edge. The building also has metal windows and metal roof single storey small rear extension.
	Small gaps were noted on the felt roof overlap at both the front and back of the building. These gaps are small and are against a flat concrete slab with no access to a cavity.
	The roof was viewed.
	Small gaps were noted on the felt roof overlap at both the front and back of the building. These gaps are small and are against a flat concrete slab with no access to a cavity.The roof was viewed. Anecdotal evidence provided by the Site caretaker indicated that bats have been seen in vicinity of this area in previous years.
	Negligible
	Building B
	The Sir Ralph Abercromby public house is of a Victorian build, predominately constructed of brick with a multi-levelled pitched and tilled roof, wooden sash windows and a single storey flat roof extension to rear. One area within the roof was flat.
	Features are:
	 Gaps in and adjacent to wooden sash windows balcony on three windows. (moderate potential);
	 wooden soffit boxes with small gaps noted on upper balcony (low potential);
	  brickwork on the chimney had some damage and missing mortar (low potential);
	 lifted flashing on roof (low potential); and
	Features are:Gaps in and adjacent to wooden sash windows balcony on three windows. (moderate potential); wooden soffit boxes with small gaps noted on upper balcony (low potential); brickwork on the chimney had some damage and missing mortar (low potential);lifted flashing on roof (low potential); andLifted tiles and ridge tile gaps on roof (low- moderate potential).
	Moderate
	Building C
	This building was once used as a police station and is constructed of brick with stone frontage. It is multiple stories with a flat roof and visible concrete lip. The brick and mortar were generally considered to be in good condition and no gaps were identified around the PVC windows.
	No features on the building could be seen from the external inspection.
	Possible features could have been present on the roof and within the courtyard however due to visual restrictions; this structure could not be thoroughly assessed.
	No features on the building could be seen from the external inspection.Possible features could have been present on the roof and within the courtyard however due to visual restrictions; this structure could not be thoroughly assessed.
	Negligible
	Negligible
	Negligible
	Negligible
	Building A




	3.2.5 This building was found to have no roof space and a flat roof. The potential gaps on the outside of the building did not have access to potential cavities and as such was deemed to have negligible features.
	3.2.5 This building was found to have no roof space and a flat roof. The potential gaps on the outside of the building did not have access to potential cavities and as such was deemed to have negligible features.
	3.2.5 This building was found to have no roof space and a flat roof. The potential gaps on the outside of the building did not have access to potential cavities and as such was deemed to have negligible features.
	3.2.5 This building was found to have no roof space and a flat roof. The potential gaps on the outside of the building did not have access to potential cavities and as such was deemed to have negligible features.
	Building B




	3.2.6 Building B has features of moderate potential on the outside of the building, two surveys in line with current guidance were undertaken, dusk surveys were undertaken due to the location of the Site in the city centre and the worry of security. No emergence was observed. However, activity from a small number of bats was observed, generally feeding over the vegetation on Site.
	3.2.7 The building is a brick two and three storey structure. The third storey rooms are built into the room space leaving approximate 1 foot of space above the ceilings. A single roof light was seen at this level. The second storey had a small loft space, views into this were achieved and it was noted that the roof had modern breathable membrane under the tiles and had been relined relatively recently. There was no light visible in the roof and therefore it was considered that no gaps are present in the membrane which could allow access into the cavity by roosting bats. As such with no loft space on the third floor and no access to any internal loft space in second floor section, the potential for roosting bats within the buildings roofs is limited to under the external roofing tiles. The breathable roof membrane reduces the value of the roof for bats as its fibrous nature traps bats within it. This makes the internal space in the roof unsuitable for roosting bats.
	3.2.8 The windows are, on the whole, original sash windows, some had internal secondary glazing, and there were a few newer wooden frames. All the frames were in good order on the inside and had been painted with no visible entrances on any of the windows on the inside or visible on the outside apart from one. One window at the back of the property had a hole where the sill was damaged. This gave internal access to the room, however on inspection using an endoscope no access to the outside of the building could be found.
	3.2.9 The small window facing out to the roof terrace has a hole at the top of the window within the mortar between the frame and the wall. This gives access to the wall cavity and during an endoscope inspection it was concluded that the feature extended approximately 30cm up and 50cm to the left of the opening. However, fill was present in terms of mortar and material and no signs of bat use were noted. The window is covered in a metal grate of vertical bars approximately 10cm apart and as such would impede bats finding the feature and reduce the likelihood of use.
	3.2.9 The small window facing out to the roof terrace has a hole at the top of the window within the mortar between the frame and the wall. This gives access to the wall cavity and during an endoscope inspection it was concluded that the feature extended approximately 30cm up and 50cm to the left of the opening. However, fill was present in terms of mortar and material and no signs of bat use were noted. The window is covered in a metal grate of vertical bars approximately 10cm apart and as such would impede bats finding the feature and reduce the likelihood of use.
	3.2.9 The small window facing out to the roof terrace has a hole at the top of the window within the mortar between the frame and the wall. This gives access to the wall cavity and during an endoscope inspection it was concluded that the feature extended approximately 30cm up and 50cm to the left of the opening. However, fill was present in terms of mortar and material and no signs of bat use were noted. The window is covered in a metal grate of vertical bars approximately 10cm apart and as such would impede bats finding the feature and reduce the likelihood of use.
	3.2.9 The small window facing out to the roof terrace has a hole at the top of the window within the mortar between the frame and the wall. This gives access to the wall cavity and during an endoscope inspection it was concluded that the feature extended approximately 30cm up and 50cm to the left of the opening. However, fill was present in terms of mortar and material and no signs of bat use were noted. The window is covered in a metal grate of vertical bars approximately 10cm apart and as such would impede bats finding the feature and reduce the likelihood of use.
	Building C




	3.2.10 The building is stone fronted with metal windows and the facade was, on the whole, very neat with no visible gaps around the windows or roofline. The brickwork within the courtyard contains holes as a result of the recent removal of a lean-to structure, these did not appear to open to the wall cavity and as the holes were under 5 months old, they are considered unlikely to be used by roosting bats. The building internally has been salvaged for internal fixtures and there are no usable features. The roof is flat with an external pillar, it is in a good order and no features for bats were noted. As such this building is of negligible value for roosting bats
	INVASIVE SPECIES

	3.2.11 An established stand of small leaved cotoneaster Cotoneaster microphyllus was identified in the centre of the Site (see Appendix A – TN2).
	OTHER SPECIES

	3.2.12 No other habitats with potential for protected species were identified on Site and therefore it was considered unlikely that other protected species pose a constraint to the Proposed Scheme.


	4 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
	4.1 NATURE CONSERVATION SITES
	4.1.1 The Site does not share any contiguous or complimentary habitat with the SAC which has been identified within 10km of it. The SAC’s primary classification is for its aquatic vegetation community. Given there are no waterbodies on Site, the distance from the Site boundary and the lack of direct connectivity, it is not expected that the proposed work on Site will impact on the SAC. Therefore it is possible to exclude the risk of likely significant effects upon it and no further assessment is required. No other statutory or non-statutory sites are likely to be directly or indirectly impacted upon from the Proposed Scheme due to the spatial separation and lack of connectivity between them and the Site.

	4.2 HABITATS
	4.2.1 The Site is dominated by man-made habitats such as buildings and hardstanding. There are limited areas of semi-natural habitat present including ornamental shrubs and scattered trees. Such habitats are considered to be common within the local context and unlikely to be of significant value for any protected or notable species.

	4.3 PROTECTED SPECIES
	4.3.1 No evidence of protected or notable species was recorded during the survey. However the trees and hedgerow on Site have potential to support nesting birds during the breeding bird season, albeit limited and the Proposed Scheme is therefore unlikely to have a significant effect on breeding birds.
	4.3.2 Buildings and trees on Site were assessed for their potential to support roosting bats. Some features were identified on building B as having moderate potential for bats. Following a building inspection there are still some features suitable for roosting bats but no signs of potential bat presence were identified during the internal inspection, nor was a large potential cavity found in which maternity or other important roost could be supported.
	4.3.3 As a result of the assessment of moderate potential for building B, two emergence surveys were undertaken in accordance with guidelines (Collins, 2016), during which no bat emergences was seen. Therefore a conclusion of likely absence of roosting bats within building B was concluded.
	4.3.4 Buildings A and C were not found to have any features of suitability to support roosting bats.

	4.4 RECOMMENDATIONS
	BATS
	4.4.1 The initial assessment undertaken in 2015 highlighted the need for further bat surveys, these have now been completed. No further surveys for bats are recommended at this time. Should building B be demolished or subject to significant refurbishment, then a pre-start demolition check would be recommended as a precaution to ensure that the features identified on the building had not begun to be used by bats in the intervening time period.
	BIRDS
	4.4.2 Given the Site has limited food sources for black redstart; it is not recommended that surveys for this species are undertaken at this time. No other ecological surveys for birds are required given the current ecological records received for the Site.
	4.4.3 All wild birds are afforded partial protection under Section 1 of the WCA 1981 (as amended), making it an offence, amongst other things, to intentionally or recklessly kill, injure or take a wild bird; take or destroy its eggs; and/or to take, damage, destroy, interfere with or obstruct access to its nest whilst it is in use or being built.
	4.4.4 The clearance of the buildings together with any trees and scrub should ideally be carried out outside the bird breeding season i.e. between October and February. If these are to be removed during the bird breeding season (generally considered to be from March-September) then they should be checked to confirm the absence of nesting birds by a suitably qualified ecologist prior to removal. Where nesting birds are encountered, the ecologist should advise on an appropriate buffer to be established within which no works would be conducted until the young have fledged the nest.
	INVASIVE SPECIES

	4.4.5 An established stand of small-leaved cotoneaster was identified in the centre of the Site (See Appendix A – TN1). Works should be timed so as to minimise the spread of these species, by working outside of the flowering / seeding periods. Should any of the works directly impact the invasive species, these plants will need to be managed appropriately. Cotoneaster should be removed out of flower when displaying no berries, before being chipped and removed from the Site. Cotoneaster plants spread via the berries, which are on the plant during the autumn and winter months. Therefore if this plant is removed or disturbed during the time when the berries are present this could cause the plant to spread. If necessary, removal of this plant should occur during the spring (April – May).
	ECOLOGICAL ENHANCEMENT

	4.4.6 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 place a duty upon public bodies, including planning authorities in England and Wales to promote and enhance biodiversity in all of their functions. Habitats and species of value will therefore need to be considered within the development and landscaping design process.
	4.4.7 The results of this initial biodiversity assessment suggest that the following should be considered during the early scheme design  to minimise potentially adverse ecological effects and realise opportunities to enhance biodiversity:


	5 CONCLUSION
	5 CONCLUSION
	5.1.1 The Ecological Assessment updated in October 2015 noted that the buildings on Site have some potential for roosting bats and breeding birds. In addition an invasive plant species was identified on the Site.
	5.1.2 Further surveys were undertaken to investigate the potential use of the buildings for bats. Buildings A and C were not found to contain any visible features for bats. Building B has visible features, however likely absence is concluded for these features following emergence surveys and an internal inspection.
	5.1.3 The buildings roofs and the vegetation on Site have some potential to support nesting birds and therefore should be removed outside the nesting season (commonly taken to be March to September inclusive). It is considered unlikely that the Proposed Scheme will impact on protected/notable species or local conservation sites as identified in the study.
	5.1.4 There is opportunity within the building design plans to provide valuable wildlife habitats within the proposed green spaces as included within the proposed design, including suitable provisions for the locally highlighted black redstart.


	BIBLIOGRAPHY
	BIBLIOGRAPHY
	BIBLIOGRAPHY
	BIBLIOGRAPHY
	BIBLIOGRAPHY
	BIBLIOGRAPHY
	Criteria for bat roost potential assessment of a structure (modified from Collins 2016)




	THE CONSERVATION OF HABITATS AND SPECIES REGULATIONS 2010 (AS AMENDED)
	THE WILDLIFE AND COUNTRYSIDE ACT (WCA) 1981 (AS AMENDED)
	THE COUNTRYSIDE AND RIGHTS OF WAY (CROW) ACT 2000
	THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND RURAL COMMUNITIES (NERC) ACT 2006
	NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK (NPPF) MARCH 2012
	NATIONAL PLANNING PRACTICE GUIDANCE 2014
	ODPM CIRCULAR 06/2005: BIODIVERSITY AND GEOLOGICAL CONSERVATION - STATUTORY OBLIGATIONS AND THEIR IMPACT WITHIN THE PLANNING SYSTEM (CIRCULAR 06/05).
	BATS
	INVASIVE WEEDS



	Figure 1 - Site Location Plan
	Figure 2 - Features of Ecological Interest

	Appendix 2.3 Jackson's Row Preliminary Assessment Report - Final Issue signed
	Appendix 2.4 Air Quality Assessment
	app2head
	Appendix 2.1 Jackson's Row Phase 1 Assessment Final
	Appendix 2.2 Biodiversity Assessment Nov'16
	Biodiversity Assessment Nov 16
	QUALITY MANAGEMENT
	QUALITY MANAGEMENT
	QUALITY MANAGEMENT
	QUALITY MANAGEMENT
	QUALITY MANAGEMENT
	QUALITY MANAGEMENT
	QUALITY MANAGEMENT
	QUALITY MANAGEMENT
	QUALITY MANAGEMENT
	PRODUCTION TEAM



	CLIENT
	WSP | PARSONS BRINCKERHOFF
	WSP | PARSONS BRINCKERHOFF
	WSP | PARSONS BRINCKERHOFF
	TABLES
	FIGURES
	APPENDICES








	1 INTRODUCTION
	1 INTRODUCTION
	1.1.1 WSP | Parsons Brinkerhoff (WSP | PB) was instructed to conduct an Ecological Constraints Appraisal (referred to as a Biodiversity Assessment) on a parcel of land located on Jackson’s Row. The Site is located in central Manchester, north of the A57 (M) (National Grid Reference SJ83663 98054) (herein referred to as the ‘Site’) prior to the proposed construction of a mixed use development (hereafter referred to as the ‘Proposed Scheme). The Site boundary is shown in Figure 1 - Site Location Plan.
	1.1.2 During the initial survey potential features for roosting bats were noted on the outside of one of the buildings.  Therefore an internal inspection plus roost surveys have been undertaken in 2016.

	1.2 SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
	1.2.1 The Site comprises of a number of buildings between Jackson’s Row and Bootle Street, Greater Manchester. It is within an area of predominantly commercial properties. Rochdale Canal and the River Irwell are located approximately 0.5km from the Site boundary.
	1.2.2 Within the Site boundary habitats include hardstanding, buildings, ornamental scrub and scattered trees.
	1.2.3 The Proposed Scheme is for two buildings comprising residential dwellings, a hotel, a synagogue, a number of restaurants and bars and office spaces. In addition, it also includes public realm areas, revised access, car parking, landscaping and pedestrian routes through the Site. The Site area comprises 0.56 ha.

	1.3 SCOPE OF WORKS
	1.3.1 The objectives of the initial biodiversity assessment are to set out the following:
	1.3.2 The updated assessment follows the further bat surveys.


	2 METHODOLOGY
	2.1 DESKTOP ASSESSMENT
	2.1.1 A desktop assessment was carried out in accordance with the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM) ‘Guidelines for Preliminary Ecological Appraisal’ (2013). Records of any protected or notable species, habitats and designated nature conservation sites within a 2 km radius of the Site were obtained and reviewed. This radius was extended to 5 km for bats, as recommended by best practice guidelines (Hundt, 2012) and 10 km for International and European level conservation sites including Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Areas (SPA) and Wetlands of International Importance (Ramsar).
	2.1.2 The following organisations were contacted regarding records held for protected and/or notable species:
	2.1.3 Additional information on sites of nature conservation interest was obtained from:

	2.2 WALKOVER SURVEY
	2.2.1 An Ecological Constraints Appraisal is a broad inspection which identifies habitat types present at the Site and evaluates their potential to support protected or notable species. A Site walkover was undertaken on 15th October 2015 by Principal Ecologist Dawn Phythian MCIEEM CEnv, from the publically accessible areas of Site. The habitats within the Site boundary were identified in accordance with the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) Phase 1 survey methodology (JNCC, 2010) and notes were taken on any features of interest. The habitats recorded at the Site were also assessed for their potential to support protected or notable species following Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management guidance (CIEEM, 2013).
	2.2.2 Any field signs of legally protected or priority species were noted and where no field signs were present an assessment was made of whether any protected or priority species were likely to be present. Features of ecological interest or evidence of protected species were recorded as Target Notes (see Appendix A).
	2.2.3 The buildings and trees on Site were examined to determine if they offered suitable roosting potential for bats. These were then categorised and further surveys were recommended on the bat potential rating of the feature as described within Appendix B (as modified from Hundt, 2012).
	2.2.4 The surveys also looked for the presence of common invasive species such as Japanese knotweed Fallopia japonica, giant hogweed Heracleum mantegazzianum and Himalayan balsam Impatiens glandulifera.

	2.3 BAT SURVEYS
	2.3.1 Following the initial assessment, bat surveys were undertaken of the buildings on Site to investigate the potential of the buildings to support roosting bats. This included internal and external inspections of the buildings and emergence survey on the public house.
	ROOST SURVEYS

	2.3.2 The features present on the outside of the public house were identified as having moderate potential to support roosting bats and as such two bat roost surveys were undertaken, in accordance with current professional guidelines (Collins, 2016). These emergence surveys were undertaken from 15 minutes before until 2 hours after dusk.
	BUILDING SURVEYS

	2.3.3 The buildings were accessed where safe to do so and externally surveyed from the ground. Surveys focused on roof space (from visual assessment only), and features on the inside and outside of windows. An endoscope was used to investigate any cavities. Signs of bat use searched for include:

	2.4 LIMITATIONS TO THE ASSESSMENT
	2.4.1 An Ecological Constraints Appraisal does not comprise a full botanical assessment of all species present within a Site; therefore species lists are indicative only. Similarly, plant species are not as easily identifiable within areas of short/low mown grassland habitats. The list of species identified at the Site is therefore unlikely to be comprehensive; however it provides a broad overview of the habitat types and their ecological value.
	2.4.2 The Site was assessed from accessible areas only and the internal courtyard, and sample areas of the roof were viewed on the police training centre (including views of the roofs of the other buildings). However, due to the fact that no information on asbestos was available, the small roof space in the public house was viewed from the loft hatch only and the cellar was not entered.
	2.4.3 Only emergence surveys were undertaken, not dawn surveys on the public house, due to safety reasons. Surveys were not commissioned until late in the bat activity season 2016 and as such surveys were spaced out as far as possible for that section of the season only. Given the features identified are likely only to support small roosts with no access available to large cavities, this is not deemed to be a significant constraint.
	2.4.4 The baseline conditions described in this report are accurate at the time at which the survey was undertaken. Should considerable time pass (e.g. 2+ years) and/or conditions/land-use on the Site change prior to the commencement of works, it is recommended that an update survey is undertaken.


	3 RESULTS
	3.1 DESKTOP ASSESSMENT
	3.1.1 Data older than 10 years has been excluded from the protected species summary as this data is unlikely to provide accurate representation of the species within the study area.
	NATURE CONSERVATION SITES
	3.1.2 Rochdale Canal Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Site of Special Scientific Interest is located approximately 6.06 km north east from the Site boundary. The JNCC qualifies this site for protection due to the presence of a significant population of the European Protected Species (EPS) floating water-plantain Luronium natans in a botanically diverse waterplant community which also supports a wide range of pondweeds Potamogeton spp. This population of Luronium is representative of the formerly more widespread canal populations of north-west England.
	3.1.3 There are no other statutory designated sites located within 2 km of the Site.
	3.1.4 There are three Sites of Biological Interest (SBIs) located within 2 km of the Site boundary. SBIs are areas designated for protection due to their significant wildlife value and are of county-wide importance.
	3.1.5 The Rochdale Canal (Stott’s Lane Ducie Street Basin) and the Ashton Canal are both designated as SBI’s and are located approximately 1.44 km north-east and 1.20 km east from the Site boundary, respectively. The Rochdale Canal is designated for protection for its floating water plantain population.  It is also of note that certain stretches support white-clawed crayfish Austropotamobius pallipes, which has full legal protection and American pondweed Potamogeton epihydrus, a Red Data Book species. In addition, certain stretches of the Ashton Canal also support floating water plantain and the nationally scarce grasswrack pondweed Potamogeton compressus; both are UK Biodiversity Priority Species and are designated as Species of Principal Importance under Section 41 (England) of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006. The River Irwell SBI is located 1.28 km north-west from the Site boundary is recognised for its distinctive aquatic species composition.
	3.1.6 There are no connecting features between the described non statutory sites and the Site.
	3.1.7 GMEU provided the following records of protected and notable species.
	Birds
	Lapwing  Vanellus vanellus
	SJ827981
	01/06/2012
	0.85 km west
	(
	Lesser redpoll  Carduelis cabaret
	SJ823989
	27/01/2011
	1.57 km north west
	(
	Skylark  Alauda arvensis
	SJ82809803
	25/05/2012
	0.82 km west
	(
	House sparrow  Passer domesticus
	SJ82499901
	16/03/2014
	1.48 km north west
	(
	Dunnock  Prunella modularis
	SJ83309839
	20/02/2014
	0.46 km north west
	(
	Peregrine falcon  Falco peregrinus
	SJ823989
	11/09/2010
	1.57 km north west
	(
	Song thrush Turdus philomelos
	SJ82899803
	01/04/2014
	0.72 km west
	(
	Little ringed plover  Charadrius dubius
	SJ82779811
	17/05/2011
	0.85 km west
	(
	Kingfisher  Alcedo atthis
	SJ838976
	01/02/2013
	0.39 km south east
	(
	Bullfinch Pyrrhula pyrrhula
	SJ82859800
	22/04/2014
	0.76 km west
	(
	Starling Sturnus vulgaris
	0.74 km west
	(
	Black redstart  Phoenicurus ochruros
	(
	Mammals
	West European Hedgehog Erinaceus europaeus
	SJ845972
	16/01/2013
	1.1 km south east
	(
	Badger Meles meles
	0.52 km south east
	(
	Amphibians/Reptiles
	Common toad Bufo bufo
	1.47 km north west
	(
	3.1.8 GMEU provided recent records of the following bat species within 5km of the Site boundary:
	SJ83239773
	15/08/2012
	0.47 km south west
	SJ82849793
	26/06/2013
	0.78 km south west
	SJ83729744
	05/06/2008
	0.54 km south
	SD798008
	13/07/2006
	4.70 km north west
	SJ87059697
	04/07/2011
	3.47 km south east
	SJ82849793
	20/06/2013
	0.79 km west
	3.1.9 One record of unknown Noctule Nyctalus noctula species was also recorded, but location data provided was not full.
	3.1.10 Habitats and species listed under the Greater Manchester Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) which may be relevant to the Site include:

	3.2 ECOLOGICAL CONSTRAINTS APPRAISAL
	3.2.1 The habitats present on Site consist of buildings, hardstanding, ornamental shrubs and immature trees. Overall the habitats on Site are considered to be of minimal ecological value.
	PROTECTED SPECIES
	BREEDING BIRDS

	3.2.2 The Site contained a small number of ornamental hawthorn Crataegus orientalis trees; however these were identified to have limited potential to support breeding birds and are therefore not considered to pose a constraint to the Proposed Development.
	3.2.3 It should be noted that the nationally protected black redstart has been known to breed in central Manchester over recent years, and species records returned from the data search show that this species has been recorded less than 1 km from the Site boundary. The walk over survey was undertaken in autumn,  these birds are summer migrants, and as such would not be expected to be present on Site at this time. The Site contained a number of flat roofs but with little vegetation and foraging habitat and therefore the Site is of low potential for these birds. The Greater Manchester Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) has a Species Action Plan for this species and it is recommended that design plans include for green roofs and buildings to take this species into account.
	BATS

	3.2.4 Three buildings on Site were assessed for their potential to support roosting bats, and a summary of features identified during building inspections can be found within Table 3-3 below and exact locations detailed in Figure 2. Full descriptions of features identified during the building inspections are included below.
	Building A
	This building is a synagogue. It has three levels with a flat roof and an overlapping felt edge. The building also has metal windows and metal roof single storey small rear extension.
	Small gaps were noted on the felt roof overlap at both the front and back of the building. These gaps are small and are against a flat concrete slab with no access to a cavity.
	The roof was viewed.
	Small gaps were noted on the felt roof overlap at both the front and back of the building. These gaps are small and are against a flat concrete slab with no access to a cavity.The roof was viewed. Anecdotal evidence provided by the Site caretaker indicated that bats have been seen in vicinity of this area in previous years.
	Negligible
	Building B
	The Sir Ralph Abercromby public house is of a Victorian build, predominately constructed of brick with a multi-levelled pitched and tilled roof, wooden sash windows and a single storey flat roof extension to rear. One area within the roof was flat.
	Features are:
	 Gaps in and adjacent to wooden sash windows balcony on three windows. (moderate potential);
	 wooden soffit boxes with small gaps noted on upper balcony (low potential);
	  brickwork on the chimney had some damage and missing mortar (low potential);
	 lifted flashing on roof (low potential); and
	Features are:Gaps in and adjacent to wooden sash windows balcony on three windows. (moderate potential); wooden soffit boxes with small gaps noted on upper balcony (low potential); brickwork on the chimney had some damage and missing mortar (low potential);lifted flashing on roof (low potential); andLifted tiles and ridge tile gaps on roof (low- moderate potential).
	Moderate
	Building C
	This building was once used as a police station and is constructed of brick with stone frontage. It is multiple stories with a flat roof and visible concrete lip. The brick and mortar were generally considered to be in good condition and no gaps were identified around the PVC windows.
	No features on the building could be seen from the external inspection.
	Possible features could have been present on the roof and within the courtyard however due to visual restrictions; this structure could not be thoroughly assessed.
	No features on the building could be seen from the external inspection.Possible features could have been present on the roof and within the courtyard however due to visual restrictions; this structure could not be thoroughly assessed.
	Negligible
	Negligible
	Negligible
	Negligible
	Building A




	3.2.5 This building was found to have no roof space and a flat roof. The potential gaps on the outside of the building did not have access to potential cavities and as such was deemed to have negligible features.
	3.2.5 This building was found to have no roof space and a flat roof. The potential gaps on the outside of the building did not have access to potential cavities and as such was deemed to have negligible features.
	3.2.5 This building was found to have no roof space and a flat roof. The potential gaps on the outside of the building did not have access to potential cavities and as such was deemed to have negligible features.
	3.2.5 This building was found to have no roof space and a flat roof. The potential gaps on the outside of the building did not have access to potential cavities and as such was deemed to have negligible features.
	Building B




	3.2.6 Building B has features of moderate potential on the outside of the building, two surveys in line with current guidance were undertaken, dusk surveys were undertaken due to the location of the Site in the city centre and the worry of security. No emergence was observed. However, activity from a small number of bats was observed, generally feeding over the vegetation on Site.
	3.2.7 The building is a brick two and three storey structure. The third storey rooms are built into the room space leaving approximate 1 foot of space above the ceilings. A single roof light was seen at this level. The second storey had a small loft space, views into this were achieved and it was noted that the roof had modern breathable membrane under the tiles and had been relined relatively recently. There was no light visible in the roof and therefore it was considered that no gaps are present in the membrane which could allow access into the cavity by roosting bats. As such with no loft space on the third floor and no access to any internal loft space in second floor section, the potential for roosting bats within the buildings roofs is limited to under the external roofing tiles. The breathable roof membrane reduces the value of the roof for bats as its fibrous nature traps bats within it. This makes the internal space in the roof unsuitable for roosting bats.
	3.2.8 The windows are, on the whole, original sash windows, some had internal secondary glazing, and there were a few newer wooden frames. All the frames were in good order on the inside and had been painted with no visible entrances on any of the windows on the inside or visible on the outside apart from one. One window at the back of the property had a hole where the sill was damaged. This gave internal access to the room, however on inspection using an endoscope no access to the outside of the building could be found.
	3.2.9 The small window facing out to the roof terrace has a hole at the top of the window within the mortar between the frame and the wall. This gives access to the wall cavity and during an endoscope inspection it was concluded that the feature extended approximately 30cm up and 50cm to the left of the opening. However, fill was present in terms of mortar and material and no signs of bat use were noted. The window is covered in a metal grate of vertical bars approximately 10cm apart and as such would impede bats finding the feature and reduce the likelihood of use.
	3.2.9 The small window facing out to the roof terrace has a hole at the top of the window within the mortar between the frame and the wall. This gives access to the wall cavity and during an endoscope inspection it was concluded that the feature extended approximately 30cm up and 50cm to the left of the opening. However, fill was present in terms of mortar and material and no signs of bat use were noted. The window is covered in a metal grate of vertical bars approximately 10cm apart and as such would impede bats finding the feature and reduce the likelihood of use.
	3.2.9 The small window facing out to the roof terrace has a hole at the top of the window within the mortar between the frame and the wall. This gives access to the wall cavity and during an endoscope inspection it was concluded that the feature extended approximately 30cm up and 50cm to the left of the opening. However, fill was present in terms of mortar and material and no signs of bat use were noted. The window is covered in a metal grate of vertical bars approximately 10cm apart and as such would impede bats finding the feature and reduce the likelihood of use.
	3.2.9 The small window facing out to the roof terrace has a hole at the top of the window within the mortar between the frame and the wall. This gives access to the wall cavity and during an endoscope inspection it was concluded that the feature extended approximately 30cm up and 50cm to the left of the opening. However, fill was present in terms of mortar and material and no signs of bat use were noted. The window is covered in a metal grate of vertical bars approximately 10cm apart and as such would impede bats finding the feature and reduce the likelihood of use.
	Building C




	3.2.10 The building is stone fronted with metal windows and the facade was, on the whole, very neat with no visible gaps around the windows or roofline. The brickwork within the courtyard contains holes as a result of the recent removal of a lean-to structure, these did not appear to open to the wall cavity and as the holes were under 5 months old, they are considered unlikely to be used by roosting bats. The building internally has been salvaged for internal fixtures and there are no usable features. The roof is flat with an external pillar, it is in a good order and no features for bats were noted. As such this building is of negligible value for roosting bats
	INVASIVE SPECIES

	3.2.11 An established stand of small leaved cotoneaster Cotoneaster microphyllus was identified in the centre of the Site (see Appendix A – TN2).
	OTHER SPECIES

	3.2.12 No other habitats with potential for protected species were identified on Site and therefore it was considered unlikely that other protected species pose a constraint to the Proposed Scheme.


	4 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
	4.1 NATURE CONSERVATION SITES
	4.1.1 The Site does not share any contiguous or complimentary habitat with the SAC which has been identified within 10km of it. The SAC’s primary classification is for its aquatic vegetation community. Given there are no waterbodies on Site, the distance from the Site boundary and the lack of direct connectivity, it is not expected that the proposed work on Site will impact on the SAC. Therefore it is possible to exclude the risk of likely significant effects upon it and no further assessment is required. No other statutory or non-statutory sites are likely to be directly or indirectly impacted upon from the Proposed Scheme due to the spatial separation and lack of connectivity between them and the Site.

	4.2 HABITATS
	4.2.1 The Site is dominated by man-made habitats such as buildings and hardstanding. There are limited areas of semi-natural habitat present including ornamental shrubs and scattered trees. Such habitats are considered to be common within the local context and unlikely to be of significant value for any protected or notable species.

	4.3 PROTECTED SPECIES
	4.3.1 No evidence of protected or notable species was recorded during the survey. However the trees and hedgerow on Site have potential to support nesting birds during the breeding bird season, albeit limited and the Proposed Scheme is therefore unlikely to have a significant effect on breeding birds.
	4.3.2 Buildings and trees on Site were assessed for their potential to support roosting bats. Some features were identified on building B as having moderate potential for bats. Following a building inspection there are still some features suitable for roosting bats but no signs of potential bat presence were identified during the internal inspection, nor was a large potential cavity found in which maternity or other important roost could be supported.
	4.3.3 As a result of the assessment of moderate potential for building B, two emergence surveys were undertaken in accordance with guidelines (Collins, 2016), during which no bat emergences was seen. Therefore a conclusion of likely absence of roosting bats within building B was concluded.
	4.3.4 Buildings A and C were not found to have any features of suitability to support roosting bats.

	4.4 RECOMMENDATIONS
	BATS
	4.4.1 The initial assessment undertaken in 2015 highlighted the need for further bat surveys, these have now been completed. No further surveys for bats are recommended at this time. Should building B be demolished or subject to significant refurbishment, then a pre-start demolition check would be recommended as a precaution to ensure that the features identified on the building had not begun to be used by bats in the intervening time period.
	BIRDS
	4.4.2 Given the Site has limited food sources for black redstart; it is not recommended that surveys for this species are undertaken at this time. No other ecological surveys for birds are required given the current ecological records received for the Site.
	4.4.3 All wild birds are afforded partial protection under Section 1 of the WCA 1981 (as amended), making it an offence, amongst other things, to intentionally or recklessly kill, injure or take a wild bird; take or destroy its eggs; and/or to take, damage, destroy, interfere with or obstruct access to its nest whilst it is in use or being built.
	4.4.4 The clearance of the buildings together with any trees and scrub should ideally be carried out outside the bird breeding season i.e. between October and February. If these are to be removed during the bird breeding season (generally considered to be from March-September) then they should be checked to confirm the absence of nesting birds by a suitably qualified ecologist prior to removal. Where nesting birds are encountered, the ecologist should advise on an appropriate buffer to be established within which no works would be conducted until the young have fledged the nest.
	INVASIVE SPECIES

	4.4.5 An established stand of small-leaved cotoneaster was identified in the centre of the Site (See Appendix A – TN1). Works should be timed so as to minimise the spread of these species, by working outside of the flowering / seeding periods. Should any of the works directly impact the invasive species, these plants will need to be managed appropriately. Cotoneaster should be removed out of flower when displaying no berries, before being chipped and removed from the Site. Cotoneaster plants spread via the berries, which are on the plant during the autumn and winter months. Therefore if this plant is removed or disturbed during the time when the berries are present this could cause the plant to spread. If necessary, removal of this plant should occur during the spring (April – May).
	ECOLOGICAL ENHANCEMENT

	4.4.6 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 place a duty upon public bodies, including planning authorities in England and Wales to promote and enhance biodiversity in all of their functions. Habitats and species of value will therefore need to be considered within the development and landscaping design process.
	4.4.7 The results of this initial biodiversity assessment suggest that the following should be considered during the early scheme design  to minimise potentially adverse ecological effects and realise opportunities to enhance biodiversity:


	5 CONCLUSION
	5 CONCLUSION
	5.1.1 The Ecological Assessment updated in October 2015 noted that the buildings on Site have some potential for roosting bats and breeding birds. In addition an invasive plant species was identified on the Site.
	5.1.2 Further surveys were undertaken to investigate the potential use of the buildings for bats. Buildings A and C were not found to contain any visible features for bats. Building B has visible features, however likely absence is concluded for these features following emergence surveys and an internal inspection.
	5.1.3 The buildings roofs and the vegetation on Site have some potential to support nesting birds and therefore should be removed outside the nesting season (commonly taken to be March to September inclusive). It is considered unlikely that the Proposed Scheme will impact on protected/notable species or local conservation sites as identified in the study.
	5.1.4 There is opportunity within the building design plans to provide valuable wildlife habitats within the proposed green spaces as included within the proposed design, including suitable provisions for the locally highlighted black redstart.
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	1 INTRODUCTION
	1 INTRODUCTION
	1.1.1 WSP | Parsons Brinkerhoff (WSP | PB) was instructed to conduct an Ecological Constraints Appraisal (referred to as a Biodiversity Assessment) on a parcel of land located on Jackson’s Row. The Site is located in central Manchester, north of the A57 (M) (National Grid Reference SJ83663 98054) (herein referred to as the ‘Site’) prior to the proposed construction of a mixed use development (hereafter referred to as the ‘Proposed Scheme). The Site boundary is shown in Figure 1 - Site Location Plan.
	1.1.2 During the initial survey potential features for roosting bats were noted on the outside of one of the buildings.  Therefore an internal inspection plus roost surveys have been undertaken in 2016.

	1.2 SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
	1.2.1 The Site comprises of a number of buildings between Jackson’s Row and Bootle Street, Greater Manchester. It is within an area of predominantly commercial properties. Rochdale Canal and the River Irwell are located approximately 0.5km from the Site boundary.
	1.2.2 Within the Site boundary habitats include hardstanding, buildings, ornamental scrub and scattered trees.
	1.2.3 The Proposed Scheme is for two buildings comprising residential dwellings, a hotel, a synagogue, a number of restaurants and bars and office spaces. In addition, it also includes public realm areas, revised access, car parking, landscaping and pedestrian routes through the Site. The Site area comprises 0.56 ha.

	1.3 SCOPE OF WORKS
	1.3.1 The objectives of the initial biodiversity assessment are to set out the following:
	1.3.2 The updated assessment follows the further bat surveys.


	2 METHODOLOGY
	2.1 DESKTOP ASSESSMENT
	2.1.1 A desktop assessment was carried out in accordance with the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM) ‘Guidelines for Preliminary Ecological Appraisal’ (2013). Records of any protected or notable species, habitats and designated nature conservation sites within a 2 km radius of the Site were obtained and reviewed. This radius was extended to 5 km for bats, as recommended by best practice guidelines (Hundt, 2012) and 10 km for International and European level conservation sites including Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Areas (SPA) and Wetlands of International Importance (Ramsar).
	2.1.2 The following organisations were contacted regarding records held for protected and/or notable species:
	2.1.3 Additional information on sites of nature conservation interest was obtained from:

	2.2 WALKOVER SURVEY
	2.2.1 An Ecological Constraints Appraisal is a broad inspection which identifies habitat types present at the Site and evaluates their potential to support protected or notable species. A Site walkover was undertaken on 15th October 2015 by Principal Ecologist Dawn Phythian MCIEEM CEnv, from the publically accessible areas of Site. The habitats within the Site boundary were identified in accordance with the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) Phase 1 survey methodology (JNCC, 2010) and notes were taken on any features of interest. The habitats recorded at the Site were also assessed for their potential to support protected or notable species following Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management guidance (CIEEM, 2013).
	2.2.2 Any field signs of legally protected or priority species were noted and where no field signs were present an assessment was made of whether any protected or priority species were likely to be present. Features of ecological interest or evidence of protected species were recorded as Target Notes (see Appendix A).
	2.2.3 The buildings and trees on Site were examined to determine if they offered suitable roosting potential for bats. These were then categorised and further surveys were recommended on the bat potential rating of the feature as described within Appendix B (as modified from Hundt, 2012).
	2.2.4 The surveys also looked for the presence of common invasive species such as Japanese knotweed Fallopia japonica, giant hogweed Heracleum mantegazzianum and Himalayan balsam Impatiens glandulifera.

	2.3 BAT SURVEYS
	2.3.1 Following the initial assessment, bat surveys were undertaken of the buildings on Site to investigate the potential of the buildings to support roosting bats. This included internal and external inspections of the buildings and emergence survey on the public house.
	ROOST SURVEYS

	2.3.2 The features present on the outside of the public house were identified as having moderate potential to support roosting bats and as such two bat roost surveys were undertaken, in accordance with current professional guidelines (Collins, 2016). These emergence surveys were undertaken from 15 minutes before until 2 hours after dusk.
	BUILDING SURVEYS

	2.3.3 The buildings were accessed where safe to do so and externally surveyed from the ground. Surveys focused on roof space (from visual assessment only), and features on the inside and outside of windows. An endoscope was used to investigate any cavities. Signs of bat use searched for include:

	2.4 LIMITATIONS TO THE ASSESSMENT
	2.4.1 An Ecological Constraints Appraisal does not comprise a full botanical assessment of all species present within a Site; therefore species lists are indicative only. Similarly, plant species are not as easily identifiable within areas of short/low mown grassland habitats. The list of species identified at the Site is therefore unlikely to be comprehensive; however it provides a broad overview of the habitat types and their ecological value.
	2.4.2 The Site was assessed from accessible areas only and the internal courtyard, and sample areas of the roof were viewed on the police training centre (including views of the roofs of the other buildings). However, due to the fact that no information on asbestos was available, the small roof space in the public house was viewed from the loft hatch only and the cellar was not entered.
	2.4.3 Only emergence surveys were undertaken, not dawn surveys on the public house, due to safety reasons. Surveys were not commissioned until late in the bat activity season 2016 and as such surveys were spaced out as far as possible for that section of the season only. Given the features identified are likely only to support small roosts with no access available to large cavities, this is not deemed to be a significant constraint.
	2.4.4 The baseline conditions described in this report are accurate at the time at which the survey was undertaken. Should considerable time pass (e.g. 2+ years) and/or conditions/land-use on the Site change prior to the commencement of works, it is recommended that an update survey is undertaken.


	3 RESULTS
	3.1 DESKTOP ASSESSMENT
	3.1.1 Data older than 10 years has been excluded from the protected species summary as this data is unlikely to provide accurate representation of the species within the study area.
	NATURE CONSERVATION SITES
	3.1.2 Rochdale Canal Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Site of Special Scientific Interest is located approximately 6.06 km north east from the Site boundary. The JNCC qualifies this site for protection due to the presence of a significant population of the European Protected Species (EPS) floating water-plantain Luronium natans in a botanically diverse waterplant community which also supports a wide range of pondweeds Potamogeton spp. This population of Luronium is representative of the formerly more widespread canal populations of north-west England.
	3.1.3 There are no other statutory designated sites located within 2 km of the Site.
	3.1.4 There are three Sites of Biological Interest (SBIs) located within 2 km of the Site boundary. SBIs are areas designated for protection due to their significant wildlife value and are of county-wide importance.
	3.1.5 The Rochdale Canal (Stott’s Lane Ducie Street Basin) and the Ashton Canal are both designated as SBI’s and are located approximately 1.44 km north-east and 1.20 km east from the Site boundary, respectively. The Rochdale Canal is designated for protection for its floating water plantain population.  It is also of note that certain stretches support white-clawed crayfish Austropotamobius pallipes, which has full legal protection and American pondweed Potamogeton epihydrus, a Red Data Book species. In addition, certain stretches of the Ashton Canal also support floating water plantain and the nationally scarce grasswrack pondweed Potamogeton compressus; both are UK Biodiversity Priority Species and are designated as Species of Principal Importance under Section 41 (England) of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006. The River Irwell SBI is located 1.28 km north-west from the Site boundary is recognised for its distinctive aquatic species composition.
	3.1.6 There are no connecting features between the described non statutory sites and the Site.
	3.1.7 GMEU provided the following records of protected and notable species.
	Birds
	Lapwing  Vanellus vanellus
	SJ827981
	01/06/2012
	0.85 km west
	(
	Lesser redpoll  Carduelis cabaret
	SJ823989
	27/01/2011
	1.57 km north west
	(
	Skylark  Alauda arvensis
	SJ82809803
	25/05/2012
	0.82 km west
	(
	House sparrow  Passer domesticus
	SJ82499901
	16/03/2014
	1.48 km north west
	(
	Dunnock  Prunella modularis
	SJ83309839
	20/02/2014
	0.46 km north west
	(
	Peregrine falcon  Falco peregrinus
	SJ823989
	11/09/2010
	1.57 km north west
	(
	Song thrush Turdus philomelos
	SJ82899803
	01/04/2014
	0.72 km west
	(
	Little ringed plover  Charadrius dubius
	SJ82779811
	17/05/2011
	0.85 km west
	(
	Kingfisher  Alcedo atthis
	SJ838976
	01/02/2013
	0.39 km south east
	(
	Bullfinch Pyrrhula pyrrhula
	SJ82859800
	22/04/2014
	0.76 km west
	(
	Starling Sturnus vulgaris
	0.74 km west
	(
	Black redstart  Phoenicurus ochruros
	(
	Mammals
	West European Hedgehog Erinaceus europaeus
	SJ845972
	16/01/2013
	1.1 km south east
	(
	Badger Meles meles
	0.52 km south east
	(
	Amphibians/Reptiles
	Common toad Bufo bufo
	1.47 km north west
	(
	3.1.8 GMEU provided recent records of the following bat species within 5km of the Site boundary:
	SJ83239773
	15/08/2012
	0.47 km south west
	SJ82849793
	26/06/2013
	0.78 km south west
	SJ83729744
	05/06/2008
	0.54 km south
	SD798008
	13/07/2006
	4.70 km north west
	SJ87059697
	04/07/2011
	3.47 km south east
	SJ82849793
	20/06/2013
	0.79 km west
	3.1.9 One record of unknown Noctule Nyctalus noctula species was also recorded, but location data provided was not full.
	3.1.10 Habitats and species listed under the Greater Manchester Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) which may be relevant to the Site include:

	3.2 ECOLOGICAL CONSTRAINTS APPRAISAL
	3.2.1 The habitats present on Site consist of buildings, hardstanding, ornamental shrubs and immature trees. Overall the habitats on Site are considered to be of minimal ecological value.
	PROTECTED SPECIES
	BREEDING BIRDS

	3.2.2 The Site contained a small number of ornamental hawthorn Crataegus orientalis trees; however these were identified to have limited potential to support breeding birds and are therefore not considered to pose a constraint to the Proposed Development.
	3.2.3 It should be noted that the nationally protected black redstart has been known to breed in central Manchester over recent years, and species records returned from the data search show that this species has been recorded less than 1 km from the Site boundary. The walk over survey was undertaken in autumn,  these birds are summer migrants, and as such would not be expected to be present on Site at this time. The Site contained a number of flat roofs but with little vegetation and foraging habitat and therefore the Site is of low potential for these birds. The Greater Manchester Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) has a Species Action Plan for this species and it is recommended that design plans include for green roofs and buildings to take this species into account.
	BATS

	3.2.4 Three buildings on Site were assessed for their potential to support roosting bats, and a summary of features identified during building inspections can be found within Table 3-3 below and exact locations detailed in Figure 2. Full descriptions of features identified during the building inspections are included below.
	Building A
	This building is a synagogue. It has three levels with a flat roof and an overlapping felt edge. The building also has metal windows and metal roof single storey small rear extension.
	Small gaps were noted on the felt roof overlap at both the front and back of the building. These gaps are small and are against a flat concrete slab with no access to a cavity.
	The roof was viewed.
	Small gaps were noted on the felt roof overlap at both the front and back of the building. These gaps are small and are against a flat concrete slab with no access to a cavity.The roof was viewed. Anecdotal evidence provided by the Site caretaker indicated that bats have been seen in vicinity of this area in previous years.
	Negligible
	Building B
	The Sir Ralph Abercromby public house is of a Victorian build, predominately constructed of brick with a multi-levelled pitched and tilled roof, wooden sash windows and a single storey flat roof extension to rear. One area within the roof was flat.
	Features are:
	 Gaps in and adjacent to wooden sash windows balcony on three windows. (moderate potential);
	 wooden soffit boxes with small gaps noted on upper balcony (low potential);
	  brickwork on the chimney had some damage and missing mortar (low potential);
	 lifted flashing on roof (low potential); and
	Features are:Gaps in and adjacent to wooden sash windows balcony on three windows. (moderate potential); wooden soffit boxes with small gaps noted on upper balcony (low potential); brickwork on the chimney had some damage and missing mortar (low potential);lifted flashing on roof (low potential); andLifted tiles and ridge tile gaps on roof (low- moderate potential).
	Moderate
	Building C
	This building was once used as a police station and is constructed of brick with stone frontage. It is multiple stories with a flat roof and visible concrete lip. The brick and mortar were generally considered to be in good condition and no gaps were identified around the PVC windows.
	No features on the building could be seen from the external inspection.
	Possible features could have been present on the roof and within the courtyard however due to visual restrictions; this structure could not be thoroughly assessed.
	No features on the building could be seen from the external inspection.Possible features could have been present on the roof and within the courtyard however due to visual restrictions; this structure could not be thoroughly assessed.
	Negligible
	Negligible
	Negligible
	Negligible
	Building A




	3.2.5 This building was found to have no roof space and a flat roof. The potential gaps on the outside of the building did not have access to potential cavities and as such was deemed to have negligible features.
	3.2.5 This building was found to have no roof space and a flat roof. The potential gaps on the outside of the building did not have access to potential cavities and as such was deemed to have negligible features.
	3.2.5 This building was found to have no roof space and a flat roof. The potential gaps on the outside of the building did not have access to potential cavities and as such was deemed to have negligible features.
	3.2.5 This building was found to have no roof space and a flat roof. The potential gaps on the outside of the building did not have access to potential cavities and as such was deemed to have negligible features.
	Building B




	3.2.6 Building B has features of moderate potential on the outside of the building, two surveys in line with current guidance were undertaken, dusk surveys were undertaken due to the location of the Site in the city centre and the worry of security. No emergence was observed. However, activity from a small number of bats was observed, generally feeding over the vegetation on Site.
	3.2.7 The building is a brick two and three storey structure. The third storey rooms are built into the room space leaving approximate 1 foot of space above the ceilings. A single roof light was seen at this level. The second storey had a small loft space, views into this were achieved and it was noted that the roof had modern breathable membrane under the tiles and had been relined relatively recently. There was no light visible in the roof and therefore it was considered that no gaps are present in the membrane which could allow access into the cavity by roosting bats. As such with no loft space on the third floor and no access to any internal loft space in second floor section, the potential for roosting bats within the buildings roofs is limited to under the external roofing tiles. The breathable roof membrane reduces the value of the roof for bats as its fibrous nature traps bats within it. This makes the internal space in the roof unsuitable for roosting bats.
	3.2.8 The windows are, on the whole, original sash windows, some had internal secondary glazing, and there were a few newer wooden frames. All the frames were in good order on the inside and had been painted with no visible entrances on any of the windows on the inside or visible on the outside apart from one. One window at the back of the property had a hole where the sill was damaged. This gave internal access to the room, however on inspection using an endoscope no access to the outside of the building could be found.
	3.2.9 The small window facing out to the roof terrace has a hole at the top of the window within the mortar between the frame and the wall. This gives access to the wall cavity and during an endoscope inspection it was concluded that the feature extended approximately 30cm up and 50cm to the left of the opening. However, fill was present in terms of mortar and material and no signs of bat use were noted. The window is covered in a metal grate of vertical bars approximately 10cm apart and as such would impede bats finding the feature and reduce the likelihood of use.
	3.2.9 The small window facing out to the roof terrace has a hole at the top of the window within the mortar between the frame and the wall. This gives access to the wall cavity and during an endoscope inspection it was concluded that the feature extended approximately 30cm up and 50cm to the left of the opening. However, fill was present in terms of mortar and material and no signs of bat use were noted. The window is covered in a metal grate of vertical bars approximately 10cm apart and as such would impede bats finding the feature and reduce the likelihood of use.
	3.2.9 The small window facing out to the roof terrace has a hole at the top of the window within the mortar between the frame and the wall. This gives access to the wall cavity and during an endoscope inspection it was concluded that the feature extended approximately 30cm up and 50cm to the left of the opening. However, fill was present in terms of mortar and material and no signs of bat use were noted. The window is covered in a metal grate of vertical bars approximately 10cm apart and as such would impede bats finding the feature and reduce the likelihood of use.
	3.2.9 The small window facing out to the roof terrace has a hole at the top of the window within the mortar between the frame and the wall. This gives access to the wall cavity and during an endoscope inspection it was concluded that the feature extended approximately 30cm up and 50cm to the left of the opening. However, fill was present in terms of mortar and material and no signs of bat use were noted. The window is covered in a metal grate of vertical bars approximately 10cm apart and as such would impede bats finding the feature and reduce the likelihood of use.
	Building C




	3.2.10 The building is stone fronted with metal windows and the facade was, on the whole, very neat with no visible gaps around the windows or roofline. The brickwork within the courtyard contains holes as a result of the recent removal of a lean-to structure, these did not appear to open to the wall cavity and as the holes were under 5 months old, they are considered unlikely to be used by roosting bats. The building internally has been salvaged for internal fixtures and there are no usable features. The roof is flat with an external pillar, it is in a good order and no features for bats were noted. As such this building is of negligible value for roosting bats
	INVASIVE SPECIES

	3.2.11 An established stand of small leaved cotoneaster Cotoneaster microphyllus was identified in the centre of the Site (see Appendix A – TN2).
	OTHER SPECIES

	3.2.12 No other habitats with potential for protected species were identified on Site and therefore it was considered unlikely that other protected species pose a constraint to the Proposed Scheme.


	4 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
	4.1 NATURE CONSERVATION SITES
	4.1.1 The Site does not share any contiguous or complimentary habitat with the SAC which has been identified within 10km of it. The SAC’s primary classification is for its aquatic vegetation community. Given there are no waterbodies on Site, the distance from the Site boundary and the lack of direct connectivity, it is not expected that the proposed work on Site will impact on the SAC. Therefore it is possible to exclude the risk of likely significant effects upon it and no further assessment is required. No other statutory or non-statutory sites are likely to be directly or indirectly impacted upon from the Proposed Scheme due to the spatial separation and lack of connectivity between them and the Site.

	4.2 HABITATS
	4.2.1 The Site is dominated by man-made habitats such as buildings and hardstanding. There are limited areas of semi-natural habitat present including ornamental shrubs and scattered trees. Such habitats are considered to be common within the local context and unlikely to be of significant value for any protected or notable species.

	4.3 PROTECTED SPECIES
	4.3.1 No evidence of protected or notable species was recorded during the survey. However the trees and hedgerow on Site have potential to support nesting birds during the breeding bird season, albeit limited and the Proposed Scheme is therefore unlikely to have a significant effect on breeding birds.
	4.3.2 Buildings and trees on Site were assessed for their potential to support roosting bats. Some features were identified on building B as having moderate potential for bats. Following a building inspection there are still some features suitable for roosting bats but no signs of potential bat presence were identified during the internal inspection, nor was a large potential cavity found in which maternity or other important roost could be supported.
	4.3.3 As a result of the assessment of moderate potential for building B, two emergence surveys were undertaken in accordance with guidelines (Collins, 2016), during which no bat emergences was seen. Therefore a conclusion of likely absence of roosting bats within building B was concluded.
	4.3.4 Buildings A and C were not found to have any features of suitability to support roosting bats.

	4.4 RECOMMENDATIONS
	BATS
	4.4.1 The initial assessment undertaken in 2015 highlighted the need for further bat surveys, these have now been completed. No further surveys for bats are recommended at this time. Should building B be demolished or subject to significant refurbishment, then a pre-start demolition check would be recommended as a precaution to ensure that the features identified on the building had not begun to be used by bats in the intervening time period.
	BIRDS
	4.4.2 Given the Site has limited food sources for black redstart; it is not recommended that surveys for this species are undertaken at this time. No other ecological surveys for birds are required given the current ecological records received for the Site.
	4.4.3 All wild birds are afforded partial protection under Section 1 of the WCA 1981 (as amended), making it an offence, amongst other things, to intentionally or recklessly kill, injure or take a wild bird; take or destroy its eggs; and/or to take, damage, destroy, interfere with or obstruct access to its nest whilst it is in use or being built.
	4.4.4 The clearance of the buildings together with any trees and scrub should ideally be carried out outside the bird breeding season i.e. between October and February. If these are to be removed during the bird breeding season (generally considered to be from March-September) then they should be checked to confirm the absence of nesting birds by a suitably qualified ecologist prior to removal. Where nesting birds are encountered, the ecologist should advise on an appropriate buffer to be established within which no works would be conducted until the young have fledged the nest.
	INVASIVE SPECIES

	4.4.5 An established stand of small-leaved cotoneaster was identified in the centre of the Site (See Appendix A – TN1). Works should be timed so as to minimise the spread of these species, by working outside of the flowering / seeding periods. Should any of the works directly impact the invasive species, these plants will need to be managed appropriately. Cotoneaster should be removed out of flower when displaying no berries, before being chipped and removed from the Site. Cotoneaster plants spread via the berries, which are on the plant during the autumn and winter months. Therefore if this plant is removed or disturbed during the time when the berries are present this could cause the plant to spread. If necessary, removal of this plant should occur during the spring (April – May).
	ECOLOGICAL ENHANCEMENT

	4.4.6 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 place a duty upon public bodies, including planning authorities in England and Wales to promote and enhance biodiversity in all of their functions. Habitats and species of value will therefore need to be considered within the development and landscaping design process.
	4.4.7 The results of this initial biodiversity assessment suggest that the following should be considered during the early scheme design  to minimise potentially adverse ecological effects and realise opportunities to enhance biodiversity:


	5 CONCLUSION
	5 CONCLUSION
	5.1.1 The Ecological Assessment updated in October 2015 noted that the buildings on Site have some potential for roosting bats and breeding birds. In addition an invasive plant species was identified on the Site.
	5.1.2 Further surveys were undertaken to investigate the potential use of the buildings for bats. Buildings A and C were not found to contain any visible features for bats. Building B has visible features, however likely absence is concluded for these features following emergence surveys and an internal inspection.
	5.1.3 The buildings roofs and the vegetation on Site have some potential to support nesting birds and therefore should be removed outside the nesting season (commonly taken to be March to September inclusive). It is considered unlikely that the Proposed Scheme will impact on protected/notable species or local conservation sites as identified in the study.
	5.1.4 There is opportunity within the building design plans to provide valuable wildlife habitats within the proposed green spaces as included within the proposed design, including suitable provisions for the locally highlighted black redstart.
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	Appendix 12.1 Jacksons Row ADBA Nov'16
	Jacksons Row ADBA November 2016
	1.1.1 WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff (WSP | PB) was commissioned by St Michael’s Partnership to undertake an archaeological desk-based assessment (ADBA) of the Proposed Scheme in support of a planning application for redevelopment of the Site. This was duly undertaken in February 2016.  None of the 27 heritage assets identified within the Study Area have statutory designation or are of national importance. Six assets were identified within the boundaries of the Proposed Scheme and  comprise the sites of late 19th century commercial properties including a packing warehouse and beer store (WSP | PB1), a row of workers’ housing, a coal yard and rags store (WSP|PB2), a fire station and two former passages (WSP | PB3),  a packing warehouse (WSP | PB4), the site of a late nineteenth century warehouse, a plumbers’ and printers’ premises (WSP | PB5) and the sites of late 18th / early 19th century workers’ housing (WSP | PB6). There is also the potential for other remains associated with early to mid-nineteenth century double-depth and back to back housing, courtyard developments and a cotton dye works to survive.
	1.1.1 WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff (WSP | PB) was commissioned by St Michael’s Partnership to undertake an archaeological desk-based assessment (ADBA) of the Proposed Scheme in support of a planning application for redevelopment of the Site. This was duly undertaken in February 2016.  None of the 27 heritage assets identified within the Study Area have statutory designation or are of national importance. Six assets were identified within the boundaries of the Proposed Scheme and  comprise the sites of late 19th century commercial properties including a packing warehouse and beer store (WSP | PB1), a row of workers’ housing, a coal yard and rags store (WSP|PB2), a fire station and two former passages (WSP | PB3),  a packing warehouse (WSP | PB4), the site of a late nineteenth century warehouse, a plumbers’ and printers’ premises (WSP | PB5) and the sites of late 18th / early 19th century workers’ housing (WSP | PB6). There is also the potential for other remains associated with early to mid-nineteenth century double-depth and back to back housing, courtyard developments and a cotton dye works to survive.
	1.1.1 WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff (WSP | PB) was commissioned by St Michael’s Partnership to undertake an archaeological desk-based assessment (ADBA) of the Proposed Scheme in support of a planning application for redevelopment of the Site. This was duly undertaken in February 2016.  None of the 27 heritage assets identified within the Study Area have statutory designation or are of national importance. Six assets were identified within the boundaries of the Proposed Scheme and  comprise the sites of late 19th century commercial properties including a packing warehouse and beer store (WSP | PB1), a row of workers’ housing, a coal yard and rags store (WSP|PB2), a fire station and two former passages (WSP | PB3),  a packing warehouse (WSP | PB4), the site of a late nineteenth century warehouse, a plumbers’ and printers’ premises (WSP | PB5) and the sites of late 18th / early 19th century workers’ housing (WSP | PB6). There is also the potential for other remains associated with early to mid-nineteenth century double-depth and back to back housing, courtyard developments and a cotton dye works to survive.
	1.1.2 Archaeological evidence from the surrounding area suggests there is potential for unknown previously unrecorded assets to also be present within the Study Area and possibly dating from the prehistoric and Romano-British periods.
	1.1.3 The results of the ADBA suggest that excavation works relating to the Proposed Scheme are likely to disturb any surviving remains associated with the known assets and potential archaeological remains.
	1.1.4 Eighteenth and nineteenth century remains of the type likely to be present at the Site are often very robust and survive well. Due to the high potential for archaeological remains to be present, a programme of investigative fieldwork comprising the excavation of four evaluation trenches has been devised in consultation with the GMAAS Heritage Management Director. This fieldwork is intended to determine the extent, depth, function, chronology and relative significance of any archaeological deposits, and if necessary will serve to inform further stages of more detailed archaeological mitigation and appropriate recording of significant remains.
	2.1.1 The detailed planning application is for a mixed use development comprising residential dwellings, a hotel, synagogue, a number of restaurants and bars, retail provision and office space. The Proposed Scheme also proposes public realm areas, amenity space, and elevated gardens, revised access, car parking, landscaping and pedestrian routes through the Proposed Scheme. The Site will be cleared of the existing uses prior to development.
	2.1.2 (WSP | PB) was commissioned by St Michael’s Partnership to undertake an archaeological desk-based assessment of the Site in support of the planning application. The assessment considers the potential for below-ground archaeological remains only, and the built heritage assessment including setting is being undertaken separately.
	2.2.1 The Proposed Scheme is located in Manchester City centred on SJ 83657 98026 (Figure 1) and covers an area of approximately 0.56 hectares. A former Police Headquarters occupies the eastern half of the Site and this is four storeys in height and features a basement and central courtyard area. The western half of the Site comprises a public house, the Manchester Reform Synagogue and car parking areas. The elevation on-site gently decreases from approximately 39.5m AOD in the northeast corner to approximately 36.0m AOD in the southwest corner.
	2.2.2 The Site lies to the immediate south of Jackson’s Row, with a five storey building beyond of mixed use including office space, cafes, a gymnasium, and nightclub. To the south lies Bootle Street and the Albert Hall theatre, an office, restaurants, and a public house. The western boundary is formed by 210 Deansgate; an office building with retail units on the ground floor, and Deansgate itself beyond. To the east lies South Mill Street and the Friends Meeting House.
	2.2.3 Published geological mapping (BGS 2004) indicates that the eastern half of the Site, beneath the former Police Headquarters, is underlain by Glacial Till and Chester Pebble Beds Formation of the Sherwood Sandstone Group. Mapping indicates that the western half of the Site is underlain by the Chester Pebble Beds Formation. Glacial Fluvial Sheet Deposits (sand and gravel) outcrop immediately to the south of the eastern half of the site.
	3.1.1 National planning policies on the conservation of the historic environment are set out in the NPPF, which was published by the Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) in 2012. Sites of archaeological or cultural heritage significance that are valued components of the historic environment and merit consideration in planning decisions are grouped as 'heritage assets'. The NPPF states that "heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource" the conservation of which can bring "wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits." (DCLG 2012, Section 12, paragraph 126). It also states that the "significance of any heritage assets affected including any contribution made by their setting... should be understood in order to assess the potential impact (op cit, 128). In addition to standing remains, heritage assets of archaeological interest can comprise sub-surface remains and, therefore, assessments should be undertaken for a site with potential below-ground archaeological deposits.
	3.1.2 It is normally accepted that non-designated heritage assets will be preserved by record, in accordance with their significance and the magnitude of the harm to or loss of the asset as a result of the proposals to "avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset's conservation and any aspect of the proposals." (op cit, 129). Non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest will also be subject to the policies reserved for designated heritage assets if they are of equivalent significance to Scheduled Monuments (op cit, 132).
	3.1.3 Relevant policy can be found in the Extant Unitary Development Policies (UDP) within the Citywide Development Control Policies, Section 20:
	3.1.4 The Council will give particular careful consideration to development proposals which affect scheduled ancient monuments and sites of archaeological interest, to ensure their preservation in place. In particular:
	3.2.1 During February 2014 the Greater Manchester Archaeological Advisory Service (GMAAS) Heritage Management Director was consulted regarding the nature of the archaeological resource both within the limits of the scheme and the immediate  vicinity of the Site. A programme of trial trenching was suggested for the car parking areas, although this was prior to any detailed investigation of the Proposed Scheme having taken place. The client is advised to submit this assessment to the Heritage Management Director at GMAAS.
	3.2.2 Although the focus of the ADBA is the Site, a wider area and archaeological contextual background is presented for the general area of the scheme. A Study Area of approximately 250m extending out from the limits of the Proposed Scheme was applied for the identification of all known and potential below-ground heritage assets types (Figure 2).
	3.2.3 The technical terminology applied to the assessment process is based on that contained within the NPPF Planning Practice Guide (DCLG 2014) and the Cultural Heritage Section (Volume 11, Section 3, Part 2) of the Design Manual for Road and Bridges (DMRB) issued by the Highways Agency in 2007. This latter document has been widely adopted throughout the heritage industry as a baseline. However, the terminology has been enhanced as appropriate throughout this report and professional judgement is applied throughout.  For the ease of presentation in this document, cultural heritage features are referred to as heritage assets.
	3.2.4 The assessment considers below-ground archaeological remains only. The assessment of built heritage including a setting assessment has been undertaken by Stephen Levrant of Heritage Architecture Ltd and presented in a separate document.
	3.2.5 The assessment is based on the development proposals as presented at the time of compiling this report. Any comments received on this document from the GMAAS Heritage Management Director should be taken into consideration for future assessment or investigations.
	3.3.1 In addition to compliance with the NPPF this ADBA has been compiled in accordance with professional standards and guidance. The standards and guidance which relate to this assessment are:
	4.4.1 This section presents an overview and order of presentation of the assessment process. Detailed method statements are included as appropriate within each section highlighted below.
	4.4.2 Aims and Objectives: The ADBA will aim to gain an understanding of the archaeological resource in order to achieve the objectives stated below:
	4.4.3 Baseline Condition (Section 5): This section presents a summary of the historical and archaeological background of the general area. It is presented by historical period, and has been compiled in order to place the Study Area into a wider archaeological context.
	4.4.4 Gazetteer of Heritage Assets (Section 6): This presents a tabulated list of assets within the 250m Study Area.
	4.4.5 Statement of Importance/Sensitivity (Section 7): The importance or sensitivity of the heritage assets identified is judged in a neighbourhood, local, county/regional, national and international context. The importance or sensitivity of an asset informs the mitigation strategy required in the event of predicted harm to the significance of the asset.
	4.4.6 Cultural Heritage Significance (Section 8):  A statement of cultural heritage significance is presented for those assets that will be subject to an adverse or harmful impact from the Proposed Scheme (Section 9). The NPPF specified heritage values: historical, aesthetic, architectural and archaeological interests are discussed as appropriate.
	4.4.7 Potential Harm (Section 9): The level of potential harm to the significance of the heritage assets as a result of the Proposed Scheme on built heritage or buried archaeological remains will be determined. Similarly, any positive impacts are presented.
	4.4.8 Investigation or Mitigation Strategy (Section 10): Suitable mitigation measures, where possible, to avoid, reduce, or remedy adverse impacts are presented. Suggestions for further investigation of significance are presented as appropriate.
	5.1.1 The principal source of information consulted was the Greater Manchester Historic Environment Record (HER); this is a database of all known archaeological sites in the municipal area, and it was  consulted to establish the known heritage assets within the Site and wider Study Area.
	5.1.2 A review of publicly available data including reports on any archaeological work conducted in or near the Study Area was undertaken. Historic maps were studied including but not exclusive to Ordnance Survey. The results of the data collection are presented in the gazetteer Section 6 and on Figure 2.
	5.1.3 The Site was visited in February 2016 in order to assess its character, identify any visible archaeological assets and assess possible factors which may affect the survival or condition of known or potential assets (Figure 2). A photographic archive was compiled and a selection of images is presented as Plates 6 and 7 in the appendix to this report. At the time of visit, the Site comprised standing buildings which include the Police Headquarters, the Sir Ralph Abercromby public house and the Manchester Reform Synagogue. Three car parks and a pub garden are also present.
	5.2.1The following section presents a brief summary of the historical and archaeological background of the general area. This is presented by historical period (Table 1), and has been compiled in order to place the Study Area into a wider archaeological context.
	5.2.2 The Proposed Scheme lies 0.5 km north-east of the Roman Fort of Mancunium. Evidence for a civilian settlement or vicus (415.2.0) has been found through archaeological excavation and chance finds on this side of the fort. The full extent of the vicus is uncertain but it is unlikely that it extended as far as the Proposed Scheme.
	5.2.3 The course of the Manchester to Ribchester Roman Road (14.1.0) is known to have extended from the north gate of the fort along an alignment which fell into the present line of Deansgate in the area of St Mary’s Street. In the late 18th century the local antiquarian, John Whitaker, reported the road could still be traced as low earth works in the gardens just north of the fort and in 1760 part of the road was discovered on this same alignment adjacent to property at the eastern end of Quay Street, and approximately 100m from the Proposed Scheme
	5.2.4 Deansgate is attested as a thoroughfare in the Medieval Period and modern research has identified the location of several properties known from documentary sources to have been located here at that date (Morris 1983, 39). A plan of Manchester in 1650 (Plate 1) shows the nucleus of the medieval town to the north of the Proposed Scheme, which at this time comprises fields.
	5.2.5 A small deer park, Aldport Park, was present at the southern end of Deansgate and was documented in 1282 up until about 1599. Its boundaries are believed to have been the Irwell and Medlock rivers and the approximate line of the later Quay Street and Peter Street on the north. No evidence has been found to suggest the park, which on its ‘landward’ sides is likely to have been bounded by a bank and ditch, extended as far north as the Proposed Scheme (
	5.2.6 Manchester saw extraordinary growth and changes from the late 18th century to the mid-19th century when it became the archetypal City of the industrial age. It is in this period that Manchester’s industrial heritage can claim to have international importance (Redhead 2010, 53).
	5.2.7 The rapid factory-based industrialisation saw a phenomenal rise in population. Manchester nearly doubled its size between 1801 and 1821 from 75,281 to 126,066 people, and then more than doubled it by 1851, when there were 303,382 people within the new borough (Hartwell 2001, 17). This new population required huge amounts of housing and between 1773 and 1821 the number of dwellings in the city rose from 3446 to 17,257 (Kidd 2002, 38), and by 1851 had reached nearly 50,000 houses (Nevell 2011).
	5.2.8 In the late 18th century, workshop dwellings were a common form of housing and which generally had three storeys, a yard and a basement with a top floor having a characteristic long row of window lights to add domestic weaving (Redhead 2010).  Such dwellings were characteristic of the proto-industrialisation process which relied heavily on hand-manufacturing processes particularly in the textile sector (Palmer 2004, 3-7).
	5.2.9 Whilst such vernacular workshop dwellings represented on the whole good quality, single-family, artisan housing, by the end of the eighteenth century the rapid industrialisation of Manchester had begun to lead to a decline in housing standards and a sharp rise in population densities. These conditions would culminate in the overcrowded and insanitary living spaces recorded by Engels, Kay, Reach and other social commentators during the 1830s and 1840s. John Aikin (1795, 193) was probably the first to detail these problems, noting in 1795 that ‘in some parts of the town, cellars are so damp as to be unfit for Habitations; … I have known several industrious families lost to the community, by a short residence in damp cellars’.
	5.2.10 The population rise had a dramatic effect upon housing as dwellings were thrown up in every available space within the working class areas. Back to back dwellings arranged in narrow courts, which provided communal yard spaces and latrines, were especially commonplace in the 1830’s and 1840’s.These properties encapsulate many of the features of later slum housing; small domestic unit size, poor lighting, restricted access through narrow alleyways and a lack of sanitation. When the poet and historian Robert Southey visited Manchester in 1808 he commented ‘The dwelling of the labouring manufacturers are in narrow streets and lanes blocked up from light air....crowded together because every inch of land is of such value, that room for light and air cannot be afforded to them’ (Bradshaw 1987, 24).
	5.2.11 These and other nineteenth century commentaries can be amplified by the growing body of excavated domestic dwellings in the City centre. An excavation in the west of the Study Area along Hardman Street, exposed foundations of buildings and other structures which date predominately to the 18th century which included the remains of early back to back housing in addition to privies, house yard wall and brick drains. The excavation also recovered the remains of a 18th/19th century hat factory and chemical works (UMAU 2005).
	5.2.12 At the beginning of the 20th century, Manchester was reaping the benefits of the one of the most ambitious municipal undertakings of the 19th century, the Manchester Ship Canal, which opened in 1894. It cushioned the City from the worst effects of the interwar recession. The cotton industry, which had been in decline since the 1930s had collapsed by the 1950s and the most dramatic period of industrial decline began in the late 1960s. In the centre the emphasis was at first on rebuilding war-damaged and run down areas. The Manchester Reform Synagogue was built on the site of a bomb-damaged building in 1952, using money from the War Damage Commission, after the previous synagogue building was destroyed on 1 June 1941 during the Manchester Blitz (Hartwell 2001).
	5.3.1 There are no recorded archaeological interventions within the Study Area.
	5.4.1 A plan of Manchester produced in 1650 (Plate 1) depicts the nucleus of the medieval town to the north of the Proposed Scheme which at this time is agricultural in nature. By 1772 and as shown on Tinkers map (Plate 2), a street plan had been laid out. No detail of the flanking housing no detail of the individual properties is presented.  The streets extend into the Site. It is likely the properties are workshop dwellings which commonly featured attic-floor workshops above tenement housing in the basements, ground and first floors. The central part of the Site appears devoid of development, however due to the map’s low level of detail this may be misleading.
	5.4.2 Almost fifty years later Casson and Berry’s map of Manchester in 1820 (Plate 3) presents the housing described above in more detail. Rows of adjacent properties are shown fronting on to Jackson’s Row (denoted as Street on the map) and Bootle Street with associated yards to the rear. The central part of the Proposed Scheme is now occupied by garden or allotment plots, each flanked by passageways which lead to a central alleyway.
	5.4.3 The Ordnance Survey (OS) map of 1849 (Plate 4) presents evidence suggesting that by the mid nineteenth century the street pattern had changed slightly with the addition of two north/south aligned roads - Roger’s Row and South Sea. The Study Area is occupied by workers’ housing of various standards which include rows of back to backs, double- depth houses and courtyard developments such as Brown’s Court and Taylor’s Court. A cotton dye works occupies the north-east corner of the Proposed Scheme and a Quaker’s burial ground and church lies just outside of it to the west.
	5.4.4 Goads Insurance Plan of 1886 (not reproduced) indicates that by late nineteenth century, the majority of worker’s housing had been replaced by commercial properties which included livery stables, beer stores, joiners and printers in addition to a public house.  In the east of the Study Area, workers’ housing has been demolished and Rodger’s Row removed to make way for a fire brigade station. The cotton dye works identified on previous mapping has also been replaced with a packing warehouse featuring basements. Surviving dwellings from the mid-nineteenth century include a cluster of three storey back-to-backs and a courtyard development around Browns Square in the south-east corner of the Site. A single line of two storey dwellings also survives immediately north of Sayers Court.
	5.4.5 The OS map of 1896 (Plate 5) shows little change had taken place in ten years other than the addition of housing immediately south of the public house. The next significant change relates to the mid-twentieth century, as illustrated by the OS map of 1948. With the exception of the public house, all earlier buildings have been demolished and plots left open or replaced with modern structures, the largest of which is the Police Headquarters, constructed in 1934 on the site of the fire station and packing warehouse.  The mapping also indicates bomb damage to the north-east corner of the Proposed Scheme. This area is later occupied by the Manchester Reform Synagogue.
	5.4.6 On present day OS mapping the Study Area contains now vacant Police Headquarters Building, the Manchester Reform Synagogue, and the early nineteenth century public house (Sir Ralph Abercromby). The remaining spaces are open and include car parks and a pub garden.
	6.1.1 A total of 27 heritage assets are present within the 250m Study Area. Of these, six non-designated assets were identified from the analysis of historical mapping identified six non-designated heritage assets within the Study Area which are in addition to those listed in the HER. A list is presented in Table 2, below, and the locations of assets are presented on Figure 2.
	7.1.1 The sensitivity or importance of a heritage asset is judged in a neighbourhood, local, regional, national and international using the criteria presented below, Table 3, as a guideline.
	Of the assets to be affected by the Proposed Scheme, the following importance or sensitivity is applied, as shown in Table 4, below
	8.1.1 Cultural heritage significance is defined in Annex 2 of the NPPF as ‘The value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its heritage interest’. The NPPF is clear that ‘heritage interest’ may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic and that significance derives not only from an assets physical presence, but also from its setting. The NPPF definitions for the heritage value are provided in Table 5, below.
	8.1.2 Through the application of the values it is possible to define what it is that gives significance to a heritage asset and therefore warrants protection. The Proposed Scheme and its immediate environs encompass layers of archaeological and historical development, which may be valued for different reasons by different people, all of which should be taken into account in determining the overall significance.
	8.1.3 The statement of significance is applied where it is considered that the Proposed Scheme will cause harm to the significance of the asset, and therefore not all of the assets presented in the gazetteer are included in the statement.
	8.1.5 The archaeological process (research, fieldwork investigation and reporting) is now the only way of revealing the extent and quality of nineteenth century workers housing in Manchester, and the recent economic boom and consequent building activity, has provided the opportunity to study industrial housing in one of the world’s shock cities, where ideas of society, economy, of the way people lived and worked, were turned on their heads, leading the country in to the modern age.
	8.1.6 Back to back houses such as those which once occupied the Study Area, no longer exist in Manchester, therefore archaeological investigations of the buried remains are particularly important and can help reveal how this type of housing developed during the nineteenth century The investigation of workers’ housing and the cotton factories, warehouses, the narrow alleyways and courts that were packed in between them will lead to a better understanding of land ownership and the impoverished social conditions which emerged at the turn of the century.
	8.1.7 The Study Area was historically occupied by worker’s housing which varied in size and plan form. This basic form of vernacular architecture epitomised this period of unplanned and unrestricted growth, typical of many contemporary industrializing cities and reflected changes in urban settlement that were unprecedented in scale and speed of transformation (Nevell, 2011).
	8.1.8 In the nineteenth century the lives of the communities occupying the ‘slum’ dwellings of the type which once stood on the Site  featured in novels of the period Amongst these were authors such as Elizabeth Gaskell,1848 (
	9.1.1 The CIfA 'Standard and Guidance for Historic Environment Desk-based Assessment' (2014) considers that an assessment of the cultural heritage significance of heritage assets (Section 8) should identify the potential impact of proposed or predicted changes on the significance of the asset and the opportunities for reducing that impact. Paragraph 129 of NPPF states that this evidence should be taken into account when considering the impact of a proposal.
	9.1.2 Key impacts are defined as those that would potentially harm the cultural heritage significance of the heritage asset and so consideration is afforded to the heritage values of the assets (See Section 8).
	9.1.3 The level of harm to cultural heritage significance is the basis of assessing the significance of impact. The level of harm is often difficult to define. However, substantial harm is taken to be ‘total loss of significance of a heritage asset’ (NPPF 2012, paragraph 133) which implies loss of the asset, loss of its heritage values and its setting. Furthermore, NPPF Planning Policy Guidance (revised 2014) states that ‘even minor works have the potential to cause substantial harm. It goes on to state ‘It is the degree of harm to the asset’s significance that is to be assessed rather the scale of the development’. Consequently, this provides a baseline for varying levels of harm with less than substantial being harm, slight harm, or negligible, as defined in Table 6.
	9.2.1 This section looks in detail at the impact of the proposed construction works, including excavation for foundations and services, upon the archaeological remains and the predicted level of harm to the significance of the archaeological assets.
	9.2.2 The extent of any previous disturbance to buried archaeological remains is an important factor in assessing the potential impact of the Proposed Scheme. Using the information collected during the map regression analysis it has been possible to define disturbed areas within the Site, and also suggest areas of less disturbance (Figure 3).
	9.2.3 The Proposed Scheme has the potential to impact upon buried archaeological remains dating to the Industrial Period and comprising a row of workers’ housing, a coal yard and rags store (WSP | PB2), a fire station and two former passages (WSP | PB3), a packing warehouse (WSP | PB4), a late nineteenth century warehouse in addition to a plumbers’ and printers’ premises (WSP | PB5) and late 18th/early 19th century workers’ housing (WSP | PB6).
	9.2.4 The proposed intrusive works will include excavations up to 13.5m below ground level (bgl) across the Site. Construction related excavation associated with geotechnical trial pitting, boreholes, foundations, landscaping, services, and ground levelling for instance, has the potential to cause substantial harm to the known and hitherto unrecorded assets.
	9.3.1 Historic development within the footprint of the Police Headquarters will almost certainly have caused some level of disturbance to the buried archaeological remains, and most significantly to the sites of the fire station, two former passages (WSP | PB3), and a packing warehouse (WSP | PB4). The extensive basement levels of the Manchester Reform Synagogue suggest that archaeological features or deposits are also unlikely to survive in this location (Figure 3).
	9.3.2 However, there is the potential for the buried remains of the archaeological assets to survive in-situ within the open courtyard of the Headquarters (Figure 3).  It is not anticipated that this area will have undergone the same level of ground disturbance as would have taken place beneath the buildings. The robust nature of archaeological remains of this type and period i.e. brick walls, stone flagstones, cobbled surfaces, lined drains and similar would certainly support this.
	9.3.3 In the car park to the south of the Manchester Reform Synagogue, there is high potential that remains associated with a plumbers’ and printers’ premises (WSP | PB5) and late 18th/early 19th century workers’ housing (WSP | PB6) to survive below ground. There is also potential for the remains of late eighteenth and early nineteenth century workers’ housing which predated the commercial premises to be present.
	9.3.4 In the car park to the east of the Manchester Reform Synagogue, the remains of a coal yard, rags store and a row of workers’ housing (WSP | PB2) may survive below ground. There is also likelihood that for earlier remains associated with early to mid-nineteenth century double depth and back to back housing and courtyard developments may also be present.
	9.3.5 The part of the Study Area which is currently occupied by the twentieth century kitchen extension to the Sir Ralph Abercromby public house was occupied by workers’ housing which appears on mapping in the mid-nineteenth century. There is medium potential that remains associated with this housing survive below the modern structure; however the extent to which its foundations have truncated the remains is unknown. Cartographic evidence suggests the public house itself was constructed on previously developed land, which has potential to yield evidence for Romano-British occupation, although the concentration of evidence from this period is concentrated outside and to the southwest of the Study Area. The ephemeral nature of remains dating to the Prehistoric period suggests that the survival of any such remains is very unlikely.
	10.1.1 Heritage assets of less significance that those of national importance may undergo preservation by record (intrusive), where Regional / County or Local / Borough significance can be demonstrated. Furthermore, the NPPF (2012) in paragraph 128 states the requirement for the evaluation of assets where their significance is not fully understood. The full character, extent, survival and significance of below-ground remains within the Proposed Scheme are at present unknown and warrant intrusive investigation, and particularly within the area of high archaeological potential (Figure 3). Trial trenching is appropriate for this area, although some health and safety access restrictions will apply and particularly within the courtyard of the Police Headquarters if extant during these site investigations. The trenches will be located to target the archaeological resource as shown the historic mapping.
	10.1.2 Should proposals go ahead for the demolition of the Sir Ralph Abercromby public house, the groundworks associated with the clearance of the building should be monitored by an archaeologist (archaeological watching brief), as the remains of nineteenth century housing, associated courtyards and to a lesser extent Romano-British features have the potential to survive  in this location.
	10.1.3 A programme of investigative fieldwork comprising the excavation of four evaluation trenches has been devised in consultation with the GMAAS Heritage Management Director. This fieldwork is intended to determine the extent, depth, function, chronology and relative significance of any archaeological deposits, and if necessary will serve to inform further stages of more detailed archaeological mitigation and appropriate recording of significant remains.
	10.1.4 Historic England state that “...future strategies must underpin the need for investigation of threatened and unthreatened sites by defining priorities based upon a rigorous, consistent and comprehensive assessment of the archaeological resource' (Frameworks for our Past 1996). With this in mind, the primary goals of the archaeological research strategy devised in November 2003 by UMAU must be considered when assessing the significance of assets within the Study Area. In summary these include an advanced understanding of Manchester's archaeology particularly in those periods which are the most important regionally and nationally, namely the Post-medieval and Industrial periods, since Manchester transformed the world through combining industrialisation and urbanisation (UMAU 2003, 60). A second agenda is to establish the most important surviving archaeological and historic environment resources within the city and thus improve their protection (ibid).
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	Appendix 12.1 Jacksons Row ADBA Nov'16
	Jacksons Row ADBA November 2016
	1.1.1 WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff (WSP | PB) was commissioned by St Michael’s Partnership to undertake an archaeological desk-based assessment (ADBA) of the Proposed Scheme in support of a planning application for redevelopment of the Site. This was duly undertaken in February 2016.  None of the 27 heritage assets identified within the Study Area have statutory designation or are of national importance. Six assets were identified within the boundaries of the Proposed Scheme and  comprise the sites of late 19th century commercial properties including a packing warehouse and beer store (WSP | PB1), a row of workers’ housing, a coal yard and rags store (WSP|PB2), a fire station and two former passages (WSP | PB3),  a packing warehouse (WSP | PB4), the site of a late nineteenth century warehouse, a plumbers’ and printers’ premises (WSP | PB5) and the sites of late 18th / early 19th century workers’ housing (WSP | PB6). There is also the potential for other remains associated with early to mid-nineteenth century double-depth and back to back housing, courtyard developments and a cotton dye works to survive.
	1.1.1 WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff (WSP | PB) was commissioned by St Michael’s Partnership to undertake an archaeological desk-based assessment (ADBA) of the Proposed Scheme in support of a planning application for redevelopment of the Site. This was duly undertaken in February 2016.  None of the 27 heritage assets identified within the Study Area have statutory designation or are of national importance. Six assets were identified within the boundaries of the Proposed Scheme and  comprise the sites of late 19th century commercial properties including a packing warehouse and beer store (WSP | PB1), a row of workers’ housing, a coal yard and rags store (WSP|PB2), a fire station and two former passages (WSP | PB3),  a packing warehouse (WSP | PB4), the site of a late nineteenth century warehouse, a plumbers’ and printers’ premises (WSP | PB5) and the sites of late 18th / early 19th century workers’ housing (WSP | PB6). There is also the potential for other remains associated with early to mid-nineteenth century double-depth and back to back housing, courtyard developments and a cotton dye works to survive.
	1.1.1 WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff (WSP | PB) was commissioned by St Michael’s Partnership to undertake an archaeological desk-based assessment (ADBA) of the Proposed Scheme in support of a planning application for redevelopment of the Site. This was duly undertaken in February 2016.  None of the 27 heritage assets identified within the Study Area have statutory designation or are of national importance. Six assets were identified within the boundaries of the Proposed Scheme and  comprise the sites of late 19th century commercial properties including a packing warehouse and beer store (WSP | PB1), a row of workers’ housing, a coal yard and rags store (WSP|PB2), a fire station and two former passages (WSP | PB3),  a packing warehouse (WSP | PB4), the site of a late nineteenth century warehouse, a plumbers’ and printers’ premises (WSP | PB5) and the sites of late 18th / early 19th century workers’ housing (WSP | PB6). There is also the potential for other remains associated with early to mid-nineteenth century double-depth and back to back housing, courtyard developments and a cotton dye works to survive.
	1.1.2 Archaeological evidence from the surrounding area suggests there is potential for unknown previously unrecorded assets to also be present within the Study Area and possibly dating from the prehistoric and Romano-British periods.
	1.1.3 The results of the ADBA suggest that excavation works relating to the Proposed Scheme are likely to disturb any surviving remains associated with the known assets and potential archaeological remains.
	1.1.4 Eighteenth and nineteenth century remains of the type likely to be present at the Site are often very robust and survive well. Due to the high potential for archaeological remains to be present, a programme of investigative fieldwork comprising the excavation of four evaluation trenches has been devised in consultation with the GMAAS Heritage Management Director. This fieldwork is intended to determine the extent, depth, function, chronology and relative significance of any archaeological deposits, and if necessary will serve to inform further stages of more detailed archaeological mitigation and appropriate recording of significant remains.
	2.1.1 The detailed planning application is for a mixed use development comprising residential dwellings, a hotel, synagogue, a number of restaurants and bars, retail provision and office space. The Proposed Scheme also proposes public realm areas, amenity space, and elevated gardens, revised access, car parking, landscaping and pedestrian routes through the Proposed Scheme. The Site will be cleared of the existing uses prior to development.
	2.1.2 (WSP | PB) was commissioned by St Michael’s Partnership to undertake an archaeological desk-based assessment of the Site in support of the planning application. The assessment considers the potential for below-ground archaeological remains only, and the built heritage assessment including setting is being undertaken separately.
	2.2.1 The Proposed Scheme is located in Manchester City centred on SJ 83657 98026 (Figure 1) and covers an area of approximately 0.56 hectares. A former Police Headquarters occupies the eastern half of the Site and this is four storeys in height and features a basement and central courtyard area. The western half of the Site comprises a public house, the Manchester Reform Synagogue and car parking areas. The elevation on-site gently decreases from approximately 39.5m AOD in the northeast corner to approximately 36.0m AOD in the southwest corner.
	2.2.2 The Site lies to the immediate south of Jackson’s Row, with a five storey building beyond of mixed use including office space, cafes, a gymnasium, and nightclub. To the south lies Bootle Street and the Albert Hall theatre, an office, restaurants, and a public house. The western boundary is formed by 210 Deansgate; an office building with retail units on the ground floor, and Deansgate itself beyond. To the east lies South Mill Street and the Friends Meeting House.
	2.2.3 Published geological mapping (BGS 2004) indicates that the eastern half of the Site, beneath the former Police Headquarters, is underlain by Glacial Till and Chester Pebble Beds Formation of the Sherwood Sandstone Group. Mapping indicates that the western half of the Site is underlain by the Chester Pebble Beds Formation. Glacial Fluvial Sheet Deposits (sand and gravel) outcrop immediately to the south of the eastern half of the site.
	3.1.1 National planning policies on the conservation of the historic environment are set out in the NPPF, which was published by the Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) in 2012. Sites of archaeological or cultural heritage significance that are valued components of the historic environment and merit consideration in planning decisions are grouped as 'heritage assets'. The NPPF states that "heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource" the conservation of which can bring "wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits." (DCLG 2012, Section 12, paragraph 126). It also states that the "significance of any heritage assets affected including any contribution made by their setting... should be understood in order to assess the potential impact (op cit, 128). In addition to standing remains, heritage assets of archaeological interest can comprise sub-surface remains and, therefore, assessments should be undertaken for a site with potential below-ground archaeological deposits.
	3.1.2 It is normally accepted that non-designated heritage assets will be preserved by record, in accordance with their significance and the magnitude of the harm to or loss of the asset as a result of the proposals to "avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset's conservation and any aspect of the proposals." (op cit, 129). Non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest will also be subject to the policies reserved for designated heritage assets if they are of equivalent significance to Scheduled Monuments (op cit, 132).
	3.1.3 Relevant policy can be found in the Extant Unitary Development Policies (UDP) within the Citywide Development Control Policies, Section 20:
	3.1.4 The Council will give particular careful consideration to development proposals which affect scheduled ancient monuments and sites of archaeological interest, to ensure their preservation in place. In particular:
	3.2.1 During February 2014 the Greater Manchester Archaeological Advisory Service (GMAAS) Heritage Management Director was consulted regarding the nature of the archaeological resource both within the limits of the scheme and the immediate  vicinity of the Site. A programme of trial trenching was suggested for the car parking areas, although this was prior to any detailed investigation of the Proposed Scheme having taken place. The client is advised to submit this assessment to the Heritage Management Director at GMAAS.
	3.2.2 Although the focus of the ADBA is the Site, a wider area and archaeological contextual background is presented for the general area of the scheme. A Study Area of approximately 250m extending out from the limits of the Proposed Scheme was applied for the identification of all known and potential below-ground heritage assets types (Figure 2).
	3.2.3 The technical terminology applied to the assessment process is based on that contained within the NPPF Planning Practice Guide (DCLG 2014) and the Cultural Heritage Section (Volume 11, Section 3, Part 2) of the Design Manual for Road and Bridges (DMRB) issued by the Highways Agency in 2007. This latter document has been widely adopted throughout the heritage industry as a baseline. However, the terminology has been enhanced as appropriate throughout this report and professional judgement is applied throughout.  For the ease of presentation in this document, cultural heritage features are referred to as heritage assets.
	3.2.4 The assessment considers below-ground archaeological remains only. The assessment of built heritage including a setting assessment has been undertaken by Stephen Levrant of Heritage Architecture Ltd and presented in a separate document.
	3.2.5 The assessment is based on the development proposals as presented at the time of compiling this report. Any comments received on this document from the GMAAS Heritage Management Director should be taken into consideration for future assessment or investigations.
	3.3.1 In addition to compliance with the NPPF this ADBA has been compiled in accordance with professional standards and guidance. The standards and guidance which relate to this assessment are:
	4.4.1 This section presents an overview and order of presentation of the assessment process. Detailed method statements are included as appropriate within each section highlighted below.
	4.4.2 Aims and Objectives: The ADBA will aim to gain an understanding of the archaeological resource in order to achieve the objectives stated below:
	4.4.3 Baseline Condition (Section 5): This section presents a summary of the historical and archaeological background of the general area. It is presented by historical period, and has been compiled in order to place the Study Area into a wider archaeological context.
	4.4.4 Gazetteer of Heritage Assets (Section 6): This presents a tabulated list of assets within the 250m Study Area.
	4.4.5 Statement of Importance/Sensitivity (Section 7): The importance or sensitivity of the heritage assets identified is judged in a neighbourhood, local, county/regional, national and international context. The importance or sensitivity of an asset informs the mitigation strategy required in the event of predicted harm to the significance of the asset.
	4.4.6 Cultural Heritage Significance (Section 8):  A statement of cultural heritage significance is presented for those assets that will be subject to an adverse or harmful impact from the Proposed Scheme (Section 9). The NPPF specified heritage values: historical, aesthetic, architectural and archaeological interests are discussed as appropriate.
	4.4.7 Potential Harm (Section 9): The level of potential harm to the significance of the heritage assets as a result of the Proposed Scheme on built heritage or buried archaeological remains will be determined. Similarly, any positive impacts are presented.
	4.4.8 Investigation or Mitigation Strategy (Section 10): Suitable mitigation measures, where possible, to avoid, reduce, or remedy adverse impacts are presented. Suggestions for further investigation of significance are presented as appropriate.
	5.1.1 The principal source of information consulted was the Greater Manchester Historic Environment Record (HER); this is a database of all known archaeological sites in the municipal area, and it was  consulted to establish the known heritage assets within the Site and wider Study Area.
	5.1.2 A review of publicly available data including reports on any archaeological work conducted in or near the Study Area was undertaken. Historic maps were studied including but not exclusive to Ordnance Survey. The results of the data collection are presented in the gazetteer Section 6 and on Figure 2.
	5.1.3 The Site was visited in February 2016 in order to assess its character, identify any visible archaeological assets and assess possible factors which may affect the survival or condition of known or potential assets (Figure 2). A photographic archive was compiled and a selection of images is presented as Plates 6 and 7 in the appendix to this report. At the time of visit, the Site comprised standing buildings which include the Police Headquarters, the Sir Ralph Abercromby public house and the Manchester Reform Synagogue. Three car parks and a pub garden are also present.
	5.2.1The following section presents a brief summary of the historical and archaeological background of the general area. This is presented by historical period (Table 1), and has been compiled in order to place the Study Area into a wider archaeological context.
	5.2.2 The Proposed Scheme lies 0.5 km north-east of the Roman Fort of Mancunium. Evidence for a civilian settlement or vicus (415.2.0) has been found through archaeological excavation and chance finds on this side of the fort. The full extent of the vicus is uncertain but it is unlikely that it extended as far as the Proposed Scheme.
	5.2.3 The course of the Manchester to Ribchester Roman Road (14.1.0) is known to have extended from the north gate of the fort along an alignment which fell into the present line of Deansgate in the area of St Mary’s Street. In the late 18th century the local antiquarian, John Whitaker, reported the road could still be traced as low earth works in the gardens just north of the fort and in 1760 part of the road was discovered on this same alignment adjacent to property at the eastern end of Quay Street, and approximately 100m from the Proposed Scheme
	5.2.4 Deansgate is attested as a thoroughfare in the Medieval Period and modern research has identified the location of several properties known from documentary sources to have been located here at that date (Morris 1983, 39). A plan of Manchester in 1650 (Plate 1) shows the nucleus of the medieval town to the north of the Proposed Scheme, which at this time comprises fields.
	5.2.5 A small deer park, Aldport Park, was present at the southern end of Deansgate and was documented in 1282 up until about 1599. Its boundaries are believed to have been the Irwell and Medlock rivers and the approximate line of the later Quay Street and Peter Street on the north. No evidence has been found to suggest the park, which on its ‘landward’ sides is likely to have been bounded by a bank and ditch, extended as far north as the Proposed Scheme (
	5.2.6 Manchester saw extraordinary growth and changes from the late 18th century to the mid-19th century when it became the archetypal City of the industrial age. It is in this period that Manchester’s industrial heritage can claim to have international importance (Redhead 2010, 53).
	5.2.7 The rapid factory-based industrialisation saw a phenomenal rise in population. Manchester nearly doubled its size between 1801 and 1821 from 75,281 to 126,066 people, and then more than doubled it by 1851, when there were 303,382 people within the new borough (Hartwell 2001, 17). This new population required huge amounts of housing and between 1773 and 1821 the number of dwellings in the city rose from 3446 to 17,257 (Kidd 2002, 38), and by 1851 had reached nearly 50,000 houses (Nevell 2011).
	5.2.8 In the late 18th century, workshop dwellings were a common form of housing and which generally had three storeys, a yard and a basement with a top floor having a characteristic long row of window lights to add domestic weaving (Redhead 2010).  Such dwellings were characteristic of the proto-industrialisation process which relied heavily on hand-manufacturing processes particularly in the textile sector (Palmer 2004, 3-7).
	5.2.9 Whilst such vernacular workshop dwellings represented on the whole good quality, single-family, artisan housing, by the end of the eighteenth century the rapid industrialisation of Manchester had begun to lead to a decline in housing standards and a sharp rise in population densities. These conditions would culminate in the overcrowded and insanitary living spaces recorded by Engels, Kay, Reach and other social commentators during the 1830s and 1840s. John Aikin (1795, 193) was probably the first to detail these problems, noting in 1795 that ‘in some parts of the town, cellars are so damp as to be unfit for Habitations; … I have known several industrious families lost to the community, by a short residence in damp cellars’.
	5.2.10 The population rise had a dramatic effect upon housing as dwellings were thrown up in every available space within the working class areas. Back to back dwellings arranged in narrow courts, which provided communal yard spaces and latrines, were especially commonplace in the 1830’s and 1840’s.These properties encapsulate many of the features of later slum housing; small domestic unit size, poor lighting, restricted access through narrow alleyways and a lack of sanitation. When the poet and historian Robert Southey visited Manchester in 1808 he commented ‘The dwelling of the labouring manufacturers are in narrow streets and lanes blocked up from light air....crowded together because every inch of land is of such value, that room for light and air cannot be afforded to them’ (Bradshaw 1987, 24).
	5.2.11 These and other nineteenth century commentaries can be amplified by the growing body of excavated domestic dwellings in the City centre. An excavation in the west of the Study Area along Hardman Street, exposed foundations of buildings and other structures which date predominately to the 18th century which included the remains of early back to back housing in addition to privies, house yard wall and brick drains. The excavation also recovered the remains of a 18th/19th century hat factory and chemical works (UMAU 2005).
	5.2.12 At the beginning of the 20th century, Manchester was reaping the benefits of the one of the most ambitious municipal undertakings of the 19th century, the Manchester Ship Canal, which opened in 1894. It cushioned the City from the worst effects of the interwar recession. The cotton industry, which had been in decline since the 1930s had collapsed by the 1950s and the most dramatic period of industrial decline began in the late 1960s. In the centre the emphasis was at first on rebuilding war-damaged and run down areas. The Manchester Reform Synagogue was built on the site of a bomb-damaged building in 1952, using money from the War Damage Commission, after the previous synagogue building was destroyed on 1 June 1941 during the Manchester Blitz (Hartwell 2001).
	5.3.1 There are no recorded archaeological interventions within the Study Area.
	5.4.1 A plan of Manchester produced in 1650 (Plate 1) depicts the nucleus of the medieval town to the north of the Proposed Scheme which at this time is agricultural in nature. By 1772 and as shown on Tinkers map (Plate 2), a street plan had been laid out. No detail of the flanking housing no detail of the individual properties is presented.  The streets extend into the Site. It is likely the properties are workshop dwellings which commonly featured attic-floor workshops above tenement housing in the basements, ground and first floors. The central part of the Site appears devoid of development, however due to the map’s low level of detail this may be misleading.
	5.4.2 Almost fifty years later Casson and Berry’s map of Manchester in 1820 (Plate 3) presents the housing described above in more detail. Rows of adjacent properties are shown fronting on to Jackson’s Row (denoted as Street on the map) and Bootle Street with associated yards to the rear. The central part of the Proposed Scheme is now occupied by garden or allotment plots, each flanked by passageways which lead to a central alleyway.
	5.4.3 The Ordnance Survey (OS) map of 1849 (Plate 4) presents evidence suggesting that by the mid nineteenth century the street pattern had changed slightly with the addition of two north/south aligned roads - Roger’s Row and South Sea. The Study Area is occupied by workers’ housing of various standards which include rows of back to backs, double- depth houses and courtyard developments such as Brown’s Court and Taylor’s Court. A cotton dye works occupies the north-east corner of the Proposed Scheme and a Quaker’s burial ground and church lies just outside of it to the west.
	5.4.4 Goads Insurance Plan of 1886 (not reproduced) indicates that by late nineteenth century, the majority of worker’s housing had been replaced by commercial properties which included livery stables, beer stores, joiners and printers in addition to a public house.  In the east of the Study Area, workers’ housing has been demolished and Rodger’s Row removed to make way for a fire brigade station. The cotton dye works identified on previous mapping has also been replaced with a packing warehouse featuring basements. Surviving dwellings from the mid-nineteenth century include a cluster of three storey back-to-backs and a courtyard development around Browns Square in the south-east corner of the Site. A single line of two storey dwellings also survives immediately north of Sayers Court.
	5.4.5 The OS map of 1896 (Plate 5) shows little change had taken place in ten years other than the addition of housing immediately south of the public house. The next significant change relates to the mid-twentieth century, as illustrated by the OS map of 1948. With the exception of the public house, all earlier buildings have been demolished and plots left open or replaced with modern structures, the largest of which is the Police Headquarters, constructed in 1934 on the site of the fire station and packing warehouse.  The mapping also indicates bomb damage to the north-east corner of the Proposed Scheme. This area is later occupied by the Manchester Reform Synagogue.
	5.4.6 On present day OS mapping the Study Area contains now vacant Police Headquarters Building, the Manchester Reform Synagogue, and the early nineteenth century public house (Sir Ralph Abercromby). The remaining spaces are open and include car parks and a pub garden.
	6.1.1 A total of 27 heritage assets are present within the 250m Study Area. Of these, six non-designated assets were identified from the analysis of historical mapping identified six non-designated heritage assets within the Study Area which are in addition to those listed in the HER. A list is presented in Table 2, below, and the locations of assets are presented on Figure 2.
	7.1.1 The sensitivity or importance of a heritage asset is judged in a neighbourhood, local, regional, national and international using the criteria presented below, Table 3, as a guideline.
	Of the assets to be affected by the Proposed Scheme, the following importance or sensitivity is applied, as shown in Table 4, below
	8.1.1 Cultural heritage significance is defined in Annex 2 of the NPPF as ‘The value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its heritage interest’. The NPPF is clear that ‘heritage interest’ may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic and that significance derives not only from an assets physical presence, but also from its setting. The NPPF definitions for the heritage value are provided in Table 5, below.
	8.1.2 Through the application of the values it is possible to define what it is that gives significance to a heritage asset and therefore warrants protection. The Proposed Scheme and its immediate environs encompass layers of archaeological and historical development, which may be valued for different reasons by different people, all of which should be taken into account in determining the overall significance.
	8.1.3 The statement of significance is applied where it is considered that the Proposed Scheme will cause harm to the significance of the asset, and therefore not all of the assets presented in the gazetteer are included in the statement.
	8.1.5 The archaeological process (research, fieldwork investigation and reporting) is now the only way of revealing the extent and quality of nineteenth century workers housing in Manchester, and the recent economic boom and consequent building activity, has provided the opportunity to study industrial housing in one of the world’s shock cities, where ideas of society, economy, of the way people lived and worked, were turned on their heads, leading the country in to the modern age.
	8.1.6 Back to back houses such as those which once occupied the Study Area, no longer exist in Manchester, therefore archaeological investigations of the buried remains are particularly important and can help reveal how this type of housing developed during the nineteenth century The investigation of workers’ housing and the cotton factories, warehouses, the narrow alleyways and courts that were packed in between them will lead to a better understanding of land ownership and the impoverished social conditions which emerged at the turn of the century.
	8.1.7 The Study Area was historically occupied by worker’s housing which varied in size and plan form. This basic form of vernacular architecture epitomised this period of unplanned and unrestricted growth, typical of many contemporary industrializing cities and reflected changes in urban settlement that were unprecedented in scale and speed of transformation (Nevell, 2011).
	8.1.8 In the nineteenth century the lives of the communities occupying the ‘slum’ dwellings of the type which once stood on the Site  featured in novels of the period Amongst these were authors such as Elizabeth Gaskell,1848 (
	9.1.1 The CIfA 'Standard and Guidance for Historic Environment Desk-based Assessment' (2014) considers that an assessment of the cultural heritage significance of heritage assets (Section 8) should identify the potential impact of proposed or predicted changes on the significance of the asset and the opportunities for reducing that impact. Paragraph 129 of NPPF states that this evidence should be taken into account when considering the impact of a proposal.
	9.1.2 Key impacts are defined as those that would potentially harm the cultural heritage significance of the heritage asset and so consideration is afforded to the heritage values of the assets (See Section 8).
	9.1.3 The level of harm to cultural heritage significance is the basis of assessing the significance of impact. The level of harm is often difficult to define. However, substantial harm is taken to be ‘total loss of significance of a heritage asset’ (NPPF 2012, paragraph 133) which implies loss of the asset, loss of its heritage values and its setting. Furthermore, NPPF Planning Policy Guidance (revised 2014) states that ‘even minor works have the potential to cause substantial harm. It goes on to state ‘It is the degree of harm to the asset’s significance that is to be assessed rather the scale of the development’. Consequently, this provides a baseline for varying levels of harm with less than substantial being harm, slight harm, or negligible, as defined in Table 6.
	9.2.1 This section looks in detail at the impact of the proposed construction works, including excavation for foundations and services, upon the archaeological remains and the predicted level of harm to the significance of the archaeological assets.
	9.2.2 The extent of any previous disturbance to buried archaeological remains is an important factor in assessing the potential impact of the Proposed Scheme. Using the information collected during the map regression analysis it has been possible to define disturbed areas within the Site, and also suggest areas of less disturbance (Figure 3).
	9.2.3 The Proposed Scheme has the potential to impact upon buried archaeological remains dating to the Industrial Period and comprising a row of workers’ housing, a coal yard and rags store (WSP | PB2), a fire station and two former passages (WSP | PB3), a packing warehouse (WSP | PB4), a late nineteenth century warehouse in addition to a plumbers’ and printers’ premises (WSP | PB5) and late 18th/early 19th century workers’ housing (WSP | PB6).
	9.2.4 The proposed intrusive works will include excavations up to 13.5m below ground level (bgl) across the Site. Construction related excavation associated with geotechnical trial pitting, boreholes, foundations, landscaping, services, and ground levelling for instance, has the potential to cause substantial harm to the known and hitherto unrecorded assets.
	9.3.1 Historic development within the footprint of the Police Headquarters will almost certainly have caused some level of disturbance to the buried archaeological remains, and most significantly to the sites of the fire station, two former passages (WSP | PB3), and a packing warehouse (WSP | PB4). The extensive basement levels of the Manchester Reform Synagogue suggest that archaeological features or deposits are also unlikely to survive in this location (Figure 3).
	9.3.2 However, there is the potential for the buried remains of the archaeological assets to survive in-situ within the open courtyard of the Headquarters (Figure 3).  It is not anticipated that this area will have undergone the same level of ground disturbance as would have taken place beneath the buildings. The robust nature of archaeological remains of this type and period i.e. brick walls, stone flagstones, cobbled surfaces, lined drains and similar would certainly support this.
	9.3.3 In the car park to the south of the Manchester Reform Synagogue, there is high potential that remains associated with a plumbers’ and printers’ premises (WSP | PB5) and late 18th/early 19th century workers’ housing (WSP | PB6) to survive below ground. There is also potential for the remains of late eighteenth and early nineteenth century workers’ housing which predated the commercial premises to be present.
	9.3.4 In the car park to the east of the Manchester Reform Synagogue, the remains of a coal yard, rags store and a row of workers’ housing (WSP | PB2) may survive below ground. There is also likelihood that for earlier remains associated with early to mid-nineteenth century double depth and back to back housing and courtyard developments may also be present.
	9.3.5 The part of the Study Area which is currently occupied by the twentieth century kitchen extension to the Sir Ralph Abercromby public house was occupied by workers’ housing which appears on mapping in the mid-nineteenth century. There is medium potential that remains associated with this housing survive below the modern structure; however the extent to which its foundations have truncated the remains is unknown. Cartographic evidence suggests the public house itself was constructed on previously developed land, which has potential to yield evidence for Romano-British occupation, although the concentration of evidence from this period is concentrated outside and to the southwest of the Study Area. The ephemeral nature of remains dating to the Prehistoric period suggests that the survival of any such remains is very unlikely.
	10.1.1 Heritage assets of less significance that those of national importance may undergo preservation by record (intrusive), where Regional / County or Local / Borough significance can be demonstrated. Furthermore, the NPPF (2012) in paragraph 128 states the requirement for the evaluation of assets where their significance is not fully understood. The full character, extent, survival and significance of below-ground remains within the Proposed Scheme are at present unknown and warrant intrusive investigation, and particularly within the area of high archaeological potential (Figure 3). Trial trenching is appropriate for this area, although some health and safety access restrictions will apply and particularly within the courtyard of the Police Headquarters if extant during these site investigations. The trenches will be located to target the archaeological resource as shown the historic mapping.
	10.1.2 Should proposals go ahead for the demolition of the Sir Ralph Abercromby public house, the groundworks associated with the clearance of the building should be monitored by an archaeologist (archaeological watching brief), as the remains of nineteenth century housing, associated courtyards and to a lesser extent Romano-British features have the potential to survive  in this location.
	10.1.3 A programme of investigative fieldwork comprising the excavation of four evaluation trenches has been devised in consultation with the GMAAS Heritage Management Director. This fieldwork is intended to determine the extent, depth, function, chronology and relative significance of any archaeological deposits, and if necessary will serve to inform further stages of more detailed archaeological mitigation and appropriate recording of significant remains.
	10.1.4 Historic England state that “...future strategies must underpin the need for investigation of threatened and unthreatened sites by defining priorities based upon a rigorous, consistent and comprehensive assessment of the archaeological resource' (Frameworks for our Past 1996). With this in mind, the primary goals of the archaeological research strategy devised in November 2003 by UMAU must be considered when assessing the significance of assets within the Study Area. In summary these include an advanced understanding of Manchester's archaeology particularly in those periods which are the most important regionally and nationally, namely the Post-medieval and Industrial periods, since Manchester transformed the world through combining industrialisation and urbanisation (UMAU 2003, 60). A second agenda is to establish the most important surviving archaeological and historic environment resources within the city and thus improve their protection (ibid).
	Aikin, J, 1795 A Description of the Country Thirty to Forty Miles round Manchester. London.
	British Geological Survey, 2004 Manchester and Salford. Sheet SJ89NW. Solid and Drift Edition. 1:10,000.
	Bradshaw L D, 1987, Visitors to Manchester. A Selection of British and Foreign Visitors’ Descriptions of Manchester from c. 1538-1865. CIfA, 2014 Standards and Guidance for historic environment desk-based assessment, Reading
	CIfA, 2014 Code of Conduct, Reading
	DCLG, 2012 National Planning Policy Framework, London
	DCLG, 2014 National Planning Policy Framework: Planning Policy Guidance, London
	DMRB, 2007 Cultural Heritage, Vol II, Section 3, Part 2, London
	Hartwell, C, 2001, Pevsner Architectural Guides. Manchester,, London
	Kidd, A, 2002, Manchester.. Third Edition, Edinburgh
	Morris M (ed) 1983, Medieval Manchester: A Regional Study, The archaeology of Greater Manchester vol 1, The Greater Manchester Archaeological Unit.
	Nevell, 2008 Manchester: The Hidden History
	Nevell, 2008 Living in the Industrial City: Housing Quality, Land Ownership and the Archaeological Evidence from Industrial Manchester, 1740-1850 in International Journal for Historical Archaeology, Volume 15, Issue 4 (September 2011), pp. 594-606
	Palmer M, 2004 ‘The workshop: type of building or method of work?’ in Barnwell P S, Palmer M & Airs M, (eds), The vernacular workshop: from craft to industry, 1400-1900. CBA Research Report No 140. York.
	Redhead, 2011 Archaeological Investigations of Workers’ Housing in Manchester in North West Labour History No. 35
	UMAU 2003, Manchester Research Framework Stage Report, The University of Manchester.
	UMAU, 2001, Spinningfields, Hardman Street Site, Manchester, Archaeological Desk-based Assessment. Unpubl Rep
	UMAU 2005 Hardman Street, Spinningfields, Manchester. Archaeological excavation of an eighteenth century hat factory and late eighteenth/early nineteenth century chemical/soda works. Unpubl Rep



	Pages from inserts

	Appendix 12.2 Jacksons Row_Archaeological Evaluation WSI V1.0
	Jacksons Row_Archaeological Evaluation WSI Text
	Jacksons Row WSI Fig 1
	Sheets and Views
	Fig 1 A3 500


	Jacksons Row WSI Fig 2
	Sheets and Views
	Fig 2 A3 500


	Jacksons Row WSI Fig 3
	Sheets and Views
	Fig 3 A3 500



	QUALITY CONTROL
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARYIntroduction text. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog.
	HEADING 1
	NOTE
	QUALITY CONTROL
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARYIntroduction text. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. The quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog.
	HEADING 1
	NOTE



