
 

 

Dear Chris  

46 BURLEY STREET, LEEDS LS3 1LB  

As discussed at our meeting on 10 September 2014 we wish to respond to all of 

the points you raise and as a result have agreed an extension of time enable 

issues to be addressed and a positive recommendation to be sought.  

Amended drawings and additional information is enclosed, as set out at the foot 

of the letter. We have re-consulted local people, interest groups and councillors 

and will submit a Statement of Community Involvement addendum once we 

have had chance to collate responses.  

We deal with the key areas for clarification, response and amendment as 

follows. 

Design, height, scale and massing 

In respect of the main revisions we herewith enclose amended plans covering: 

1. Removal of level 6 of ‘podium’ element; 

2. Amendments to internal layouts arising from design comments; 

3. Associated reduction of units by 15 to 113; 

4. Increase in floorspace of a significant number of units; 

5. Change of external appearance to a single material, brick finish; and 

6. Increase in floorspace of retail unit to accommodate retail operator, 

from 150sqm to 287.7sqm. 

In respect of (1) and (5), we sent a selection of elevations and you indicated 

these were ‘along the right lines’ in your e-mail of 15 September. As noted, the 

scale and massing was seen as a key sticking point previously.  
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In respect of the fine detailing, West & Machell Architects have also addressed 

issues such as the removal of oriel windows, unit to unit privacy, amenity space 

layout, the proposed improvement of Rutland Mount, and responding to the 

local highway authority comments regarding layout.  

Studio floorspace and liveability  

In response to the suggestion that “28-30sqm may be acceptable”, we have a 

number of points to raise, as follows:  

1. The main point is that, despite us asking a number of times, officers 

have not been able to explain in planning terms why a student studio 

flat of circa 20sqm is automatically deemed unacceptable.  

2. We are in dialogue with Mark Burgess in respect of the emerging Leeds 

Standard and understand that it is only intended to bring forward an 

addendum to Neighbourhoods for Living, setting out clarifications to 

existing policy rather than bring in new policy or guidelines, for instance 

covering minimum floorspace guidelines.    

3. We maintain that room shape and layout are also important factors 

which need to be taken into account alongside overall floorspace. 

Within the scheme amendments, we have been able to show some 

improvements to a number of units. Even so, many remain around 

20sqm.  

4. Each unit has a good regular shaped useable floorspace. In addition, 

daylighting for each unit will be very good, with all studios 

demonstrating good overall standards of ‘liveability’. West & Machell 

Architects have included a typical internal layout of a 20sqm unit (Dwg. 

No. 23/09/2014) and we consider this illustrates the acceptability of the 

proposed studios for modern-day purpose-built student living (please 

see below).    

5. We note also application ref. 10/01939/FU where an acceptable level of 

amenity was approved for a general market studio of 21 sqm. There are 

a host of other studio flat approvals across the city, both student and for 

general sale or letting, with similar floorspace sizes and proving no 

problem in respect of marketability/occupation.   

6. In the absence of any local or national policy giving floorspace targets 

or guidelines, the appeal case 10/00194/FU provides a good overview 

of issues affecting residential amenity and living conditions for 

occupiers of open plan living apartments, against which to assess 

proposals. The following issues are key: 

a. Useable floorspace 

b. Layout 



 

 

c. Space for furniture, fixtures and fittings 

d. Sense of enclosure  

e. Storage space  

7. As shown on the typical studio layout drawing, a 20sqm unit can 

accommodate an en suite, kitchenette with three storage units, a 

wardrobe, desk, and circulation space, with daylighting via a double-

frame window. This standard of accommodation is wholly acceptable in 

planning terms as residents will have good living conditions.  

8. It is also necessary to take into account the issues we have raised on 

numerous occasions in respect of diversion of demand away from 

HMOs, bedsits and converted shared accommodation in traditional 

housing across the Area of Housing Mix. In addition to the 

acknowledged and evidenced benefits of population and housing mix 

rebalancing, we consider that purpose-built student housing such as the 

studio flat development hereby proposed provides a significantly better 

choice when compared to use of traditional housing for student 

accommodation for the following reasons: 

a. Amenity as set out above 

b. Security 

c. Sustainability of location in travel terms 

d. Residential amenity of neighbourhoods (please see below)  

In conclusion we consider there to be no reasonable or justifiable planning 

grounds to oppose the development on grounds of the living conditions of 

occupants. In the absence of any justifiable planning grounds of concern we 

trust officers will be able to support the proposed amended layouts. 

We have confirmed that we will be more than happy to be part of the 

discussions in respect of the emerging Leeds Standard.  

Principle of student housing development  

In respect of the principle of student housing we consider this should be viewed 

in the context of local regeneration. The site is in the wrong place for market 

delivery of general housing or office development. Whilst officers may prefer 

non-student C3 use, this is not going to be market deliverable. Student housing 

is the only option for redevelopment and the site is ideally located in respect of 

accessibility and connectivity to the universities and the city centre.  

The vicinity is an established and acknowledged location for purpose-built 

student housing. You have noted circa 4,000 student housing bed spaces 

across existing developments including Opal 1 & 2, The Tannery, Liberty 



 

 

House, Concept Place, Sentinel Towers and The Triangle.  

In respect of student housing concentrations, at 113 bedspaces, any effect in 

this respect will be imperceptible. The nearest existing neighbourhood is 

centred on Kendal Bank to the north. This is not accessible from Park Lane, 

either by road or for pedestrians. The nearest dwellings are over 40m away 

from the proposed development. There will be no significant direct effects on 

residents.  

The location is close to the universities, and the housing close to the main 

campuses has been traditionally occupied by students and university staff. 

Purpose-built student housing in similar locations follows this tradition and, as 

set out in the application supporting case, results in more sustainable travel 

patterns.      

In respect of likely desire pedestrian routes to the main campuses and city 

centre we consider that these will not be through residential neighbourhoods. 

This is set out in more detail in the Transportation Statement addendum 

enclosed.  This confirms that, taking into account good crossing points and 

street lighting, likely pedestrian routes will follow local distributors and not track 

through neighbourhoods.  

In any event and as noted above, the addition of 113 student residents to the 

vicinity will be imperceptible, given pedestrian movements relating to existing 

purpose-built student housing.        

In respect of the relevant UDP policy and as previously noted, the development 

is wholly compliant.  

The relevant emerging Core Strategy Policy H6 has gained weight since the 

application was submitted, with the issuing of the Core Strategy Inspector’s 

report. H6 B now reads as follows: 

“B) Development proposals for purpose built student accommodation will be 

controlled: 

i) To help extend the supply of student accommodation taking pressure off the 

need for private housing to be used.   

ii) To avoid the loss of existing housing suitable for family occupation.  

iii) To avoid excessive concentrations of student accommodation (in a single 

development or in combination with existing accommodation), which would 

undermine the balance and wellbeing of communities.  

iv) To avoid locations which are not easily accessible to the Universities by foot 

or public transport or which would generate excessive footfall through 

residential areas which may lead to detrimental impacts on residential amenity. 

v) The proposed accommodation provides satisfactory internal living 



 

 

accommodation in terms of daylight, outlook and juxtaposition of living rooms 

and bedrooms. 

Criteria (i) and (ii) are clearly met. The development should be supported as the 

supply and choice of student housing will be broadened. As noted above, the 

effect on any existing student housing concentration will be imperceptible. In 

any event, there will be no demonstrable harm to the balance and wellbeing of 

communities.  

We have also confirmed that the site location scores well regarding accessibility 

and connectivity to the university campuses and to the city centre and that no 

harm to residential amenity will occur as a result of excessive pedestrian footfall 

through existing neighbourhoods. Finally, the preceding section of this letter 

sets out in depth why the proposed accommodation will be more than 

satisfactory in terms of accommodation and resident’s living conditions, 

especially when compared to the substandard accommodation across the Area 

of Housing Mix it will help divert demand away from.  

The proposals are wholly acceptable in respect of the principles of student 

housing.   

Principle of retail development  

As discussed, the ability to remove a floor of student accommodation is 

underpinned by a pre-let agreement for the retail unit. The amended plans show 

an increase in size from 150sqm to 287sqm.  

As set out within the enclosed Retail Statement the proposed increase in retail 

floorspace does not conflict with the relevant policies of the Leeds UDP Review 

or the emerging Core Strategy.   

 

Highways and Transportation  

Further to the local highway authority request, an accessibility analysis has 

been undertaken of the key walking/cycling routes and crossing points to the 

local universities from the site. This is detailed in the Transport Statement 

Addendum (ref. 12917-5000-2 Rev. A). This concludes that the site is within a 

convenient and acceptable walking distance of the universities in Leeds.  

The site is well served by public transport and given the proposed occupiers will 

likely travel by foot or cycle to the universities, we consider the bus stop 

improvement contribution is not wholly justified. 

The detailed local highway authority comments in respect of layout have been 

addressed within the amended drawings.  

Land Contamination 

The land contamination comments are in hand and we are awaiting 

amendments from the environmental engineers within the project team. We 



 

 

anticipate that an addendum report will be issues as soon as possible during 

the week commencing 20 October 2014.        

We anticipate that planning conditions will ultimately be imposed in respect of 

ground conditions.  

Sustainable Construction 

We confirm the reduction in carbon emissions of at least 20% less than current 

Building Regulation requirements will be feasible and it will be feasible for the 

development to provide at least 10% of its energy needs from decentralised, 

renewable or low carbon energy. This will not cause any issues with design. 

As the building is to be managed as a whole, it would be assessed as a 

commercial building and therefore Code for Sustainable homes would not be 

applicable, and BREEAM would be suitable for assessing the project. We 

propose this be conditioned to any approval. 

Again, as the building will be treated as a commercial building, domestic SAP 

calculations would not apply, and a BRUKL calculation would be carried out for 

Part L Compliance.  

We trust the above is clear and responds to your outstanding queries. Should 

you wish to discuss any of the above in more detail, please call me as ever on 

0113 3800270. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Simon Grundy 

Enc: Revised drawings and issue sheet 
Retail Statement 
Transportation Statement addendum 

cc:  
 

 


