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City	Centre	Plans	Panel		
Thursday	28th	July	2016	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Good	afternoon	ladies	and	gentleman,	and	members.	
I’d	like	to	start	the	meeting	in	my	usual	way.	And	I’ll	start	by	introducing	myself.	And	
then	we’ll	move	around	the	table.	I’m	Councillor	Jim	McKenna.	And	I	will	be	chairing	
this	meeting	today.	Mr	Butler.		
	
Present:	Steve	Butler	(Head	of	Development	Management),	Tim	Hill	(Chief	Planning	
Officer),	Nikki	Deol	(Legal	Services),	John	Grieve	(Governance	Services),		
Cllr	Graham	Latty	(Guiseley	and	Rawdon),	Cllr	Barry	Anderson	(Adel	and	
Wharfedale),	Cllr	Tom	Leadley	(Morley	North),	Cllr	Colin	Campbell	(Otley	and	
Yeadon),	Cllr	David	Blackburn	(Farnley	and	Wortley),	Cllr	Stuart	McKenna	(Garforth	
and	Swillington),	Cllr	Christine	Macniven	(Roundhay),	Cllr	Brian	Selby	(Killingbeck	
and	Seacroft),	Cllr	Neil	Walshaw	(Headingley),	Cllr	Al	Garthwaite	(Headingley),		
Cllr	Peter	Gruen	(Crossgates	and	Whinmoor),	Steven	Varley,	Leeds	City	Council	Design	
Officer,	Gillian	Macleod	(Transport	Development	Services	Manager),	Chris	Briggs	
(Planning	Officer),	Daljit	Singh	(Planning	Services),	Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair,	
Armley),	Cllr	Asghar	Khan	(Burmantofts	and	Richmond	Hill),	Richard	Hellawell	
(resident),	Bill	McKinnon	(resident),	Simon	Grundy	(Indigo	Planning).	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Thank	you	for	that	and	can	I	welcome	along	Councillor	
Barry	Anderson	who	is	substituting	for	Rachael	Procter,	and	Councillor	Stuart	
McKenna	who	is	substituting	for…		
	
Cllr	Stuart	McKenna:		Julie	Heselwood.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Okay.	Thank	you.	Just	a	few	things	to	say	before	we	
start.	The	city	plans	panel	deal	with	applications	from	city	centre	as	well	as	the	largest	
and	most	significant	applications	the	council	receive.	The	aim	of	the	panel	is	to	hear	all	
the	relevant	information	from	applicants,	members	of	the	public	and	council	officers	
to	help	members	of	the	panel	make	their	decisions.	A	leaflet	explaining	all	this	is	
available	at	the	back,	if	you	see	Afreen	here.	Hi	Afreen.	Wave	to	them	so	they	know	
who	you	are.	Thank	you.	I	like	embarrassing	officers.	Sorry.	Please	can	I	request	that	
once	the	meeting	is	under	way,	you	do	not	attempt	to	speak	or	pass	information	to	
members	of	the	panel.	The	proceeding	of	the	plans	panel	other	than	those	items	which	
contain	exempt	and	confidential	information,	which	is	not	relevant	today,	are	audio	
recorded.	If	you	wish	to	record	it	on	your	own	device,	please	let	me	know	and	I	will	
ensure	that	you	are	in	a	position	where	you	can	see	all,	and	here	all	you	want	to.	So	
please	let	me	know	on	that.	Finally,	can	I	ask	that	you	switch	off	your	mobile	phone,	or	
switch	it	on	to	silent	mode	please.	And	that	reminds	me	to	do	the	same	thing.	Okay,	if	
we	can	go	to	the	agenda	now.	Appeals	John?	
	
John	Grieve:		No	chair.	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Okay.	Exempt	information	not	relevant	today?	
	
John	Grieve:		No	items	where	we	need	to	exclude	the	press	or	public.	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Late	items?	
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John	Grieve:		No	late	items	as	such.	But	we	have	got	or	being	circulated,	the	minutes	
of	the	previous	meeting.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Okay.	Has	everybody	got	a	copy	of	the	minutes?	Yes.	I	
can	see	nods.	Item	4.	Declarations	of	disclosable	pecuniary	interest?	Peter?	
	
Cllr	Peter	Gruen:		It’s	not	a	pecuniary	interest,	but	I	want	to	disclose	the	fact	that	I	
was	Exec	Board	member	that	started	the	gypsy	and	travellers’	site	on	this	particular	
location.	So	I’ve	had	an	integral	part	in	that	from	the	beginning.	However,	when	it	
comes	to	planning	issues,	my	mind,	as	ever,	is	open.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Thank	you	for	that	Peter.	We’re	now	moving	on	to	
apologies	for	absence	and	we	have	two	recorded	ones.		
	
John	Grieve:		Yes	chair.	Apologies	for	absence:	Councillor	Julie	Heselwood	and	
Councillor	Rachael	Procter.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Recorded.	Can	we	go	to	item	6	then,	and	minutes	of	the	
previous	meeting.	7th	July.	I’ll	go	through	in	my	usual	way,	if	I	may.	And	I’ll	wait	for	
Tom	to	come	in	and	correct.	Page	1.	Page	2.	Page	3.	Page	4.	Oh,	he’s	there,	Tom.	Sorry	I	
missed	your	hand	there.	Is	it	page	4	or	3	Tom?	Okay.	
	
Cllr	Tom	Leadley:		It’s	on	page	4,	half	way	down.	"The	members	also	broadly	
supported	the	demolition	of	10	to	11	Crown	Court”	which	is	okay	“and	the	emerging	
design	of	the	new	building.”	I	think	we	broadly	supported	the	demolition,	but	the	
opinion	on	the	emerging	design	was	somewhat	more	mixed.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Okay.	We	can	change	that	to,	“There	was	mixed	
feelings	on	the	emerging	design.”	Would	that	keep	you	happy?	Yeah?	We’ve	got	to	get	
these	things	right.	
	
Cllr	Tom	Leadley:		Well,	exactly.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):			Continue	on.	Page	4.	Anything	else?	No?	Page	5.	Page	
6.	Page	7.	Finally	page	8.	Okay,	with	that	addition,	can	I	sign	that	on	your	behalf	as	a	
true	record?	I	see	nods.	Nobody	objects	to	that.	Okay.	Thank	you	for	that.	That	brings	
us	now	to	item	7,	and	our	old	friend	Burley	Street,	which	we’ve	been	before.	Chris	
please.	If	you	could	introduce	this	for	us.	
	
Chris	Briggs:		Thank	you	chair.	This	proposal	is	for	87	student	flats	and	a	ground	
floor	retail	shop	at	46	Burley	Street.	It’s	located	between	Burley	Street	and	Park	Lane,	
opposite	Sentinel	Towers,	and	with	Little	Woodhouse	to	the	north.	Just	as	an	update	
to	the	conditions	in	the	draft	report.	The	applicant	has	requested	that	condition	24	be	
amended.	That	would	be	the	retail	store	opening	times,	and	that	they	be	amended	to	6	
in	the	morning	to	11	o’clock	at	night.	And	that	would	be	in	line	with	the	other	
potential	occupier	Coop.	Their	stores	around	the	city	centre	operate	in	those	time	
frames.	That’s	the	request	that	that	be	amended.	06.00	to	23.00.	In	terms	of	the	layout	
of	the	building,	the	food	store	would	be	accessed	from	the	Burley	Street	frontage.	
Rutland	Mount	is	the	cobbled	piece	of	highway	running	north	south	and	currently	
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subject	to	illegal	car	parking.	Also	at	the	ground	floor	there	would	be	a	communal	
lounge	for	the	residents,	bin-store	and	staff	accommodation,	offices	and	so	on.	And	
then	if	we	move	up	the	building,	the	level	change	caused	by	Park	Lane	being	slightly	
higher,	comes	into	play.	And	there’s	also	a	communal	garden	above	the	first	floor	
level.	That’s	just	a	larger	version	of	the	ground	floor	plan	with	the	170	square	metre	
retail	unit	and	the	98/99	square	metre	lounge,	refuse	store	and	staff	accommodation.	
This	is	a	typical	floor	layout	showing	the	arrangement	of	the	student	flats	accessed	off	
the	corridor.	A	number	of	the	units	facing	into	the	courtyard	also	have	two	windows	
dual	aspect	and	members	might	recall	who	were	present	last	time,	that	Rutland	
Mount	running	up	the	side	there,	the	distance	across	there	previously	was	8	metres.	
It’s	now	between	9.8	and	13	metres	across	from	building	to	building	to	the	old	sorting	
office	and	those	units	which	do	face	that,	whereas	previously	there	was	single	aspect	
against	that	blank	wall,	the	units	that	are	against	it	now	have	alternative	aspects	to	the	
north	or	south,	some	of	them	having	three	windows,	as	in	the	case	of	this	unit,	one	
aspect	across	Rutland	Mount	and	then	a	north	and	south	aspect	as	well.	Similarly	at	
the	southern	side.	In	terms	of	the	typical	unit	sizes,	they’ve	now,	under	the	previous	
refusal,	previously	the	majority	of	the	units	were	20	to	22	square	metres.	The	majority	
of	units	are	now	28	to	30	square	metres,	which	on	balance	is	considered	a	significant	
improvement	on	the	refused	scheme,	and	similar	to	the	size	of	units	and	arrangement	
of	functions	of	day	to	day	living	that	members	have	seen	at	flats	in	Manchester	and	
elsewhere	for	open	market	housing,	with	the	bed	area	at	the	back	of	the	unit	furthest	
away	from	the	window,	along	with	the	bathroom	pod,	and	a	dining	area,	and	a	living	
area,	here,	study	area.	So	the	functions	that	require	the	most	amount	of	natural	light	
are	located	closest	to	the	window,	with	the	kitchen	area	here,	with	the	hob	and	sink	
and	kitchen	cupboards	for	storage.	
	
Cllr	Tom	Leadley:		That’s	22	square	metres,	is	it?	
	
Chris	Briggs:		This	is	a	29	square	metre	one	(unit).		
	
Cllr	Tom	Leadley:		Where’s	that?		
	
Chris	Briggs:		Yeah.	In	the	new	proposal.	I	think	obviously	that’s	significantly	larger	
than	the	22	square	metre	proposal	that	members	viewed	I	think	at	the	Downing	
development	quite	recently.	In	relation	to	the	second	main	issue	in	the	determination	
of	the	appeal	last	year.	It	was	the	impact	of	the	design	on	the	character	of	the	area	in	
that	particularly	this	element	here	which	was	called	the	"blade	element”	as	opposed	to	
the	lower	scale	"podium	element”	as	the	inspector	termed	it	in	her	decision	notice.	
This	element,	this	taller	element,	has	now	been	removed,	and	the	roof	form	now	steps	
down	from	the	height	of	the	sorting	office,	and	then	steps	down	again	towards	the	
sub-station	with	a	larger	element	standing	forward	on	the	Burley	Street	side,	although	
that	is	still	lower	than	the	overall	height	of	the	sorting	office	on	Burley	Street.	So	I’ll	
just	move	round	some	of	the	CGIs.	And	this	is	the	view	taken	from	the	footpath	
running	in	front	of	Kendal	Walk	showing	the	relative	height	of	the	sorting	office	and	
showing	this	stepped	roof	form	where	the	lower	part	of	it	fronts	onto	Park	Lane,	with	
the	higher	element	onto	Burley	Street.	And	similarly,	at	the	western	end	in	relation	to	
the	sub-station	of	which	the	roof	is	just	behind	the	vegetation	shown	there.	And	this	is	
a	photomontage.	That’s	the	existing	view	above	the	panelled	fence	where	there’s	a	
break	in	the	hawthorn	hedge	along	the	footpath	in	front	of	Kendal	Walk	showing	the	
existing	view	of	Sentinel	Towers	and	the	Tannery	in	the	distance.	And	then	this	is	the	
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CGI	of	the	building	from	the	same	view.	And	similarly,	a	CGI	from	the,	when	viewed	
from	the	Hanover	Square	end	of	Park	Lane,	with	the	sorting	office	in	the	foreground.	
That's	the	existing	view	showing	the	Opal	One.	This	view	shows	the	proposal	stepping	
down	from	the	sorting	office	towards	the	west.	In	terms	of	the	view	from	Burley	
Street.	This	is	showing	the	food	store	at	the	ground	floor	looking	westwards	with	the	
sorting	office	on	the	right	of	the	picture.	Rutland	Mount,	being	closed	off	and	re-
surfaced,	with	the	tarmac	footpath	along	the	edge	of	the	building,	and	then,	trees	in	
planters	running	up	the	hill.	The	current	proposal	is	for	setts	to	be	laid	here.	It’s	not	
clear	from	the	proposal	as	it	stands	whether	those	are	reclaimed	from	the	existing	
cobbles	or	not,	but	that’s	something	we	can	raise	with	the	applicant.	That’s	more	of	an	
aerial	view	just	to	give	some	clarity	on	the	position	of	the	roof	garden	for	the	
residents,	the	relationship	of	the	food	store	to	its	forecourt,	and	then	to	the	new	
footpath	and	loading	bay.	Another	aerial	view	showing	the	photovoltaics	on	the	roof.	
And	that’s	a	view	looking	east	from	Burley	Road.	The	relative	heights	of	Sentinel	
Towers.	The	building	would	be	slightly	over	half	a	storey	higher	than	the	highest	point	
of	Sentinel	Towers.	Finally,	a	view	looking	straight	on	from	Sentinel	Towers	at	the	
Burley	Street	elevation.	The	principal	material	would	be	red	brick.	And	the	windows	
being	defined	by	a	metal	liner	set	within	a	deep	reveal,	and	then	a	rooftop	parapet	
detail	to	finish	the	building	off	and	hide	any	associated	plant	or	the	solar	panels	from	
the	street	level.	So,	in	terms	of	our	recommendation,	it’s	our	view	that	the	scheme	
now	on	balance,	overcomes	the	reasons	for	refusal,	and	the	reasons	for	appeal	
dismissal	last	year,	and	the	application	is	therefore	recommended	for	approval.	Thank	
you	chair.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Thank	you	Chris.	We	have	a	speaker	against	the	
recommendation.	Can	I	invite	Richard	Hellawell	to	come	forward.	Okay.	Good	
afternoon	Richard.	You	may	start	your	presentation	when	you	are	ready.	We’ll	give	
you	a	nudge	when	there’s	a	minute	left	of	your	time.		
	
Richard	Hellawell:		Good	afternoon	everybody.	My	name	is	Richard	Hellawell	and	I	
own	a	house	on	Kendal	Walk	immediately	opposite	the	proposed	development.	
Although	I	shall	be	objecting	on	my	own	behalf	I	will	try	to	summarise	the	arguments	
of	the	other	objectors.	"Oh	no,	not	yet	another	high	rise	student	block!"	That	was	my	
first	reaction	and	probably	also	yours	when	this	development	was	first	proposed.	So	
what's	happened	since	then?	As	the	officer	has	explained.	On	the	original	proposals,	
the	blade	which	was	higher	than	the	adjoining	old	post	office	sorting	office	has	been	
reduced	in	height.	However	most	of	the	remaining	building	has	actually	increased	in	
height	and	bulk	and	is	actually	at	maximum	higher	than	the	old	sorting	office.	I	will	
say	that	again.	Most	of	the	remaining	building	has	actually	increased	in	height	and	
bulk.	Whereas	there	were	originally	4	storeys	adjoining	Park	Lane	there	are	now	6!	
And	8	adjoining	Burley	Street.	Just	to	remind	you	again	of	the	inspector’s	words	of	
rejection	of	the	previous	scheme.	His	words,	her	words	rather	"The	original	proposal	
would	result	in	an	over	intensive	development,	out	of	character	with	the	urban	grain	of	
the	immediate	surrounding	area	by	reason	of	the	dominating	effects	of	its	excessive	
height	and	bulk."	Yet	the	height	with	the	exception	of	the	blade	has	grown	and	the	
massing	has	increased!	It	is	for	these	reasons	that	all	three	ward	councillors	have	
objected	to	this	development.	If	I	may	quote	Councillor	Harper:	"On	behalf	of	myself	
and	two	ward	Councillors	we	would	like	you	to	note	our	complete	opposition	to	this	
application.	The	residents	of	this	area	are	being	overrun	with	the	number	of	large	
student	blocks	which	not	only	change	the	character	of	the	area	but	bring	with	it	anti	
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social	behaviour	and	noise,	especially	on	an	evening."	This	point	about	noise	is	well	
made.	The	noise	from	taxis	coming	and	going	on	Park	Lane	and	from	the	student	units	
themselves	will	be	unacceptable	especially	at	night.	We	already	suffer	all	this	with	the	
nearby	Concept	Place	development.	Further	objections	have	come	from	another	
neighbour	at	Kendal	Walk	overlooking	the	site,	from	Little	Woodhouse	Community	
Association,	from	South	Headingley	Community	Association	and	the	Civic	Trust.	The	
development	is	still	an	over	intensive	use	of	a	small	site.	This	is	illustrated	by	the	
Leeds	Planning	Draft	Site	Allocations	Plan,	which	states	that	the	site	has	the	capacity	
for	48	flats	whereas	this	proposal	is	for	87	flats,	almost	twice	the	recommended	
number.		How	over	intensive	do	we	have	to	get	before	councillors	object?	The	
development	will	be	several	storeys	higher	than	the	roof	line	of	my	house.	It	would	
also	go	right	to	the	edge	of	the	site	creating	a	sense	of	over-dominance	for	pedestrian	
users.	Not	content	with	going	right	to	the	edge	of	the	site	the	developers	plan	to	
swallow	up	and	block	Rutland	Mount,	a	public	road	within	the	development	which	we	
have	used	for	many	years.	To	recap.	The	problems	are	excessive	height	and	bulk,	over	
intensive	development	of	a	small	site,	over	domination	of	the	surrounding	area	
including	my	own	terraced	house	and	the	snaffling	up	of	a	public	road.	Quite	frankly	
we	have	had	enough	of	these	faceless	student	residence	hulks	and	the	arrogance	of	
these	developers.	And	I	invite	the	councillors	on	this	plans	panel	to	represent	us,	to	
stand	up	for	us,	for	decency	and	to	reject	this	application.	Thank	you.	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Thank	you	Richard.	Could	you	remain	there	please.	I’m	
going	to	invite	members	of	the	panel	to	ask	you	questions	should	they	wish	to.	Is	there	
any	questions?	Peter.	Please.	Councillor	Gruen.	
	
Cllr	Peter	Gruen:		Richard.	Good	afternoon.	I	followed	your	presentation	I	think	and	
what	I	wonder	is	whether	you	and	other	residents	would	see	any	kind	of	development	
happening	on	that	site.	And	if	you	do,	what	do	you	think	it	might	be?	
	
Richard	Hellawell:		I	do	think	it’s	ripe	for	development.	I	would	suggest	about	2	
storeys	lower,	2	or	3	storeys	lower,	in	keeping	with	the	existing	housing	in	the	area.		
	
Cllr	Peter	Gruen:		I	understand	that.	But	your	opening	sentence	was,	“Oh	no,	not	
another	student	block.”	That	gave	me	the	impression	that	you	were	actually	not	just	
objecting	to	the	physical	characteristics	of	the	building,	but	also	to	the	potential	
occupation	of	the	building.	Am	I	correct	in	that?	
	
Richard	Hellawell:		Yes,	you	are.	We	are	over-run	with	student	blocks	on	the	Burley	
Road.	And	our	area	has	been	completely	swamped	by	student	blocks.	And	quite	
frankly,	we’ve	had	enough.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Brian	please.		
	
Cllr	Brian	Selby:		Yes,	you	mentioned	the	question	about	noise,	particularly	taxis.	
What	time	of	night?	When	is	the	problem	the	greatest?	What	days	of	the	week?	And	
what	hours?	And	what	complaints	have	you	made	to	taxi	enforcement	about	this	in	
terms	of,	so	that	the	taxi	enforcement	can	liaise	with	private	hired	taxi	hires?	
	
Richard	Hellawell:		The	noise	problem	is	erratic.	It	happens	when	students	decide	to	
have	a	party	or	get	drunk.	So	the	experience	with	the	Concept	House	development,	
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which	is	very	close,	is	that	Friday	and	Saturday	nights	tend	to	be	the	noisy	ones.	Also	
windows	are	left	open	and	you	know,	record	players	blare	out.	Parties	are	held.	And	
it’s	very	difficult	for	the	residents	to	sleep	in	Kendal	Walk.		
	
Cllr	Brian	Selby:		Following	on	from	that,	have	you	made	any	complains	to	
Environmental	Health	Noise	Nuisance?	
	
Richard	Hellawell:		I	haven’t,	no.	I’m	not	aware	of	the	procedure.	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Any	further	questions	from	members	to	Richard?	No?	
Can	I	thank	you	for	your	presentation	Richard.	Can	I	invite	Simon	Grundy	who	is	the	
agent	to	come	forward	please.	Good	afternoon	Simon.	You	may	commence	when	you	
are	ready.		
	
Simon	Grundy:		Thank	you	chair,	panel.	I’ve	heard	very	little	from	the	officers	today	
about	regeneration.	This	is	a	gap	site	in	one	of	the	more	run-down	parts	of	the	city	
centre.	It’s	been	vacant	for	quite	a	number	of	years	now.	It’s	an	area	that’s	probably	
one	of	the	most	in	need	of	regeneration	parts	of	the	city	centre.	It’s	also	an	ideal	and	
sustainable	location	for	student	housing.	So	the	two	go	quite	nicely	together	with	this	
proposal.	Purpose	built	student	housing	here	will	help	continue	the	rebalancing	
process	between	the	letting	market	and	the	student	market,	sorry,	the	general	
housing	market	across	inner	north	west	Leeds.	And	I	think	it’s	safe	to	say	that	the	
market	evidence	is	now	there.	I	think	when	I	presented	to	panel	a	couple	of	months	
back	on	a	different	scheme,	we	talked	about	that	re-balancing	exercise.	So,	where	you	
provide	purpose	built	student	housing,	that	furthers	the,	or	it	lessens	the	likelihood	of	
people	living	in	Headingley	and	Burley	having	students	moving	next	door	and	that	
fear	of	whether	they’re	going	to	get,	you	know,	second	year	lads	or	you	know,	five	year	
post	graduate	students	living	next	door	to	them	in	the	next	academic	year.	A	lot	of	
communities,	they’ve	seen	the	tide	of	studentification	wash	back	over	the	past	few	
years	as	purpose	built	has	provided	alternative	high	quality	accommodation	like	this	
and	we’ve	actually	submitted	a	markets	report	by	local	estate	agent	Michael	Moore's	
as	part	of	the	application	package.	If	you’re	interested	in	this	balance,	I	really	
recommend	that	you	read	that.	It’s	a	very	interesting	read.	I	think	since	the	scheme	
was	last	before	you,	it’s	changed	immensely.	I	think	Mr	Hellawell	would	have	you	
believe	that	it’s	bigger	than	it	was	previously.	It’s	not.	It’s	got	quite	a	lot	fewer	units	in	
it.	Those	units	are	also,	the	units	that	we	do	have	are	also	a	lot	bigger.	So	as	Chris	
pointed	out,	the	average	has	gone	from	between	20	and	22	square	metres,	which	I	
know	you	were	previously	unhappy	with,	to	29	square	metres.	If	you	add	in	the	
communal	spaces,	then	each	resident’s	got	access	to	32	square	metres	of	their	own	
space.	The	blade	element	has	been	removed.	And	that	relationship	with	the	adjoining	
telecoms	building	is	greatly	improved.	Mr	Hellawell	said	that	it’s	taller	than	that	
building.	Well	it’s	not.	But	actually,	running	up	to	this	meeting	I	had	a	quick	look	at	
just	the	level	of	objections	locally.	Now	the	objectors	would	have	you	believe	that	
most	local	people	object	to	this.	Well	only	2	out	of	the	8	households	on	Kendal	Walk	
object.	Only	2	out	of	the	households	within	sight,	and	that’s	26	households,	object.	
That’s	about	7%.	Of	the	houses	within	the	immediate	surrounding	area,	and	I’m	not	
counting	Sentinel	Towers	or	all	the	student	accommodation,	there’s	38	houses	within	
100	metres	of	the	site.	2	of	those	households	object.	That’s	about	5%.	So	there	isn’t	a	
local	groundswell	of	objection	to	this.	Most	local	people,	most	people	who	live	in	the	
immediate	vicinity	of	the	site,	do	not	oppose	this	scheme.	I’m	sure	if	you	ask	them,	



	 7	

they	would	like	to	see	something	happen	with	it.	So,	the	scheme	has	been	produced	in	
discussion	with	officers.	The	design	we	feel,	is	wholly	acceptable	in	planning	terms.	
The	regeneration	benefits,	bringing	a	ten	million	pound	development	to	this	part	of	
the	city	centre,	speak	for	themselves.	But	certainly,	they	shouldn’t	be	you	know,	cast	
aside	if	this	is	a	part	of	the	city	centre	that	needs	regeneration.	And	student	housing	is	
the	only	game	in	town,	and	so	I	would	ask	you	to	support	your	officer’s	
recommendation.	Thank	you.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Thank	you	Simon.	Questions	from	members?	No?	
Please,	Councillor	Gruen?	Councillor	Garthwaite	please.		
	
Cllr	Al	Garthwaite:		Yes.	The	communal	garden,	or	the	garden	in	the	middle.	Who	is	
going	to	maintain	it?		
	
Simon	Grundy:		Purpose	built	student	housing	is	always	managed	by	the	
management	company.	So	all	of	the	communal	space	is,	the	whole,	you	know,	the	
building	will	be	retained.	It	won’t	be	sold	off	as	separate	units.	It	will	be	retained	as	a	
single	block.	And	the	whole	property,	including	the	gardens,	and	Rutland	Mount,	
which	we	propose	to	improve,	as	part	of	the	discussion	with	officers	at	their	request,	
in	line	with	the	local	framework,	all	of	that	would	be	managed	by	the	people	who	own	
the	block.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Tom.	
	
Cllr	Tom	Leadley:		What	colour	would	the	bricks	be?	I	mean.	We’ve	got	two	sort	of	
electronic	images	there.	One	a	fairly	subtle	brown.	And	one	a	fairly	startling	pink.	It	
might	be	a	question	for	the	electronics	people.	But	I	mean.	Perhaps	you	have	an	idea	
of	what	colour	you	intend	it	to	be.	
	
Simon	Grundy:		I	can	answer	that	two	ways.	First	of	all,	there’s	a	difference	between	
the	images	and	how	they’re	presented	on	the	screen.	I	think	the	screens	have	had	an	
effect.	So	obviously	if	you	look	at	that	brown,	the	other	screens,	they	look	more	pink.	
But	as	Henry	Ford	might	have	once	said,	“You	can	have	any	colour	you	like.”	I	
personally	think	that	if	it	matches	in	with	the	adjoining	telecoms	building,	and	we	can	
agree	this	in	discussions	with	officers	when	the	conditions	are	discharged,	then	that’ll	
be	the	best	solution,	you	know,	to	get	as	close	a	match	to	that	adjoining	building.		
	
Cllr	Tom	Leadley:		We	just	don’t	want	something	that	sticks	out	like	a	sore	thumb,	
that’s	all.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Okay.	That’s	condition	10	and	11	Tom	on	that.	Any	
other	questions?	Asghar	please.	Asghar	Khan.	Councillor	Khan.		
	
Cllr	Asghar	Khan:		Thank	you	chair.	If	the	scheme	is	to	be	approved,	what	is	the	scope	
for	local	employment	and	training	jobs	in	this	project?		
	
Simon	Grundy:		I	think	there’s	a	lot	of	scope	for	that.	Obviously,	there’ll	be	staff	
within	the	office,	and	the	two	managed	communal	areas.	There’s	also	the	retail	
element,	so,	you	know,	a	reasonably	sized	convenience	store.	We	have	already	agreed	
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heads	of	terms	on	section	106,	should	permission	be	granted,	to	include	local	trading	
initiatives.	So	yes,	there	is	good	scope	for	local	training	and	jobs.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Any	more	questions?	There	was	some	concern	on	site	
regarding	Rutland	Mount,	is	it?	It’s	largely	laid	out	by	cobble	stones,	apart	from	where	
some	utility	had	come	in	and	made	a	mess	of	it	and	didn’t	restore	it.	And	there	was	
concern	by	members	that	that	could	possibly	be	something	that’s	retained	along	with	
the	landscaping.	It	seems	a	good	opportunity	to	put	that	question	to	you	before	you	go	
because	probably	an	officer	will	be	asked	it	and	you’re	probably	in	the	best	position	to	
reply	to	that	one.		
	
Simon	Grundy:		We’ve	got	absolutely	no	problems	with	the	condition	to	suggest	that	
the	surfacing	material	for	Rutland	Mount	does	include	those	retained	setts.	In	actual	
fact,	Rutland	Mount	is	owned	by	the	council,	so	we’ll	probably	need	a	separate	
agreement	as	a	landowner	if	that	was	to	be	the	case.	But	we’ve	got	absolutely	no	
problem	with	the	conditions	that	affect.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Any	further	questions?	We	can	leave	that	to	members	
to	express	their	opinion	and	obviously	now	that	you've	made	that	statement,	it	gives	
them	a	certain	flexibility	over	what	they’d	like	to	see	there.	Thank	you	for	your	
presentation.	And	can	I	invite	members	to	ask	questions	of	Chris	Briggs	who	
presented	the	report.	I	see	Councillor	Campbell.	
	
Cllr	Colin	Campbell:		Yeah,	I’ve	got	a	couple	of	questions.	The	first	one	is,	you	said	
most	of	the	flats,	the	majority	of	them	I	think	are	25	to	28	(square	metres).	How	many	
aren't,	and	how	big	are	they?	That’s	question	one.		
	
Chris	Briggs:		So	in	terms	of	the	breakdown	of	the	units,	they're	set	out	at	9.3.2	of	the	
report.	71	of	the	units	are	28	to	30.	5	are	27.6.	Now	those	units	are	located	on	the	
south	elevation	here	on	the	left	hand	side	of	the	foreground.	Slightly	smaller	units,	but	
those	units	do	benefit	from	dual	aspect,	and	generally	speaking	you	can	still	
accommodate	all	the	functions	of	day	to	day	living	and	normal	size	furniture	in	those	
units.	But	there	are	only	five	of	them.	One	flat	is	27.9.	It	also	has	a	south	facing	aspect.	
Seven	flats	have	30	to	32.	Two	flats	have	36.	And	one	flat's	42	square	metres.	That’s	
quite	large.	And	that’s	the	overall	breakdown.	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Colin.	
	
Cllr	Colin	Campbell:		Not	so	much	a	flat,	more	a	suite	really.	Can	we	just	go	back	to	
the	issue	of	the	bricks.	Well,	not	so	much	the	bricks.	Have	you	got	a	better	set	of	
drawings	for	the	detailing?	Because	at	the	moment,	we	get…	in	fact,	every	one	of	the	
impressions	has	a	slightly	different	brick	colour.	And	it’s	not	really	easy	to	pick	out	
any	detailing	as	to	what	we’re	looking	at	to	break	up	the	surface.		
	
Chris	Briggs:		There’s	no	further	detail	which	improves	on	the	images	that	we’ve	got	
today	in	front	of	us	on	the	screen	unfortunately.	I’ve	got	a	flat	elevation	but	at	the	
scale	that	I’ve	got	them	at,	they’re	not	big	enough	to	be	any	improvement.	But	in	terms	
of	looking	at	the	detailing	on	here,	you	can	see	the	window	reveals	and	the	window	
framing	and	the	parapet	detailing.	But	it’s	something	that	we	could	request	further	
details	of.	
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Daljit	Singh:		The	normal	approach	to	this	is	to	control	the	detailed	matters	by	
condition.	And	what	we	do	do	at	that	stage	is	get	a	full	size	panel	put	up	of	the	bricks,	
the	windows,	the	way	they’re	put	together,	and	the	recesses.	And	I	think	it	is	at	that	
stage	that	we	can	look	at	a	sample	of	the	brick	and	the	most	appropriate	colour.	And	it	
may	well	be	that	you	recognise	the	context	of	say,	the	sorting	office	and	the	sub-
station	and	the	actual	hue	of	the	brick	as	something	which	is	appropriate.	But	I’m	
happy	for	members	to	have	a	view	on	that.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Any	comment?	
	
Cllr	Colin	Campbell:		I’ll	comment	on	the	style	in	the	comments	section	if	you	like,	
chair.	
	
Steve	Butler:		Can	I	make	one	additional	comment	if	I	can,	briefly?	Just	referring	
members	to	what	the	chair	said	about	conditions	10	and	11	on	page	21.	It	does	refer	
obviously	to	the	sample	panel	that	Daljit's	mentioned,	but	also	on	a	building	of	this	
scale,	it’s	often	difficult	to	understand	properly	the	detailed	elements	around	
windows,	soffit	details,	and	various	other	elements.	So	condition	11	specifically	asks	
for	1:20	scale	drawings	to	actually	understand	the	soffit	junction	between	materials,	
each	type	of	window	bay,	and	the	ground	floor	frontages.	So	there	is	an	element	of	
secondary	control	there,	particularly	regarding	detailing	on	the	elevations.	Thank	you	
chair.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Councillor	Garthwaite.	
	
Cllr	Al	Garthwaite:		Yes,	I’m	concerned	about	the	issue	of	vistas	and	views.	On	page	
10,	paragraph	7.2,	under	the	paragraph	headed,	Little	Woodhouse	Neighbourhood	
Design	Statement,	it	says	that	general	design	advice	includes,	"views	and	vistas	should	
be	maintained."	Well,	as	Richard	Hellawell	pointed	out,	this	will	close	off	a	view	and	a	
vista,	particularly	the	one	that	goes	right	across	to	St	Bartholemew’s	Church.	Not	there	
so	much,	as	to	the	right	of	that,	which	hasn’t	been	pictured.	And	I’d	like	some	
clarification	on	that	because	it	seems	contradictory.	On	the	one	hand,	views	and	vistas	
must	be	maintained,	but	on	the	other	hand,	this	one	is	being	closed	off.		
	
Daljit	Singh:		Yes,	thank	you	Councillor.	Thank	you	for	raising	that	element.	And	I	
have	looked	at	the	Neighbourhood	Design	Statement.	The	Neighbourhood	Design	
Statement	makes	some	general	comments	at	the	introduction.	It’s	based	on	a	
character	study	of	each	of	the	areas	within	Little	Woodhouse,	smaller	character	areas	
that	are	recognised	within	the	Neighbourhood	Design	Statement.	But	before	it	makes	
that	assessment,	it	recognises	that	there’s	a	significant	change	in	levels	and	recognises	
the	topography	of	the	Woodhouse	area	and	that	gives	opportunities	for	views	into	
Kirkstall	valley	and	across	to	Armley.	And	it	does	say	that	where	key	views	have	been	
identified,	or	there	are	those	views,	then	we	should	look	to	retain	those.	For	this	
particular	character	area,	it	doesn’t	identify	a	key	view.	Now	that	doesn’t	mean	to	say	
that	there	aren’t	views	across	the	valley.	There	are.	And	we	saw	one	on	site	from	the	
footpath.	However,	my	view	would	be	that	on	the	whole,	much	of	the	long	views	have	
already	been	foreshortened	by	development,	not	just	recent	development,	but	other	
development	such	as	the	post	office	building	development	further	down	the	valley.	
There	is	a	shifting	character	from	more	traditional	houses	further	up	the	hill,	and	
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more	large	scale	industrial	and	commercial	buildings	as	you	go	down	towards	the	
valley.	So	there’s	a	judgement	call	to	be	made	there.	Yes,	there	was	a	view	that	we	saw	
on	site,	but	we	haven’t	had	that	particularly	tested	and	neither	is	it	identified	in	the	
Neighbourhood	Design	Statement.	But	overall,	the	views	across	the	valley	are	
foreshortened	by	existing	buildings.	So	that	would	be	the	response	to	that	point.		
	
Cllr	Al	Garthwaite:		It	still	seems	to	me	that	it’s	stopping	a	view	right	across	the	
valley.	I	mean	I	agree	that	there	are	other	buildings	but	there	is	quite	a	substantial	
view	still	across	the	valley	which	those	residents	of	Kendal	Mount,	Kendal	Walk	etc	
can	see	at	the	moment.	If	the	building	was	to	be	lower,	they	would	still	presumably	
have	that	view.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Graham	please.		
	
Cllr	Graham	Latty:		Thank	you.	I	am	now	going	to	ask	a	very,	very	similar	question.	I	
wanted	to	know	which	of	these	views	that	we’re	looking	at,	in	actual	fact,	would	
represent	what	the	complainant	was	talking	about,	where	his	house,	where	does	he	
live?	Mr	Hellawell.	Is	it…	Are	we	looking	at	in	any	of	these	views	roughly	from	where	
he	is?	That	one.	Thank	you	very	much	indeed.	And	just	for	my	own	education,	I’ve	
always	believed	that	nobody	had	a	right	to	a	view.	Has	this	changed?	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Daljit?	
	
Daljit	Singh:		No,	you’re	right.	In	planning	terms,	there	isn’t	a	right	to	a	view.	
Development	will	affect	views.	There	is	a	consideration	to	be	made	about	the	
dominance	and	scale	of	development	and	how	it	fits	in	within	the	character	of	an	area.	
But	the	fact	that	a	certain	individual,	a	private	individual,	may	have	a	certain	view	at	
the	moment,	then	there’s	no	right	to	maintain	that	in	planning	terms.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		David.	
	
Cllr	David	Blackburn:		Have	we	got	a	cross-sectional	view	across	the	valley?	It	would	
have	been	useful,	yeah.	So	I	take	it	on	the	other	side,	there	is	roughly	where	that	
gentleman’s	house,	who	was	speaking,	is.	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Was	that	a	question?	
	
Cllr	David	Blackburn:		No.	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Are	there	any	more	questions?	Can	we	move	on	to	
comments	then	please.	Peter.		
	
Cllr	Peter	Gruen:		Chair,	thank	you.	I	have	two	comments,	one	about	the	building	
itself,	and	one	about	the	policy	in	particular.	I	agree	with	colleagues	and	Mr	Hellawell.	
And	I	think	the	building	looks	very	bulky.	If	we	can	go	back	to	that	overhead	please.	It	
looks	very	bulky	to	me.	And	it	looks	very	square,	if	you	want,	in	terms	of	there	not	
being	fenestration	or	windows	and	that	kind	of	an	aspect	that	gives	slightly	less	of	a	
massed	approach.	And	it’s	something	I’m	not	particularly	taken	by.	The	comment	
about	the	policy	is,	and	I	think	this	is	important.	People	in	Headingley	are	now	seeing	
the	flight	of	students,	and	have	seen	for	some	years,	the	flight	of	students	and	the	
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planning	result	is	wholesale	streets	almost	empty	and	there	being	a	lack	of	coherence	
around	what	the	planning	issue	should	be	and	we	try	to	tackle	that.	As	I	said	at	the	last	
meeting	we	had,	two	or	three	years	ago	about	having	a	study	into	the	impact	over	in	
Headingley	and	the	impact	on	the	city	centre.	It	seems	to	me	we	have	not	got	an	
impact	study	for	the	city	centre,	for	this	is	part	of	the	city	centre.	And	it	seems	to	me,	
and	I’m	sad	to	have	to	make	the	point	yet	again,	it	seems	to	me	that	we	are	treating	
each	application	on	its	own,	without	actually	saying	what	is	the	cumulative	effect	of	all	
these	applications	and	are	we	repeating	the	cycle	that	we	had	in	Headingley,	now	
somewhere	else,	so	that	if	there	is	a	different	situation,	and	can	we	really	count	on	
student	numbers	for	the	next	25	to	30	years	being	exactly	what	they	are	now,	and	
want	them	to	be	where	they	are	now?	Probably	not.	And	there	just	seems	to	be	a	lack	
of	overall	coherence	to	me	in	that	sense.	And	it	does	make	me	quite	uneasy.	I	want	us	
to	have	a	discussion	about	those	issues	please.	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Graham	please.	
	
Cllr	Graham	Latty:		Thank	you.	I	think	this	particular	stretch	of	road	has	probably	got	
some	of	the	worst	buildings	in	Leeds,	hasn’t	it,	some	of	which	we’re	responsible	for,	
probably	by	default	rather	than	by	design.	But	it’s	a	shame	to	carry	the	business	on,	
isn’t	it?	Because	I	mean	this	to	me,	is	a	building	straight	out	of	the	past.	When	I	was	a	
young	man,	that	would	have	been	a	car	showroom	with	offices	over	it.	Quite	honestly,	
I	do	wonder	whether	when	our	officers	are	looking	at	proposals,	and	this	is	in	no	way	
meant	to	denigrate	officers,	but	do	they	actually	say,	“For	heaven	sake,	design	
something,	don’t	just,	you	know,	give	us	this."	Because,	honestly	and	truly,	if	we’re	going	
to	build	here,	and	I	must	be	honest,	if	I	was	Mr	Hellawell,	I	think	I’d	feel	very	much	the	
same	at	losing	my	view	and	vista,	even	though	I’ve	no	right	to	it.	But	if	you’re	going	to	
lose	it,	then	the	other	side	of	this	building	is	even		worse.	And	you	know,	he’s	going	to	
be	condemned	to	looking	at	that	for	an	awful	long	time.	So	yeah,	okay,	we	do	need	to	
fill	this	space.	I	do	think	that,	it’s	a	shame	we’ve	got	to	have	more	student	
accommodation,	because	it	seems	to	be	coming	out	of	our	ears	in	this	part	of	the	
world,	and	we’ve	raised	this	question	each	time,	because	within,	what,	a	quarter	of	a	
mile	circle	of	this,	we’ve	looked	at	lots	of	student	applications,	and	every	time	we	say,	
"What,	more	students?"	So,	okay,	that’s	not	the	question	at	the	moment.	But	as	I	said,	if	
we’re	going	to	fill	this	site,	let’s	fill	it	with	something	we	would	be	proud	to	say	“City	
plans	passed	that	and	don’t	mind	their	name	being	attached	to	it.”	I	do	think	it’s	too	
high.	I	don’t	think	it’s	been	designed.	And	it	doesn’t	enhance	the	area.	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Thank	you	Graham.	David	please.		
	
Cllr	David	Blackburn:		I	must	say	I	have	sympathy	with	what	Mr	Hellawell	said	about	
this	building.	I	mean,	quite	clearly,	from	the	one	we	turned	down,	on	one	side,	it’s	got	
higher,	and	it’s	less	stepped.	And	I’m	sure	if	it	was	stepped,	part	of	the	things	about	the	
vistas	and	that,	would	be	dealt	with.	It	also	would	not	look	as	bulky	as	that.	So	I	just	
think	it’s	still	too	excessive.	On	the	student	situation,	the	student	flats'	internally	seem	
reasonably	okay	I	would	say.	And	I	mean,	there	is	the	issue,	because	we	do	keep	
passing	planning	applications	for	student	flats,	that	we	must	be	getting	to	the	point	
where	we’re	reaching	saturation,	so	I	think,	certainly,	we	need	to	look	at	that.	But	if	
the	student	flats	are	needed,	I’ve	no	problem	with	that	side,	but	as	I	said,	that’s	too	
bulky.		
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Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		I	have	a	few	more	speakers	and	then	I	think	some	
officers	want	to	come	in	on	height	so,	maybe	at	this	stage.	.	.	or	(directed	at	Tim	Hill)	
do	you	want	to	wait	until	the	end	of	the	debate?	
	
Tim	Hill:		Sorry	chair.	It	wasn’t	the	height	so	much	as	the	principle	of	the	policy	and	
Councillor	Gruen	I	think	knows	what	I’m	going	to	say.	If	I	can	just	draw	members	
attention	to	the	bottom	of	page	12	and	the	first	half	of	page	13.	Because	that	in	effect	
sets	out	I	think	the	issue	around	need	and	students.	I	just	make	one	general	point,	
which	is	that	panel	did	not	refuse	this	on	the	basis	that	it	was	student	accommodation.	
It	refused	it	on	two	grounds.	Firstly,	the	internal	room	sizes,	and	secondly,	if	you	like,	
the	built	form,	and	in	particular,	the	height	of	the	blade.	So	that	the	need	for	student	
accommodation,	and	whether	it	was	or	wasn’t	going	to	be	student	accommodation,	
wasn’t	an	issue	at	that	point.	But	clearly,	having	refused	it,	it	went	to	appeal,	but	the	
inspector,	who	will	have	had	the	benefit	of	all	the	representations	that	were	made,	
equally	didn’t	feel	that	those	issues	around	noise,	whether	it	was	going	to	be	students	
or	whatever,	were	at	issue	here.	I	think	it	would	be	difficult	for	the	council,	if	panel	
were	so	minded,	to	decide	that	actually	they	were	now	concerned	about	the	principle	
of	it	being	student	rather	than	general	accommodation	for	example.	But	in	relation	to	
the	policy,	Councillor	Gruen	is	quite	right,	a	few	years	ago,	this	was	an	issue	and	I	
think	there	was	a	scrutiny	group	that	looked	at	it.	However,	the	Core	Strategy	policy	
that	was	adopted,	the	inspector	did	not	take	into	account,	or	did	not	accept	the	views	
of	the	council	that	need	should	be	an	issue.	Therefore,	the	relevant	adopted	Core	
Strategy	policies	H6(b)	and	you’ll	see	the	officers'	assessment	on	page	13,	bottom	of	
page	12,	as	to	whether	or	not	this	meets	that,	and	the	conclusion	is	that	quite	clearly,	
it	does.	And	in	particular	part	3,	is	the	issue	of	how	can	we	judge	the	impact	of,	you’re	
right,	every	particular	scheme	in	terms	of	its	locality.	Clearly,	cumulative	impact	is	
going	to	be	part	of	that.	Because	the	more	schemes	there	are,	the	more	it	will	become	
an	issue	in	terms	of,	in	terms	of	part	through	the	policy.	But	the	conclusion	I	think	that	
officers	came	to	was	that	in	this	site,	you	couldn’t	come	to	the	conclusion,	or	officers	
couldn’t	come	to	the	conclusion,	that	it	was	an	issue.	And	so	we	are	not	proposing	that,	
if	you	like,	it	should	carry	great	weight	in	the	conclusions	that	we’ve	come	to.	So	it	was	
just	really	to	point	out	to	members	that	that	is	the	policy	basis.	It	does	consider	how	
we	can	look	at	individual	schemes.	And	just	to	remind	members.	This	wasn’t	a	feature	
of	the	refusal	before.	Sorry.	I’ve	taken	advantage	of	the	opportunity	while	the	chair’s…	
Just	in	relation	to	the	heights.	It	might	be	worth	Chris.	Sorry.	Could	you	just	put	that	
cross	section	across	the	valley	that	Councillor	Blackburn	asked	for.	That	one.	I	think	
the	key	issue	for	members	as	I’ve	understood	today.	I	entirely	accept	that	members	
have	got	an	issue	about	bulk	and	massing.	But	I	think	in	relation	to	the	component	
parts	of	the	site,	the	blade	has	gone	down,	the	others	have	gone	up	by	one	or	two	
storeys,	on	that,	if	you	like,	the	hillside	frontage,	the	Kendal	Way	(Walk)	frontage.	And	
I	think	the	question	is,	if	you	look	at	that,	would	the	extra	one	or	two	storeys	
reduction	through	there,	make	a	significant	difference	in	terms	of	somebody	standing	
at	the	house	there,	being	able	to	see	across,	and	what	would	they	be	able	to	see	across.	
So	I'm	not	entirely	sure	from	that	that	you	can	draw	the	conclusion	that	actually	there	
is	a	significant	loss	of	a	view	from	having	one	or	two	storeys	from	the,	if	you	like,	the	
portion	to	the	west	of	the	site.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Thank	you	for	those	comments	Tim.	Very	useful.	I’ve	
got	Colin	now.	Colin	Campbell.	Councillor	Campbell.	
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Cllr	Colin	Campbell:		I	suppose	I	have	to	speak	up	for	students	really.	In	that	we	
ought	to	stop,	you	know…	We’re	going	through	the	process	of	demonising	them	again,	
aren’t	we?	And	I	recognise	it.	I	remember	the	old	days	in	Headingley	when	we	used	to	
say	the	world	ended	because	Headingley	was	awash	with	students.	I	think	we’ve	got,	
on	a	basic	principle,	we’ve	got	to	understand	that	the	student	housing	market	has	
changed	quite	dramatically	in	the	last	ten	years,	without	a	doubt.	Particularly	I	think	
since,	for	the	want	of	a	better…	they	introduced	tuition	fees,	because	once	you	got	
tuition	fees,	students	started	demanding	a	heck	of	a	lot	more.	And	I	think	this	is	a	
response	to	that.	And	we’ve	seen	an	improvement	certainly,	in	the	quality	of	rented	
accommodation	for	students.	And	that’s	no	bad	thing	in	my	opinion	because	a	number	
of	the	places	that	they	were	having	to	stay	in,	in	Headingley	and	Woodhouse	and	all	
the	rest,	were	considerably	sub-standard,	and	I	think,	under	modern	circumstances,	
we	just	wouldn’t	allow	that	to	happen.	And	I	suppose	by	default,	we	do	have	a	cluster	
of	student	accommodation	in	this	particular	area.	And	as	you	know,	if	,by…	One	site,	I	
suppose,	influences	what	happens	on	others.	I	don’t	as	a	principle,	have	any	problem	
with	student	accommodation	on	this	site.	The	flats,	as	we’ve	seen,	seem	to	be	actually	
slightly	bigger	than	some	we’ve	given	permission	for	in	the	past.	I	think	you	have	to	
face	facts	that	there	is	going	to	be	a	development	on	this	site.	You	have	to	face	the	facts	
that	whatever	else	happens,	whatever	development	comes	on	this	site,	whatever	it	
might	be,	it	will	not	be	significantly	smaller	than	everything	else	that’s	round	it.	You	
will	not	get	a	row	of	semis	on	here.	So	we	have	to	face	facts	that	we’re	going	to	get	a	
building	which	is	substantially	not	related	to	a	semi-detached	house.	I	think	the	fault	
with	this	one	is	the	design.	And	I	don’t	think	the	design	is	particularly	inspired.	I	don’t	
think	there’s	a	problem	with…	Well,	we’ve	all	said	I	think,	that	we	don’t	think	much	of,	
well,	everybody’s	who’s	spoken	so	far,	that	we	don’t	think	much	of	the	design.	And	I	
know	you	say,	well,	there’s	got	to	be	a	detailed	set	of	drawings	produced	for	us,	so	
really	you’re	saying,	take	it	on	trust.	But	I’m	not	sure	that	on	this	site	I	want	to	take	it	
on	trust	actually,	given	its	history.	So	it	would	seem	to	me	that	it	would	be	logical	to	
say,	from	my	point	of	view	anyway,	I	don’t	have	a	problem	with	the	development.	I	
don’t	have	a	problem	with	the	reduction	in	massing	that	we	saw	with	this	one	
compared	with	the	one	we	refused	permission	for.	I	do	have	a	problem,	and	I	think,	
under	those	circumstances,	we	ought	to	defer	it	so	it	comes	back,	so	we’ve	actually	got	
a	much	better	idea	of	what	it	will	look	like	and	how	it	fits	in	to	the	whole	of	that	
surrounding	area.	And	I’ll	just	stick	my	bit	in,	because	I	did	mention	it	on	site	and	I	
went	on	about	it.	What’s	it?	Rutland,	is	it	Rutland	Street	or	Rutland	Crescent?	
	
Cllr	Tom	Leadley:		Rutland	Mount.	
	
Cllr	Colin	Campbell:		Rutland	Mount	next	door.	I	was	the	one	who	was	raising	that	
issue	about	setts.	I	think	we	want	those	setts	retaining.	I	appreciate	they	want	to	turn	
it	into	a	pedestrianised	area	with	a	walkway	through.	But	as	I	said,	if	you	just	dug	all	
those	up	and	put	artificial	pavers	in,	when	it	rains,	it’s	a	big	slope.	It	would	be	slippy.	I	
think	if	you	have	some	sort	of	textured	surface,	which	the	setts	would	provide,	and	I	
don’t	think	they	are	cobbles,	I	think	they’re	setts.	Maybe	it’s	me	being	pedantic	at	that	
point.	I	think	we	ought	to	retain	those	as	far	as	possible.	Obviously	with	some	planting	
so	you	could	win	a	few	to	fill	in	the	gaps.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		That’s	very	useful	Colin	and	I	think	most	members	are	
coming	around	to	that	opinion.	But	we	have	another	couple	to	hear	yet.	And	then	
perhaps	we	can	decide	which	is	the	best	way	forward.	Neil	please.	
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Cllr	Neil	Walshaw:		Yeah,	thank	you	chair.	Yeah,	I	think	looking	at	this	application,	I	
think	I	find	myself	agreeing	a	fair	amount	a	lot	with	what	Colin’s	just	said.	I	think	the	
issue	really	here	is	not	the	principle.	I	think	the	issue	here	is	in	some	of	the	details,	
isn’t	it.	I	think	this	is	one	of	those	streets,	and	I	must	confess	I	walk	down	this	a	lot.	It's	
one	of	my	many	walking	routes	between	home	and	here.	And	it	is	a	bit	of	a,	sort	of	a	
post	industrial	canyon	so	to	speak.	And	I	think	the	design,	I	think	my	issue	with	this	is	
some	aspects	of	the	design	and	some	aspects	of	the	materials.	I	think	it	seems	to	kind	
of	want	to	ape	some	of	the	buildings	along	there.	And	I’m	not	sure	we	should	be	
recreating	50s	sort	of	like	industrial	chic	along	here	quite	so	much	as	this	building	
does.	But	I	think	there's	some	issues	with	design	there.	But	like	I	said,	broadly	
speaking	colleagues,	I	don’t	think	we	can	have	much	of	a	problem	with	the	principle	
on	here.	There	is	going	to	be	development	on	this	site	as	Colin	says.	Purpose	built	
student	accommodation.	That’s	an	interesting	question	for	Headingley	councillors	
because	broadly	speaking,	the	more	purpose	built	student	accommodation	we	get,	the	
more	housing	that	frees	up	in	Headingley.	And	I	think	over	the	last	8	to	9	years	that's	
had	a	very,	very	interesting,	and	a	wider	issue	effect	on	the	Headingley	and	the	Hyde	
Park	property	market,	the	housing	market,	how	it’s	structured.	And	I	think	Peter’s	
comments,	I	think	you’re	right	Peter,	I	think	that’s	starting	to	shift	a	wee	bit	now.	I	
think	landlords	finally,	they’ve	had	so	many	parts,	elements	of	their	portfolio	empty,	
just	waiting	for	that	student	household	to	come	along	that’s	never	going	to	come	
along.	Those	landlords	are	now	starting	to	put	their	properties	into	other	market	
areas.	And	there’s	a	whole	raft	of	issues	that	brings,	that	are	not	really	subject	to	this	
panel,	about	effectively	slum	landlordism	creeping	into	the	area,	I	think	that’s	
something	we’ve	got	to	guard	against	as	an	authority.	However,	that	we	can	manage.	
And	I	think	it’s	a	separate	issue	from	here.	Here,	the	principle’s	good.	But	the	design	
and	the	massing	are	not	quite	there.	And	I	share,	I’m	sympathetic	with	Colin’s	view	
that	perhaps	a	deferment	for	some	clarification	might	be	required	on	that.	I	don’t	
know	what	other	colleagues	think.	But	I	think	that’s	where	I’m	moving	to	at	the	
moment	chair.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Okay.	Sorry,	there's	one	or	two	speakers.	And	I’m	
anxious	that	we	all	have	our	opinion.	I’ve	taken	that	as	a	proposal	from	Colin.	And	I’ll	
take	you	to	second	that	one.	But	one	thing	we	have	to	be	very	clear	on	is	what	we’re	
absolutely	deferring	it	for,	for	what	we	want	to	see	addressed.	So	we	might	have	to	
return	to	that.	Steve,	if	you	want	to	come	in,	I’ll	bring	you	in	at	this	stage.		
	
Steve	Varley:		Sorry,	yes,	I’m	sort	of	speaking	here	on	the	hoof	in	the	sense	that	I	
appreciate	what	members	have	said.	But	one	side	of	me	says	I	would	respectfully	sort	
of	suggest	or	caution	against	just	producing	some	sort	of	flashy	momentary	thing.	
Many	of	the	buildings	around	the	area,	I	have	to	say,	are,	personally,	from	my	view,	as	
has	been	intimated	earlier,	of	not	very	good	stock,	shall	we	say.	I’d	prefer	if	members	
were	minded	not	to	go	and	ask	me	to	speak	with	the	applicants		and	produce	some	
sort	of,	I	use	the	common	word,	bling,	you	know.	The	building	itself,	I	can	see	exactly	
what	members	are	saying.	It	is	actually,	a	very,	on	another	day,	it	is	actually	a	very	
ordered,	reasonable,	sort	of	1950s	stroke	30s,	almost	art	deco	in	many	ways.	But	
however,	and	that	in	a	sense,	I	supported	it.	But	if	members	are	not	happy	with	that,	I	
could	say	that	we	are	able	rather	than	for	example	I	politely	request	that	rather	than	
refusing,	members	give	me	the	opportunity	to	speak	with	the	applicants.	The	only	
thing	I	would	just	ask	is	that	could	I	just	ask	one	or	two	open	questions	to	give	us	a	
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direction.	Do	you	actually	fundamentally	as	a	group	object	to	it	being	brick	for	
example?	I	mean,	there’s	a	lot	we	could	do	with	that	building	and	make	it	look	a	damn	
sight	better,	you	with	me?	But	are	you	minded	to	go	the	whole	hog	and	say	you	don’t	
want	the	brick?	Or,	you	know,	I	could	say	we	could	do	something	with	that	and	
certainly	bring	it	on.		
	
Steve	Butler:		Chair,	if	you	don’t	mind,	I	think	members	have	fully	discussed	and	
understand	the	issues	regarding	the	principle	of	student	accommodation	on	here.	And	
I	think	members	do	generally	agree	that	the	principles	are	acceptable.	I	think	
members	also	accept	the	issues	that,	you	know,	cascading	down	this	site	we’ve	got	
some	tall	buildings	and	we’re	not	going	to	preserve	every	view.	There	are	some	
strategic	views.	But	the	view	that	I	think	was	raised	as	an	issue	on	site	is	probably	
nearly	a	mile	away.	It’s	this	church	at	Armley.	There	are	lots	of	intervening	buildings.	
You’ve	only	got	to	walk	a	few	yards	to	one	side	and	you’d	lose	that.	Unfortunately	for	
Mr	Hellawell,	it’s	going	to	sound	harsh	this,	but	they	have	had	the	benefit	of	a	gap	site	
for	a	considerable	number	of	years	but	that	was	never	ever	going	to	be	retained	
forever.	In	terms	of	the	actual	height	of	the	building,	Daljit,	Chris,	and	I	think	members	
have	discussed	the	issues	regarding	the	bulk.	The	blade	element,	which	was	the	taller	
section	on	the	original	refusal,	obviously	has	been	significantly	reduced.	But	there	has	
been	a	compensatory	rise	of	one	storey,	it	is	only	one	storey	on	the	podium	element.	
And	removal	of	that	element,	as	Tim	has	said,	would	not	solve	the	view	issue.	So	I	
think	we’ve	got	the	principle.	I	think	members	in	general,	I	know	there’s	been	a	
question	about	the	bulk,	but	I	think	that	the	bulk	is	probably	acceptable.	I	think	where	
we	sort	of	reside	after	all	this	discussion	is	that	it	would	probably	be	better	if	you	
suggest	that	we	did	defer	this.	But	we	are	simply	looking	at	the	detailed	expression	of	
the	elevation,	the	external	elevations	of	this	building.	Because	I	think	there's	always	
going	to	be	something	big	on	site.	But	I	do	understand	the	concern	regarding	that.	And	
of	course	they’re	concerned	that	that	the	conditional	element	doesn’t	quite	do	it.	Steve	
has	already	just	said	that	he	thinks	there’s	an	opportunity	there	to	discuss	with	the	
applicants	to	introduce	some	better	detail	to	this	building	without	making	it	into	bling.	
Because	it	would	be	uncharacteristic	of	this	area	if	it	was	too	flashy	for	want	of	a	
better	description.	So	could	I	suggest	that	we	actually	do	defer	this	for	one	cycle	for	
further	consideration	of	the	external	elevational	treatment	to	this	building.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		I	think	we	will	do	that.	Some	of	the	questions	that	
Steve	did	raise	is	(sic)	ones	I	was	anxious	to	hear	from	members.	And	I	don’t	want	to	
close	it	down	until	I’ve	heard	from	members.	There	are	a	couple	now	who	want	to	
speak.	And	I	imagine	it’s	speaking	on	that	issue.	I	think	and	then	if	we	go	on	to	say	is	
the	principle	for	a	student	accommodation	acceptable.	And	then	we	look	at	the	height	
and	massing.	And	I	think	in	general,	officers	have	had	something	to	say	on	that.	Can	I	
remind	members	that	the	original	one	that	was	turned	down	for	the	blade	element	
was	proposing	110	flats.	This	one	is	proposing	87	so	there	is	considerable	reduction	
and	perhaps	members	ought	to	keep	that	in	mind.	I’ll	go	back	to	what	members	say	
rather	than	what	I’m	saying	at	this	stage.	So,	I’ve	got	Stuart	to	come	in,	Stuart	
McKenna,	Councillor	McKenna.	Then	I’ve	got	Graham	and	Peter	who	wish	to	comment.		
	
Cllr	Stuart	McKenna:		I	should	have	probably	indicated	not.	Because	I	think	what	Mr	
Butler	said	there,	and	I	think	looking	at	deferring	it	to	another	cycle	is…	I’m	happy	
with	that.	I	think	Steve's,	sorry,	Mr	Butler,	and	I	think	Colin,	were,	I	think	they	were	all	
singing	on	same	sheet.	And	I	think	that	I’d	be	happy	to	go	along	you	know	if	that’s	
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been	moved	and	seconded.	That’s	where	I	am.	I	don’t	think	there’s	any	more	to	say	
really.	I	think	we’re	just	repeating	ourselves.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Graham.	
	
Cllr	Graham	Latty:		Well	it	hasn’t	been	moved	and	seconded.	Who	seconded	it?	
	
Cllr	Stuart	McKenna:		Neil	Walshaw.	
	
Cllr	Graham	Latty:		I	must	have	been	busy	thinking	about	setts	and	cobbles	at	the	
time.	Incidentally,	I’ve	just	looked	them	up.	Cobbles	are	rough,	setts	are	smooth.	
Cobbles	are	usually	on	a	slope	so	you	can	get	a	grip.	I	just	wish	to	take	issue,	mildly.	I	
didn’t	think	that	members	generally	did	accept	the	bulk	of	the	building.	I	think	that	
was	one	of	the	things	which	most	of	us	seem	to	be	commenting	on	and	I	certainly,	you	
know,	I’m	not	objecting	to	the	sheer	height.	Just,	to	my	mind,	particularly	the	rear	
view	bulk	is	unacceptable.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Peter.		
	
Cllr	Peter	Gruen:		I	think	I	started	the	conversation	about	the	principle.	I	accept	what	
the	chief	planning	officer	said	on	this	occasion	or	at	this	point	that	analysis	
demonstrates	that	in	the	wider	context,	it	is	appropriate	to	have	further	student	
accommodation	there.	And	my	comments	about	students	shouldn’t	infer	that	I’m	for	
or	against.	I	simply	know	from	my	association	with	Hyde	Park	and	Headingley	as	exec	
member	that	there	was	a	constant	delineation	between	permanent	residents	and	
temporary	residents	which	I’m	sure	is	a	case	wherever	it	happens.	In	terms	of	the	
bulk,	I	have	to	confess	I	share	Graham’s	view	that	I	would	find	it	very	difficult	if	
officers	felt	we	were	simply	talking	about	tinkering	around	with	the	design.	I	find	the	
design	not	attractive	and	not	in	keeping	with	a	kind	of	aspiration	the	city	has	for	a	
better	design	than	we’ve	got,	and	that	doesn’t	mean	as	Steve	was	trying	to	indicate	
that	we	want	a	glass	palace,	or	something	glitzy	with	perhaps	some	gold	cufflinks	
around	the	edge	or	whatever	else,	you	know.	I	think	we’ve	had	enough	bling	without	
having	to	have	any	more	elsewhere.	So,	the	case	for	me	is,	and	I	think	a	lot	of	members	
said	the	same	thing,	the	design	is	disappointing.	And	the	design	could	be	better.	But	I	
don’t	want	officers	to	go	away	and	say	we’re	deferring	and	delegating	just	to	have	a	
little	play	around.	And	I	would	say	also.	There	was	a	time	when	this	panel,	at	this	stage	
had	material	samples.	And	it	would	have	been	very	helpful	today	to	actually	have	
exactly	what	you	were	talking	about	earlier	on	about	the	kind	of	sample	thing	that	
applicants	could	bring	in	that	we	could	actually	see	with	our	own	eyes.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Yes	Steve.	
	
Steve	Butler:		It’s	unusual	for	me	to	be	asking	members	questions	from	here.	But	
could	I	just	ask	a	question	to	Councillor	Latty	and	well,	the	panel	really,	but	Councillor	
Latty	and	Councillor	Gruen	specifically.	Is	it	this	elevation	that’s	shown	on	this	
photograph	where	it	says	“Proposed"	that’s	particularly	the	issue	in	terms	of	bulk?	So	
it’s	this	particular	elevation.	Because	I	just	want	to	be	specific	so	we	don’t,	we	bring	
back	roughly	what	you	want.			
	
Cllr	Peter	Gruen:		I	just	find	it	very	bland.	If	there	were	more.	.	.	
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Steve	Butler:		Articulation?	
	
Cllr	Peter	Gruen:		Articulation.	Exactly	so.	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		More	articulation	yes.	And	there	is	bland.	We	all	agree	
with	that.	We’ve	all	got	eyes.	And	we	can	see	it.	I	have	a	few	more	who	want	to	speak.	
Christine,	you	and	Tom	have	indicated.	If	you’ve	got	any	ideas,	please	pass	them	to	
officers.	When	it	comes	back,	I	want	to	know	that	officers	have	addressed	what	your	
views	and	your	concerns,	as	best	they	can.	They	may	not	be	able	to,	but	at	least	we	tell	
them	so	that	they	can	attempt	to.	Christine	
	
Cllr	Christine	Macniven:		Thank	you	chair.	I	think	it’s	unfortunate	that	the	drawings	
seem	to	show	this	big,	looming	building.	Having	been	on	site	this	morning,	I	was	quite	
surprised	when	I	saw	those	photographs	because	what	I	had	seen	happening	from	my	
site	visit	was	a	much	more	tuned	in	arrangement	of	buildings.	I	can	appreciate	that	the	
cosmetics	or	the	aesthetics	of	what	we’re	looking	at	don’t	appeal	to	people.	And	I	
suspect	that	there’s	something	that	can	be	done	about	that.	But	I	didn’t	really	have	a	
problem	with	the	layout	of	the	building	and	the,	certainly,	the	way	that	it	came	down	
in	size.	I	thought	it	made	a	big	difference	to	the	way	it	contributed	to	a	really	
disgraceful	mess	that’s	there	at	the	moment.			
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Tom.	
	
Cllr	Tom	Leadley:		I	think	the	problem	with	the	facades	is	that	really	it’s	been	built	as	
a	building	which	faces	south	over	Burley	Street,	in’t	it	(sic)	and	they’ve	forgotten	
about	the	back.	But	really	it	does	have	two	street	frontages	so	you	know,	the	Park	
Lane	side	has	got	to	be	a	better	design	because	people	will	see	that.	Almost	as	
frequently	as	they’ll	see	the	Burley	Street	frontage.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Okay	then.		
	
Daljit	Singh:	Is	it	okay	if	I	just	come	in	on…	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Please	do.	I’m	just	very	anxious	that	officers	
understand	what	members	are	requiring	so	anything	on	that	one	would	be	helpful.		
	
Daljit	Singh:		Steve,	if	you	could	pass	me	the	pointer	please.	In	the	interest	of	trying	to	
crystallise	some	of	the	discussion	about	design	and	a	bit	of	clarity,	not	just	for	officers	
but	also	for	the	applicant,	I	think	that	the	comments	that	are	coming	back	is	that	the	
Park	Lane	elevation	particularly	which	is	the	one	that	we’re	looking	at,	is	the	poorer	of	
the	two.	And	we’ve	always	worked	hard	as	officers	with	applicants	to	give	a	building	
order,	a	base,	a	middle	and	a	top.	And	whereas	in	my	view,	the	Burley	Street	elevation,	
because	of	the	Coop	shop	has	a	clear	base.	And	then	the	middle	and	top,	with	our	
intention,	that	the	middle,	the	interest	in	the	middle	would	be	provided	by	those	deep	
recesses,	window	reveals	and	shadow	lines,	controlled	by	the	conditions.	And	the	top	
having	a	clear	parapet	detail.	However,	on	the	Park	Lane	frontage,	I	can	see	that	in	the	
visuals	that	we’ve	shown	so	far,	it’s	not	clear	where	that	base	is.	And	I	think	that,	if	we	
can	work	with	the	applicant	on	creating	a	clear	base	and	a	treatment	to	the	road	
frontage,	that	might	help	in	grounding	the	building.	I	also	think	possibly,	and	I’m	
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happy	for	Steve	to	come	in	here.	Perhaps	the	detailing	around	the	top	of	the	building	
could	be	stronger.	And	in	more	traditional	buildings,	normally,	the	cill	detailing,	the	
parapet	detailing,	the	stone	detail…	it’s	a	lot	stronger	and	it’s	picked	out	in	a	different	
material.	I	agree	with	Steve	Varley	that	we	shouldn’t	throw	a	lot	of	different	materials	
at	this.	It	should	still	be	a	simple	palette	of	materials.	And	red	brick	I	think	is	
appropriate	in	the	context	of	the	wider	area	but	I	think	we	can	do	a	lot	more	in	terms	
of	those	detailing	and	possibly	bring	that	back.	If	we	approached	it	in	that	way,	would	
that	be	an	approach	that	generally	panel	think	might	provide	a	more	successful	
solution?	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Colin.	
	
Cllr	Colin	Campbell:		I	think	there’s	a	basis	for	a	discussion	there.	I	wouldn’t	like	you	
to	simply	say,	“Oh	well,	the	Burley	Street	frontage	is	fine”	because	I	don’t	think	it	is.	And	
I	suppose	they	are	as	Tom	said,	it’s	two	different	frontages.	And	they	both,	for	obvious	
reasons…	I	state	the	obvious,	they	front	onto	different	roads.	Actually,	the	treatment	
onto	Burley	Street	needs	to	be	lifted	a	bit.	I	know	you’ve	got	a	shop	downstairs,	but,	
once	you	get	beyond	the	shop	level,	it’s	not	that	good.	And	so,	I	think,	there’s	a	whole	
raft	of	stuff	you	could	do,	relatively	simply,	to	lift	that	building.	And	you	mentioned,	
“Oh	well,	it’s	a	bit	of	an	art	deco	building.”	Well	you	wouldn’t	get	an	art	deco	building	
which	was	as	bland	and	boring	as	that.	And	so,	I	wouldn’t	like	you	to	say	just	one	side	
needs	fixing.	I	think	it	needs	fixing	all	the	way	round.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Thank	you.	I,	very	shortly,	very	quick	then	Steven	
please.		
	
Steve	Varley:		Sorry.	I	just	think	taking	on	board	what	Daljit	said	and	that.	I’m	sure,	I	
have	in	my	mind	now	to	do	it.	And	I’m	sure	we	can	come	up	with	something	for	
members	along	those	lines.	I	feel	confident	of	that.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Okay.	I	think	before	we	go	to	a	vote,	there	are	things	
we	can	agree	on.	Like	I	think	we	all	agree	that	the	use	for	student	accommodation	is	
acceptable.	Yes.	Everybody’s	nodding.	There	was	no	real	issues	raised	regarding	the	
size	of	the	flats.	No.	They	seem	to	be	acceptable.	We	have	actually	been	in	a	Dandara	
scheme	in	Manchester.	That	was	actually	this	size,	or	some	of	them	smaller,	and	we	
were	content	to	actually	be	in	them.	So	we	can	put	that	aside.	So	we’re	looking	really	
at	the	bulkiness	of	the	design	and	I	guess	there’s	some	other	issues	that	perhaps	we	
might	have	to	explore	again.	Is	there	anything	else,	or	is	that	sum-up	acceptable?	
Okay.	It’s	no	good	sending	officers	away	unless	we’re	absolutely	clear	what	they’re	
looking	at	and	trying	to	resolve	for	us.	Okay.	So	can	we	therefore	have	a	vote	moved	
by	Colin	and	seconded	by	Neil	to	defer	for	a	cycle	or	two	for	some	improvements	in	
design	on	those	issues	that	were	stated.	That’s	unanimous.	Thank	you	very	much.	
Okay.	And	the	applicants,	the	agents	have	listened	to	the	debate	and	they're	as	wise	as	
we	are	on	this	so	hopefully	we’ll	see	some	improvements.	Okay,	can	we	move	on	to…	
Oh,	everybody’s	leaving.		
	


