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City	Centre	Plans	Panel	
Thursday	8th	September	2016	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		It’s	past	the	appointed	hour.	So	I	will	start.	I’m	
Councillor	McKenna	and	I	will	be	chairing	the	panel.	As	you	are	aware,	City	Plans	
Panel	deal	with	applications	from	the	city	centre	as	well	as	the	largest	and	most	
significant	applications	the	council	receive.	The	aim	of	the	panel	is	to	hear	all	relevant	
information	from	applicants,	members	of	the	public,	the	council	officers,	to	help	
members	make	their	decision.	A	leaflet	at	the	back	explains	all	that.	If	it’s	not	clear,	
Afreen	will	help	you.	Give	us	a	wave	Afreen	so	they	know	who	you	are.	There	we	go.	
Thank	you.	Can	I	say	that	once	the	meeting	starts,	please	do	not	pass	any	information	
to	councillors.	We’ve	already	started	it.	Just	to	remind	you	that	we	are	being	audio	
recorded.	If	people	want	to	record	themself,	or	video,	you’re	quite	welcome	to	do	it,	
but	if	you	let	me	know,	I’ll	make	sure	you’re	in	a	position	where	you	will	have	the	best	
sound	recordings	and	the	best	vision.	But	if	you’re	content	to	do	it	from	your	seat,	
please	do	so.	And	finally	if	I	may	ask	you	to	switch	off	your	mobile	phones	or	put	them	
on	to	a	silent	mode.	I	think	silent	mode	is	probably	in	most	places.	And	with	that,	
welcome.	Can	I	do	what	I	usually	do.	I’ve	already	introduced	myself.	If	I	go	round	the	
table,	starting	with	Mr	Butler,	and	introduce	everybody.	Steve.		
	
Present:	Steve	Butler	(Head	of	Development	Management),	Tim	Hill	(Chief	Planning	
Officer),	Nikki	Deol	(Legal	Services),	Kevin	Tomkinson	(Governance	Services),	Cllr	
Graham	Latty	(Guiseley	and	Rawdon),	Cllr	Tom	Leadley	(Morley	North),	Cllr	David	
Blackburn	(Farnley	and	Wortley),	Cllr	Colin	Campbell	(Otley	and	Yeadon),	Cllr	Asghar	
Khan	(Burmantofts	and	Richmond	Hill),	Cllr	Brian	Selby	(Killingbeck	and	Seacroft),		
Cllr	Neil	Walshaw	(Headingley),	Cllr	Al	Garthwaite	(Headingley),	Cllr	Peter	Gruen	
(Crossgates	and	Whinmoor),	Cllr	Christine	Macniven	(Roundhay),	Cllr	Rachael	Procter	
(Harewood),	Cllr	Julie	Heselwood	(Bramley	and	Stanningley),	Mark	Burgess	
(Environmental	Design	Group	Manager),	Gillian	Macleod	(Transport	Development	
Services	Manager),	Sarah	McMahon	(Planning	Officer),	Daljit	Singh	(Planning	
Services),	Chris	Briggs	(Planning	Officer),	Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair,	Armley),		
Richard	Hellawell	(resident),	Bill	McKinnon	(resident),	Matthew	Stocks	(Indigo	
Planning),	Christian	Sanders	(architect).	
	
Item	8	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		Page	31.	There	you	are	Chris.	Item	8.	Burley	Street.	As	
you	will	recall,	we	recently,	we	deferred	it	because	we	wanted	to	tease	out	a	few	
things	and	there	is	an	additional	report	that	deals	with	matters	that	members	were	
concerned	about.	So	I’ll	ask	Chris	now	to	introduce	it.	
	
Chris	Briggs:	Thank	you	chair.	Since	July	plans	panel,	officers	have	been	in	
negotiation	with	the	applicants’	architect	in	response	to	the	concerns	that	were	raised	
at	plans	panel.	Just	briefly,	run	through.	These	are	the	images	that	you	were	shown	
last	time,	in	July.	Members’	comments	about	this	were	that	the	building	design	was	
bland	and	needed	more	articulation,	the	creation	of	a	base	and	frontage	to	Park	Lane,	
which	is	this	elevation	here.	It	was	suggested	detail	around	the	top	of	the	building	
needed	to	be	stronger.	More	details	about	the	materials	were	needed.	And	there	was	
mixed	views	about	the	massing	and	the	bulk	of	the	proposal,	in	relation	to	the	context	
of	the	surrounding	area.	So	I’ll	just	show	you	briefly,	these	were	the	images	that	you	
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saw	last	time.	That’s	looking	back	towards	the	city	centre	along	Burley	Street	-	the	
Burley	Street	elevation.	These	are	the	elevations	in	flat	form.		These	are	the	updated	
elevations	in	black	and	white	to	serve	the	purpose	that	they	do	show	the	detailing	a	
bit	clearer	than	the	colour	images,	which	come	across	a	bit	muddy	on	the	screen.	And	I	
know	the	architect	has	brought	some	hard	copy	image	boards.	I	don’t	know	whether	
we	want	to	pass	those	round	members	as	I’m	going.	Christine,	if	you	could	pass	those	
round.	So	in	terms	of	the	proposal	and	how	to	revise	it.	It	was	not	considered	
appropriate	to	add	more	materials	and	complex	levels	of	detailing	to	the	building,	as	it	
was	a	simple	form.		It	was	more	about	focussing	on	ensuring	that	the	architectural	
detailing	was	of	a	higher	quality.	That	there	was	some	added	visual	interest	in	that.	
And	that	the	information	provided	demonstrated	that	quality.	It’s	still	considered	that	
a	simple	Leeds	brick	is	an	appropriate	material	for	this	context.	And	I’ve	got	a	sample	
here	which	I	can	pass	around.	It’s	probably	not	the	exact	brick	that	we	would	want	to	
use	in	this	building,	subject	to	planning.	Because	it	looks	slightly	too	rustic	for	this	
area.	But	it’s	an	example	of	a	simple	red	brick	that	the	architect	has	brought	along.	
And	I’ll	pass	that	down.	There’s	also	sample	colours	of	the	window	reveal	liner	and	of	
the	window	frame,	which	are	the	dark	brown	and	the	grey.	So	I’ll	just	run	through	the	
changes	picking	out	the	key	details	which	relate	to	the	string	course	above	the	first	
floor	level	which	is	in	a	reconstituted	stone,	which	is	now	much	more	clearly	defined	
along	both	the	Burley	Street	and	the	Park	Lane	elevations	and	that	matches	the	
detailing	at	the	top	of	the	building	around	the	parapet	which	is	again	a	clearly	defined	
reconstituted	stone	detail.	In	terms	of	the	window	reveals,	there	are	now	two	
additional	details.	We’ve	got	the	deep	window	reveal	liner,	and	there’s	also	an	inset	
brick	panel	alongside	each	window	which	you	can	see	I’m	pointing	to	with	the	mouse	
to	there,	there’s	an	inset	brick	panel.	Which	altogether	gives	a	clearer	articulation	of	
the	building’s	detailing	and	fenestration	pattern.	And	adds	interest	and	shadow	lines.	
There’s	also	vertical	recessed	brick	channels	down	each	bay,	which	again	helps	to	
break	up	the	mass	of	the	building	and	add	some	more	visual	interest.	And	how	that	
works	out	in	the	detail	is	the	bronze	liner	to	the	reveal,	the	recessed	brick	panel	which	
gives	a	deeply	recessed	window	pattern.	And	there’s	the	detail	of	that	more	detailed	
level.	In	terms	of	a	full	bay	drawing,	this	shows	a	truncated	version	of	the	height	of	the	
building,	showing	the	parapet	detailing	at	the	top,	working	down	through	the	various	
layers	in	the	window	revealing	detail,	and	then	down	to	the	string	course	level	at	the	
lower	level	giving	you	a	clear	base,	middle	and	top	to	the	building.	And	here	are	the	
revised	CGIs,	which	have	gone	round	on	the	boards,	which	are	going	to	show	a	clearer	
rendering	of	that	building.	From	the	Burley	Street	side.	From	a	slight	aerial	view	from	
Burley	Street.	Looking	back	towards	the	city	centre	on	Burley	Street.	The	view	from	
Belle	Vue	Road	looking	down	onto	the	Park	Lane	elevation.	From	this	image	you	can	
see	the	stepping	of	the	form	down,	and	the	clear	detailing	of	the	top	and	the	string	
course.	That’s	one	looking	up	Park	Lane	back	towards	the	city	centre.	Looking	from	
the	west	along	Burley	Street.	And	another	aerial	view	showing	how	the	roof	form	is	
concealing	the	solar	panels	on	the	roof.	That's	the	Park	Lane	elevation	looking	from	
Hanover	Square.	Again,	you	can	see	how	the	form	steps	down	from	the	sorting	office.	
That’s	looking	towards	Opal	One	along	Burley	Street.	And	from	the	Park	Lane	junction	
with	Belle	Vue	Road,	there’s	a	clearer	image	of	the	form	of	the	building.	Also	on	this	
image	you	can	see	the	reconstituted	stone	string	course.	And	a	clearer	boundary	
treatment	to	the	Park	Lane	frontage.	In	response	to	Councillor	Campbell’s	comments	
about	Rutland	Mount	and	the	cobbles,	they	would	now	be	repaired	and	retained.	With	
a	footpath	down	each	side	to	allow	more	level	access	than	the	cobbles	would	allow.	
And	there	are	four	tree	planters	as	well.	That’s	a	drawing	showing	that	detail	more	
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clearly.	And	that’s	the	view	of	Rutland	Mount	down	from	Park	Lane	running	down	
towards	Burley	Street.	And	this	is	a	fly	through	which	just	shows	360	degrees	more	or	
less	round	the	building.	And	for	the	reasons	I’ve	just	gone	through	regarding	those	
extra	architectural	details,	officers	are	of	the	view	that	the	architect	has	responded	
positively	and	has	added	visual	interest	to	the	building	and	demonstrated	more	
clearly	the	qualities	of	the	window	detailing,	the	parapet,	and	a	defined	order	to	the	
building.	Thank	you	chair.	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	Thank	you	Chris.	We	have	a	speaker	against.	It’s	Bill	
McKinnon.	And	Richard	Hellawell	is	also	here.		So	if	you	come	forward	I	believe	it’s	
you	Bill	that’s	speaking.	But	if	you	wish	to	share	it,	I	have	no	objection.	You	have	four	
minutes	between	you.	Please	begin	when	you’re	ready.	
	
Richard	Hellawell:	Thank	you	for	this	opportunity.	In	the	July	plans	panel	several	
councillors	expressed	concerns	about	the	height	and	massing	of	the	proposed	
development	and	no	councillor	disagreed.	So	your	committee	formally	resolved	that	
the	developer	be	given	time	to	reconsider	and	revise	his	plans.	Far	from	revising	the	
plans	to	meet	these	concerns	the	new	plans	show	that	the	developer	has	ignored	the	
councillors'	concerns	about	height	and	massing.	The	height	and	massing	is	just	as	bad	
as	it	was.	In	July,	I	incorrectly	said	that	the	building	was	higher	than	the	adjacent	old	
post	office	sorting	office;	in	fact	it	was	the	same	height.	And	I	believe	it	still	is.	Can	you	
imagine	what	an	eyesore	this	will	be	with	most	of	its	height	being	the	same	as	the	
sorting	office.	The	only	amendments	which	have	been	made	are	not	material	to	this	
central	problem.	The	significant	change	is	a	slight	modification	to	the	windows.	Will	
you	councillors	be	proud	to	approve	this	hulk?	Are	you	proud	of	what	has	been	
achieved	so	far	on	the	Burley	Road	redevelopment?	Not	according	to	several	
councillors	who	spoke	at	the	July	plans	panel.	Far	from	just	two	individuals	objecting	
to	this	height	and	massing	as	the	developer’s	agent	would	have	you	believe,	all	the	
ward	councillors	objected	on	behalf	of	their	electorates.	Several	local	neighbourhood	
groups	objected	too.	I	would	therefore	invite	councillors	to	address	the	fundamental	
height	and	massing	issues	raised	at	the	July	meeting,	which	the	developer	has	ignored.	
My	suggestion	to	resolve	these	problems	is	to	cut	the	number	of	storeys	by	two	to	
three	so	that	the	building	does	not	over-tower	the	roofline	of	Kendal	Walk	in	
accordance	with	the	principles	of	‘Stepping	down	the	slope”	as	per	the	council’s	policy	
document	“Neighbourhoods	for	Living.”	Thank	you.		
	
Bill	McKinnon:	Good	afternoon	councillors.	You	rejected	the	previous	planning	
application	in	2015	because	it	was	too	bulky.	Floor	plans	reveal	that	the	first	version	
of	the	current	application	was	only	2.9%	smaller.	2.9%	is	a	derisory	amount.	In	July,	
you	expressed	concern	again	about	bulk.	Floor	plans	reveal	that	the	revised	version	is	
actually	0.3%	bigger	than	the	earlier	version.	The	Site	Allocations	Plan	states	that	46	
Burley	Street	has	capacity	for	48	units.	But	the	earlier	version	and	the	revised	version	
are	both	for	87	units.	“Neighbourhoods	for	Living”	states	important	views	shouldn’t	
be	blocked.	A	red	arrow	across	the	46	Burley	Street	site	on	a	map	in	the	Kirkstall	Road	
Renaissance	Area	Planning	Framework	shows	that	a	strategic	view	across	to	Elland	
Road	would	be	blocked.	In	July,	you	also	expressed	concern	about	appearance.	But	the	
appearance	looks	the	same.	A	small	amount	of	extra	window	space	has	been	added,	
and	the	exposure	on	the	artists’	impressions	has	been	turned	up.	It’s	still	a	bulky,	
bland	design	which	would	still	dominate	the	2	storey	terraced	houses	on	the	other	
side	of	the	road.	The	revised	application	contravenes	guidance	contained	in	the	
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Kirkstall	Road	Renaissance	Area	Planning	Framework,	the	Site	Allocations	Plan,	and	
Neighbourhoods	for	Living,	and	it’s	bulkier	and	just	as	ugly	as	the	design	you	were	
concerned	about	in	July.	And	I’ll	just	say	that	you	resolved	at	the	previous	meeting	to	
express	your	concern	about	bulk.	This	isn’t	mentioned	in	the	officer’s	report.	Thank	
you.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	Thank	you	Bill	and	Richard.	Questions	from	members?	
No	questions?	OK.	Can	I…	There	appears	to	be	no	questions	from	members.	Can	I	
thank	you	for	your	presentation.	Perhaps	on	the	minutes,	we	need	to	address,	because	
we	have	received	emails	from	Richard	and	yourself.	And	if	I	get	an	officer	to	read	out	
what	the	minutes	actually	said	regarding	bulk	and	mass,	members	comments	
regarding	the	bulk	and	massing,	which	has	been	recorded	and	has	been	back	to	this	
committee	last	time	around	and	agreed	as	a	correct	record.	It’s	also	now	gone	to	the	
council,	so	we’re	bound	by	those	minutes.	Those	minutes	stand.	We	can’t	change	them	
now.	We’ve	already	agreed	it.	So	perhaps	I	can	read	that	out	for	you,	for	your	benefit	
at	this	stage.	Let	me	do	this	first.	Steve,	have	you	got	the	minutes?		
	
Steve	Butler:	Chair.	Thank	you.	Obviously	I	do	recall	the	plans	panel.	And	I	was	
particularly	involved	in	trying	to	get	explicitly	from	members	precisely	what	we	were	
trying	to	look	at	in	terms	of	the	scheme	being	delegated	for	further	discussion.	I	have	a	
copy	of	the	particular	minute	in	front	of	me	here.	And	it	does	specifically	refer	to	
mixed	views	about	the	massing	and	bulk	of	the	building	being	required.	And	of	course	
that	appeared	in	the	panel	papers	on	the	18th	August	and	was	recorded	and	agreed	as	
an	accurate	record	of	the	discussions	that	took	place	at	the	previous	meeting	There	
were	other	references	to	the	principle	of	the	site	for	student	housing,	size	of	the	flats,	
the	building	design,	about	being	bland,	more	articulation,	the	creation	of	the	base	
which	has	been	referred	to	by	the	presenting	officer,	further	details	about	the	external	
finishing	and	materials	were	required.	But	explicitly	it	talks	about	detail	around	the	
top	of	the	building	needing	to	be	stronger	and	that	there	were	mixed	views	about	
whether	the	massing	and	bulk	of	the	building	required	further	attention.	I	think	
officers	have	covered	the	point	actually	in	the	report.	And	at	the	time	when	I	was	
involved	in	the	discussions	we	did	actually	explore	whether	further	detailing	would	
actually	help	to	reduce	the	appearance	of	the	massing	and	bulk	besides	actually	just	
reducing	the	building	by	the	two	to	three	storeys	that’s	been	suggested.	Thank	you	
chair.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	Well	I’m	reluctant	to	bring	you	in	because	we	can’t	
change	the	minutes	as	agreed.	I’ll	allow	a	comment	and	then	we	really	have	to	move	
on.	
	
Richard	Hellawell:	The	minutes	record	the	resolution,	and	that	says,	"The	
determination	of	the	application	be	deferred	to	allow	the	applicant	time	to	address	the	
comments	made	by	Members	in	respect	of	the	building	design,	the	massing	and	bulk	of	
the	proposal	and	further	details	about	external	finishing	/	materials	was	required.”	
	
Tim	Hill:	I	think	it’s	clear	that	the	residents…	I	mean	we’ll	hear	from	the	applicants,	I	
think	they	have	a	right	of	reply	anyway,	but	ultimately,	it’s	clear	that	residents	have	
still	got	concerns	about	the	massing	and	bulk.	Ultimately,	it’s	for	the	panel	to	conclude	
as	to	whether	or	not	they	think	the	scheme	as	presented	now	in	its	revised	form	is	
acceptable	or	not.	And	that’s	a	decision	that	members	can	come	to	with	the	
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information	they’ve	got	knowing	the	views	of	residents	they	still	share	that	concern.	
Paragraph	2.6	and	2.7	in	the	report	set	out	officers’	views.	And	the	conclusion	from	
the	officer	is	that	we	think	that	both	in	terms	of	the	issue	of	views	and	visibility,	it’s	
acceptable;	and	in	terms	of	scale,	and	massing	and	bulk,	it’s	acceptable.	So	you’ve	got	
officers’	recommendations.	I	think	it’s	for	panel	to	come	to	a	view.	And	clearly	the	
applicant	will	be	able	to	say	what	he	thinks	about	the	revised	scheme	as	well.	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	Thank	you	for	that.	Can	I	invite	the	applicant	to	come	
forward	now	please.	We’ve	got,	I	don’t	know,	who	is	it,	Christian	Sanders	and	Matthew	
Stocks,	isn’t	it.	So	if	you	introduce	yourself	as	you	start	again.	You	have	four	minutes.	
You	may	split	it	between	yourselves	or	one	of	you	may	make	a	presentation.	It’s	
entirely	up	to	you.		
	
Matthew	Stocks:	Thank	you	chair	for	the	opportunity	to	speak	and	respond	to	any	
questions.	I’m	Matthew	Stocks	from	Indigo	Planning.	We’re	the	agents	for	the	
application.	And	this	is	Christian	Sanders.	He’s	the	architect.	As	Mr	Briggs	advised,	
since	the	previous	committee	we’ve	been	in	continued	discussions	and	negotiations	
with	the	council’s	planning	and	design	officers	in	order	to	seek	to	address	members’	
concerns.	We’d	hoped	that	the	changes	proposed	are	not	contentious	as	these	are	
wholly	in	response	to	the	members’	comments	raised	in	July.	Members	agreed	at	the	
previous	committee	as	to	the	matters	of	principle	and	room	sizes	so	these	have	not	
been	subject	to	any	change,	We	do	note	at	the	last	committee	some	members	raised	
concern	as	to	scale	and	the	massing	of	the	building.	But	the	majority	of	the	concerns	
regarded	the	external	appearance.	Nonetheless,	we	do	consider	that	the	alterations	
we	have	made	to	the	elevation	treatment	break	up	the	bulk	of	the	building	and	
hopefully	address	these	concerns.	I	will	pass	you	to	Christian	though	who	can	provide	
some	more	comments	on	the	external	appearance	of	the	building.	
	
Christian	Sanders:	Hello.	I	think	you’ve	really	had	all	of	the	information	in	front	of	
you	already.	I	don’t	think	it	was	mentioned	that	we	have	added	in	the	piers	and	
railings	on	the	elevation	at	the	base	there	that	you	can	see	on	the	screen.	And	I’m	not	
sure	whether	it	was	drawn	to	your	attention	that	we	have	broken	the	elevation	into	
panels	with	recesses	in	the	brickwork	to	articulate	the	elevations.		Apart	from	that,	I	
think	it’s	pretty	much	as	described	previously.	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	Thank	you	Matthew	and	Christian.	Any	questions?	No	
questions	from	members.	Can	I	thank	you	for	your	presentation	please	then	and	
please	stay.	Okay.	Questions	to	officers.	Tom.	
	
Cllr	Tom	Leadley:	The	Burley	Street	frontage.	One	of	the	pictures	of	it.	Ah,	that	one.	
You’ve	just	missed	it.	There	seems	to	be	a	strange	sort	of	grass	ramp	going	up	the	side	
there.	What	does	that	do?		Does	it	go	anywhere	or	is	it	just	a	piece	of	planting?	
	
Chris	Briggs:	That	appears	to	be	just	a	retaining	structure.	And	it’s	the	way	it’s	been	
covered	over	with	what	looks	like	grass.		
	
Cllr	Tom	Leadley:	You	can’t	get	out	the	top	of	it,	can	you?	
		
Chris	Briggs:	No,	there’s	no	route	through.		
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Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	Any	more	questions?	No?	Can	we	move	onto	comments	
then	please.	I’ll	take	Colin	first	this	time.		
	
Cllr	Colin	Campbell:	Can	I	just	touch	on	Rutland	Mount.	And	I	appreciate	that	they’re	
not	going	to	remove	the	setts.	But	could	we	have,	if	we’re	going	to	agree	this,	could	we	
have	the	pavements	in	York	stone	because	that’s	what	they	would	have	been.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	Tom	first.	Then	Peter.		
	
Cllr	Tom	Leadley:	I	think	that	the	problem	last	time	was	that	the	Park	Lane	frontage	
looked	a	bit	like	the	back	of	a	building,	didn’t	it,	but	I	think	we	have	got	two	fronts	now	
rather	than	one	back	and	one	front.	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	Peter.	
	
Cllr	Peter	Gruen:	I	think	there	was	some	discussion	about,	or	the	inference	of	the	
discussion	I	think,	was	whether	scale	and	massing	is	something	we	can	still	consider	
today.	And	in	fact	para	2.7	following	on	from	the	two	paras	that	the	chief	planning	
officer	mentioned,	specifically	refers	to	members’	comments	about	scale	and	massing.	
And	it	specifically	says	that	it’s	increased	one	storey,	one	with	a	step	down	at	the	
western	end.	I	am	remarkably	unexcited	about	this	building,	I	have	to	say.	So	the	
question	is,	does	it	fit	into	the	environment	and	the	neighbourhood	where	it	is.	And	if	
you	say	‘yes'	to	that	question,	then	you're	almost	saying	you	accept	that	there	should	
be	an	unremarkable	standard	in	part	of	the	city	and	in	other	parts	of	the	city,	there	
should	be	a	remarkable	standard.	And	that's	surely	not	what	we’re	about.	We	want	to	
see	an	ambitious	set	of	buildings.	I	wholly	accept	that	officers	and	the	applicant	have	
worked	hard	on	the	detail	of	fenestration	and	some	of	the	visual	impact	and	some	of	
the	colour	of	materials.	But	my	personal	view	is	that	overall	this	building	does	not	
enhance	the	local	environment.	And	part	of	everything	we	have	been	trained	to	do,	if	I	
may	put	it	that	way,	our	raison	d’être	is	to	actually	look	at	"Will	this	building	enhance	
the	local	neighbourhood?”	And	I’m	afraid	my	answer	to	that	is,	"No	it	won’t.”	
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	Graham	please.	
	
Cllr	Graham	Latty:	Mr	Chairman	I	must	be	honest.	I'm	disappointed	that	the	revision	
of	this	application	stretches	only	really	as	far	as	what	you	might	call	the	top	dressing.	
However	the	minutes	read,	there	was	a	very	strong	feeling	amongst	panel	members	
that	this	was	too	big	a	building,	apart	from	anything	else.	It	seems	a	shame	that	we	
convene	a	panel,	we	look	at	these	things,	we	think	about	them,	we	talk	about	them,	we	
have	opinions,	and	it’s	completely	and	utterly	disregarded	in	terms	of	the	size	and	
massing	of	the	building.	I	can	understand	the	residents	being	upset	about	this.	But,	
given	that,	I	think	that	the	comments	we	made	about	the	appearance,	I	know	I	
certainly	remember	myself	saying	that	this	isn’t	one	of	the	most	beautiful	streets	in	
Leeds.	And	that	we’ve	contributed	to	making	it	look	the	way	it	does	in	some	ways.	And	
to	compound	that	by	agreeing	another	building	of	the	same	sort	of	quality	is,	well	it	
makes	a	bit	of	a	mockery	of	having	a	plans	panel	I	think.	But	I	might	be	going	a	bit	too	
far	there.	But,	I	do	think	that	given	the	weight	of	feeling,	that	there	might	have	been	a	
little	more	attention	given	to	what	we	had	to	say.	And	apart	from	anything	else,	the	
fact	that	we	are	supporting	people	who	are	going	to	be	looking	at	this	for	the	rest	of	
their	natural	lives	I	would	imagine.	So,	disappointment.	And	I	honestly	and	truly	don’t	
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think	that	it	is	anything	we	could	be	proud	of.	And	I	don’t	think	that	enough	attention	
has	been	paid	to	what	we	said	last	time.	
	
Tim	Hill:	Except…	It’s	probably	worth	just	going	back	to…	There	is	a	background	to	
the	scheme	and	clearly,	it’s	already	been	at	appeal	once.	And	the	inspector	has	made	
particular	points	about	issues	of	concern.	But	there	are	other	things	where	clearly	you	
know,	an	inspector	wasn’t	concerned,	and	wouldn’t	perhaps	in	future	be	concerned.	I	
think	the	scheme	has	moved	on	a	lot	since	then.	And	clearly	the	applicant…	I	mean,	
one	of	the	reasons	I	think	we	as	officers	wanted	to	spend	time	being	very	clear	with	
members,	what	is	it	you	want	to	change	here,	what	are	the	things	that	you	think	need	
improving,	whether	it’s	too	masculine	a	building,	whether	it	needed	more	articulation,	
whether	it	needed	more	detailing	and	better	attention	to	frontages.	We	wanted	to	be	
very	clear	what	members	were	looking	to	achieve.	And	I	think	one	of	the	reasons	we	
wanted	to	be	very	clear	about	what	members	were	looking	to	achieve	was	because	I	
don’t	think	we	want	to	be	in	the	position	of	going	back	and	almost	saying	that	we’re	
arguing	the	toss	if	you	like	over	matters	of	taste,	around	precision	and	detailing,	when	
the	fundamental	issues	that	we	took	to	appeal	last	time	were,	the	height	of	the	blade	
element	versus	the	massing	of	the	rest	of	the	building	which	is	now	no	longer	in	front	
of	us,	or	in	front	of	members,	and	the	issue	of	room	sizes,	which	I	think	hasn’t	actually	
been	an	issue	for	members.	So	while	I	accept	members	are	going	to	have	a	view	about	
this.	Perhaps	just	to	set	that	in	the	context	from	officers’	point	of	view.	You	know,	we	
have	tried	to	be	clear	about	what	it	was	that	members	didn’t	like.	And	then	I	suppose,	
you	know,	the	applicant	has	approached	that	then	I	think	with	willingness	to	have	a	
conversation	with	officers	about	how	can	we	change	that.	Clearly	there	are	some	
things	perhaps	they	haven’t	felt	able	to	do.	And	that’s…	Members	may	not	like	that	or	
come	to	a	view	on	that.	But	ultimately	you	know,	I	think	there	has	been	an	
engagement	around	what	we	thought	and	they	thought	were	the	issues	that	members	
were	concerned	about.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	Rachael.	
	
Cllr	Rachael	Procter:	It’s	such	a	long	time	since	I’ve	been	here.	I’m	going	to	change	
my	question	as	I	was	very	interested	in	what	Mr	Hill	was	saying.	"Would	you	like	to	
live	opposite	that	building?”	It’s	a	question.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	We	are	on	comments	at	the	moment.	
	
Cllr	Rachael	Procter:	It’s	still…	I	mean	I	am	late	into	the	game	onto	this	building.	But	
having	listened	to	things.	It’s	a	question.	But	at	the	same	time	I	am	just	going	through	
the	colours	here.	And	I	can	understand	now	why	members	have	had	the	concerns,	of	
what	they’ve	been	saying	about	the	appearance	of	the	building.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	Tim,	would	you	like	to	live…	
	
Tim	Hill:	Well	I’m	happy	to	answer	the	question	Chair,	given	the	distances	that	are	
involved	and	given	the	location	and	the	surroundings	of	other	buildings	there,	
personally,	I	wouldn’t	mind.	I	actually	think	that	its	simplicity	and	the	way	it’s…	
Personally,	I	think	it’s	quite	a	good	response.	But	that’s	my	own	personal	view.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	OK.	Colin.	
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Cllr	Colin	Campbell:	I	can	appreciate	the	attempt	to	extract	some	clear	indication	
from	panel	of	what	they	don’t	like	about	this	building.	And	I	think	it’s	difficult	because	
we’re	faced	with	a	building	that	really	is	just	boring	really,	isn’t	it.	You	know,	you	can’t	
put	your	finger	on	exactly	what’s	wrong	with	it,	but	as	a	whole,	it’s	just	not	right,	just	
doesn’t	feel	right.		And	I	think	we	did	express	an	opinion,	didn’t	we,	that	we	did	have	
some	concerns	about	the	mass,	and	we	had	some	concerns	about	the	design,	And	we	
talked	about	better	articulation,	better,	maybe	changing	slightly,	tweaking	the	roof	
heights	and	all	the	rest	of	it	and	doing	something	with	the	ground	floor	street	
frontages.	And	okay,	you	can	say	to	us,	yes	you’ve	done	that.	But	it’s	not	really	much	
and	it’s	not	really	very	good.	And	I	think	Peter	put	his	finger	on	it	really	which	is	
basically,	it’s	just…	You	know,	you	can’t	really…	I	suppose	the	point	here	really	is,	isn’t	
it,	that	if	you'd	put	this	on	first	rather	than	put	the	university	on	first,	where	the	
university	has	produced	an	absolutely	fantastic	building,	and	we	compare	it,	and	we	
know	we’re	going	to	be	faulted	by	that	because	you	usually	compare	like	with	like.		
But	the	bottom	line	is	that	you	can	actually	produce	good	buildings.	And	with	the	best	
will	in	the	world	to	the	architect,	I’m	sure	you	didn’t	go	to	college	for	three	years	just	
to	design	something	like	this.	And	quite	frankly,	it’s	just	not	good	enough.	Even	with	
the	tweaking,	it’s	just	not	good	enough.	Now	we’ve	two	alternatives	in	my	opinion.	We	
either	say,	look,	you’ve	got	the	view	from	us	that	we	really	don’t	like	this	building,	we	
really	have	some	concerns	about	the	design,	major	concerns	about	the	design,	you’ve	
really	got	to	tweak	that	design	quite	dramatically	to	get	us	to	support	it.	And	there	is	
this	issue	about	the	sheer	bulk	of	the	flipping	thing.	Either	you	want	to	go	away	and	
have	a	couple	of	cycles,	and	see	what	you	can	come	up	with,	and	maybe	if	you	want,	
come	back	and	we’ll	have	a	chat	and	we’ll	have	a	workshop	about	it	if	you	want,	I	don’t	
mind.	Or,	I’m	quite	happy	to	say,	‘It’s	just	not	good	enough,	therefore	I’ll	propose	we	
refuse	it.'	Now	that’s	the	choice	we’ve	got.	And	I	think	I’m	being	reasonable	and	I’m	
saying	I’m	prepared…	proposing	that	we	defer	this	for	two	cycles	to	allow	further	
discussion	and	if	necessary	a	workshop,	because	it’s	just	not	good	enough.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	Okay.	I	think	it’s	actually,	it’s	actually	a	good	idea	to	
have	a	workshop.	Because	at	the	end	of	the	day	the	one	thing…	we	don't	want	to	be	
sending	mixed	messages	back.	We	need	to	be	clear	on	what	we	don’t	like.	So	if	we	
have	a…	if	we	defer	and	have	a	workshop	then	it	might	be	a	way	forward.	Al	please.	
And	I’m	moving	on	because	it’s	not	going	to	take…	we	won’t	spend	all	day	discussing	
something	if	we’re	going	to	do	that.	Okay.		
	
Cllr	Al	Garthwaite:	Very	briefly,	I	agree	with	what’s	been	said	and	I	also	would	like	to	
see	it	lower,	as	well	as	other	things.		
	
Cllr	Neil	Walshaw:		Just	brief	points	chair.	I	concur	with	what	Councillor	Campbell	
and	Councillor	Garthwaite	have	said.	We’re	certainly	not	opposed	to	the	principle	
we’ve	established	on	this	site.	We	asked	the	applicant	to	go	away	and	re-think	things.	
If	we	are	going	to	defer	this	for	a	couple	of	cycles,	which	I	think	is	an	idea	that	has	
merit,	and	we	are	going	to	have	a	workshop	to	discuss	design.	I	think	what	might	be	
useful,	if	the	applicant	can	explain	to	officers	and	then	to	members	what’s	driving	a	
fundamental	reluctance	it	would	appear	to	lower	the	building.	Is	it…	Are	there	
viability	issues?	And	in	that	case	do	we	have	to	get	the	District	Valuer	involved,	the	DV	
involved,	at	their	cost.	I	think	that	would	be	a	reasonable	position	to	take	Chair.	Yeah?	
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Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):	We	can	discuss	all	those	matters	at	the	proposed	
workshop	that	members	seem	to	be	edging	towards.	Can	I	see	those	in	favour	of	
deferral	and	a	workshop?	Yeah.		
	
Voice:		You	didn’t	get	a	seconder.		
	
Cllr	James	McKenna	(chair):		There	wasn’t	a	seconder.	Does	somebody	want	to	
second	that?	Graham	I've	seen	you.	Can	we	have	the	vote	again	now	that’s	been	duly	
moved	and	seconded?	Okay,	that’s	what	we’ll	do.	Do	you	want	to	make	any	comments	
on	this	Tim?	How	it	might	work?	Or	you’ll	accede	to	members’	wishes	on	it?	Yeah.	
Okay.	Okay	then.	Moving	on.		
	


