
From: William McKinnon mackius@mac.com
Subject: Revised planning application 14/03735/FU - 46 Burley Street

Date: 14 November 2014 at 00:09
To: planning@leeds.gov.uk

Dear Sir/Madam

Re : Revised planning application 14/03735/FU - 46 Burley Street

I am extremely concerned that at paragraph 1.5 of the revised Retail Statement, 
it states that planning officers Chris Briggs and Robin Coughlan are supportive of 
the proposal. This surely cannot be correct as if true, it would mean that Mr 
Briggs and Mr Coughlan had decided to support the proposal in advance of 
today’s deadline for the submission of comments.

In the belief that the applicants are mistaken about having already obtained the 
planning officers’ support, I would be grateful if you would reject this application 
for the following reasons:

The revised plans show a student tower block with 9 stories facing Burley 
Street and 7 stories facing Park Lane. A building of this height would tower 
over neighbouring properties, including the two story terraced housing on 
the other side of Park Lane (remarkably, the numerous artist’s impressions 
which accompany the revised application, manage to conceal this fact).
The development is an over over-intensive use of the site by virtue of the 
building’s height and the fact it occupies all of a very tiny site going right 
up to the pavement’s edge.  Mr Gillis, the planning inspector in his appeal 
decision to uphold the council’s refusal to grant planning permission for a 
student tower block on the former RSPCA site on Cavendish Street 
(06/02379/RM) said, “I consider that the scale of development in the area 
as a whole needs very careful consideration to ensure that the design, 
mass and density of future developments avoid the shortcomings apparent 
in some of the existing development.  I consider that insufficient attention 
has been given in the area generally to the impact of the close proximity 
of tall buildings to a street pattern originally designed for more domestic 
scale buildings.”
The development does not reflect the topography of the land i.e. the 
height of the building does not respect the principle of “stepping down the 
hill” (page 42 of Neighbourhoods for Living, December 2003).
The application is contrary to guidance contained in the Kirkstall Road 
Renaissance Area Planning Framework which states at paragraph 4.4.2 
that there should be no more residential development in Area 4 (City 
Heights) because there has already been so much (approximately 4,000 
student flats).
Pedestrian access via Park Lane would encourage taxis to use the Park 
Lane entrance as a pick up point, which would disturb the residents of 
Kendal Rise and Kendal Walk.
Taxis picking up and dropping off at the Park Lane entrance would block 
Park Lane to other road users.
Vehicular access to the building on Park Lane is immediately adjacent to 
the blind corner which forms the junction of Park Lane with Belle Vue Road 



the blind corner which forms the junction of Park Lane with Belle Vue Road 
and so would be extremely dangerous.
Because of its height, prominence, proximity to and lack of  sympathy for 
Belle Vue Road and the two storey terrace houses on Kendal Walk and 
Kendal Rise, the development would be detrimental to the visual amenity 
and character of the area.  With regards to height, the Inspector said when 
deciding the RSPCA appeal, “While it is argued that the proposed 
development follows council guidance, I do not consider that such 
guidance intends that all future developments should attain the maximum 
heights indicated."
Neighbourhoods for Living (page 43) requires that development should 
“respect what would be overlooked and overshadowed.” But because of it’s 
height, the building would dominate Belle Vue Road and the two storey 
terrace house on Kendal Walk and Kendal Rise. 
The building is out of harmony with the adjacent residential area by being 
taller than the terrace houses, and by having a flat roof. Even the 
electricity sub-station next door to the proposed development was given a 
pitched roof to blend in with the nearby terraced houses.
The proposed development would have windows opening onto Park Lane. 
There can be no question that music would blare from some of these 
windows just as it does from the windows of the nearby Concept Place 
student block. This would disturb the residents of Kendal Walk and Kendal 
Rise.
The building would block sunlight to the terraced houses on Kendal Walk. 
The inspector in the RSPCA appeal decision expressed concern about the 
adverse effect of the proximity of what was proposed for the RSPC site on 
living conditions in neighbouring dwellings.  He said it would deprive them 
of sunlight, daylight and privacy. 
The proposed development would begin where the narrow pavement ends. 
This would create the same effect that the inspector in the RSPCA appeal 
decision warned against, “the proposed building would create a sense of 
over-dominance for pedestrian users”. 
The proposed development would be too close to other tall buildings. This 
could create wind funneling problems, which is something that inspector in 
the RSPCA appeal case expressed concern about saying that wind eddies 
would add to the discomfort of pedestrians in the area. The wind 
assessment admits that the building is likely to make the area windier. The 
area has already become windier as a result of the other tall buildings that 
have been built, and for which no wind assessment was carried out. 
According to the wind assessment, "Only in extreme gales will there be 
difficult conditions for pedestrians.” This is an admission that lives could be 
put at risk should this development go ahead.
Table 4.3.2 on page 11 of the Draft Site Allocation states that 46 Burley 
Street has the capacity for 48 flats. But the revised proposal is for 113 
flats. This is more than twice the number recommended in the Draft Site 
Allocations Plan.
The original building faced onto Park Lane, whereas the proposed building 
would face onto Burley Street. Whilst the entire block is utilitarian in 
appearance, no attempt has been made to make the Park Lane elevation a 



appearance, no attempt has been made to make the Park Lane elevation a 
pleasing one for the residents of Kendal Walk to look out onto. Neither 
would the proposed building enhance Belle Vue Road.
Belle Vue Road acquired its name from the beautiful views it provides 
across the Aire Valley. These important views would be blocked by the 
proposed development. According to Neighbourhoods for Living, important 
views should be preserved.
The enlarged retail unit which forms part of the revised plans would attract 
vehicles which would park on Park Lane, Burley Street, Rutland Street and 
other nearby roads. These would create a nuisance for existing residents 
and road users. In recognition of the problems that retail units would 
cause in the “ City Heights" area, paragraph 4.4.2 of the Kirkstall Road 
Renaissance Area Planning Framework states, "The employment uses here 
could be those associated with the University, i.e. knowledge based 
industries, education and research.” Please note that no mention is made 
of ‘retail.'

Finally, paragraph 1.2 of the revised Retail Statement states, "By securing a 
retailer occupier of this size, the resultant capital receipts will facilitate the 
amendments to the scale and massing of the proposed building as requested by 
the Council and help deliver the redevelopment of the site.” Planning officers 
and councillors should be aware that revised proposal is for a building that 
would be even higher than the original eight storey building. Also, it is not the 
responsibility of Leeds City Council’s planning department to take into account 
economic considerations when deciding planning applications. If an application 
fails to meet planning policy, as this once so clearly does, it should be refused. 

Yours faithfully

Bill McKinnon
18 Kendal Walk
Leeds
LS3 1NP


