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Notes Action 

1. The purpose of the meeting was to obtain the views of the Community 
Association (LWCA) on the emerging proposals for the area of vacant 
land at the junction of Park Lane and Belle Vue Road.  The land had 
formed part of an approved development by Unite, having permission for 
the development of 21 apartments for private sale or rent in a detached 
block adjacent to the student housing development next door.  The 
student housing scheme was built and operational, but the apartment 
scheme had not due to loss of viability.  Unite had subsequently sold the 
land to Breslin Properties, who are a developer specialising in student 
housing development.  The scheme now subject to discussion therefore 
comprised 104 studios for student rental and details of the emerging 
proposals had been circulated to the LWCA in advance of the meeting. 
RB confirmed that initial discussions had been held with Paul Kendall of 
City Planning and his concerns were known and were being actively 
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addressed. 

2. Rob Bancroft tabled some updated drawings and guided the meeting 
through these and verified the key features and dimensions of the 
proposed development.  He explained how much work had been put into 
the design and explained the analytical process that had been gone 
through and what had influenced the form of the design. Ensuing 
discussion focussed on two main subjects, the principle of student 
housing and the massing of the building, 

3. RP advised that a Neighbourhood Design Statement for Little 
Woodhouse had just been published and was available on the Council’s 
website.  This had been adopted as SPD and reference was made to the 
sub-area character assessments that this contained. 

The Principle of Student Housing. 

4. The LWCA representatives all made reference to the adverse impact of 
the existing student population in this area, expressed as: 

• Anti-social behaviour (and the seeming lack of policenterest in 
this).  Reference was also made to the intimidating nature of the 
behviour of groups of drunk male students congregating around 
the entrance to the large blocks on Burley Road; 

• Noise from within the existing student blocks at unsocial hours 
(reference to Mark Freer at LCC Environmental Health for 
information on complaints, although LWCA representatives were 
sceptical about the usefulness of this given their likely lack of 
interest in this or recording of complaints); 

• Problems with the level of taxi movement at certain times of the 
day and night, resulting in local congestion, traffic hazards and 
external noise.  Specific stopping facilities for taxis were needed; 

• The visual impact of existing student blocks on the character of the 
area and the lack of infrastructure to support them, especially open 
space and landscaping around the buildings. 

5. The prevailing view of the LWCA was that the area was at over capacity 
for this form of development and further student housing should be 
resisted.  Council Members had reinforced this view through a recent 
application decision.  It was noted that there were two other proposals for 
the RSPCA site and on the site of the former furniture repository next 
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door. 

Building Design. 

6. RH stated that the building scale to Belle Vue Road was too great, 
referring to the growth from 3 storeys in the approved scheme, to 5 
storeys in this.  RB explained that the upper storey facing Belle Vue 
Road was set back behind the main elevation which reduced its apparent 
mass at street level and from adjoining houses. Additionally the proposed 
roof level of the new development is at approximately the same level as 
the roof ridge of Belle Vue House. 

7. The scale and mass of the front elevation was also discussed and the 
general view of LWCA was that this should be stepped down more. 
Proximity of the proposed building to the back edge of the pavement was 
also viewed as a negative, although RB pointed out that the proposed 
building was set back slightly from Belle Vue Road to allow scope for 
edge landscaping which is an improvement over the approved 
development which sat at the back edge of footpath).  Reference was 
made to the Unite approval which proposed a “tree-lined” boulevard 
along Bell Vue Road, which had not been realised and would be 
constrained through lack of space between the proposed building and the 
footpath. 

8. LWCA asked for clearer and more comprehensive illustration of the 
horizontal and vertical relationships between the proposed building and 
the houses on the other side of Belle Vue Road.  RB undertook to 
provide this.  RB responded by stating that the proposed and Belle Vue 
House were 35 metres apart, which compared well with the Council’s 
minimum standard of 21 metres, as set out in standards for space 
between dwellings in the LCC design guide “Neighbourhoods for Living” 
aimed at achieving acceptable standards of privacy in gardens and 
habitable rooms. Shadowing studies could be done to show if there were 
any potential issues in this respect resulting from the proposed building 
height. 

9. Obstruction of views across the valley was also an important factor.  
Reference was made to identified key views and the need to respect 
these.  RB pointed out that it was an accepted judicial principle that no 
one had the right to a view and that the proposed building only materially 
“obstructed” one building, the rest retaining open oblique views across 
the retained open land at the end of the site, with no change from the 
existing position.  Reference was made to the reason why Belle Vue 



 

Page 4 of 4 

 

Road had this name and how the proposed building would change its 
character with respect to it. 

10. RB advised that the land at the end of the site would be landscaped for 
visual amenity only and was not capable of active use because of the 
slope.  An historic restrictive covenant also prohibits building on this part 
of the site. 

Planning Officer Views. 

11. RP confirmed Paul Kendall’s previous views, which concurred with the 
stated LWCA views, which were: 

• Overall scale and mass of proposed building is are too great.  
Existing consent is the  benchmark; 

• Height should step down more to the east; 

• Greater views between Concept House and the proposed building 
should be provided; 

• The area of Housing Mix UDP policy does not affect this proposal 
in the sense that it is new build and thus does not result in a loss of 
family housing. The policy also contains other tests which need to 
be addressed, however. Reference was made to the Kirkstall Road 
Framework (Informal Planning Guidance) which opposed further 
student housing in the City Heights Sub-Area beyond the schemes 
already committed in 2007, as a way of encouraging a mix of other 
uses in the sub-area. 

Conclusion. 

12. RB and RB agreed to consider the points raised in detail, to discuss them 
with the developer and to amend the design if appropriate and viable.  
Opposition to the principle of student housing is the most significant 
matter for the LWCA. 

13. A further meeting would be convened with the LWCA when appropriate 
and RB agreed to keep GR informed of any developments. 

 

RB 11/05/2011. 


