
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 This application is brought to Plans Panel because it relates to a proposed 

major student housing development at 46 Burley Street.  This application is in 
response to a previous Plans Panel refusal and subsequent planning appeal 
dismissal for student housing and a ground floor retail unit on the site.   At the 
City Plans Panel meeting of 28th July 2016 the application was presented with 
a recommendation to defer and delegate approval to the Chief Planning 
Officer.     Members agreed the following matters at that Plans Panel: 

 
- The principle of Student Housing on the site was acceptable 
- The amenities offered by the flats including their size and layout was 

acceptable 
 
1.2 Members also made a number of design comments in July which are 

summarised in the report to 8th September 2016 City Plans Panel below.  The 
architect then revised the scheme, and this revised proposal was presented to 
Members in September.  At September Plans Panel, Members expressed the 
following concerns regarding the design of the revised proposal: 
- Members felt that the building was not ambitious for its location and did not 

enhance the area and they were disappointed by that and felt that some of 
the comments they had made previously had not been listened to. 

- Members still had concerns over the mass and design 
- Members felt that the building needed better articulation 
- Members also felt a lower development might be beneficial 
- It was resolved by Panel that this application be deferred and that a 

workshop be organised with Plans Panel to discuss the design issues in 
more detail. 

    
2.0 Update Since 8th September 2016 City Plans Panel Meeting: 
 
2.1 In accordance with the resolution of the 8th September Plans panel, Members 

attended a design workshop on 1st November 2016 with officers, and the 
applicant’s architect and planning consultant.  The workshop covered the 
history of the proposal from the Inspector’s appeal decision consideration, the 
September 2016 scheme, and alternative options presented by the architect 
(including that now formally submitted), which might try to address concerns.  
It was made clear by Members at the workshop that any comments at the 
workshop would not prejudice their views at Plans Panel, but it allowed them 
to express them in more detail to the applicant’s architect.  The comments 
expressed at the workshop ranged from scale of development to detailed 
architectural treatment, and these comments were mixed.  The applicant has 
submitted revised plans in response to the comments at the workshop.   

 
2.2 In response to Members’ comments, the applicants have sought to address 

the concerns in the following ways: 
  

• Dark and light blue/grey zinc cladding is now proposed to the eastern and 
western ends of the building, to lighten the appearance of the building and 



create three distinct forms. This helps to reduce the perceived mass of the 
building. 

• The eastern and western ends of the building would no longer feature a 
solid parapet.  It would now be a set-back perforated metal balustrade, 
which would reduce the ‘solid’ height of the main body of the building by 
approximately one metre.  This would lighten the appearance of the 
building, and also reduce its perceived mass.  

• Introduction of larger glazed corner windows, which would strengthen the 
visual appearance of the corners, and add interest. 

• Windows would be in deep surrounds to add visual interest. 
• Recessed dummy windows have been introduced to areas of blank 

brickwork to add interest. 
• The amount of glazing overall has been increased to reduce perceived 

solidity.  
• Vertical shadow recesses would add visual interest. 
• The stringcourse detail above ground level has been modified and added 

to the rear elevation to co-ordinate with the front elevation and provide a 
clear visual base to the building. 

• At the upper level, at the western end of the Park Lane elevation, a flat has 
been relocated to create a larger set back, to emphasise the “stepping 
down” at that end of the building. 

 
2.3 It is considered that the scheme represents a significant improvement to the 

proposals that were considered at appeal in 2015 for the following reasons: 
 
- reducing the intensity of development from 110 units to 87 units,  
-   better reflecting the context of the area by removing the taller “blade” 

element 
- providing an architectural treatment which helps to break up the 

perceived mass of the building and provides visual interest 
 

It is therefore considered on balance that the proposal is appropriate in the 
context of the topography and built form of the surrounding area. 
 

2.4 Revised plans were received on 10th November 2016.  Previous objectors 
were notified on 14th November 2016, for a period of 14 days, which expired 
on 28th November 2016.  Further comments from Little Woodhouse 
Community Association (LWCA), and two residents of Kendal Walk have 
been received.   

 
2.5 The two residents of Kendal Walk commenting on the revisions to the 

scheme, state that the changes do not address their earlier objections to the 
scheme in relation to both height and mass, and are superficial.  However, as 
detailed and in the July (section 9.2) and September (paragraphs 2.6 and 2.7) 
reports attached, officers are of the view that the proposed height and mass 
would be compatible with the character of the area. 

 
2.6 LWCA have also re-iterated their previous concerns regarding the principle of 

the use, the pick-up and drop off arrangements, and scale and massing.  The 
principle of use and highways matters are addressed at sections 9.1 and 9.3 


