
Planning Application 20/02562/FUL  - Northfield House Hotel, 115 
Lasswade Road, Edinburgh EH16 6UP: 103 student accommodation units

Comments from Liberton and District Community Council, Statutory 
Consultee

1 The site

1.1 The site lies within the Liberton and District Community Council area.

1.2 The site is owned by Audley (Edinburgh) Ltd, based at 95 Valley Walk, Croxley Green, 
Rickmansworth, United Kingdom, WD3 3TQ. 

1.3 LDCC notes that Audley (Edinburgh) Ltd was incorporated in August 2019 with company number 
12166220.  It has one director, Bhavna Patel. Mrs Patel is also the sole director of  three other 
similar companies: Audley Student Living (Edinburgh) Ltd, 12100602 incorporated July 2019; 
Audley Student Living Ltd, 11851771, February 2019, and Audley Student Living 2 Ltd, 12476487, 
February 2020. LDCC also notes that Bhavna Patel is listed as a director of Lanark Student Living 
Ltd, a company which has two applications under consideration for student accommodation at 
Mayfield Road, Edinburgh, to which LDCC has already submitted objections.

1.4 LDCC is concerned that another site within its area is being targeted for speculative development of 
student accommodation. These developments will replace existing businesses, and denude the area 
of public houses, replacing them with a transient population that has little investment in the 
community.

1.5 LDCC notes the developer’s arguments that the area of the site should be reduced in order to avoid 
the obligations attached to sites over 0.25 hectares.  However, LDCC also notes that the area the 
developer maintains should be excluded from the calculations, is actually included as part of the 
landscaping and “amenities” provided with the accommodation.  Consequently, LDCC, whilst 
noting the Reporter’s opinion on the Gorgie Road development, believes that the site should be 
considered as over 0.29 hectares and subject to the obligations for residential accommodation.

2 Building visual impact

2.1 The building is described as a 4 storey building with the top storey set back.  In fact the building 
consists of five storeys when the lower ground floor is included. 

2.2 LDCC notes the drawings and illustration of the building’s elevations. The CEC’s Student Housing 
Guidance (2016) (p.7) states that “Large mono-use development has significant potential to harm 
the character of an area.” LDCC maintains that the proposed development is a direct contravention 
of of LDP policies Des 7 and Des 9 (pp.96-97). It does not respect local context and street pattern, 
or, in particular, the scale and proportions of surrounding buildings. The Design and Access 
Statement (p.15) states “there is a natural disposition towards 3 and 4 storey developments along 
Lasswade Road”. LDCC believes this to be inaccurate, and consequently, believes the building 
would be out of character with the area.

3 Building design and amenities



3.1 LDCC notes that 12 of the bedrooms appear to be below ground level, and, whilst noting the 
daylight survey, is concerned about the amount of daylight penetration, particularly to the rooms on 
the west side facing into the small trench-cum-courtyard. The outlook from these west facing rooms 
does not appear acceptable.

3.2 It is not clear from the daylight survey whether the planting of replacement trees will affect future 
light penetration. 

3.3 Whilst there appears to be sufficient amenity space within the development, there are no cooking 
facilities indicated.  This effectively means that future occupants will be expected to eat out, have 
meals delivered, bring meals back to their accommodation, or purchase cooking equipment for use 
in their room or shared apartment space.  LDCC feels that this is unacceptable.  

3.4 LDCC notes that the waste collection bin store is located towards the rear of the buiding, and bins 
will have to be transported through the cycle store for collection at the front of the building.

3.5 There is no indication of whether local medical practices have the capacity to 103 new patients. 

4 Adaptability

4.1 The Edinburgh Design Guidance (October 2018) stipulates that buildings should be adaptable to the 
future needs of different occupiers.  This is of special importance where purpose-built 
accommodation is proposed, such as student accommodation where markets and demand can 
change quite quickly and the market is an unregulated one, which does not have to meet the 
standards of residential housing.   These applications should demonstrate how what is proposed 
could be adapted to meet future needs such as housing. The Planning Statement (2.1) argues that the 
existing property “does not lend itself to suitable conversion to provide sufficient modern facilities,” 
yet proposes a development that itself would not lend itself to suitable conversion. 

4.2 The CEC’s Student housing guidance (p.4) states “It is acknowledged that developer-led student 
accommodation will only be developed in places which are financially viable, giving due 
consideration to the projected occupancy rates during and outwith the term times.” The application 
documents make little reference to out-of-term use, and consequently provide no consideration of 
the impact of such use.

5 Transport

5.1 The application claims to be a car free development, and therefore assumes no requirement for off-
street parking. This assumes therefore that students’ cars, or vehicles visiting the development will 
be parked outside the development or in the nearby streets.

6 Student housing

6.1 LDCC notes that there appears to be little evidence of consultation with any of the city’s academic 
institutions about this development.   

6.2 Whilst not a current requirement for student housing, LDCC notes the aspiration in City Plan 2030 
that student accommodation should look after students’ wellbeing, and “be built for, and managed 
by, one of Edinburgh’s universities or colleges”.  This development meets neither of these criteria.

6.3 On the contrary, LDCC believes that the priority of this development is to provide an ongoing 
lucrative income for the owners and investors. Such developments in Edinburgh are advertised as 
such: with multiple tenants, student properties typically garner higher rental yields (typically more 
than 8%) and profit is made sooner than with a traditional buy-to-let; student properties are 
generally hands-off and most landlords opt to go down the fully managed investments route; voids 
are extremely low compared to buy-to-lets, and contracts are signed months ahead of term times; 
student investments offer higher rental growth opportunities. 



6.4 LDCC believes that the developers  are ignoring the aspirations contained within CityPlan 2030, 
and the consequences of the current Covid-19 pandemic on for demand for student accommodation, 
and as such this development would be both opportunistic and short-sighted.

6.5 The Design and Access Statement (p.17) states that the development will not create an excessive 
concentration of students in the area. LDCC believes that housing 103 students within a five storey 
building with a relatively small footprint constitutes excessive concentration.

7 Conclusions

7.1 LDCC does not object to the provision of student accommodation where needs are established.

7.2 LDCC believes that the establishment of a transient population within the residential area will 
contribute little to community.

7.3 LDCC objects to the size and appearance of the development on the grounds that it does not fit the 
character of the area.

7.4 LDCC objects to the design of the development on that grounds that:

7.4.1 It provides insufficient amenities for residents;

7.4.2 The accommodation will be detrimental to student well-being;

7.4.4 There is no consideration given to the impact of out-of-term use.

7.5 LDCC believes this to be a speculative development driven more by returns to investors than 
creating a sustainable community that fosters students’ well-being.

8 Comments submitted by Graeme Forbes on behalf of Liberton & District Community Council
XX July 2020.


