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4(a) 3 Triumph Road  
 

1. Councillor Trimble Ward Councillor for Lenton and Wollaton East has sent in the 
following statement which he has requested to be forwarded to all members of 
Planning Committee. The statement is set out in full below and is in lieu of speaking 
at Committee: 
 
“I wish to object to this planning application for 3 Triumph Road (ref 20/0228/PVAR3). 
The vast majority of housing in the area where this development is proposed are 
HMO’s and Purpose Built Accommodation. What could be termed as community 
imbalance for the area is already at crisis point. We spend a great deal of time trying 
to build balanced communities in Nottingham with a diverse and wide range of 
people and communities getting on well together. And here we are yet again with a 
complete disregard for this. Noisy parties are a massive problem. In non Covid times 
Derby Road from Canning Circus to the QMC suffers severely with noise issues from 
10-00pm until after 4-00am. Both universities already contribute £30,000 each 
towards community protection overtime costs. It’s so bad that I would argue that that 
£60,000 is nowhere near enough to deal with the issues. The councils Anti-Social 
Behaviour car is regularly defaulted to the area. On a community protection exercise 
1,353 Community Protection Notices were issued for noise and 1,124 street alcohol 
confiscations and not all were recorded. On one night alone, in a special operation 
for a couple of hours there was 315 street alcohol confiscations and because it was 
so visible they by no means caught everyone. The local primary held a survey and all 
the children in that area were deprived of sleep, including during exam time. That's 
not acceptable. Taking into account that both noise from student parties as well as 
street drinking are two very common occurrences of ASB in the area, DE1(1)(c) of 
the LAPP is particularly relevant where it notes that future development needs to be 
assessed on the basis of whether it would "enhance community safety". I am not at 
all convinced that the 270 unit PBSA proposed here would not exacerbate existing 
tensions between the student population and permanent residents and that it 
wouldn't lead to a rise in ASB cases. 
 

Here we have developers following each other like lemmings over a cliff, creating a 
monolithic high volume concentration of small single housing units with very little or 
no diversity. When the city had the highest number of Covid cases in the country the 
local area was hit badly with the highest concentration of positive Covid tests being in 
Purpose Built Student Accommodation. We have seen quite a number of fines 
handed out including one for 10,000 pounds. This type of single use, single type of 
property, in this scale and in this location doesn’t do anything to create balanced 
communities. This is the complete opposite of what we trying to achieve in every 
other part of the city.   
 

The scale proposed height and scale of the 5 storey building is far too big. The flat 
roof is far too utilitarian and does nothing for the area. It dwarfs the almshouses 

https://www.google.com/maps/search/3+Triumph+Road?entry=gmail&source=g


known as the William Woodsend Memorial Holmes in a very stark and unsympathetic 
manner. The intensity and size of the building are also in stark contrast to the 
peaceful nature of the River Leen. It should be noted here that HO5 of the LAPP 
clearly states that "Purpose Built student accommodation" should be encouraged if it 
is "of an appropriate scale and design". Policy DE1 is particularly relevant to this 
development as well as it states that planning applications should be considered 
against a number of criteria including "whether the development would respect and 
enhance the ... character of the area, and in particular its established scale, massing, 
rhythm, landscape ..." etc. 
 

Furthermore, it has a distinct lack of facilities for the number of residents especially 
as this has increased from the proposed 220 to 270 bed spaces. As parking is a 
major problem in the local area provision for drop off and pick up time look to be 
almost non-existent and completely unfeasible. The number of students or their 
visitors using cars and needing parking places can also be a serious concern taking 
into account the scale of the proposed development. Parking is already a huge 
problem in the area and whilst students are not supposed to bring cars especially at 
PBSAs, they still bring them and they park them on surrounding streets sometimes 
rarely moving them. Policy DE2 of the LAPP is relevant in this instance as it states 
that development proposals "will be expected to: ... (l) ensure that the development 
does not generate levels of traffic, on street parking, vehicle movements or access 
arrangements which would have a detrimental impact on... the efficient operation of 
the highway network..." furthermore and in particular reference to parking, the LAPP 
states on the aforementioned policy that developments ought to "(k) maximise 
opportunities for sustainable transport and provide appropriate parking solutions to 
reflect the character of the development." Note as well that getting a "planning 
agreement or condition" restricting car use by potential occupiers as outlined in 
TR1(2)(g) of the LAPP in this context wouldn't work due to the scale of the proposed 
development as well as existing parking issues in the area. The fact remains that a 
planning condition applied here wouldn't stop prospective students having visitors nor 
owning and using cars, thus the problem would remain. 
 
2. The applicant has confirmed that the following sustainability measures are 
proposed to be incorporated into the proposed development and would form part of 
the reserved matters application: 
 

 High thermal performance through the creation of a highly insulated building 
envelope (10% reduction above current Building Regulations). 

 Inclusion of renewable technology in the form of solar photovoltaic (PV) 
panels. 

 Water saving devices. 

 LED lighting with intelligent controls. 

 AAA rated white goods. 

 Electric Vehicle Charging Point. 

 122 secure cycle parking spaces. 

 Biological enhancements with greater areas of soft landscaping and the use of 
bird and bat boxes. 

 Recycling of waste materials. 
 
 
 
 

 



Comments 
  
 
The following condition is recommended to ensure that the above carbon 
reduction and sustainability measures are integrated into the scheme: 
 
“Prior to the commencement of development, details of the sustainability 
measures to be incorporated within the development to reduce carbon 
emissions shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.  
 
The development shall be implemented in accordance with the approved 
details. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the development incorporates sustainable design 
features to accord with policy CC1 of the LAPP.” 
 
 

4(b)  Retail Unit, Corner of Berridge and Leslie Roads 
  

Section 5 Consultations and observations of other officers 
 
States that fifty-one objections have been received to the proposal. This is incorrect 
and should read 174. 
 
Section 5 Highway comments 
 
Final highway comments received following receipt of applicant’s highway report and 
tracking details. 
 
Highway Officer notes size of proposed unit and the relationship of a single store to 
the potential highway impact of four separate units (as approved). 
 
The highway authority are recommending Approval subject to conditions and 
informatives on a delivery management plan, gates to remain open, bollards and an 
informative re investigation of TROs. 
 
(Additional Background papers: Highway Observations dated and received 
09.02.2021) 

 
 
 


