NBBC/3A

Public Local Inquiry 5th November 2019 at the TOWN HALL NUNEATON.
Inspector: Richard Clegg BA(HONS) DMS MRTPI

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
AND
ACQUISITION OF LAND ACT 1981

PINS Case number APP/PCU/CPOP/W3710/3224592

NUNEATON AND BEDWORTH BOROUGH COUNCIL
(CAMP HILL PHASE 3, HAZEL ROAD, EDINBURGH ROAD, HILLCREST ROAD AND
GORSY WAY) COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2019.

PROOF OF EVIDENCE BY JACQUELINE PADBURY, PG DIP, MA, MRTPI.
ON MATTERS RELATING TO PLANNING APPLICATIONS.
Pursuant to the Compulsory Purchase (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 2007.

CONTENTS

Section Titles

Page number

Section One: Introduction.

3

Section Two: Background.

3

Section Three: Planning History.

4

Section Four: The Site

6

Section Five: Public objection to the Reserved Matters application.

7

Section Six: Assessment of the Reserved Matters application and impacts on 8
premises.

Section Seven: Petition to ‘The Order’.

13

Section Eight: Planning assessment of Petition to ‘The Order’.

13

Section Nine: Conclusion.

15

Appendix A: Relationship between 156 Hillcrest Road and plots 1 and 2.

16 - 24

Appendix B: Relationship between 88 Hillcrest Road and plots 48 and 49.

25 - 30

Appendix C: Appendix C – Site Sections 2 Drawing number P211 revision B. 31 - 32
(Submitted subsequent to the approval of the Reserved Matters)

Page 2

Proof of Evidence: Planning Statement
Jacqueline Padbury NBBC 09.10.19

1.

SECTION ONE: INTRODUCTION

Qualifications and Experience
1.1.

I am Jacqueline Padbury I have a Diploma and Masters in Spatial Planning and I have
been a Chartered Member of the Royal Town Planning Institute since October 2013. I
have thirteen years’ experience with Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council in
Development Control. I am currently employed as a career grade Planning Officer for
the Borough.

Involvement with the Project
1.2.

I have been involved in the Camp Hill Regeneration project since 2011 and I have been
the Case Officer for the Reserved Matters applications; Full Planning applications and
Section 73 Planning applications for Camp Hill for sub-phases 2, 2a, 3, 4 and 6 and for
the last sub-phase number 5 to which the Compulsory Purchase Order (‘the Order’)
partly relates to.

Declaration
1.3

I can confirm that the facts stated in this proof are to my own knowledge and I believe
them to be true and that the opinions I have expressed represent my true and complete
professional opinion.

1.4

This proof includes all the facts which I regard as being relevant to the opinion which I
have expressed and I have drawn to the attention of the Inspector any matters that would
affect the validity of that opinion.

1.5

I understand that my overriding duty is to help the Inspector with matters within my
expertise and this duty overrides any obligations to the Council. I can confirm that I have
complied with this duty.

2.

SECTION TWO: BACKGROUND

2.1

My evidence primarily relates to the planning approval justification for the planning
application for the Reserved Matters application (Council reference 036201 CD7) for subphase 5 of Phase 3 of the regeneration project for Camp Hill and planning response to
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the objections to the Reserved Matters application and to the petition against ‘the Order’
for sub-phase 5 of Phase 3 of the regeneration project for Camp Hill.

2.2

My evidence covers:
i.

A summary of the Planning history for the site including details of the Outline
application for the overall regeneration scheme and for the Reserved Matters
applications including the recently approved (approved 10th September 2019
decision sent 11th September 2019) for the Reserved Matters application for the
majority of the site that ‘the Order Land’ relates to which is phase 3; sub-phase 5
(Council’s reference 036201, CD.7).

ii.

Brief description of the site.

iii.

Public objections to the Reserved Matters application for the site and ‘the Order
Land’ relates to (Council’s reference 036201, CD.7).

iv.

Assessment of the Reserved Matters application (Council’s reference 036201,
CD7) and the impacts on premises adjacent to and within the application site.

v.

Petition to ‘The Order’.

vi.

Planning assessment of Petition to ‘The Order’.

vii.

Conclusion.

viii.

Appendix A - Relationship between 156 Hillcrest Road and plots 1 and 2.

ix.

Appendix B - Relationship between 88 Hillcrest Road and plots 48 and 49.

x.

Appendix C – Site Sections 2 Drawing number P211 revision B. Submitted
subsequent to the approval of the Reserved Matters.)

3.

SECTION THREE: PLANNING HISTORY

Relevant background to the planning history of the regeneration scheme, Outline and
Reserved Matters applications
3.1

An Outline planning application for Phase 3 (Council’s reference 010153, CD.7) was
submitted by Pride in Camp Hill (PinCH) on the 24th August 2005, the application was
accepted as valid on the 24th February 2006. The reason for the regeneration scheme is
dealt with by my colleague and fellow witness Mr Chris Egan.

3.2

The proposed development description was “Outline application for residential
development (existing houses demolished)”. The applicant specified that the planning
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application was purely outline and all details in respect of siting, design, means of
access, external appearance and landscaping were to be considered later as part of the
approval of the Reserved Matters applications. However, to help consideration of the
application an Illustrative Zoning Plan was submitted which indicated the location and
phasing elements of the application site. (CD.23).
3.3

As the application included Council-owned land, it did not require a legal agreement
under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. Contributions in respect
of 25% affordable housing, energy-efficiency requirements and improved transport links
would be gained through a developer agreement. The decision notice was issued to the
agents on the 9th June 2006 (CD.7).

3.4

The above Outline application expired in June 2009 and was subsequently replaced via a
new Outline application (Council’s reference 029715, CD.7) approved in November 2009.
This remains extant until the 11th November 2019.

3.5

A planning application (reference 030128B, CD.7) for the variation of the wording on the
affordable units (condition 21) was received in April 2010 and approved in June 2010. A
Section 73 application to remove the need for affordable units (condition 21) was
submitted on June 2016 and approved in October 2016. (Council’s reference 034169,
CD7).

Reserved Matters applications
3.6

The Reserved Matters application for the entire phases 1 - 6 are now all approved
(application forms and decision notices can be found at CD7). The latest Reserved
Matters application was for most of ‘the Order Land’ (sub-phase 5) (Council’s reference
036201) for 142 dwellings and was approved subject to conditions on the 10th September
2019 (CD.7). The Reserved Matters application for this latest phase is different to ‘the
Order Land’ in that the planning application excluded the service road to the rear of
Hillcrest Road.

Reserved Matters application for sub phase 5
3.7

The application site is located in Camp Hill and forms part of the wider regeneration area
currently being promoted by PinCH Partnership.

3.8

Residential properties within the site or adjacent and affected by the development were
notified of the Reserved Matters application (036201) between the 14th to the 19th March
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2019 and letters were sent to advise of amended plans on the 12th July 2019. The
neighbour consultation letters for the properties within the Reserved Matters application
included property agents and owners of the affected properties that were not living at the
properties. The consulted addresses were:
1, 2, 6, 9, 10, 11, 26, 31, 32, 34, 64, 65, 66, 177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 182, 183,
184 Edinburgh Road. 20-24 (even), 21 Hazel Road. 12, 18-26 (even), 30-34
(even) 38, 40, 44, 64-110 (even), 120-158 (even) Hillcrest Road. Friends of
Whittleford Park. 1-14 (inc) Holyrood Court, 165-187 (odd), 201-273 (odd), 301
Queen Elizabeth Road, 20-36 (even) Tulip Tree Road. Stirling Housing
Association Poole, Course and Shelton Nuneaton, 51 Chippenham Road Maida
Vale, 2-4 Devoran Close Exhall, 92 Glen Road Leicester, 183 Higham Lane
Nuneaton, 13 Lilleburn Drive Nuneaton, 258 Soho Road Handsworth, 18
Brympton Road Stoke.
3.9

A number of site notices were placed around the area on the 28th March 2019 and the
application was advertised in the local newspaper circulating in the vicinity of the area
(Nuneaton News) on the 27th March 2019.

3.10 Regardless of the number of objections to the Reserved Matters application, as the
application was a major application involving Council-owned land, the Council’s
Constitution (2019 paragraph 5D.1d) states that the application had to be determined by
Planning Applications Committee rather than under delegated powers.

4.

SECTION FOUR: THE SITE

4.1

The application site is located in Camp Hill and forms part of the wider regeneration area
currently being promoted by PinCH Partnership. The site encompasses part of Edinburgh
Road, Hazel Road and Hillcrest Road and comprises of partly cleared vacant land and
partly of dwellings that are now boarded up (some which are derelict) or which are
becoming vacant as and when they are acquired by the Council. The red line application
site originally included part of the service road at the rear of Hillcrest Road (80 – 158
even) but this was subsequently removed from the red line of the Reserved Matters
application site. The site is severely constrained due to the steep gradient changes from
the south up to the north of the site.
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5.

SECTION FIVE: PUBLIC OBJECTION TO THE RESERVED MATTERS APPLICATION

5.1

There were 8 responses of objection from 6 addresses specific to the Reserved Matters
application. The comments made to the Reserved Matters application were:
1.

Failure to provide play areas for children. (20 and 22 Hazel Road).

2.

Requires a new green space, as the green in front of existing properties

currently encourages youths to congregate and encourages antisocial
behaviour. (20 and 22 Hazel Road).
3.

Whilst welcoming this development to finish off the scheme; inadequate

existing boundary treatment to existing properties and lack of barriers to the
existing pedestrian access means existing local residents experience antisocial
behaviour and therefore requests Committee Members make a site visit to see
how this will affect this next phase. (22 Hazel Road).
4.

Needs access to back garden. (88 and 156 Hillcrest Road – also

Petitioners. (For the individual assessments of these two properties see
appendices A and B which includes cross sections A-A and B-B which are also
shown in appendix C.)
5.

Will cause loss of privacy, cause overlooking and loss of light to existing

neighbours. (64, 154 and 156 Hillcrest Road – also Petitioners. For the impact
to 156 Hillcrest Road see appendix A).
6.

Concerns that houses will be 3.5 storeys (156 Hillcrest Road – also a

Petitioner. For the impact to 156 Hillcrest Road see appendix A).
7.

Was previously assured dwellings would be built in same location as

previous ones and that 3 storeys are proposed (64 Hillcrest Road – also a
Petitioner).
8.

No pre-application with developer about the layout on this phase (64

Hillcrest Road – also a Petitioner).
9.

Ongoing disruption over last ten years due to the redevelopment has been

considerable – including noise and dust pollution. (156 Hillcrest Road – also a
Petitioner).

5.2

The consultation for the Order was carried out at the same time as the consultation for
the Reserved Matters application. There was some cross-over between comments made
to the Reserved Matters application and to ‘the Order’. As the comments that were made
against the Order also referred to the impact of the Reserved Matters application, both
sets of objection were assessed against the Reserved Matters application.
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6

SECTION SIX: ASSESSMENT OF THE RESERVED MATTERS APPLICATION AND
IMPACTS ON PREMISES

6.1

In relation to compliance to Policy, the agenda showing the assessment of the Reserved
Matters application (CD.24) addresses the main issues. My colleague and fellow witness
Mr Adam James has addressed the relevant Policies within his Proof of Evidence. His
Statement sections 2.2 to 2.11 deals with compliance to national policy. Compliance to
local policy (both old and new) is addressed in sections 2.12 to 2.17. These are
summarised in his Proof of Evidence in Section 3.

6.2

In order to evaluate the impact and to provide recommendation to Planning Applications
Committee, a full assessment was carried out of the proposed layout (drawing number
P001 revision S, CD.9) for the Reserved Matters application. This was used to formulate
the agenda and addendum (CD.24) to assist Councillors when the Reserved Matters
application which was considered by Members on the 10th September 2019. Policy BE3
of the Borough Plan 2019 (CD15.) states that development should be designed to be
sensitive to residential amenity of the area. In order to assess the impact between the
proposed and existing properties and between the new properties, the Council’s extant
Residential Design Guide 2004 (CD.14.) has been used. The Residential Design Guide
2004 provides clear guidance on the way buildings relate to each other and the
consequential impact of this on levels of acceptable amenity for both existing and future
occupiers. The Reserved Matters application has been assessed against paragraphs 9.0
- 9.6 of the Residential Design Guide 2004 to ascertain the impact the proposal would
have on the privacy, aspect and light. However, due to the steep gradient of the site, site
levels have also been taken into consideration when assessing the impact but the
distance standards was the primary consideration in the assessments. These have been
illustrated under Site Section drawing number P210 Rev A. (CD10) which was received
during the application process. However, it became apparent through discussions with
the Architect during the preparation for the Inquiry that their topographical survey had
only been taken up to the service road and the levels of the existing houses in Hillcrest
Road adjacent to the site had only been an approximation. Drawing P211 Rev B. (see
appendix C and portfolio of plans) was received after determination and was completed
after a further site levels survey was completed and shows the exact relationship of the

Page 8

Proof of Evidence: Planning Statement
Jacqueline Padbury NBBC 09.10.19

new development to existing properties. Comparing cross section D-D of drawing number
210 revision A to sections A-A of drawing number P211 revision B shows there was an
inaccuracy in the original drawing (P210 revision A) of the levels for this existing house
(88 Hillcrest Road). The level of the existing house appears to have been exaggerated by
approximately 4.5m. For the accurate individual assessment of 88 and 156 Hillcrest Road
see appendices A and B which include cross sections A-A and B-B from drawing number
P211 Rev B. Photograph reference number 23 (of the separate photographs provided for
this Public Inquiry) shows the rear of 88 Hillcrest Road and how the boundary walls of
this property are stepped to follow the land level.

6.3

An assessment was carried out on a plot-by-plot basis to assess the residential impact
between plots and to existing neighbouring properties.

6.4

In reference to the neighbour objections to the Reserved Matters application, two of
these were a request for a play area (20 and 22 Hazel Road). This appears to have been
requested as these neighbours referred to the fact that individuals are congregating on
an existing open space and walkway causing antisocial behaviour and they considered
that a formal park and open space would cater for these individuals. No formal play area
was shown on the Master Plan for this phase and would have been unreasonable for the
Local Planning Authority to require this especially as the Council’s Parks Team had not
requested this. In relation to existing antisocial behaviour, the footpath and open space
referred to is outside of the application site and therefore could not be dealt with under
the Reserved Matters application. However, the comments have been forwarded to
PinCH to see if the issues can be addressed through them.

The proposed new

properties will also provide increased natural surveillance to this area which may be of
benefit.

6.5

Two of the properties in Hillcrest Road (88 and 156 Hillcrest Road – also Petitioners)
objected to the Reserved Matters application as they were concerned that any
development could restrict access to the rear of their properties. This service road is not
within the red line of the planning application site and will not be impacted upon by the
development.

Appendix B attached to this proof shows the relationship between 88

Hillcrest Road and the proposed nearest plots including cross section A-A, which is also
included in appendix C).
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6.6

One neighbour objecting to the Reserved Matters application (number 64 Hillcrest Road
– also a Petitioner) stated they were assured when they purchased their house that the
new houses would be built in the same location as the houses that were demolished. It is
unclear who made this statement to them but it would be most unlikely to have been
anyone from The Council or PinCH as the final layout had not been agreed at that time.
The proposed house closest to this property (plot 70 of drawing number P001 revision S,
CD.9) is roughly in the same position (front elevation) as the previous demolished
dwelling but is deeper, so rather than being 21.6m (measured from the back of the
demolished house to the back of this neighbours original house), the distance is now
17.5m. (The relationship between the properties is shown in the proposed layout drawing
number P001 revision S (CD.9). The Residential Design Guide 2004 only protects
original windows and as this neighbour’s house has a two-storey extension across the
entire rear of the property, there are no original rear windows to protect. There is at least
9.5m from the rear of the new proposed dwelling to the boundary with this neighbouring
property and therefore the distance complies with the 7m stated in the Residential Design
Guide 2004 (paragraph 9.4) to protect overlooking to private amenity space. In addition
the main part of the garden to this neighbouring property is to the side and not in line with
the new development. In conclusion, I consider the layout is in compliance with the
Residential Design Guide 2004 to this neighbouring property.

6.7

This neighbour also had concerns that the proposed house is three storeys and the
previous demolished dwellings were only two storeys. The proposed dwellings backing
onto this neighbour are three storeys to the front but two storeys to the rear which faces
onto this neighbour (this is to cater for the land-level difference). The demolished houses
were elevated to Hillcrest Road whereas the proposed dwellings are at road level to
Hillcrest Road, therefore the ground floor level to the front of these nearest proposed
properties are lower than was previously built. The level difference between the existing
and proposed will also provide some mitigation to the impact between properties.
Therefore, whilst there is no doubt there will be some impact (as there are currently no
houses to the rear of this property); the impact is largely in line with the Council’s
Residential Design Guide 2004. (CD.14).

6.8

The above property also objected that there had been no pre-application discussions
prior to the submission of the Reserved Matters application. There was extensive preapplication discussions for the whole regeneration scheme but this was many years ago
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at the Outline stage. The Council could not insist that this was carried out at each
Reserved Matters stage.

6.9

Objections to the Reserved Matters application on the grounds of loss of privacy and light
and concerns about overlooking have been received (154 and 156 Hillcrest Road – also
Petitioners. For the individual assessment of 156 see appendix A.) The nearest new plots
to the rear of these properties are plots 1 and 2 of the approved drawing P001 revision S
(CD.9). These proposed dwellings are 2.5 storey and have dormers to the front but only
two storey windows and roof lights to the rear facing the rear of these neighbouring
properties. There is a distance of almost 42m from the rear windows of these new
properties to the rear windows of these existing neighbouring properties. The Residential
Design Guide 2004 (paragraph 9.3) states that to protect privacy, aspect, light and to
prevent an oppressive sense of enclosure, there should be a distance of 20m where
windows are at the same height to one another and 30m from window to window where
there is a storey level difference between two storey and three storey. The distance
provided is therefore substantially more than is acceptable in the Residential Design
Guide 2004 and is mitigated further by the fact that the proposed houses are at a much
lower level than these neighbouring houses. (Cross section B-B of drawing number P211
revision B (appendix A & C) shows the proposed ridge height of plot 2 (tallest part of roof)
is only 0.39m above the ground level of the dwelling at 156 Hillcrest Road.) In addition
the proposed rear windows at roof level are roof lights (angled within the roof) and
therefore provide a lesser sense of overlooking than a conventional window. There is a
distance of 21.6m from the rear windows of these new properties to the boundaries of
these neighbouring properties, so this complies with the 7m distance that is the minimum
acceptable distance in paragraph 9.4 of the Residential Design Guide 2004 in terms of
privacy. I therefore consider that the impact to these properties is acceptable. Appendix A
attached to this proof illustrates the specific relationship between these existing
properties and the proposed properties and includes extracts from the Residential Design
Guide 2004.

6.10 The occupiers of numbers 154 and 156 Hillcrest Road spoke at Planning Applications
Committee for the Reserved Matters application on the 10th September 2019. Members
considered their objection and requested that an additional condition was provided to
remove permitted development rights for roof alterations or extensions to the roof for
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plots backing onto these properties. This was included in the decision notice (Council’s
reference 036201 CD7) by adding to condition 3. This stated:
3. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any Order revoking and en-acting that
Order) no rear extensions (Class A of The Order) shall be erected on plots 9, 18, 57
and 62, nor shall any roof alteration or enlargement (including dormer windows)
(Class B of The Order) take place on plots 67, 68, 69 or 70 without the prior written
consent of the Council.
6.11 Unfortunately due to an administrative error, the wrong plots were referred to within this
condition and to rectify this a 106 Legal Agreement is currently being processed between
Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council, Warwickshire County Council and Barratt
Homes to resolve this. The Applicant/Developer has no objection to the re-wording of the
condition to remove permitted development for the rear roofs of plots 1 to 70 which will
protect all the neighbouring existing properties in Hillcrest Road rather than just the two
who attended Committee.

6.12 An objection to the Reserved Matters application was that the proposed houses were to
be 3.5 storeys (156 Hillcrest Road – also a Petitioner). There are no 3.5 storey houses in
this scheme although the original Design and Access Statement referred to 3.5 storeys
and was subsequently corrected and superseded by revision B. (See appendix A for the
house type to the rear of this property).

6.13 The last objection to the Reserved Matters is about the environmental impacts of noise
and dust during the last ten years of the construction of the regeneration scheme and
that the new scheme will lengthen this. (156 Hillcrest Road – also a Petitioner). There are
no conditions about dust or noise restrictions on the Outline application. However
complaints of this nature would be dealt with by the Council’s ‘Environmental Health
Team’ under different legislation. On checking with the Council’s ‘Environmental Health
Team’ in relation to this specific issue, they have advised:
“There have been only sporadic complaints about dust during the demolition
phase around Edinburgh Rd but none in the past two years. The contractors
generally respond well and promptly to reports of excess dust from Environmental
Health, water bowsers and road sweeping in use. We have had relatively few
complaints in the last 5 years about noise and vibration but these have been
about;
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i.

Pile driving operations (on the steeper slopes), where this construction
method for foundations was necessary. Works were disruptive for a few
weeks but only took place during the day.

ii.

Construction work commencing very early in the mornings, remedied by
talking to the contractors who now enforce the hours to our suggested 8am
– 6pm for noise generating works.

6.14

The Reserved Matters application was approved by the Council at Planning Application
Committee on the 10 September 2019 and considered to be in general compliance with
local guidance (NBBC Residential Design Guide 2004, CD.14). However Members of the
Committee requested two additional conditions. One as discussed above in paragraphs
6.10 and 6.11 and the addition of condition 7 (approval 036201. CD7) which asks for
details of the methods to prevent vehicular access to the pedestrian footway in the south
western corner of the site (linking Edinburgh Road and Hazel Road).

7.

SECTION SEVEN: PETITION TO ‘THE ORDER’

7.1.

A petition made against ‘the Order’ was also considered against the Reserved Matters
application. The petition was made up of 41 signatories. The comments made in the
petition are:
1.

Object to the acquisition of the service road to the rear of Hillcrest Road.

2.

Object to the building of any dwellings higher than 2 storeys due to loss of

privacy to existing houses.

8.

SECTION EIGHT: PLANNING ASSESSMENT OF THE PETITION TO THE ORDER ’

8.1

In relation to the service road, this did not form part of the planning application site but is
included within ‘the Order’. This is an adopted road so would require a legal process if
the access to the road were to be blocked or the highways were to be stopped up. The
Compulsory Purchase Order will be to secure the transfer of title to this highway from the
Coal Authority to the Council and following acquisition, it is intended to be transferred by
the Council to Warwickshire County Council as highway authority. ‘The Order’ made by
the Council will therefore have no bearing on the status of the land as highway. The
highway will remain as highway following purchase by the Council and the subsequent
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transfer to Warwickshire County Council and remain unchanged and available for use by
the public.

8.2

With reference to the proposed dwellings not being any taller than two storeys, the
heights of the houses has been assessed as part of the Reserved Matters application for
each and every individual house both surrounding the application and within the scheme.
The petitioners are to the north of the site and are between 64 and 158 Hillcrest Road.
These houses back onto a service road which then backs onto plots 1 to 70. The
distance between the rear of the original parts of these houses and the rear of the new
buildings is between 19.3m to 52m. The Council’s Residential Design Guide (CD.14)
paragraph 9.3 states that the distance from windows of two storey houses to windows of
other two storey houses need to be a minimum of 20m distance and 30m where there is
an additional third floor. This is purely for original windows and does not protect
extensions. This is to protect privacy and to prevent an oppressive sense of enclosure.
There are two house types on this row that are 2.5 storeys to the rear (Norbury and
Kingsville) and two that are 3 storeys to the rear (house types Sutton and Brentford).
Where the distances are below 30 metres the house types facing these neighbouring
houses are only two storeys and therefore comply with local guidance with the exception
of one property which is 64 Hillcrest Road. The impact on this particular property has
been discussed in paragraphs 6.6 and 6.7. The Council’s Residential Design Guide
(CD.14) paragraph 9.4 states there has to be a minimum of 7m from proposed first floor
and above windows to the boundaries with neighbouring properties to protect
overlooking. The distance to boundaries from proposed first floor and above windows in
this row are between 9.5m to over 22m. Notwithstanding the distances; due to the levels
difference, the existing houses are on higher ground than the proposed houses and
therefore this will help to mitigate some impact.

8.3

There is no doubt that the scheme will provide an impact to existing neighbouring
properties, especially where the occupiers have long uninterrupted views due to the
demolition of some of the existing houses. The assessment concluded that the scheme
largely complied with the Council’s Residential Design Guide (CD.14) and where the
distance standards were not met, there were individual circumstances that made the
impact acceptable. Members agreed at Planning Applications Committee subject to
additional conditions.
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8.4

Appendix A and B attached shows the specific relationship and compliance to the
Residential Design Guide 2004 for 88 and 156 Hillcrest Road. These assessments were
issued and explained to these two neighbouring residents at a meeting on the 24th
September 2019. Following a request from these neighbours for more information to be
provided on the cross sections and due to further survey work being carried out,
amended cross sections and explanations were emailed to these neighbours on the 7th
October 2019.

8.5

I consider that the regeneration of the site will improve the area and increase natural
surveillance and will mean that phase 3 can be completed in its entirety.

9

SECTION NINE: CONCLUSION

9.1.

I consider that the development is in the public interest and will achieve the improvement
of the economic, social and environmental wellbeing of the area and that there are no
planning impediments to the scheme following the approved of the Reserved Matters
application by the Council.

9.2

For these reasons the Inspector is respectfully requested to confirm the Order.
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Appendix A - Relationship between 156 Hillcrest
Road and plots 1 and 2
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Details for 156 Hillcrest Road
156 Hillcrest Road
.

Extract from approved drawing number P001 revision S Proposed layout
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According to the approved plans, the approximate distances from the rear elevations of the
proposed buildings on plots 1 and 2 (of the proposed approved layout P001 Revison S) to the
rear elevation of the original house at 156 Hillcrest Road is 41.95m.
Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council’s adopted Residential Design Guide 2004 paragraph
9.3 states that in order to protect an oppresive sense of enclosure, the distance should be at
least 20m to 30m between window to window of properties. (NB. These standards only apply to
original windows, windows of extensions/conservatories etc are not protected).
The distance in this case therefore exceeds this guidance.

Drawing on paragraph 9.3 of NBBC’s Residential Design Guide 2004.

To protect overlooking to private gardens, Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council’s
Residential Design Guide 2004 paragraph 9.4 states that there should be a distance of at least
7m from first floor and above windows to the boundary with neighbours private gardens. The
distance from the proposed rear windows of plots 1 and 2 to the rear boundary (parallel with
service road) of 156 Hillcrest Road is 21.6m.
The distance in this case therefore exceeds this guidance.

Drawing on paragraph 9.4 of NBBC’s Residential Design Guide 2004.
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Proposed House Type Kingsville (approved drawing number P410 Rev A) to the rear of 156 Hillcrest Road.
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Cross section line A-A (shown on plan as black horizontal line)

Location of Cross Section A-A (taken from part of cross section A-A of approved drawing P210 Rev A).
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Section A-A (Taken from part of cross section A-A of approved drawing P210 Rev A).

The above shows the level differences at street level along Hillcrest Road between the existing
property 64 Edinburgh Road (Lovell’s development) and the new proposed plots 1 - 4 (of the
proposed approved layout P001 Revison S).
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Showing position of where Cross Sections taken from on drawing number P211 revision B.
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Section B – B. (Drawing number P211 revision B)

The above section B-B shows the existing and proposed level differences. As requested by the
owner of 156 Hillcrest Road, a cross section has been shown of the existing property of 34
Edinburgh Road which is not immediately behind 156 Hillcrest Road but is the nearest existing
house to it; to give an indication of the level difference between the existing houses to be
demolished and 156 Hillcrest Road. The proposed cross section shows the height difference
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between the proposed ridge height (tallest part of proposed roof) of the nearest new dwelling
(plot 2) is 0.39m above the ground level near to the house at 156 Hillcrest Road.

Page 24

Proof of Evidence: Planning Statement
Jacqueline Padbury NBBC 09.10.19

Appendix B - Relationship between 88 Hillcrest Road
and plots 48 and 49
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Details for 88 Hillcrest Road
88 Hillcrest Road

Extract of approved drawing number P001 revision S Proposed layout
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According to the approved plans, the approximate distance from the rear elevation of the
proposed dwellings on plots 48 and 49 (of the proposed approved layout P001 Revison S) to
the rear elevation of the original house at 88 Hillcrest Road is 49m.
Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council’s adopted Residential Design Guide 2004 paragraph
9.3 states that in order to protect an oppresive sense of enclosure, the distance should be at
least 20m to 30m between window to window of properties. (NB. These standards only apply to
original windows, windows of extensions/conservatories etc are not protected).
The distance in this case therefore exceeds this guidance.

Drawing on paragraph 9.3 of NBBC’s Residential Design Guide 2004.

To protect overlooking to private gardens, Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council’s
Residential Design Guide 2004 paragraph 9.4 states that there should be a distance of at least
7m from first floor and above windows to the boundary with neighbours private gardens. The
distance from the rear windows of plots 48 and 49 to the rear boundary (parallel with service
road) of 88 Hillcrest Road is 22.2m.
The distance in this case therefore exceeds this guidance.

Drawing on paragraph 9.4 of NBBC’s Residential Design Guide 2004.
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Proposed House Type Sutton (approved drawing number P409 Rev A) to the rear of 88 Hillcrest Road.
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Showing position of where Cross Sections taken from on drawing number P211 revision B.
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Section A – A. (part) (taken from drawing number P211 Revision B

The above Section A-A shows the existing and proposed level differences. The existing cross
section shows the relationship between 88 Hillcrest Road and 36 Hillcrest Road which is to be
demolished and the proposed cross section shows the proposed ridge height (tallest part of
proposed roof) of the nearest new dwelling (plot 48) is 0.51m above the ground level near the
house at 88 Hillcrest Road.
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Appendix C: – Site Sections 2; Drawing number P211
Revision B. (Submitted subsequent to the approval of
the Reserved Matters.)

Page 31

Proof of Evidence: Planning Statement
Jacqueline Padbury NBBC 09.10.19

Site Sections 2 Drawing number P211 revision B. (Submitted subsequent to the approval of the Reserved Matters.)
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