Scottish
Borders
~ COUNCIL

Newtown St Boswells Melrose TDE 0SA

Tel: 01835 825251
Fax: 01835 825071

Email: itsystemadmin@scotborders.gov.uk

Applications cannot be validated until all necessary documentation has been submitied and the required fee has been paid.
Thank you for completing this application form:
ONLINE REFERENCE 000127674-001

The online ref number is the unique reference for your online form only. The Planning Authority will allocate an Application Number
when your form is validated. Please quots this reference if you need 10 contact the Planning Authority about this application.

Applicant or Agent Details

Are you an applicant, or an agent? * (An agent is an architect, consultant or someone else acting .
on behalf of the applicant in connection with this application) L1 Appiicant [/] Agent

Agent Details
Please enter Agent details
Company/Organisation: Clarendon Planning and You must enter a Building Name or Number, or
. both:*
Development Limited
Ref. Number: Building Name:
First Name: * David Building Number: 5A
Last Name: * Howel Address 1 (Street): * Castle Terrace
Telephone Number: * 07817295619 Address 2:
Extension Number: Town/City: * Edinburgh
Mobile Number: Country: * UK
Fax Number: Postcode: * EH1 2DP
Email Address: * dhowel@clarendonpd.co.uk

Is the applicant an individual or an organisation/corporate entity? *

M Individual D Organisation/Corporate entity
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Applicant Details

Please enter Applicant details

Title; * Ms ngtLII1 Tust enter a Building Name or Number, or

Other Title: Building Name:

First Name: * Paula Building Number: 3

Last Name: * Milanesi Address 1 (Street): Holydean Farm Cotlages
Company/Organisation: Address 2;

Telephone Number: Town/City: * Meirose

Extension Number. Country: * Scotland

Mobile Number: Postcode: * TD6 9HT

Fax Number:

Email Address:

Site Address Details

Planning Authority: Scottish Borders Council

Full postal address of the site (including postcode where available):

Address 1: Address 5:

Address 2: Town/City/Setilement:
Address 3: Post Code:

Address 4.

Please identify/describe the location of the site or sites.

Northing 648244 Easting 358530

Description of the Proposal

Please provide a descriplion of the proposal to which your review relates. The description should be the same as given in the
application form, or as amended with the agreement of the planning authority: *
{Max 500 characters)

Erection of dwellinghouse
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Type of Application

What type of application did you submit to the planning authority? *
Application for planning permission (incfuding householder application but excluding application to work minerals),
L__i Application for planning permission in principle.
L__l Further application.

D Application for approval of matters specified in conditions.

What does your review relate to? *

Refusal Notice.

|:] Grant of permission with Conditions imposed.

|:| No decision reached within the prescribed period {two months after validation date or any agreed extension) — deemed refusal.

Statement of reasons for seeking review

You must state in full, why you are seeking a review of the planning authority’s decision {or failure to make a decision). Your
statement must set out ail matters you consider require to be taken inlo account in determining your review. If necessary this can be
provided as a separate document in the ‘Supporting Documents' section: * {Max 500 characters{

Note: you are unlikely to have a further opportunity to add to your statement of appeal at a later date, so it is essential that you produce
all of the information you want the decision-maker o take into account.

You should not however raise any new matter which was not before the planning authority at the time it decided your appiication (or at
the time of expiry of the period of determination), unless you can demonstrate that the new matter could not have been raised before
that time or that it not being raised before that time is a consequence of exceptional circumstances.

Please refer to Notice of Review Supporting Statement

Have you raised any matters which were not before the appointed officer at the time the D Y |z| N
determination on your application was made? * es 0

Piease provide a list of all supporting documents, materials and evidence which you wish to submit with your notice of review and
intend 1o rely on in support of your review. You can attach these documents electronically later in the process: * (Max 500

characters)

Nolice of Review Supporting Statement with Appendices 1-12 as listed on Page 2 of the Supporting Statement

Application Details

Please provide details of the application and decision.

What is the application reference number? * 15/00403/FUL

Whal date was the application submitted to the planning authority? * 10/04/15

What date was the decision issued by the planning authority? * 18/06/15
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| Review Procedure

The Local Review Body will decide on the procedure to be used to determine your review and may at any time during the review

process require that further information or representations be made to enable them to determine the review. Further information may

be required by one or a combination of procedures, such as: written submissions; the holding of one or more hearing sessions and/or (
inspecting the land which is the subject of the review case.

Can this review continue to a conclusion, in your opinion, based on a review of the relevant information provided by yourself and other
parties only, without any further procedures? For example, written submission, hearing session, site inspection. *

|:| Yes |Z| ‘No

Please indicate what procedure (or combination of procedures} you think is most appropriate for the handling of your review. You may
select more than one option if you wish the review to be conducted by a combination of procedures.

Please select a further procedure *

Inspection of ihe land subject of the appeal (Furthar detalls below ane nol reguired)

Please explain in detail in gour own words why this further procedure is required and the matters set out in your statement of appeal
it will deal with? * (Max 500 characters)

Site Inspection to appreciate position of proposed house relative to existing building group, the minor iree removal (& replacement}
and extent of proposed woedland retention

In the event that the Local Review Body appointed to consider your application decides to inspect the site, in your opinion:

Can the site be clearly seen from a road or public land? * IZ’ ves | | No
Is it possible for the site to be accessed safely and without barriers to entry? * ves | | No

Checklist - Application for Notice of Review

Please complete the following checklist to make sure you have provided ali the necessary information in support of your appeal.
Failure to submit all this information may result in your appeal being deemed invalid.

i icant? *
Have you provided the name and address of the applicant? [Z| Yes [:| No

Have you provided the date and reference number of the application which is the subject of this review? * |z] ves | | No

If you are the agent, acting on behalf of the applicant, have you provided details of your name and
address and indicated whether any notice or correspondence required in connection with the review
should be sent to you or the applicant? *

[/] Yes [ | No || wial

Have you provided a statement setting out your reasons for requirin%a reviaw and by what procedure Iz' Yes | N
{or combination of procedures) you wish the review to be conducted? * es L | No

Note: You must state, in full, why you are seeking a review on your application. Your statement must set out all matters you consider

require to be taken into account in determining your review. You may not have a further opportunity to add to your statement of review
at a later date. 1t is therefore essential that you submit with your notice of review, all necessary information and evidence that you rely

on and wish the Local Review Body to consider as part of your review.

Please attach a copy of all documents, material and evidence which you intend 1o rely on (e.g. plans and
drawings} which are now the subject of this review * Yes D No

Note: Where the review relates o a further application ¢.g. renewal of planning permission or modification, variation or removal of a
planning condition or where it relates to an application for approval of matiers specified in conditions, it is advisable to provide the
application reference number, approved plans and decision notice (if any) from the earlier consent.
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| Declare - Notice of Review

I/We the applicant/agent certify that this is an application for review on the grounds stated.

Declaration Name: David Howe!l
Declaration Date: 31/07/2015

| Submission Date: 31/07/2015

Page 5of 5






Scottish

Borders
- COUNCIL

Newtown St Boswells Melrose TDS 0SA

Tel: 01835 825251
Fax: 01835 825071

Email: itsystemadmin@scotborders.gov.uk

Applications cannot be validated until all necessary documentation has been submitted and the required fee has been paid.
Thank you for completing this application form:
ONLINE REFERENCE 000116842-001

The ontine ref number is the unique reference for your online form only. The Planning Authority will allocate an Application Number
when your form is validated. Please quote this reference if you need to contact the Planning Authority about this application.

Type of Application
What is this application for? Please select one of the following: *

We strongly recommend that you refer to the help text before you complete this section,

m Application for Planning Permission (including changes of use and surface mineral working)
D Application for Planning Permission in Principle
D Further Application, (including renewal of planning permission, modification, variation or removal of a planning condition etc)

|:| Application for Approval of Matters specified in conditions

Description of Proposal

Flease describe the proposal including any change of use: * (Max 500 characters)

- Residential development
- Build a single three-bedroom house

Is this a temporary permission? * l:l Yes IZ No
If a change of use is to be included in the proposal has it already taken place?
{Answer 'No' if there is no change of use.) (7 Yes [/ no

Have the works already been started or completed? *

m No D Yes - Started |:| Yes - Completed

Applicant or Agent Details

Are you an applicant, or an agent? * (An agent is an architect, consultant or someone else acting .
on behalf of the applicant in connection with this application) [ Agpiicant [/] Agent
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Agent Details

Please enter Agent details

Company/Organisation:
Ref. Number:

First Name: *

Last Name: *
Telephona Number: *
Extension Number:
Mobile Number:

Fax Number:

Email Address: *

Is the applicant an individual or an organisation/corporate entity? *

Taylor Architecture Practice

Finlay

Geddes

01315553824

finlay@t-a-p.uk.com

m Individual D Organisation/Corporate entity

You must enter a Building Name or Number, or

both

Building Name:
Building Number:
Address 1 (Street): *
Address 2:
Town/City: *
Country: *

Postcode: *

Second Fioor, Admiral House

29-30

Maritime Street

Edinburgh

UK

EHG 68E

Applicant Details

Please enter Applicant details

Title: *

Other Title:

First Name: *

Last Name: *
Company/Crganisation:
Telephone Number:
Extension Number:
Mobile Number:

Fax Number:

Email Address:

Mrs

Paula

Milanesi

You must enter a Building Name or Number, or

hoth:*

Building Name:
Building Number:
Address 1 (Street): *
Address 2:
Town/City: *
Country: *

Postcode: *

Holydean Farm Cottages

Melrose

UK

TDE 9HT
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Site Address Details

Planning Authority:

Scottish Borders Council

Full postal address of the site {including postcode where available):

Address 1: Address 5:

Address 2: Town/City/Settlement:
Address 3: Post Code:

Address 4:

Please identify/describe the location of the site or sites.

Northing 648251 Easting 358528

Pre-Application Discussion

Have you discussed your proposal with the planning authority? *

m Yes D No
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Pre-Application Discussion Details

In what format was the feedback given? *

Meeting m Telephone |:| Letter Email

Please provide a description of the feedback you were given and the name of the officer who provided this feedback. If a processing
agreement [note 1] is currently in place or if you are currently discussing a processing agreement with the planning authority, please
provide details of this. {This will help the authority to deal with this application more efficiently.) * (Max 500 characters)

During pre-application consultations, concems that the development of the site will lead to the erosion of an important landscape
feature have been raised. During a lengthy design process every endeavour has been made to establish exact tree positions and
develop a building form that will minimise the impact on the woodland.

Title: Mr Cther title:

First Name: Stuart Last Name: Herkes
Correspondence Reference Date (dd/mm/yyyy): 2111014
Number:

In what format was the feedback given? *

Meeting m Telephone D Letter m Email

Please pravide a description of the feedback you were given and the name of the officer who provided this feedback. If a processing
agreement [note 1] is currently in place or if you are currently discussing a processing agreement with the planning authority, please
provide details of this. {This will help the authority to deal with this application more efficiently.) * (Max 500 characters)

During pre-application discussions, there were concemns raised in relation to the following:

- How the proposed dwelling relates to and addresses the existing building group

- The appropriateness of the proposed dwellings aesthetic within the existing context

- How the proposed dwelling and landscaping relates 1o the existing sile topography

All of these issues have been addressed during the design process so that the dwelling has minimum impact on the site and sits
well in its context.

Title: Mr Other title:

First Name: Stewart Last Name: Herkes

Correspondence Reference
Number:

Date (dd/mm/yyyy): 21/10/14

In what format was the feedback given? *

D Maeting Telephone |:| Letter Email

Please provide a description of the feedback you were given and the name of the officer who provided this feedback. If a processing
agreement [note 1] is currently in place or if you are currently discussing a processing agreement with the planning authority, please
provide details of this. (This will help the authority to deal with this application more efficiently.) * (Max 500 characters)

During pre-application discussions, we consulted a member of the Flood Prevention Team. It was discussed that the proposed
dwelling is around 2 - 3 mefres above the level of Pyatshaw Bumn. SEPA mapping shows that the fiood level would not rise as high
as this. Therefore no objections were made in ierms of flood risk for the development.

Title: Mr Other title:

First Name: lan Last Name: Chalmers

Comrespondence Reference
Number:

Date (dd/mm/yyyy}). 231014

Nole 1. A processing agreement involves setting out the key stages involved in determining a planning application, identifying what
information is required and from whom and setting timescales for the: delivery of various stages of the process.
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Site Area

Please state the site area: 2429.44

Please state the measurement type used: D Hectares (ha) m Square Metres (sq.m}

Existing Use

Please dascribe the current or most recent use: (Max 500 characters}

Empty, area of forest and meadow

Access and Parking

Are you proposing a new or altered vehicle access to or from a public road? * ‘Z Yes I:l No

If Yes please describe and show on your drawings the position of any existing, altered or new access points, highlighting the changes
Yyou propose o make. You should also show existing footpaths and note if there will be any impact on these.

Ara you proposing any changes to public paths, public rights of way or affecling any public rights of access? * D Yes IZ No

If Yes please show on your drawings the position of any affected areas highlighting the changes you propose to make, including
arrangements for continuing or altemnative public access.

Hav:r, many vehicle parking spacas (garaging and open parking) currently exist on the application 0
site? *

How many vehicle parking spaces (garaging and open parking) do you propose on the site (i.e. the 2
total of existing and any new spaces or a reduced number of spaces)?

Please show on your drawings the position of existing and proposed parking spaces and identify if these are for the use of particular
types of vehicles (e.g. parking for disabled people, coaches, HGV vehicles, cycle spaces).

Water Supply and Drainage Arrangements

Will your proposal require new or altered water supply or drainage arrangements? * m Yes l:l No

Are you proposing to connect to the public drainage network {eg. to an existing sewer)? *

|Z Yes — connecting to public drainage netwark
|:| No - proposing to make private drainage arrangements

D Not Applicable - only arrangements for water supply required

Do your proposals make provision for sustainable drainage of surface water?
{e.g. SUDS arrangements) * Yes D No

Note: -
Please inciude details of SUDS arrangements on your plans

Selecting ‘No' to the above question means that you could be in breach of Environmental legislation.

Are you proposing to connect to the public water supply network? *

m Yes
D No, using a private water supply
|:| No connection required

If No, using a private water supply, please show on plans the supply and all works needed to provide it (on or off site).
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Assessment of Flood Risk

Is the site within an area of known risk of flooding? * D Yes No [:l Don't Know

If the site is within an area of known risk of flooding you may need to submit a Flood Risk Assessment before your application can be
determined. You may wish to contact your Planning Authority or SEPA for advice on what information may be required.

Do you think your proposal may increase the flood risk elsewhere? * D Yes IZ No |—_—| Don't Know
Trees
Are there any trees on or adjacent to the application site? * m Yes D No

If Yes, please mark on your drawings any trees, known protected trees and their canopy spread close to the proposal site and indicate
if any are to be cut back or felled.

Waste Storage and Collection

Do the plans incorporate areas to store and aid the collection of waste (including recycling)? * m Yes D No

If Yes or No, please provide further details:(Max 500 characters)

Sufficient space is provided for the storage of general waste and recycling bins on the site (as indicated on proposed site plan)

Residential Units Including Conversion

Does your proposal include new or additional houses and/or flats? * m Yes D No

How many units do you propose in total? * 1

Please provide full details of the number and types of units on the plans. Additional information may be provided in a supporting
statement.

All Types of Non Housing Development - Proposed New Floorspace

Does your proposal alter or create non-residential floorspace? * D Yes m No

Schedule 3 Development

Does the proposal involve a form of development listed in Schedule 3 of the Town and Country ,
Planning (Development Management Procedure (Scotland) Regulations 2013 * [] ves [/] No [] Don'tKnow

If yes, your proposal will additionally have to be advertised in a newspaper circulating in the area of the development. Your planning
authority will do this on your behalf but will charge you a fee. Please check the planning authority’s website for advice on the
additional fee and add this to your planning fee.

If you are unsure whether your proposal involves a form of development listed in Schedule 3, please check the Help Text and
Guidance notes before contacting your planning authority.

Planning Service Employee/Elected Member Interest

Is the applicant, or the applicant's spouse/partner, either a member of staif within the planning service or an
elected member of the planning authority? * [ ves [/ No
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|
Certificates and Notices

CERTIFICATE AND NOTICE UNDER REGULATION 15 - TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
PROCEDURE) (SCOTLAND} REGULATIONS 2013

Ore Certificate must be completed and submitted along with this application form. This is most usually Certificate A, Form 1,
Certificate B, Certificate C or Cerfificate E.

. - —
Are you/the applicant the sole owner of ALL the land 7 m Yes |_'| No

Is any of the land part of an agricultural holding? * D Yes ‘z No

Certificate Required

The following Land Ownership Certificate is required to complete this section of the proposal:

Certificate A

Land Ownership Certificate

Certificate and Notice under Regulation 15 of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) {Scotland)
Regulations 2013

Coertificate A

| hereby certify that—

(1) - No person other than myselfithe applicant was an owner (Any person who, in respect of any part of the land, is the owner or is the
lessee under a lease thereof of which not less than 7 years remain unexpired.) of any part of the land to which the application relates
at the beginning of the period of 21 days ending with the date of the accompanying application.

(2} - None of the land to which the application relates constitutes or forms part of an agricultural holding.

Signed: Finlay Geddes
On behalf of: Mrs Paula Milanesi
Date: 08/04/2015

m Please tick here to cerlify this Certificate. *

Checklist - Application for Planning Permission

Town and County Planning (Scotland) Act 1997

The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (Scoffand) Regulations 2013

Please take a few moments to complete the following checilist in order to ensure that you have provided all the necessary information
in support of your application. Failure to submit sufficient information with your application may result in your application being deemed
invalid. The planning authority will not start processing your appiication until it is valid.

a) If this is gt? further application where there is a variation of conditions attached to a previous consent, have you provided a statement
1o that effect? *

|:| Yes D No ,Z Not applicable to this application

b) If this is an application for planning permission or planning permission in principal where there is a crown interest in the land, have
you provided a statement to that effect? *

|:| Yes ]:| No EZ Not applicable to this application

€) If this is an application for planning permission, planning permission in principle or a further application and the application is for
development belonging to the categories of national or major developments (other than one under Section 42 of the planning Act),
have you provided a Pre-Application Consultation Report? *

D Yes D No IZ Not applicable to this application
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Town and County Planning {Scotland) Act 1997
The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013

d) If this is an application for planning permission and the application relates to development belonging to the categories of national or
maijor developments and you do not benefit from exemption under Regulation 13 of The Town and Country Planning {Development
Management Procaedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013, have you provided a Deslgn and Access Statement? *

(] Yes [ ] No [/] Not applicable 1o this application

@) If this is an application for planning permission and relates to development belonging to the category of local developments (subject
to regulation 13. (2) and (3) of the Development Management Procedure {Scofland) Regulations 2013) have you provided a Design
Statement? *

|:| Yes D No |Z Not applicable to this application

f) If your application relates to installation of an antenna to be employed in an electronic communication network, have you provided an
| ICNIRP Declaration? *

|:| Yes D No E Not applicable to this application

g) If this is an application for plkanning permission, planning permission in principle, an application for approval of matters specified in
conditions or an application for mineral development, have you provided any other plans or drawings as necessary:

m Site Layout Plan or Block plan.
|Z| Elevations.

IZ Floor plans.

I m Cross sections.

‘Z Roof plan.

[] Master Plan/Framework Plan.

lz Landscape plan.

IZ Photographs andfor photomontages.

| other.
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Provide copies of the following documents if applicable:

A copy of an Environmental Statement. * " | ves [/] NiA
A Design Staterment or Design and Access Statement, * IZ Yes |_| N/A
A Flood Risk Assessment. * [ Yes i N/A
A Drainage Impact Assessment (including proposals for Sustainable Drainage Systems). * |:| Yes E N/A
Drainage/SUDS layout. * [ ves [] na
A Transport Assessment or Travel Plan. * [ ] Yes [/ A
Contaminated Land Assessment. * [] Yes 11 na
Habitat Survey. * Yes __i N/A
A Processing Agreement * |:| Yes N/A
Other Statements {please specify}. (Max 500 characters)

| Treig Burvey h ) ]

Declare - For Application to Planning Authority

I, the applicant/agent certify that this is an application to the planning authority as described in this form. The accompanying
plans/drawings and additional information are provided as a part of this application .

Declaration Name: Finlay Geddes
Declaration Date: 09/04/2015
Submission Date: 09/04/2015

Payment Details

Online payment: XMO100000517

Created: 09/04/2015 13:29
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DEVELOPMENT
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EXECUTIVE SUMMMARY

This request for ‘Review’ is submitted on behalf of Mrs Paula Milanesi, following the decision of
Scottish Borders Councll, under delegated powers to the Service Director of Regulatory Services
and based upon the Case Officer's recommendation, to refuse planning permission for the
erection of a dwellinghouse (application ref. 15/00403/FUL) at land south-west of Pyatshaw
Schoolhouse, by Lauder on the 18t June 2015.

The application subjects are located within the established building group of Pyatshaw, north of
the A697 and on the south-western edge of the former Spottiswoode Estate. Whilst the principle
of development is accepted by the Council, the Case Officer suggests that the proposal will
lead to short term and long term damage to existing woodland resource and that the proposed
layout and design are not appropriate for the woodland character of the location. Of note, the
Council’s own Landscape Officer does not recommend refusal,

This Statement sets out the opposing Case for the applicant and will demonstrate that:-

+ The proposal would meet with the aims and objectives of national planning policy in
terms of encouraging high quality rural development and investment and distinctive
design which can ensure a sense of place and identity — the siting of the house relates
directly to the established historic pattern and scale, form and materials are all supported
by best practice

* The proposal has demonstrated a thorough and practical approach to replacement of
existing poor quality woodland within the site to allow for zero net tree loss and actual
betterment through short term management of identified overcrowding and long term
retention of an area of woodland that is integral to the character of the Pyatshaw area

¢ The proposed layout and building positioning relate well to the existing pattern (as
acknowledged by the Council's landscape architect) which emphasises a relationship
between house, street and trees rather than just an isolated ‘house in woods’ approach
personally preferred by the Case Officer, whilst the proposed design provides for a
distinctive response to the rural/woodland setting as opposed to either a standardised
suburban or neo-traditional approach

* Examples of both contemporary houses within woodland settings and tree replacement
approaches are identified within the Borders

It is asked that the Local Review Body, whilst considering matters, simultaneously appraise the
enclosed documentation which accompanied the coriginal application. It is respectively requested
that the Local Review Body reconsider the Service Director's recommendation and find favour in
the applicant’s proposal for which it is contended meets Planning Policy aims and objectives,
subject to conditions, as deemed appropriate.



1.0

1.1

1.1.1

1.2

1.2.1

1.2.2

1.3

1.3.1

1.4

1.4.1

BACKGROUND TO THE APPLICATION
Location, Description and History

The application site, extending to 0.25 hectare, is located within the building group of
Pyatshaw, north of the A697, approximately 4.5 miles east of Lauder in the Scottish
Borders. The site itself comprises scrub land and partial woodland within the centre of
the building group and is bound on the east and south by the public minor road {leading
from the AB97 towards Spottiswoode), to the north by Pyatshaw Burn and west by
agricultural langd. Established dwellinghouses are located immediately to the north, east
and south of the site boundaries.

Given the woodland setting, the applicant specifically commissioned architects, Taylor
Architecture Practice (T.A.P.), to develop plans for a suitable house in terms of the
rural/woodland setting within the established building group with a scale/footprint relative
to the established building pattern at Pyatshaw. In this regard, T.A.P. engaged with
Scottish Borders Council planning department at an early stage to establish the principle
of development and thereafter the elements that would require particular attention if a
suitable design was to be achieved. This is detailed within the summary of pre-
application discussion noted in Section 4 below.

The application was received and validated by Scottish Borders Council on 10th April
2015 and was subsequently, to the disappointment of the applicant given the
comprehensive extent of site design submissions, refused under delegated powers to the
Service Director of Regulatory Services on 18" June 2015, on the basis of the appointed
Case Officer's subjective recommendation.

The Development Proposal

The proposal which was the subject of the aforementioned application for planning
permission and this ‘Notice of Review’ Statement comprises the erection of a new
dwellinghouse. The proposed drawings detailing the proposal, accompany this Statement
within Appendix 1.

The proposed design is elaborated upon within both Appendix 1 and the Design
Statement contained within Appendix 2. Whilst the principles of the design and site
context are addressed hereafter, the proposal provides for a 2-storey, 3 bedroom house
with associated private parking and tree planting/landscaping, all set within the existing
plot which is retained as private garden/woodland.

Planning History

Other than the application to which this Notice of Review pertains, the applicant is not
aware of any other planning history on the site.

Reason for Refusal

The Decision Notice {contained within Appendix 3) recommended refusal on the basis of
the following reasons:
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1. “The proposed development is contrary to Adopted Local Plan Policles
D2, G1 and NE4, and the advice of Supplementary Planning Guidance —
New Housing in the Borders Countryside (December 2008) and
Supplementary Planning Guidance — Placemaking and Design {January
2010), in that the proposal would in the short-term cause serlous damage
to, and promote the long-term loss of, the existing woodland resource at
the site, which it is considered should be substantlally retained due to its
high landscape value and significant contribution to the character, sense
of place and setting of the building group at Pyatshaw.”

2. “The proposed development is contrary to Adopted Local Plan Policies
D2 and G1, and the advice of Supplementary Planning Guidance — New
Housing In the Borders Countryside (December 2008) and
Supplementary Planning Guldance — Placemaking and Design (January
2010), In that the proposed design and layout of the residential property
are not sympathetic to the woodland character of the site or to the sense
of place and setting of the building group at Pyatshaw, in that (i) the
site’'s existing woodland character would be overwhelmed by a
prominently located and highly visible dwellinghouse, which as a
consequence of its siting would be overly-dominant within views from
the public road, and (J]) the front-and-centre paositloning of the associated
car parking area would be liable to project a particularly unsympathetic
urban or suburban character in views from the public road.”

GROUNDS FOR REVIEW OF THE PLANNING DECISION
National Planning Policy Context

The applicant, contrary to the Decision Notice remains of the view that proposals do
indeed accord with planning policy at both a national and local level. In particular,
following review of the Case Officer's Report (Appendix 4), the applicant would take this
opportunity of addressing the above reasons for refusal. However, it is also important to
firstly set the national context in relation to the proposed design in order to inform the
review of the planning decision.

Scottish Planning Pollcy (June 2014)

Scattish Planning Policy (SPP) has introduced a presumption in favour of development
that contributes to sustainable development. In particular, Paragraph 28 states that the
planning system should “support economically, environmentally and socially
sustainable places by enabling development that balances the costs and benefits



of a proposal over the longer termn”. |t is considered that approval of the proposed,
sensitively designed house in this location {acceptable in principle by virtue of being sited
within an identified building group), with associated conditions, would comprise
sustainable development by positively securing short term management of woodland
resource and long-term retention of woodland to the benefit of the wider Pyatshaw
building group, as detailed below.

Paragraph 29 of SPP outlines the key related principles which include, “supporting
good design and the six qualities of successful places”. These design policy
principles are elaborated upon within Paragraphs 41-46, which outline that development
should be distinctive (including building forms and materials to create a sense of
identity), safe and pleasant (distinction between public and private space with natural
surveillance of street), welcoming (by creating legible streetscapes), adaptable (capable
of accommodating future changes through design), resource efficient (maximising
efficient use of existing resources and denser development that shares infrastructure and
siting of development to take shelter from prevailing wind and maximise solar gain) and
easy to move around and beyond (considering place and people ahead of vehicle
movement). As elaborated upon further below, the proposal meets these requirements

by way of the following: distinctive, ‘agricultural’ derived built form and materials; suitable
transition between public street, semi-private entrance/parking space and private
dwelling/garden; creation of a highly distinctive legible buik form to enhance the
streetscape; flexible internal lavout to allow for future requirements; retaining key
woodland resource which provides structure for group plus suitable siting benefitting from
solar gain and wind protection; and, well connected to existing public road network.

Paragraph 75 states that the planning system should “encourage rural development
that supports prosperous and sustainable communitles and businesses whilst
protecting and enhancing environmental quality”. In this respect, the proposed
house is within an accepted building group at Pyatshaw and not only does the house add
to local character in terms of a distinctive and contextual built form but there is clear
scope to ‘protect and enhance’ environmental quality through management of retained
(currently overcrowded)} woodland which the Local Review Body now has the opportunity
to secure.

Creating Places {July 2013}

The Scottish Government’s policy on architecture and place sets out a strong emphasis
on place and good design in new development which can have physical, functional,
social and environmental value (Page 8). The proposal addresses these core values
through enhancing the Pyatshaw building group with a distinctive design, creating a
flexible internal layout, adding to the existing community and relating to its rural context
and ensuring long-term management of the immediate environment.

As stated on Page 12: “Good buildings and places can have personal value to us as
Individuals. They give us a sense of belonging, a sense of identify, a sense of
community, and offer us the amenities to meet our daily needs.” The proposal
creates a personalised and distinctive response to the creation of a new housing within
this established building group. Furthermore, Page 34 states that, “Jandscapes, by their
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very nature are constantly evolving and changing and this can be a change for
good when well planned and correctly managed”. This is the case at Pyatshaw.

Designing Streets (March 2010)

The Scottish Government's policy on street design emphasises the importance of place
over movement. It is considered that the proposed boundaryitransition treatment
between the public road and the plot, allowing for public/private definition, is appropriate
to its context at Pyatshaw.

Planning Advice Note (PAN) No.72 - Housing in the Countryside (February 2005)

PAN72 comprises Scottish Government advice on creating high quality housing in rural
areas which can make a positive contribution and augments policy support for
encouraging suitable rural development as set out within SPP. With regard to location,
PAN72 sets out key principles in terms of suitable landscape, layout and access
and states that, “a well designed house must reflect the landscape in which it is set
— it must be informed by and respond to it, rather than being a house which is
designed without regard to the context and placed within a site” (Page 10). The
proposed house has been designed specifically to suit this particular woodland/rural
landscape and as noted on Page 11, “setting a building against a backdrop of trees
is one of the most successful means by which new development can blend with
the landscape”,

With regard to layout, Page 12 outlines key advice and in terms of topography, the
proposed design accords with guidance to “give an opportunity to use the difference
in levels to create an interesting and fitting building” with the floor level stepping up
from south to north, as demonstrated within plan and section drawings within Appendix 1.

In terms of orientatlon, the building is positioned to reflect existing building lines of
established houses within the Pyatshaw building group, as elaborated below. The design
also avoids overlooking of adjoining properties and allows for a predominantly
west/south-west aspect for main living areas.

The design also accords with advice on shelter (“should avoid unnecessary exposure
to the elements...and generally be positioned to take account of the prevailing
wind direction and to create a good microclimate™), solar gain {“views to and from
the site should be maximised”) and movement (“easily accessible links should be
made for pedestrian and vehicular movement”).

In terms of design, it is strongly considered that the proposed house accords with the
core message of PAN72 (Page 15), which states that, “Traditionally, local climate and
avallable materials have had a profound influence on the design of houses and
have helped to create local characteristics. Llkewise, features and finishes can
heip connect, or disconnect, a house to ils surroundings. Increasingly however,
design has been standardised across the countryside. The challenge therefore lies
in encouraging designs which are distinctive and responsive to their setting”.
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PANT72 separates the key design elements as being scale, materials and details. In this
respect, with regard to scale, Page 16 notes that, “there is a sturdy quality to much of
the scale and shape of Scotland’s domestic rural architecture...derived largely
from the simplicity of the form and proportion and in the arrangement of doors and
windows”. The proposed design addresses this element through the simple
‘agricultural’ building style and scale which roots the building in its rural location.

With regard to materials, PAN72 states that, “more use of timber cladding needs to
be encouraged” and the staining of timber to allow for integration with the immediate
environment is also encouraged. The proposal allows for a predominant timber finish
with dark stained timber rainscreen cladding plus elements of zinc cladding reflecting the
"agricultural’ style building form.

in terms of detalls, the proposed design is contemporary but reflects traditional rural
design with the generally vertical emphasis of window design plus pitched roof elements.

Local Planning Policy: First Reason for Refusal (Woodland)

Whilst the Adopted (Consolidated) Scottish Borders Local Plan 2011 is curmrently under
review, and the Proposed Local Development Plan is presently at examination stage, the
Case Officer has utilised adopted Local Plan policy in the refusal reasons alongside
Supplementary Planning Guidance. In this respect, the specific reasons for refusal can
be addressed in this context. The first refusal reason is repeated below for ease of
reference:

“The proposed development is conirary fo Adopfed Local Plan Policies D2, GT and NE4,
and the advice of Supplementary Planning Guidance — New Housing in the Borders
Countryside (December 2008) and Supplementary Planning Guidance — Placemaking
and Design (January 2010), in that the proposal would in the shori-term cause serious
damage to, and promote the long-term loss of, the existing woodland resource af the site,
which it is considered should be substantially retained due fo its high landscape value
and significant confribution to the character, sense of place and setting of the building
group at Pyatshaw.”

Adopted Local Plan Policy D2 (Housing in the Countryside), in permitting new dwellings
within established buiiding groups, requires that cumulative impact upon character,
landscape and amenity is taken Into account. Adopted Local Plan Policy G1 (Quality
Standards for New Development} requires that important physical or natural features can
be retained and development is compatible with the character of the surrounding area.
Adopted Local Plan Policy NE4 (Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows) supporis the
maintenance and management of trees, woodlands and hedgerow and requires that
developers incorporate, wherever feasible, the existing woodland resource. The overall
aim of this latter policy is to “give protection to the woodland resource and in turn
give protection to the character of seftlements and the countryside, maintain
habitats and provide an important recreational asset”. It is noted and appreciated
that this approach is reflected within Supplementary Planning Guidance on New Housing
in the Borders Countryside (Page 18 — Woodlands and Hedgerows) and Placemaking
and Design.



223 Firstly, it should be noted that pre-application discussion between the applicant's
architect (T.A.P.) and Scottish Borders Council, as detailed in Section 4 below,
undertaken during 2014 led to the commission of an Aboricultural Assessment
(Appendix 5) to inform the developable area of the site. This surveyed 29 of the trees
within the site — this focused on the west-central area of the site and did not include the
northern and eastern areas of the site which were deemed unsuitable as a likely house
location due to site constraints including topography, existing wetland, proximity to the
Pyatshaw Bumn and importance of retaining a woodland edge. Therefore, whilst the
survey includes 29 trees, there are acfually 45 trees in total within the site’s red-
line boundary, which with respect, has been overlooked by the Case Officer in his
appraisal. The site constraints which led to this area of focus were detailed within the
application Design Statement (Appendix 2) and are reflected in Figure 1 and 2 below.
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Figure 2 — Site Constraints Plan — Site Context Principle
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This assessment of positioning within the site was also informed by discussions between
T.A.P. and the Case Officer in relation to retention of the key character of the building
group. This focused on the importance of the perception of the ‘avenue through
woodland’ as noted in the Case Officer's report and the agreed premise that the building
group is characterised by stands of trees and inter-connected woodland with interspersed
buildings radiating out from the centre, as opposed to the more common situation where
building groups may be contained by trees. In this respect, retention of the mature
trees on the western boundary, along with connecting woodiand along the
northern and eastern parts of the site would allow for this core quality to be
malntalned.

The extent of the perceived short term woodland loss can therefore be further examined
within this contexi. Of the 29 surveyed trees, there are 3 No. ‘A’ (high quality)
specimens, 9 No. ‘B’ {moderate quality) specimens’, 16 No. ‘C’ (low quality) specimens
and 1 No. ‘U’ (for removal) specimen. It should be noted that 20 of the 29 surveyed
trees are highlighted as having ‘restricted’ or ‘biased’ crown growth due to
competition, i.e. overcrowding with a necessity for thinning out to maintain the
best specimens. The proposal requires the removal of 11 trees, being 7 deciduous
types and 4 Scots Pine {38% of those trees surveyed and 24% of the total 45 trees on
the site) which include 2 No, ‘B’ {moderate quality) and 9 No. 'C’ (low quality) specimens.
The two ‘B’ specimens are Number 1 and 3 within the Aboricultural Assessment, with
No.3 noted as having limited life expectancy. Therefore, of the 11 trees to be
removed, only 1 is of ‘moderate’ value with 10 either of ‘low’ value or with limited
life expectancy. To reiterate, the 16 trees outwlth the survey but within the site
boundary are to be retained.

The proposals allow for the replacement of removed trees with 11 new specimens, as
identified within both the Design Statement and Landscape Plan (Appendix 6). The type
of tree is to be agreed with the Council and can be dealt with via planning condition but
essentially, the proposal would allow for replacement of 10 deficient trees (and 1
moderate specimen) with 11 new, healthy specimens, constituting a net gain.

Additionally, the proposal will raquire the removal of a small (2m) section of beech hedge
on the southern boundary. Again, replacement hedge planting will be provided at the
site entrance, as denoted within Appendix 7.

There are also 2 No. ‘A’ (high value) trees in close proximity to the proposed house,
where acceptable root protection measures are proposed (as outlined within the
Design Statement and noted as acceptable in the Landscape Architect’s consultation
response — Appendix 7).

In terms of the specific comments relating to woodland contained within the Council’s
Landscape Architect’'s consultation response, the applicant would confirm the
following:

= The applicant supports the view that “the development allows for the
retention of sufficient numbers of trees to refain a sense of enclosure and
some continuity with tree belts and tree groups surrounding adjacent
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properties” and “the visual amenity of the beech hedge will be retalned as
part of the proposal”

The applicant does not consider that removal of a 2m section of hedge at the site
entrance will result in a material change in the overall ‘avenue through weodland’
character; the landscape architect contends that the roadside view would be
considerably broken by the ‘openness’ of the 2m hedge gap but as illustrated
within View 1 on Page 3 of the Design Statement, this approach is characterisad
mainly be trees outwith the application site. This is further evidenced by Figure
3 below which provides an over-marked version of View 1.
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Figure 3 — Qver-marked View 1 from Application Design Statement (also included as Appendix 8)

Additional hedgerow planting west of the proposed site entrance (behind the
rebuilt section of low-level wall) could aiso assist with addressing the above point
and could be dealt with by planning condition.

The applicant notes the preference to retain tree No.7 (a Silver Birch specimen to
the west of the proposed house) due to its amenity value. In responding to this
consultation response (received only shortly before application determination —
noted on SBC planning portal dated 12" June with decision on 18t June),
Appendix 9 and 10 demonstrate the proposal with tree No.7 retained (along with
additional replacement hedgerow to counter any perception of a gap in the
woodland}).

The potential for specific tree retention or boundary treatment can be dealt
with by planning condition, which is within the Local Review Body’s remit
to impose. To illustrate possible landscape treatment, Figures 4 and 5 below
depict Boundary Treatment visualisation with and without tree No.7 (and further
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replacement hedgerow). Drawings are also contained within Appendices 1 and
1.

Figure 4 — Boundary Treatment visualisation (without free No.7)

Figure 5 — Boundary Treatment visualisation (retaining tree No.7 and with further replacement hedgerow — also included
separately as Appendix 11}
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e The landscape architect states that “more than 50%" of the existing woodland
trees will be removed but this is incorrect — as noted above, there would be
removal of 38% of those trees surveyed but just 24% of overall trees on the site.
Additionally, with 100% replacement with new, healthy specimens, there would
be zero numerical loss of trees and actually a betterment through
appropriate re-planting of healthy, long-term specimens.

¢ Any pressure on further tree removal due to overshadowing (as also raised as a
concern by the Case Officer) Is lessened by the fact that the majority of trees in
closer proximity are to the north and east of the proposed house and there will be
at least a partial open aspect to the south — reservations could potentially be
further addressed through a requirement for an appropriate woodland
management plan to ensure long-term tree cover. The Case Officer questions,
without corroboration from the Council’s own Landscape Officer, whether the site
is of sufficient scale to implement a management plan but given the site is
2,429m2 (0.6 acre) and the building footprint only 126m2, there is clearly scope
for the woodland ‘garden’ of the new house to be subject to appropriate
management to allow for short term ‘thinning’ and longer term protection of key
trees/woodland associated with the building group.

* In conclusion, the Council's Landscape section does not actually object to the
application and notes that determination is “diffficult fo judge” as there are
precedents for similar development within the area (as detailed further
below). As noted above, it is considered that there are practical, manageable
conditions which could address the concerns raised to take a positive
approach as required by SPP rather than the adoption of a ‘blanket’ negative
policy interpretation. The Case Officer has provided additional commentary in
relation to the wider landscape and visual impact including reference to
previously consented houses and loss of woodland. However, it is respectfully
suggested that each case should be assessed on its own merits in pianning
policy terms and not the Officer's own views on landscape.

2210 As noted on Page 5 of the Case Officer repott, the existing woodland on the

2.2.11

application site is not protected by any specific planning designations and
“subject only to ecological considerations being appropriately addressed, they
might therefore at present, be removed or reduced as the land owner sees fit and
without referral to the Planning Authority”. The retention of this part of woodland and
its long-term contribution to the character of the Pyatshaw building group is therefore not
guaranteed and the proposal actually provides long-term certainty through
appropriate short term management and long-term retention of the woodland
resource aligned with the new house.

Overall, with regard to the first reason for refusal, it is strongly contended that he
applicant has taken a responsible and sensitive approach to the impact of the
development upon existing woodland resulting in no objection from the Councils
own Landscape Architect. By undertaking a survey of existing tree quality and
identifying a building location that minimises impact, the applicant has demonstrably
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worked with planning requirements to come up with a wholly practical solution. The
fundamental points are that, a) the existing woodland resource is not protected by
planning controls, b) the proposal removes 10 sub-standard trees (low quality or
limited lifespan) and one moderate specimen and replaces them with 11 new,
healthy tree specimens, i.e. zero net loss, c) the proposal can actually be enhanced
through retention of silver birch tree recommended by SBC landscape architect and
additional replacement hedgerow (all capable of being addressed via planning condition),
and, d) the long-term protection of woodland resource can be secured through
suitable conditions and/or management plan which offers far greater security than exists
presently.

Local Planning Policy: Second Reason for Refusal {(Impact on Character)
The second refusal reason is repeated below for ease of reference:

“The proposed development is contrary to Adopled Local Plan Policies D2 and G1, and
the advice of Supplementary Planning Guidance — New Housing in the Borders
Countryside (December 2008) and Supplementary Planning Guidance — Placemaking
and Design (January 2010), in that the proposed design and layout of the residential
property are not sympathetic to the woodland characfer of the site or to the sense of
place and setfing of the building group at Pyatshaw, in that (i) the sile’s existing woodland
character would be overwhelmed by a prominently located and highly visible
dwellinghouse, which as a consequence of its siting would be overly-dominant within
views from the public road, and (i) the front-and-centre positioning of the associated car
parking area would be liable to project a particularly unsympathetic urban or suburban
characfer in views from the public road.”

As with the first reason for refusal, the proposal is deemed not to comply with Adopted
Local Plan Pollcy D2 {Housing in the Countryside} in terms of cumulative impact upon
character, landscape and amenity, Adopted Local Plan Policy G1 (Quality Standards
for New Development) in terms of development being compatible with the character of
the surrounding area, as well as supporting guidance.

As noted above, the principle of development in terms of the site’s location within the
centre of Pyatshaw building group is accepted as is the core ‘avenue through woodland’
character. The development of houses within the woodland setting at Pyatshaw is a
long-established pattern where new development has been integrated with the ‘woodland
character’. As illustrated on Figure 6 below, Pyatshaw sits on the south-western edge of
the former Spottiswoode Estate with the public road which adjoins the site leading from
the A697 to Spottiswoode and onwards to Westruther. This route was characterised by
groupings of buildings set within woodlands from Pyatshaw, to Gateside (centre of map)
and onwards to the edge of Spottiswoode. Figure 7 illustrates the woodland around
Pyatshaw in the 1860’s with the existing Schoolhouse and former blacksmiths having
been added to by new dwellings and ancillary buildings since this pericd. The new plots
are predominantly set within former woodland and have been incorporated within the
woodland setting.
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Figure 7 — Pyatshaw Historic Context (1860's NLS Extract) with location of post-1860's buildings
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2.34 As also illustrated within the Design Statement, the positioning of established buildings in
relation to the public road support the positioning of the proposed house. The majority of
these huildings have a gable-end facing the road, as highlighted in red on the diagram
(Figure B) and illustrated in images within Figures 9 and 10.

Figure 9 (left) — Beechwood (south of proposed site) with gable to sireet

Figure 10 {right} — Former school site (north-east of proposed site) with gable to street
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Part (i} of the refusal reason suggests that the site’s existing woodland character would
be “overwhelmed by a prominently located and highly visible dwellinghouse” and yet, this
‘prominent’ siting in relation to the road is the predominant built form at Pyatshaw from
the eartiest examples (the Schoolhouse and former blacksmiths are both generally sites
perpendicular and clearly visible to the road) to more recent examples illustrated above.

Indeed, the Council's landscape architect notes that, “the house has been sited
perpendicular to the road to accord with other properties in this location and is
sufficiently distant from adjacent houses to contribute to a balanced development
within the building group of Pyatshaw. The development allows for the retention of
sufficient numbers of trees to retain a sense of enclosure and some continulty with
tree belts and tree groups surrounding adjacent properties” (Appendix 7).

The Council's Supplementary Planning Guidance on New Housing in the Countryside
notes that, with regard to siting, “by observing the way in which traditional buiidings
have been set into a particular landscape a great deal can be learned on how new
buildings can contribute to maintaining a sense of place and Identity and at the
same time integrate with the surrounding landscape” (Page 17). The proposal seeks
to relate to traditional approaches in the vicinity and indeed, the accepted core
‘character’ of the building group in terms of a spine or avenue through the woodland
enroute to Spottiswoode. The positioning of the house creates a distinctive stepping
stone (or minor landmark) as you progress through this section of the woodland route
and allows for the public side of the dwelling to be viewed through the process of ‘serial
vision'; the approach from the west would be framed, firstly, by the denser woodland and
then vision would be drawn towards the gaps within the woodland which accommodate
the house (and existing house to the south) before returning to the denser woodland as
the road turns northwards towards the Schoolhouse. This pattern of enclosure-break-
enclosure forms the basls of the core character and sense of place at Pyatshaw
and is illustrated on Figure 11 on the following page. The Case Officer's
exaggerated assertion, again not shared by the Council's own landscape expert, that the
proposal would result in the loss of the dense avenue of trees is not supported by the fact
that openings have already been created in this woodiand, including the Beechwood
house to the south of the site, i.e. the ‘avenue’ has already been broken. The proposal
follows past precedent (historic and modern) and also demonstrates that houses do not
have to be ‘hidden’ to contribute to the character of rural, woodland areas.
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Figure 11 — View Sequence through Pyatshaw (enclosure-break-enclosure) Also inciuded within Appendix 12
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The proposed boundary treatment would support this visual experience with retained
and rebuilt stone walls softened by existing and replacement hedgerow behind and then
existing and new woodland planting. The house elevation would create a visual contrast
to this semi-natural boundary. Again, this approach is encouraged within the Council’s
Supplementary Planning Guidance.

The house is sited to allow for retention of the woodland character of the site and as
noted above, there is zero net loss of trees on the site. It is therefore strongly contested
that the site’s woodland character would be ‘overwhelmed’ as suggested in the refusal
reason. To further illustrate, in terms of scale, the applicant’s architects have calculated
the footprints and plot sizes of existing houses at Pyatshaw to assess the extent of built
footprint in relation to plot size. In this respect, Beechwood {a modern house which sits
immediately to the south of the application site) is calculated as having a 150m2 built
footprint on a plot of approximately 2000m2, i.e. 7.5% built area, and Greenwood (a
modem house south of Beechwood) is calculated as having a 125m2 footprint and
1500m?2 plot, i.e. just over 8% built area. As comparison, the application proposal has a
footprint of 126m2 on a plot of 2429m2, i.e. just over 5% built area and less than existing
recent house developments in the locality. The house is also a relatively modest 3
bedroom dwelling with the main massing to the rear as the living space opens up, i.e.
presence to the front of the site has been minimised.
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2.3.10 The Case Officer notes that pre-application advice supported a house positioning

2.3.11

2.3.12

‘within’ the woodland on site, set back from the road. However, as highlighted in the
constraints plans on Page 9, the position of the house is the only feasible location due
to topography and other physical restrictions. As noted above, the perpendicular
positioning to the road is also typical of the locality and allows for a suitably
distinctive feature which relates to the public domain (and ‘street’) so as to avoid
‘nowhere’ urban design with a house located in isolation further within the site. This is
assisted by the rise In level from south to north which allows for a distinctive design
response utilising the site’s existing topography whilst the backdrop of woodland behind
the proposed house and general south/west orientation also accords with guidance set
out within PAN72 and the Council's Supplementary Planning Guidance. The positioning
is considered the natural place for a new house in terms of existing relationship between
trees and houses and no other houses at Pyatshaw are sited as a 'house in the woods'
but rather have a form of relationship with the road.

The Case Officer's wishes in terms of form and materials have been followed through in
tems of a contemporary house whose presence could be decreased through use of
materials. This has been achieved through the ‘agricultural’ style and form of the
proposed building and the stained timber cladding material. As encouraged in Creating
Places, PAN72 and the Council's Supplementary Planning Guidance, the design avoids a
suburban, standardised approach and allows for a connection between built form and its
setting with a simple form that echoes the rural buildings utilised in farming the former
Spottiswoode Estate in the past. Whilst design is always a subjective manner, it is
considered that the style and form of the proposed house is highly appropriate for its
location and the largely timber-clad elevations (supported by a materials palette which is
more functionalfindustrial than suburban residential) are a distinct but contextual
response. The Case Officer’s personal view that the building would have an “institutional
or civic character” cannot be supported — this would indicate that all new rural houses
should be neo-traditional which is not an approach supported at either national or local
planning level.

With regard to part (i) of the second refusal reason, the Case Officer is of a view that the
proposed ‘front-and-centre’ positioning of the car parking area would lead to an
unsympathetic urban or suburban character in views from the public road. This proposed
parking arrangement is reflected in all of the existing houses at Pyatshaw to some extent;
the nineteenth century Schoolhouse and former blacksmiths cottage have parking to
front, the former school (now house) also has a clearly visible parking area, whilst the
twenty-first century Beechwood (south of site) and Greenwood (further south of site) both
have parking to the front of the plot as illustrated in Figures 12 and 13.
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Figure 13 — Parking on front of plot at Greenwocd, south of Beechwood (constructed)
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2.3.13 As illustrated within Appendices 2, 9, 10 & 11, the proposal allows for screening of the

2.3.14

2.4.0

3.0

3.1

parking area which will be a combination of existing and rebuilt stone dyke and existing
and replacement hedgerow. The specific nature of boundary treatment would be subject
to planning condition but it is considered that a suitable treatment could allow for
screening of car parking to a far greater extent than exists at existing houses at
Pyatshaw. Essentially, the positioning of parking to the front of the plot is considered a
traditional approach in rural areas and this location in particular (unlike the design
emphasis on removing vehicles from the front curtilage in urban areas) can be mitigated
with suitable boundary treatment.

Overall, with regard to the second reason for refusal, it is contended that the design
contributes positively to the woodland rural character at Pyatshaw. The pattern of
development is well established with the woodland landscape accommodating change
over time without losing its core characteristics. The siting and positioning of the
proposed house is fully justified in relation to the existing pattern of gable-end relating to
street found at Pyatshaw. Significantly, there would be no loss of the ‘avenue through
woodland’ character with the proposal enhancing the visual experience and reflecting
existing pattern of enclosure-break-enciosure along this route. The scale, positioning,
form, materials and parking arrangement are all considered highly appropriate for this
location with the end result being a distinctive but connected design within the existing
woodland setting.

In summary, taking into account all policy provisions, it is the applicant's position
that the development proposal can be supported when appraised properly against
both natienal and local planning policy.

PRECEDENTS IN DECISION MAKING

Attention is respectfully drawn to recent planning approvals which are relevant to this
Review. Firstly, in terms of proximity and contemporary style, the approval of Greenwood
House in 2007 (ref. 07/00540/FUL) at Pyatshaw demonstrates how a timber-clad building
can be accommodated within the immediate woodland setting.  Figure 14 and 15
highlight site location and elevation treatment. It is considered that the application
proposal can achieve a better solution in terms of design and integration with setting.

Figure 14 — Greenwood House, Pyatshaw: Location relative to Application Site
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Figure 15 — Greenwood House, Pyatshaw: Timber-clad approach

3.2 Secondly, in terms of woodiand impact as well as contemporary design, approval of a
house at Quarter House, Broughton in 2013 (ref. 12/01417/PPP) with AMC approval in
2015 (ref. 15/00181/AMC} is direcily relevant. In this case, the site was within woodland,
forming part of a wider stand of trees and the Council's Landscape Section did not
originally support the proposal on basis of loss of trees (Local Plan Policy NE4).
Following further assessment, approval was granted which would result in the loss of
‘maderate’ quality trees, as also the case with the application site. Essentially, a suitably
practical approach to tree management was taken by the Council in this instance.
Figures 16, 17 and 18 illusirate the existing site and proposed design.

{'bon

Ld Fi —
) {site o "t~y =" ot
ol & s r
-, § % S

R e # 33

* Ford g 4 ry)r' "N '//

o 1= I
A, JSlnholnyz/

Figure 16 & Figure 17 = Woodland site at Quarter House, Broughton

Figure 18 — Contemporary housetype at Quarter House, Broughton
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PRE-APPLICATION DIALOGUE WITH SBC

Pre-application discussions were conducted by Taylor Architecture Practice (T.AP.) in
September 2014 which sought advice on the possible location of a house within the plot.
A response from the Case Officer in October 2014 confirmed that the development of
land currently occupied by trees would not be objectionable in principle but the question
was over the acceptability of the impact. It was advised that a Tree Survey would be
required to support the proposal and inform the position of the house with any proposed
site layout to demonstrate appropriate mitigation to ensure conservation of the most
valuable trees. This would inform whether the balance between development and its
impact would be considered acceptable. Further advice was also noted including no
concern with contemporary design on basis it was not overly artificial or contrived relative
to the surrounding topography.

Thereafter, T.A.P. arranged for the tree survey to be undertaken and further developed
the proposal in terms of positioning within the plot (avoiding the best quality tree
specimens and ensuring the ‘structural’ elements of the tree belt on the western, northern
and eastem parts of the site were retained) and the contemporary but simple design. It is
therefore considered that the fundamental issues raised via pre-application discussion
were addressed and incomorated into the final proposal.

STATUTORY CONSULTEES & THIRD PARTY REPRESENTATIONS

In terms of statutory and local Consultations, notwithstanding the Case Officer

reasoning, no oblections were received. In particular:

The Community Council raised no objection

Roads Planning Service raised no objection (subject to an informative noted by the
applicant)

Environmental Health raised no objection (subject to an informative noted by the
applicant)

Flood Preventicn raised no objection

Education and Lifelong Leaming require financial contributions towards Earlston High
School and Lauder Primary School which is noted by the applicant

Ecology raised no objection having assessed the submitted badger survey (subject to an
informative noted by the applicant)

Landscape Section raised no objection but concerns are covered within the response to
refusal reasons

No local objections and two letters of support from neighbours within Pyatshaw
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CONCLUSION

The preceding Statement, in conjunction with the appended supporting documentation,
demonstrates the deliverability of the proposals within the context of a practical approach
to local planning policy with further support derived at a national level. In particular:-

National planning policy outlined within SPP, Creating Places, Designing Streets and
PAN72 support and encourage appropriate rural development and investment. The
proposal can be assessed positively against policy provisions including the need to
create distinctive design with a sense of place and identity and site new housing within a
suitable landscape structure with scale, design, form and materials relative to its local
context

The first reason for refusal is refuted as it is contended that a suitably sensitive approach
has been taken to impact on existing woodland resource. Aboricultural assessment of
the site along with physical constraints have informed the positioning of the house fo
minimise impact and a practical solution has been provided. There will be zero net loss
of trees on the site and the trees to be removed comprise of 10 sub-standard specimens
(low quality or limited lifespan) and 1 moderate specimen, which will all be replaced with
11 new, healthy trees to the agreed specification of the Council. Amendments can also
be incorporated (via conditions) to retain tree No.7 identified within the survey, as
preferred by the Council's landscape architect, and additional replacement hedgerow
can be provided. It should be noted that the landscape consultation rasponse is dated
12t June with the decision dated 18" June, i.e. there was little scope for the applicant to
respond and alternative treethedgerow proposals are a legitimate response which can
be addressed via condition. Therefore, there will be no short term damage to woodland
resource and there will actually be an enhancement of the current situation given the
identified overcrowding and poor quality of many of the specimens. The Council’s own
Landscape Architect did not specifically object to the application.

Given the woodland has no existing planning protection the proposal provides for a clear
opportunity to positively secure both short term management of the woodland resource
and long-term woodland retention. This can be secured via suitable planning conditions
and/or an appropriate and relatively simple tree management plan over the remainder of
the plot to ensure long-term benefit.

The second reason for refusal is also refuted in terms of the subjective views with regard
to the proposed design and layout. The proposal is continuing an historic and
established pattern of building within the woodland setting in the Pyatshaw vicinity and
positioning of the house relates to those nearby which relate to the street rather than
being isolated ‘houses in woods'. The existing core qualities and character of Pyatshaw
which include a sense of passing through a sequence of enclosure-break-enclosure (as
shown in Appendix 12) will be maintained and the scale, form, materials and parking
arrangement/boundary treatment accord with national and local policy with a highly
contextual and distinctive design achieved.

Local examples of both contemporary houses within woodland settings and practical
approaches to replacement of woodland can be identified within the Scottish Borders.
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There were no statutory or local objections to the application.

In closing, on the basis of the evidence provided in this Statement, the applicant
considers that through pre-application and application processes, the aims and objectives
of both national and local policy have been practicaily applied to achieve a design quality
that will contribute positively to the Scottish Borders. There are practical measures
available in terms of suitable conditions and detail to address concerns in terms of
boundary treatment and tree management and a positive approach should be taken in
accordance with Scottish Planning Policy and Creating Places to deliver a high quality
design proposal. It is contended that the planning decision should have been premised
upon planning policy and fact and not, with respect, via imposition of personal opinion.

On the basis of the foregoing, it is respectfully requested that the submitted planning
application be viewed positively by the Local Review Board of SBC with the applicants
agreeable to the imposing of appropriate planning conditions, as necessary.
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Material Palette

Zinc roof

Timber screen in

front of glazing

Zinc gutter

Glazed panel in
aluminium frame

Material Palette: Roofs

Zinc Cladding

Timber Screen

White painted

brick wall

Detail of West Elevation

White Painted Brick

Proposed West Elevation
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%gcl{g-e'f_g Regulatory Services

BTN PO T

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING {SCOTLAND) ACT 1997

Town and Country Planning {(Devalopmant Management Procedure) {Scotland) Regulatians 2013

[ Application for Planning Permission Reference : 15/00403/FUL

-

To: Mrs Paula Milanesi per Taylor Architecture Practice Per Finlay Geddes Second Floor, Admiral
House 29-30 Maritime Sireet Edinburgh EHE 6SE

Counlry Planning (Scotiand) Act 1897 lor the following development -

Wteh relerence 10 your application validated on 18th Apvil 2015 for planning permission under the Town and

Proposal : Erection of dwellinghouse

at: Land South West Pyatshaw Schoolhouse Lauder Scottish Borders

The Scotush Borders Council hereby refuse planning permission fof the reason{s) stated on the attached

schedule

Dated $8th June 2045
Reguiatory Services
Council Headquarters
Newtown 5t Boswells
MELROSE

TDS 0SA

Signed

Service DlrectorRegulaiory Ser;rice:

Visi hitp rieplantung scotho rders gov ukonine-appkcations:



a‘é?'f:l%?’g Regulatory Services

oo BT

APPLICATION REFERENCE : 15/00403FUL

Schedule of Plans and Drawings Refused:

Pian Ret Plan Type Plan Status

Location Plan Refused
103 Roof Plan Relused
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The proposed development is contrary to Adopied Local Plan Policies D2, G1 and NE4, and the
advice of Supplementary Planning Guidance - New Housing in ihe Borders Couniryside {Decamber
2008) and Supplementary Planning Guidance - Place-Making and Design (January 2010}, in thal
the proposal would in the short-term cause serious damage to, and promole the long-larm kss of,
the existing woodland resource at the site, which it is considered should be substantially retained
due to its high landscape value and significant coniribution to the character. sense of place and
setting of the bullding group at Pyatshaw.

The proposed development & condrary to Adopted Local Plan Policies D2 and G1, and the advioe of
Supplementary £lanning Guidanoe - New Housing in the Borders Couptryskie (December 2008)
and Supptememiary Planning Guidance - Place-Making and Design {January 2010), in that he
proposed design and layout of the residential property are not sympathslic (o the weodland
character of the site or to the sense of place and seting of the buikding group at Pyalshaw, in that {j)
the site's existing woodland characier would be overwhelmed by a prominently located and highty
visible dwellinghouse, which as a consequenca of ds siing woukt be overly-dominant within views
from the pubdic aad and (il} the front-and-cenire positiening of the associated car parking area
wauld be fable to project a parlicutarly unsympathetic urban or suburban character in views from the
public road.

FOR THE INFORMATION OF THE APPLICANT

it should be noled that’

INFORMATIVE NOTE 1

In the event of any subssquent proposal baing made for the accommodation of a
dwellinghouse on this site, pisase note that akhough the Roads Planning Section was
otherwiss supportive, it has advised that it would still have raquired the vehicular access to
the site to ba constructed with a bitwninoue surface {tar), preferably to the following
standard (or similar}:

One layer of 76mm thick {40mm size) bitumen blinded with grit to BS 4637 laid on 376mm of
76mm broken stone bottoming blinded with Type 1 sub-base.

Work carried out within the road and verge would have to be camried out by an SBC approved
contractor.
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il the appheant Is aggrieved by the decision of the Planning Authorily 1 refuse planning permission for or
approval requived by a condltion in 1espect of the proposed development, or 1o grant permission or approval
subject 1o condilions, the applicant may require the planning authority to review the case under Section 43A
of the Town ond Country Planning {Scolland) Acl 1997 within three months from the date of this nolice The
nolice of review should be addressed to Corperate Adminisiration. Counclt Hesdquarters, Newtown St
Boswells, Mekose TDS OSA.

It permissicn to develop land 15 refused or granted subject 1o conddtions, whether by the Planning Authonly
or by 1he Scollish Ministers, and the owner of the land claims Ihal he land has become incapable of
reasonably beneficlal use in s exsting state and cannol be rendered capable of reasonably beneficial use
by the carrying out of any development which has been or would be permitted, the owner may serve on the
Planning Aulhorily a purchase nolice requiring the purchase of his interest in the land in accordance with the
provisions of Pan 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997,

Visit fleplanm rgers.gov ukionine-g






SCOTTISH BORDERS COUNCIL

APPLICATION TO BE DETERMINED UNDER POWERS DELEGATED TO
SERVICE DIRECTOR REGULATORY SERVICES

PART Il REPORT {INCORPORATING REPORT OF HANDLING)

REF : 15/00403/FUL

APPLICANT : Mrs Paula Milanesi

AGENT : Taylor Architecture Practice

DEVELOPMENT : Erection of dwellinghouse

LOCATION: Land South West Pyatshaw Schoolhouse
Lauder

Scottish Borders

TYPE : FUL Application

REASON FOR DELAY:

DRAWING NUMBERS:

Plan Ref Plan Type Plan Status
Location Plan Refused
103 Roof Plan Refused
110 Floor Plans Refused
111 Floor Plans Refused
200 Sections Refused
101 Existing Layout Refused
102 Site Plan Refused
300 Sections Refused
301 Elevations Refused
302 Elevations Refused

NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS: 2
SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS:

REPRESENTATIONS:

Two representations have been received in support of the proposal. One considers the proposed
design to be unobtrusive and welcomes its contribution to the building group at Pyatshaw. The other
appears to advise with respect to the Applicant's personal circumstances, but does not see why the
proposed dwelling would not fit in with its surroundings.

ROADS PLANNING SECTION:

No objections in principle. There is ample parking and tuming provision within the site, and the
visibility sightlines are good. The speed of traffic is relatively slow due to the general winding
topography of the road. The only roads issue is the construction detail of the access from the public
road, over

the verge, and into the site. An appropriate specification is identified.

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SECTION:



The papers lodged for this Application indicate the provision of solid fuel heating. These installations
can cause smoke and odour problems if not properly installed and operated. To this end, an
informative is proposed to advise the Applicant with respect to the potential for smoke and odour
nuisance concerns and how these might be avoided or resolved.

FLOOD PREVENTION SECTION:

The site may be at risk from a flood event with a return period of 1 in 200 years. However, only the
east side of the site is considered to be at risk of flooding. The proposed dwellinghouse is located in
the southwest of the site and is out with the flood plain. The associated drawings show that the levels
of the house are sufficiently higher than the burn (around three metres higher) and there are no
objections to this proposal on the grounds of flood risk. However, it is advised that standard advice be
relayed to the Applicant in the event of approval to help minimise susceptability to a flood event.

EDUCATION AND LIFELONG LEARNING:

Has been consulted but has not responded to the public consultation. However, as a new
dwellinghouse, it is known that contributions towards local education provision, would require to be
collected; in this case towards Earlston High School and Lauder Primary School.

ECOLOGY OFFICER:

Has reviewed the submitted badger survey (Nocturne Environmental Surveyors December 2014} and
bat survey (Noctume Environmental Surveyors December 2014). No evidence of badger activity was
recorded. The trees proposed for felling are identified as Category 3  (trees with no potential to
support bats). The site is used by breeding birds including rook. Site clearance of tfrees and
vegetation should be carried out outside of the bird breeding season. The Pyatshaw burn runs
through the site and connects with the Brunta burn (part of the River Tweed SAC) just to the north-
west of the development site. Precautionary measures are required to protect the waterbody from
potential sediment run-off and pollutants. It is recommended that site clearance only occur outwith the
breeding bird season with the express written permission of the Planning Authority and that a
proportionate Construction Method Statement for Works be required and implemented to ensure that
development would accord with SEPA's Pollution Prevention Guidelines.

LANDSCAPE SECTION:

The house has been sited perpendicular to the road to accord with other properties in this location,
and is sufficiently distant from adjacent houses to contribute to a balanced development within the
building group of Pyatshaw. The development allows for the retention of sufficient numbers of trees to
retain a sense of enclosure and some continuity with tree belts and tree groups surrounding adjacent
properties. The visual amenity of the beech hedge will be retained as part of the proposal. However,
the roadside view will be considerably broken by the ‘openness’ of the proposed access and parking
area where 2m of hedge will be removed in addition to the trees.

A tree survey carried out by Tree Consultancy Group is included in the application. Of the 29 trees
surveyed the proposals allow for the removal of 7no. decidous trees of which 2no are classed as
Category B and the 5no. Category C as well as a group of 4no. Scots Pines Category C. A section of
Beech hedging is to be removed for driveway access. It is proposed that 11no. trees are planted to
replace those removed. The Root Protection Area of 2no. Category A listed trees fall within the
building line of the house. A proposal for the foundation construction that appears to accommodate the
RPA of these trees has been included.

It is considered that tree no 7, Silver Birch (multi stemmed) should be retained as it would have
amenity value in the view from the west facing windows and will be of value in retaining the connection
between the existing tree belt and the trees surrounding the house particularly when viewed from the
road side. However it appears that changes in level may not allow for this.

It is recognised that account has heen taken of the existing woodland, trees and hedgerows within this
application however the Landscape Section is concemed that in constructing a house in such a



densely treed area, not only will more than 50% of the existing woodland trees be removed, but the
low light levels for occupants of the proposed house will put pressure on the remaining trees for heavy
pruning or removal particularly in the future.

The determination of this application is difficutt to judge for although there is a precedent of similar
development within the area, the site is shown in mapping records as woodland since 1843 and the
Borders Council policy NE4 seeks to protect the woodland resource of the Scottish Borders, in turn
protecting the character of settlements, the countryside and maintaining habitats.

COMMUNITY COUNCIL:
Has been consulted, but has not responded to the public consultation.
PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS AND POLICIES:

Adopted Scottish Borders Local Plan Policy D2 - Housing in the Countryside

Adopted Scottish Borders Local Plan Policy G1 - Quality Standards For New Development
Adopted Scottish Borders Local Plan Policy G4 - Flooding

Adopted Scottish Borders Local Plan Policy G5 - Developer Contributions

Adopted Scottish Borders Local Plan Policy H2 - Protection of Residential Amenity
Adopted Scottish Borders Local Plan Policy Inf4 - Parking Provisions and Standards
Adopted Scottish Borders Local Plan Policy Inf5 - Waste Water Treatment Standards
Adopted Scottish Borders Local Plan Policy Infé - Sustainable Urban Drainage

Adopted Scottish Borders Local Plan Policy NE3 - Local Biodiversity

Adopted Scottish Borders Local Plan Policy NE4 - Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows
Adopted Scottish Borders Local Plan Policy NE5 - Development affecting the Water Environment

Supplementary Planning Guidance on New Housing in the Scottish Borders Countryside (December
2008)
Supplementary Planning Guidance on Placemaking and Design (January 2010)

Recommendation by - Stuart Herkes (Planning Officer) on 11th June 2015
SITE DESCRIPTION

The site is both part of an established woodland, and land within the curtilage of an established residential
property, 'The Schoolhouse', within the building group at Pyatshaw, near Lauder. The land more specifically
lies between the public road (which delimits the site to the south and east) and by the Pyatshaw Burn (to the
north). The northern sections of the western edge of the site are delimited by agricuitural land. The
southwestern edge is largely undefined on the ground, being an adjacent area of the same woodland. The
woodland extends to the north of the site, onto the opposite (northern) bank of the Bum, which is also the
location of the dwellinghouse, and indeed all ancillary buildings relating to the residential property at 'The
Schoolhouse'. Within the site, most mature trees occupy a pronounced banking that occupies the central
and northern portions of the site, lying between the burn and the public road. Within the site, there is a
thinning of the tree cover towards the east, although this is less obvious from the public road, due to a high
beech hedge and traditional stone boundary wall, which delimit the edges of the site.

More generally, Pyatshaw as a building group, is perhaps somewhat unusual in there being a strong
impression of it being articulated and interconnected by stands of mature trees and woodland areas, rather
than - as more normally occurs - trees and woodland denoting the margins and boundaries of the group.
Mature trees, sometimes within dense woodland and sometimes within grassed 'parkland’ areas, occupy
land both within and between the boundaries of established residential properties at the centre of the
building group. Indeed, there is a pronounced sense of the building group actually being centred on an
‘avenue’ through a woodland (now the public road, though at one time a gateway to Spottiswoode House
and a ford of the Pyatshaw Bum; which the Applicant identifies as 'Ravelston Dykes Lane' on the
photomontage). Residential properties and other buildings radiate out from, and around this centre. The
prevailing impression is less of buildings being accommodated within ‘clearings' inside a woodland, and
more of these being accommodated at, and around, the edges of a woodland; generally within marginal or
transitional areas, which, with distance from the centre, recede (gradually or abruptly) into more open areas



of land, usually farmland, pasture or roads. The sense of place of the building group is therefore the
converse of the nomal relationship between building groups and woodlands, with the wocdlands and trees
in this case, being physically central, rather than peripheral, to the articulation of the building group’s sense
of place.

It is understood that the woodland on the site and in the surrounding area dates from at least the earlier part
of the nineteenth century.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

This application proposes a new dwellinghouse on land within the centre of an established building group.
The supporting information describes a detailed proposal for the site, including a non-traditional and partially
timber-clad dwellinghouse. It would have a pitched roof but otherwise be of non-traditional massing.
Finished materials would include white-painted brick.

A split-level design is used to negotiate the pronounced banking in the area between the public road and the
burn. Accommodation includes three bedrooms. A green car parking area, utilising porous paving, would
be accommodated to the front of the property, adjacent to the public road.

The proposal requires to achieve appropriate finished floor levels, and makes use of this higher area of
ground nearest the burn to achieve this.

The proposal has been informed by a tree survey, and it is clarified that the removal of 11 out of the 29
deciduous trees surveyed, would require to be removed, along with a 2m long section of beech hedging
adjacent to the public road. There are however proposals that each of the trees removed should be
replaced, such that there would be no net loss of trees from the site. However, the proposed new planting
would accord with a proposed reconfiguration of the tree cover on the site. In particular, there are proposals
that the southern side of the site should be opened up, such that the dwellinghouse would then have a
southemn aspect and be clearly visible in views from the public road, from the southwest. It is advised that
the retained and reinforced woodland would be strongest to the north and west, with the existing strength
being reinforced by new planting. It is considered that this would be sufficient to retain the sense of a
continuous tree cover through the site to link to areas to the west and north, and it is advised that the
Applicant, who is supportive of retaining this level of tree cover, would be content for planning conditions to
be imposed to protect existing trees; even limitations on future felling or future developments, if these were
to be considered necessary.

While the proposal would intersect the Root Protection Areas of two Category A trees, it is advised that a
structural solution would be implemented, which would allow for the retention of both trees in situ.

PLANNING PRINCIPLE

Given what is essentially a central location within the building group at Pyatshaw, and given that the land
occurs within the curtilage of a residential property, it is considered that the site is demonstrably well-related
to the building group.

Further, there is currently provision for one new dwellinghouse within this particular building group during the
current development plan period. The proposal is therefore capable of being well-related to a building group
in which there is capacity for a new dwellinghouse.

However, beyond the above noted requirements, Adopted Local Plan Policy D2 also requires that the
cumulative impact of new development on the character of the building group, and on the landscape and
amenity of the surrounding area, should also be taken into account when determining new applications.
Further, compliance with the requirements of the Council's Supplementary Planning Guidance notes is also
explicitly required. In summary, and beyond the acceptability of the principle of a new dwellinghouse being
accommodated on the site, it needs to be considered whether or not the specific proposal would otherwise
have any unacceptable impacts upon the specific environment and/or amenity of the site and its
surroundings, including whether or not it would contribute sympathetically to the established sense of place
at Pyatshaw; that is, whether or not it would make an appropriate contribution to the prevailing character and
setting of the building group.



In this respect, critical concerns are firstly, whether or not there would be any unacceptable impacts upon
the site, and principally the established woodland; and whether or not the proposed design and iayout of the
proposed residential property, would have any other unacceptable impacts upon the environment and
amenity of the surrounding area, including the sense of place of the building group at Pyatshaw.

CONSERVATION OF THE EXISTING WOODLAND

It is considered that the site, as an area of woodland constituting part of the avenue of woodlands either side
of what was the Spottiswoode Estate access road, contributes strongly to the established sense of place of
the building group at Pyatshaw. It is therefore appropriate that the site should retain its woodland character.
However, the specific trees, including mature deciduous trees, are not protected by any designations.
Subject only to ecological considerations being appropriately addressed, they might therefore at present, be
removed or reduced as the land owner sees fit and without referral to the Planning Authority. The principle
of the site being retained as a woodland cannot be directly required or enforced through the planning
system. lt is therefore not reasonable that the principle of the trees and woodland being impacted, should in
itself be considered objectionable. However, conversely, the potential for the land to be cleared of trees
without planning consent, is not in itself a reason to accept uncritically the principle of a new dwellinghouse
being accommodated at the site and very directly at the expense of existing mature trees; not even as an
‘enabling development' to secure and safeguard as much of the existing woodland as possible in return for
planning consent being granted for a new dwellinghouse. (For clarity, the Applicant does not explicitly
identify the development as a potential enabling development, but the view that a residential use might be
neutral or beneficial in terms of its impacts upon the existing landscape character appears implicit).

With respect to the latter point, consideration needs to be given to what the long-term implications would be
for any retained area of woodland, were a new dwellinghouse to be sited and operated there. The siting
and operation of a residential property at the site is not reasonably characterised as a having a neutral
impact, since it would in fact be liable to promote a much greater recession of trees from the site (or at least
from within the areas adjacent to the dwellinghouse) than would otherwise occur were the site simply
retained as a naturally regenerating area of deciduous woodland. It is at least reasonable that as a direct
consequence of the dwellinghouse being sited and operated at the site, the future removal and reduction of
trees on surrounding areas in response to future occupiers' legitimate concems to achieve or improve the
safety and/or amenity of their dwelling, would be liable to result over time at least, in a much wider, if
perhaps incrementally realised, reduction in any retained area of woodland. At least it needs to be
considered with respect to the long-term management of trees in closer proximity to a dwellinghouse that
might impact safety and/or amenity, that this is only reasonably a matter left to the discretion of the
occupiers of the property. Accordingly, this potential for long-term change needs to be addressed within the
determination of this application. Since the concems and preferences of future occupiers cannot reasonably
be predicted, it is only reasonable to assume that the siting of a dwellinghouse at the site, would be liable to
promote a wider recession of the woodland over time within the areas closest to the dwellinghouse.

A central concern then, is whether or not there is any reasonable capacity at the site to accommodate the
retention of a meaningful area of woodland at a sufficient distance from the dwellinghouse that would ensure
that these trees would not inevitably be, or in time become, susceptible to removal at a later date as a
consequence of future occupiers’ legitimate amenity and/or safety concems. In other words, support for the
proposal would be reasonable where there is sufficient reassurance that the long-term conservation of a
meaningful woodland resource at the site is both realistic and achievable, even when the potential for the
long-term removal of trees in closer proximity to the dwellinghouse is factored in. However, in the case of a
relatively small area of land such as the subject application site, it has to be considered whether or not there
is in fact any reasonable capacity to retain an appropriately sized and stocked woodland area capable of
conservation in the long-term. In spatial terms alone, it is questionable that such capacity even exists at the
site. This is partly due to the relatively small size of the application site, and partly due to the relatively large
footprint of the proposal. There would therefore be a concern that the siting and operation of this particular
dwellinghouse on this particular site, would be liable to promote the long-term clearance of the woodland
from the site, or at least the majority of the trees, even beyond the areas that would be directly impacted by
the development works themselves. The Landscape Architect has explicitly drawn attention to the potential
for the future loss of trees as a consequence of occupiers seeking to open up views, or admit greater
daylight especially with respect to glazing facing westwards towards an open field. Even where trees might
credibly be retained in the long-term, at the northern extremity of the site, these would be liable to be left as
an isolated stand of several trees, incapable of sustaining any meaningful impression of the persistence of
any continuous woodland cover on the site.



Given that the woodland on the site appears to have endured since the eady nineteenth century, it is
reasonable to consider the retention of the application site as a coherent area of deciduous woodland,
capable of naturally regenerating itself, is much more likely to be in the best interests of the long-term
conservation of the woodland character of the site, than permitting the occupation and operation of the
proposed dwellinghouse. The latter would be liable to promote over time the severe erosion, if not complete
destruction, of the woodland character of the site. Viewed in these terms, it is not considered that approval
of the dwellinghouse is reasonably characterised as being tantamount to the long-term safeguarding of the
woodland character of the site. The benefit of what might be 'enabled’ by approval of the current application
is highly questionable where it leaves the future of the woodland character of the site more precarious than it
otherwise wouid have been, had the woodland simply been left undeveloped.

In the event of approval, planning conditions might reasonably be imposed to require the retention and
protection of existing trees, and to require compensatory planting to replace any trees that wouid reqguire to
be removed to accommodate the dwellinghouse and its ancillary areas. However, beyond the short-term
reconfiguration of the site, the extent to which it would be possible, or at least practical, to impose planning
conditions to secure any long-term management of the woodland resource at the site, is highly questionable.
It is not considered that the Planning Authority could reasonably require, let alone hope to enforce, a long-
term woodland management scheme for the site, particularly where this would be so directly undermined by
the presence and proximity of a dwellinghouse, particularly where the approval of the latter was able to take
cognisance of the potential for the wider woodland character of the site to be directly impacted by the
operation of that same residential property. Such a situation could not in any case, reasonably be regulated
in the long-term, on a tree-by-tree basis. This means that it is only reasonable at this stage, to consider
whether or not there would be any unacceptable long-term impacts upon the site as a consequence of this
proposal. It is therefore legitimate to consider whether the proposal would compromise to any unacceptable
degree the potential for a meaningful and sustainable woodland area to be retained on the site in the long-
term. If the view, is that the prevalence of such a feature would become simply too precarious as a direct
consequence of the siting and operation of the proposed development, then it is considered that the current
application would be more reasonably refused, than supported subject to any planning conditions that seek
to do anything other than manage the short-term reconfiguration of the woodland resource on the site.

Notwithstanding the potential for the Applicant to restock the site with an equivalent, or even greater number
of trees than would be lost as a direct consequence of development works, it is considered that the site is
simply too small and the proposed development is simply too large, as to indicate any reasonable potential
for the retention of any meaningful woodland area at the site in the long-term. Approval of this proposal
would effectively be sanctioning the gradual removal of the substantial part of the woodland resource from
the site, which it is considered would have an unacceptable impact upon the character of the site and its
setting, including the sense of place of the building group at Pyatshaw.

DESIGN AND SITE LAYOUT

Given that it is considered that the proposal would inevitably have an unacceptable impact upon the
prevailing woodland character of the site, it follows that it is not considered that this impact is sufficiently
mitigated by the proposed design and layout of the residential property. However, it is considered that some
aspects of the proposed design and layout would be liable to exacerbate the landscape and visual impacts.

At the time of preapplication discussions, the Applicant was made aware of the concerns with respect to the
retention of a woodland character at the site. It was advised at that time, that it was not anticipated that the
Applicant would be able to overcome the identified concerns with respect to the existing trees, but that if any
dwelling were capable of being supported, then this would most likely be one with the character of a 'house
in the woods'; which is to say, a dwelling that was somehow able to inhabit, and be accommodated in a
sustainable way within, the woodland character of the site. In practical terms it is anticipated that this would
entail both the retention of a sufficient cincture of woodland, capable of long-term conservation, to screen or
at least soften views of the property from the public road; and a "low profile’ dwelling, of modest size and
appearance, most credibly of a contemporary rather than s traditional design, whose presence might be
further de-emphasized through the use of dark and organic materials and finishes on its external surfaces.
This however, is not what has been proposed.

With respect to the proposed layout, the Applicant was advised at the time of preapplication
correspondence, that the suitability of the particular proposal would need to be demonstrated within a design



approach informed by a tree survey; the latter being required to show how the impacts of the specific
development upon the existing woodland, and particutarly mature trees, could be appropriately minimised
and/or mitigated.

The Applicant has provided a tree survey, but the design approach adopted is less reflective of a direct
concern to accommodate the dwelling as discreetly and sensitively as possible within a cincture of
woadlands, and more about the potential to re-populate the site with new replacement trees, such that there
would be no net loss in the numbers of trees from the site. However, what is proposed is essentizally a
reconfiguration of the area planted with trees, with the area nearest the public road being 'opened up’ over a
large section, not only to accommodate the proposed dwellinghouse and ancillary areas, but also to
establish views into and out of the dwelling from the public road. It is not considered that the latter is
reasonably characterised as a discreet and sensitive accommodation of a new-build property within a
woodland setting. Rather, a large area of the woodland which currently defines the sense of place of the
building group, and specifically the avenue of woodland on this side of the road, would be 'hollowed out' to
make room for a house with a fairly substantial footprint. As a consequence of the proposed house's size,
the woodland could simply not be reconstituted and recreated around this new-build element, even over
time, with replanting. In effect, the sense of an avenue defined by dense woodland on either side of the
road at the centre of the building group, would be immediately greatly diminished, if not in fact overwhelmed,
by this proposal. It is considered that the damage to the existing trees and the permanent loss within views
from the public road of the clear and strong sense of the site as part of an avenue of trees flanking the
gateway to Spottiswoode House, is unacceptable, in that this impact would be unsympathetic to the
established character of Pyatshaw as a building group around an area of established woodland, estate
gateway and ford. The loss of a large area of that woodland would significantly undermine this established
character, and should be resisted.

The Applicant's proposals may result in as many new trees being planted as would be lost on the site, but
the proposed replanting is not tantamount to the recreation of the visual impression of the site substantially
persisting as an area of woodland. Instead, the site would accommodate a substantial dwelling, both in
height and footprint, which would be clearly visible within views from the public road. The house would
become the dominant visual element at the site, occupying clear views from the public realm, while the
trees, would at best, be relegated to a backdrop (which as noted above, may not itself, be sustainable in the
long-term}. The strong impression would be of the woodland having been displaced to allow for the
accommodation of the dwelling.

In theory, the concern for trees to be retained along the boundary with the public road could be addressed
by requiring more tree planting in this area, to provide greater screening of the house in views from the
public realm. However, the layout of the specific proposal itself, is not sympathetic to this, partly as a
consequence of the large footprint of the building proposed, but also as a consequence of the front-and-
centre location of the car parking area, which would mean that there would simply be no appropriate
opportunity to create any meaningful and coherent screen of trees along the roadside, and therefore the car
parking area in particular, would be visually to the fore, and not accommodated as an ancillary area that
might more appropriately have been accommodated more discreetly by being screened out in views from
the public realm.

In terms of the proposed dwelling's design, what is proposed is a non-traditional building that would be
constructed within full view of the public road, employing some light materials and finishes including white-
painted brick. While it would have a pitched roof, it would not have a traditional massing, and would not
otherwise have any traditional domestic architectural details. Rather than a domestic structure, its most
visible section would if anything, have the profile of an agricultural building or shed, but with the addition of
large windows and metallic cladding, would be liable to have an institutional or civic character. It would not
be immediately obvious that this was a dwellinghouse. The impression would be further confused by the
front-and-centre accommodation of the car parking area. The photoshopped image may not help matters,
by suggesting a decidedly suburban, and incongruous image of the proposed building's setting: a foreground
dominated by neat hedges and lawns behind dwarf-walls of neat rectangular blocks. In reality though, the
foreground would if anything, be liable to be dominated by views of parked vehicles. All in all, the character
of the building and hollowing out of the woods for its accommodation so prominently and in such a central
location within the building group, would if anything be liable to suggest a new centrally and prominently-
located village hall or community centre. In its character in other words, it is determinedly not a discreetly
accommodated 'house-in-the-woods'.



There is a mixture of house designs at Pyatshaw, including some non-traditional approaches and elements.
Accordingly, there are no concems in principle that the proposed design would not be traditional. Attention
to materials and finishes would potentially allow for the building to become more visually recessive against a
backdrop of trees. However, even if it were to be clad in dark and organic materials and colours, it is still too
substantially-sized and prominently-located a building, as to be capable of being discreetly accommodated
within the established woodland character of the site. It is not a modest, low-profile, structure, and as noted
above, there would be no prospect of it being contained within any meaningful screen of existing andfor new
tree planting within views from the public road. Had there been some potential for it to have been set back
from the public road and enclosed within a more robust woodland setting, then with attention to finished
materials and landscaping, it might have been capable of being appropriately accommodated. However,
this is simply not possible on this specific site with respect to this particular proposed design, where neither
attention to landscaping nor finished materials would be sufficient to mitigate appropriately the
accommeodation of such a large dwelling on such a constrained site.

It is ultimately concluded that the proposed development is too large to allow for any meaningful and
balanced coexistence between the proposed residential property and the prevalence of the existing
woodland character at the site. Although its setting might reasonably be made less suburban and
institutional than the photoshopped image describes, the Applicant is no doubt correct to represent the
residential property as prominently replacing the woodland on this side of the avenue, and this appearance,
and its impact upon the character and setting of the building group at Pyatshaw, is considered to be
objectionable in itself. (It is an appearance that would only be exacerbated in the long-term, as a
cohsequence of any future clearance of the trees that are shown to be retained to the north, east and west
of the building).

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACTS

Landscape and visual concerns with respect to impacts upon the existing woodland and what would be
liable to result if the proposal went ahead, have already been covered above in the two previous sections.
However, there is a need to address some additional concems arising with respect to the assessment and
conclusions of the Landscape Section.

Although the Landscape Section does not uiltimately object to the proposals, it is considered that what is
described in its consultation response does nevertheless, raise significant concerns in terms of the future
management of the woodland on the site. In particular, the conclusion that the longer-term impacts of the
proposal upon the woodland woulg be difficult to anticipate, in itself, raises significant concerns. If the
proposal runs the serious risk of destroying the salient characteristics of the woodland character of the site,
then it is considered this would be more reasonably refused than supported.

It is noted that the Landscape Section advises that there are precedents within the surrounding area for this
type of development, which appears to be a justification for not recommending refusal. However, the current
proposal should first and foremost be considered on its own planning merits. Having acknowledged this, it is
not considered that what has occurred within the surrounding area is in any case reasonably compared to
the current proposal; albeit that this is instructive.

‘Brigadoon’ lies to the southwest of the site, and south of the public road. On a positive note, the dwelling at
this property is essentially accommodated in one comer of the site, and upslope of the public road, while the
intervening space is dominated by mature trees. A less positive visual impact however, is that the
residential use of the land, has meant that although mature trees have been retained, these now no longer
occur within an unambiguous woodland context, but rather, prevail within a notably more 'domesticated’ and
managed, and principally lawned landscape setting. On the one hand, the persistence of as many mature
trees continues to contribute positively to the overall woodland setting and character of the building group,
but on the other, any substantial removal of the trees by the current or future occupants at 'Brigadoon’,
would be liable to transform this area (incrementally or immediately, depending on the speed of any action),
into a large and expansive grassed slope. There is a sense that what currently persists of the woodland
character on this land then, is, if not in recession, then certainly more fragile than it would otherwise would
have been, had it not been absorbed into the curtilage of the residential property. Furthermore, it has also
been reduced ecolegially, compared to the significantly less managed environment, it once was. Given that
there is some intervening distance on this site between the majority of the trees and the dwellinghouse to
allow that the two might coexist in the long-term at least spatially, there is reasonably no obvious concemn
that 'Brigadoon’ might be cleared off trees in the long-term, and to this end, it appears to be a more



sustainable relationship than that which would emerge if the current proposal were approved. However, the
diminuition in the woodland character of the land does underscore the inherent vulnerability in allowing
woodlands to be absorbed into residential properties, even where a sustainable relationship appears readily
achievable as it is in this case. Ultimately the persistence of a woodland area immediately adjacent to
'Brigadoon’ means that the sense of an avenue of woodlands on either side of the road, is currently
conserved, and would be substantially maintained regardiess of the treatment of the trees at '‘Brigadoon’;
notwithstanding that the latter undoubtedly still makes a positive contribution to the sense of place of the
building group.

The position with respect to '‘Beechwood' to the immediate south of the site, is if anything even more
saluatory in that although the Report of Handling from the time of the determination of the application notes
that this site was partially wooded, it no longer retains within its own boundaries any meaningful vestige of a
pre-existing woodland character. The few isolated trees that have been retained do contribute positively to
the impression of the public road being flanked by deciduous trees, although this is largely a consequence of
this being a smaller site than both 'Brigadoon' and the application site, which by virtue of proximity alone,
allows for some visual linkage to the woodland area to the immediate west. It would not however be
reasonable to say that this development has conserved a woodland character on the site, even If it does
contribute to a wider effect. Initself, it is currently a house with a garden containing a few retained trees.
Given the relatively small size of the site, the potential to retain any significant contribution to the woodland
character of the surrounding area, would have been understood to have been decidedly limited, but it is
mitigated, currently at ieast, by the presence of two coherent areas of woodland to the west and north.
However, this nonetheless underscores again, the almost inevitable dominance of the residential use of the
site at the expense of the pre-existing woodland character.

Ultimately, the position with respect to the current proposal is not reasonably determined with respect to
what has occurred on any nearby sites. If anything, what has occurred at 'Brigadoon' and 'Beechwood'
makes it apparent how much of the prevailing woodland character of the site would likely be lost even within
a relatively short period of time, since both are in fact approvals of the early twenty-first century. Itis
moreover, apparent that the strength of contribution of these properties to the woodland character of the
setting at Pyatshaw remains subject to the whims of the current and future occupiers of these properties.
Although the same might be argued of the adjacent areas of woodlands, including the application site, it is
clear that in the cases of these two neighbouring properties, the accommodation of residential properties
has significantly altered, and actually diminished, the woodland character of the sites concerned. While it is
not considered that this has had any unacceptable impacts in any singular or cumulative sense upon the
sites or surrounding area, an equivalent 'hollowing out' of the woodland on the application site would be
liable to contribute to an undesirable cumulative landscape and visual impact. This would more strongly
project a sense of a relatively coherent expanse of woodland being reduced to remnants around new
residential properties, the maintenance of which would then be liable to see the further diminuition of this
woodland character even further in the long-term.

The Applicant advises that the new tree planting species would be decided in consultation with a local
ecologist, but if the application were supported, the prior agreement of the Planning Authority would still
reasonably be sought; along with appropriate conditions to require the planting and maintenance of the
same, and the wider landscaping of the site.

OTHER CONCERNS

Due to the proximity of the proposed dwelling relative to other properties, there are no concemns with respect
to the ability to maintain an appropriate level of residential amenity at neighbouring properties.

The roads concerns and the ecological concemns could be addressed in accordance with the
recommendations of the relevant statutory consultees, and the advice of the Flood Prevention Section and
Environmental Health Sections could be included as informatives.

As the Applicant notes, the potential for further ancillary developments in the long-term would also need to
be considered. However, as the supporting statement acknowledges, this might be regulated through the
removal of permitted development rights. While this would be perfectly viable and useful if the application
were approved, it is, as noted above, not considered that control of any secondary developments would not
in itself be encugh to safeguard the future woodland character of the site.



If approved, a legal agreement would be required to secure development confributions towards the two new
schools in the local catchment area.

CONCLUSION

It is not considered that what is specifically proposed by the Applicant is appropriate in terms of its impacts
upon the woodland resource at the site, or upon the character and setting {and therefore sense of place) of
the building group at Pyatshaw, either in the short-term or in the long-term. Notwithstanding the theoretical
potential to impose planning conditions to reguiate new planting and protect existing trees, it is considered
that the size of building and specific layout proposed, would inevitably mean that approval of this proposal
would result in too precarious a position going forward with respect to the retention and conservation of the
woodland character of the site. With no realistic prospect of ensuring appropriate mitigation, or of monitoring
the site in the long-term, it is considered that the proposal would be more reasonably refused.

What is proposed in any case, does not represent a particularly sympathetic attempt to safeguard the
woodland character of the site, and the proposed dwellinghouse and associated ancillary areas, are
altogether too substantial to be capable of characterisation as having a reasonable and minimal impact upon
the established woodland. With no opportunity for the accommaodation of a more considered landscaping
treatment, to allow for the dwelling to be more sympathetically accommodated within the prevailing
woodland character of the site, it is considered that the proposal should be refused.

For the above noted reasons, it is considered that the proposed development should be refused.

REASON FOR DECISION :

The proposed development is contrary to Adopted Local Plan Policies D2, G1 and NE4, and the advice of
Supplementary Planning Guidance - New Housing in the Borders Countryside {December 2008) and
Supplementary Planning Guidance - Place-Making and Design (January 2010), in that the proposal would in
the short-term cause serious damage to, and promote the long-term loss of, the existing woodland resource
at the site, which it is considered should be substantially retained due to its high landscape value and
significant contribution to the character, sense of place and setting of the building group at Pyatshaw.

The proposed development is contrary to Adopted Local Plan Policies D2 and G1, and the advice of
Supplementary Planning Guidance - New Housing in the Borders Countryside (December 2008) and
Supplementary Planning Guidance - Place-Making and Design (January 2010}, in that the proposed design
and layout of the residential property are not sympathetic to the woodland character of the site or to the
sense of place and setting of the building group at Pyatshaw, in that (i) the site's existing woodland character
would be overwhelmed by a prominently located and highly visible dwellinghouse, which as a consequence
of its siting would be overly-dominant within views from the public road, and (ii) the front-and-centre
positioning of the associated car parking area would be liable to project a particularly unsympathetic urban
or suburban character in views from the public road.

Recommendation: Refused with informatives

1 The proposed development is contrary to Adopted Local Plan Policies D2, G1 and NE4, and the
advice of Supplementary Planning Guidance - New Housing in the Borders Countryside (December
2008) and Supplementary Planning Guidance - Place-Making and Design {January 2010}, in that
the proposal would in the shori-term cause serious damage to, and promote the long-term loss of,
the existing woodland resource at the site, which it is considered should be substantially retained
due to its high landscape value and significant contribution to the character, sense of place and
setting of the building group at Pyatshaw.

2 The proposed development is contrary to Adopted Local Plan Policies D2 and G1, and the advice of
Supplementary Planning Guidance - New Housing in the Borders Countryside (December 2008)
and Supplementary Planning Guidance - Place-Making and Design (January 2010}, in that the
proposed design and layout of the residential property are not sympathetic to the woodland
character of the site or to the sense of place and setting of the building group at Pyatshaw, in that (i)



the site's existing woodland character would be overwhelmed by a prominently located and highly
visible dwellinghouse, which as a consequence of its siting would be overly-dominant within views
from the public road, and (i) the front-and-centre positioning of the associated car parking area
would be liable to project a particularly unsympathetic urban or suburban character in views from the
public road.

Informatives

It should be noted that:

1 INFORMATIVE NOTE 1:

In the event of any subsequent proposal being made for the accommeodation of a dwellinghouse on
this site, please note that although the Roads Planning Section was otherwise supportive, it has
advised that it would still have required the vehicular access to the site to be constructed with a
bituminous surface (tar), preferably to the following standard (or similar):

One layer of 76mm thick (40mm size) bitumen blinded with grit to BS 4987 laid on 375mm of 75mm
broken stone bottoming blinded with Type 1 sub-base.

Work carried out within the road and verge would have to be carried out by an SBC approved

contractor.

“Photographs taken in connection with the determination of the application and any other
associated documentation form part of the Report of Handling”.
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1.1

1.2

1.3

2.1

2.2

3.1

INTRODUCTION

Instructions

We have been instructed by Taylor Architecture Practice, on behalf of Ms. Paula Megson, to carry
out an assessment of the tree cover within a specified area of land at The Schoolhouse, Pyatshaw.
A development of the site is under consideration and our observations on the condition of the trees
is required to assist with the design and ptanning processes.

Documents Supplied
We have been supplied with the following documents:-

« a digital topographical survey plan for the area, The plan show the locations of the most
significant individual trees,

+ a plan showing the boundaries of the specified survey area. The plan has been prepared by
Taylor Architecture Practice and is numbered 101.

Site Visits

We carried out a ground level, visual inspection of the trees on 6th January 2015 when the weather
was clear and dry. All arboricultural information contained in this report was gathered in the course
of that visit.

GENERAL SITE DESCRIPTION

The specified survey area occupies a raised section of ground at the south-westem corner of the
residential property known as the The Schoolhouse. It is a wooded piece of ground separated from
the main property by Pyatshaw Burn and bounded by the public road to the south and a field to the
west.

Tree cover consists of mature beech, sycamore, ash, Silver birch and oak with semi-mature Scots
pines and various younger, planted trees of mixed species. Running along the roadside, and
screening the site from the road, is a managed beech hedge with a height of approximately 2
metres. Taken as a group, the trees form a continuation of a woodland belt running along the
northern side of the road which extends off-site to the west.

THE TREES

Scope of Tree Survey

All trees within the specified area with trunk diameters estimated as being 75mm or more were
included in the survey, in accordance with the recommendations given at 4.2.4 b) of BS5837;

2012 "Trees in relation to demolition and construction - Recommendations", The approximate
locations of trees which were not included in the supplied topographical survey plan were plotted as
accurately as site conditions allowed.

Pyatshaw Burn House - Arboricultural Assessment 0145 [



3.2

3.3

Pyatshaw Bum House - Arboricultural Assessment 01/15

Tree Assessment Methodology

The tree survey was carried out in accordance with the the requirements of section 4 of BS5837:
2012. The trees were assessed to establish their general condition and their suitability for retention
within any future development of the site. They were visually inspected and assessed from ground
level as far as access and site conditions allowed. No climbing or specialist investigations were
undertaken.

Data Collected

Detail on the individual trees assessed is given in the survey schedule attached at Appendix 1.
The schedule has been prepared to accord with sections 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6 of BS 5837: 2012 and
gives the following information : -

Tree number - The trees are numbered in accordance with the Tree Survey Plan
No.PH0115 attached at Appendix 2. Some trees had been previously painted with
consecutive numbers from 1 to 6, and these numbers were re-used to avoid potential
confusion. No additional numbers were painted on any trees and no tags were affixed.
Species - Given by the common name.
Height - The estimated height, informed by dinometer readings where space and
conditions allowed,
Crown radius - Where the crowns are balanced, an average figure is given. Where
crowns are asymmetrical, the estimated radii to the four compass points are given.
Stem diameter - Measured using calibrated tape at approximately 1.5 metres
above ground level where conditions allowed, otherwise they were estimated.
Height of crown development - The height, above adjacent ground level, at
which the crown develops (i.e. the height of the first major branches).
Age - Trees are categorised as Y = Young, MA = Middle-Aged, EM = Early mature,
M = Mature or OM = Over-mature (i.e. senescent and declining).
Physiological condition - An assessment of the overall health and vitality of the
tree, given as Good, Fair, Poor or Dead. It should be noted that the assessment was carried
out in mid-winter, when only a general appraisal could be made.
Comments - A brief description of the tree’s form, along with details of any clearly
visible decay, fungal infection or physical defects.
Preliminary management recommendations - Description of any necessary or
desirable surgery works which should be carried out prior to development.
Estimated remaining contribution - The estimated future safe life expectancy in
years, These are given as <10, 10 - 20, 20 - 40, and 40+.
Category - To indicate the relative value of individual trees, they are placed in the
categories suggested in British Standard 5837: 20012. These are: -
A - Trees of high quality and value : Those in such a condition as to be
able to make a substantial contribution {(a minimum of 40 years is
suggested).
B - Trees of moderate quality and value : Those in such a condition as to
be able to make a significant contribution (a minimum of 20 years is suggested).
C - Trees of low quality and value : in adequate condition to remain until new
planting could be established (a minimum of 10 years is suggested).
U - Trees for removal. Trees which are unsuitable for retention within a
development context as they are dead, dying, structurally compromised
or otherwise have a future safe life expectancy of less than 10 years.



. RPA and Radius- The root protection area (RPA) as given in Annex D of
BS5837:2012 calculated using the formulas given at 4.6.1 of BS 5837: 2012. This is the
recommended area around the tree in m? within which no construction, excavation,
soil stripping, levels changes or other potentially harmful activities should take place unless
appropriate precautions or techniques are employed to avoid root damage. This area should
be protected by fencing for the duration of any development works to avoid damage to the
root system. For guidance, the corresponding radius of the RPA is also given.

Limitations of Survey
3.4 The descriptions of the trees given in the attached survey scheduie reflects their visible condition
on the dates the survey was undertaken. Trees are living organisms which can be subject to

change in a relatively short period of time. It is therefore recommended that they are inspected on
a regular basis for safety reasons, particularly after major storms.

%

Kenneth Harvey Dip. For.
for Tree Consultancy Group

12th January 2015

Pyatshaw Burmn House - Arboricultural Assessment 01/15



Appendix 1

Tree Survey Schedule
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PLANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

To: Planning and Economic Development Attention: Stuart Herkes
From: LANDSCAPE SECTION Date: 2015
Contact: Catherine Andrews Ref:  15/00403/FUL

Subject: Residential property at Pyatshaw Burn, Lauder

It is recognised that a formal recommendation can only be made after consideration of all relevant
information and material considerations. This consultation advice is provided to the Development
Control service in respect of landscape related issues.

Description of the Site
The site is situated in the south west corner of the garden ground of the former Schoolhouse at

Pyatshaw. Its northern boundary is the Pyatshaw Burn, with a tree lined fence and open fields to
the west. A hedge and stone dyke contain the site on the south and eastern boundaries and the
road follows the perimeter in this location. The site is within a cluster of detached traditional and
modern houses and farm buildings in a well treed setting. The former garden site is a wooded
piece of ground containing a number of mature deciducus and coniferous trees which form a
continuation of existing tree belts running from the west on either side of the road towards the site
and connecting with tree groups surrounding adjacent properties. The plot slopes up away from the
road to a small knoll and down again towards the Pyatshaw Burn.

Nature of the Proposal
The proposal is for a detached house clad in dark stained timber with car park to the front of the

property bordered by a low stone wall. The greater part of the existing stone wall and beech hedge
to be retained and a number of mature trees from within the site to be removed.

Implications of the Proposal for the Landscape including any mitigation

The house has been sited perpendicular to the road to accord with other properties in this location
and is sufficiently distant from adjacent houses to contribute to a balanced development within the
building group of Pyatshaw. The development allows for the retention of sufficient numbers of trees
to retain a sense of enclosure and some continuity with tree belts and tree groups surrounding
adjacent properties. The visual amenity of the beech hedge will be retained as part of the proposal
However the roadside view will be considerably broken by the ‘openness’ of the proposed access
and parking area where 2m of hedge will be removed in addition to the trees.

A tree survey carried out by Tree Consultancy Group is included in the application. Of the 29 trees
surveyed the proposals allow for the removal of 7no. decidous trees of which 2no are classed as
Category B and the 5no. Category C as well as a group of 4no. Scots Pines Category C. A section
of Beech hedging is to be removed for driveway access. It is proposed that 11no. trees are planted
to replace those removed. The Root Protection Area of 2no. Category A listed trees fall within the
building line of the house. A proposal for the foundation construction that appears to accommodate
the RPA of these trees has been included.

| consider that tree no 7, Silver Birch (multi stemmed) should be retained as it will have amenity
value in the view from the west facing windows and will be of value in retaining the connection



between the existing tree belt and the trees surrounding the house particularly when viewed from
the road side. However it appears that changes in level may not allow for this.

It is recognised that account has been taken of the existing woodland, trees and hedgerows within
this application however | am concemed that in constructing a house in such a densely treed area,
not only will more than 50% of the existing woodland trees will be removed but the low light levels
for occupants of the proposed house will put pressure on the remaining trees for heavy pruning or
removal particularly in the future.

Consultation Summary

The determination of this application is difficult to judge for although there is a precedent of
similar development within the area the site is shown in mapping records as woodland
since 1843 and the Borders Council policy NE4 seeks to protect the woodland resource of
the Scottish Borders in turn protecting the character of settlements, the countryside and
maintaining habitats.
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