
Comments for Planning Application 20/01620/PPP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 20/01620/PPP

Address: Land South Of Crunzion Cottage Earlston Road Stow Galashiels Scottish Borders

Proposal: Erection of 4 no dwellinghouse with associated infrastructure and access

Case Officer: Carlos Clarke

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Courtenay Young

Address: 60 Earlston Road, Stow, Scottish Borders TD1 2QT

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Inadequate drainage

Comment:The proposed site drains mainly to the east - into the Crunzie Burn and to the west

towards No 60 & 62 Earlston Road, with the (roughly north-south) watershed marked (in red) on

Fig 5 of the Flood Risk Assessment (23-12-2020). Whilst the risk of increased water run-off and

possible flooding into the Crunzie Burn has been assessed (technically or otherwise) and some

provisions have been made for this, there seems to be absolutely no realistic assessment - nor

provisions made - for any increased run off to the west and north-west of the watershed.

Currently, with any moderate to heavy rain, the proposed site and the field to the west of it (south

of Crunzion Cottage) drain off fairly equally: (1) into Earlston Road down the tarmac access road

to No. 58, 60, 62, and Crunzion Cottage; (2) down the access track in front of No. 60 & No. 62,

and then on down the old footpath route running behind Nos. 36, 44, 46, 52, & 54 Earlston Road

and also down the narrow pathway between No. 56 & 60. running north towards Earlston Road;

with (3) some run-off going due west towards No. 58.

The site drainage map (Fig. 5) stops - possibly conveniently - short of some of these properties so

that the accumulated run-off is not displayed.

The fourth paragraph on page 3 of the Saya Consulting report that deals with the Surface Water

Run-off does not mention any provision for surface water run-off from the whole of the section to

the west of the watershed, which is already considerable in heavy rain and will probably increase

with run-off from the two western-most of the proposed houses. The increased run-off may well

propose a flood risk or a risk of subsidence to the mentioned properties liable to be affected.

Further, the proposed new footpath connecting with the (supposed) current footpath to the north of

Crunzion Cottage is shown as accessing the tarmac access road (mentioned in 1 above).

Some of the run-off will probably (or almost certainly) flow down this pathway as well - and anyway

it is not totally clear that these properties will have legal pedestrian access to this private road - but

that is another possible ground for an objection.



Comments for Planning Application 20/01620/PPP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 20/01620/PPP

Address: Land South Of Crunzion Cottage Earlston Road Stow Galashiels Scottish Borders

Proposal: Erection of 4 no dwellinghouse with associated infrastructure and access

Case Officer: Carlos Clarke

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr David Brown

Address: Fairview, Earlston Road, Stow Galashiels, Scottish Borders TD1 2QT

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Detrimental to environment

  - Inadequate access

  - Inadequate drainage

  - Increased traffic

  - Land affected

  - Road safety

Comment:

Objection to Development

 

I reside at number 64 Earlston Road and would like the following points to be added to the official

list of objections regarding the proposed new development .

I a self employed builder have years of experience in all aspects of construction and planing, as

well as being a drainage expert who is often called to assess and resolve many drainage issues

across the country .

 

1a) My first point would be in regards to the present Town Head Bridge over the Crunzie bridge at

the end of Earlston Road by house number 88 , and it's current state of repair . After a brief look at

the bridge, I cannot see how it's capable of taking any more regular traffic generated by more

housing at the top of Earlston road and I would certainly ask for an independent structural report to

be done on the bridge and be included in the proposal

.

1b) I would also like to see a detailed impact assessment on the effect of the construction traffic

and how the developers propose to get materials and plant to site , and also get any excess soil

and waste materials away from site without affecting the bridge.

 



1c) When the Longpark wind farm up the hill to the east was developed, virtually no construction

traffic came up via Earlston Road and a new access track had to be created a few miles further

down the A7 - possibly because of the steep hills and sharp bends in Earlston Road make it

impossible for large very large vehicles.

 

2) My next major points cover drainage rainwater and brown water

 

2a) Drainage

 

My property and the access roads to my neighbours! properties (@ No.s 60 & 62) currently suffer

frequent minor flooding of the land and the almost instant stream of water, as soon as there is any

rain, even with smaller showers. Creating any hard standing surfaces on a higher level will almost

certainly make this drainage problem worse, no matter what measures are put in place - and the

present application does not address how the builder proposes to deal with surface water coming

in this (north-westerly) direction Can I also point out that - currently the Earlston Road drainage

and the Crunzie Burn are almost at flooding point whenever there is heavy rain and there may well

be a risk of flooding lower down the Crunzie Burn at Townfoot and 13 Earlston Road.

I can't see any way that building more houses would not make this drainage problem even worse,

possibly even dangerously so. Incidences of heavy rainfall are increasingly prevalent nowadays

and this development will just add to the drainage problem.

 

2b) Brown Water

It is my understanding that the sewerage system on Earlston Road is close to maximum and

therefore I would ask for a report to be carried out to assess if the existing brown water drainage

and sewerage system can cope with the addition of these new houses. I feel a on-site expert

report would be more feasible and more realistic than a commissioned paper-work exercise.

It's an old drainage system on a steep gradient, which will almost certainly reduce its capacity

 

3) Finally, with regards to traffic and parking, the new houses will have private off-road parking, but

this doesn't change the fact that Earlston Road is at its maximum on-road parking capacity as

many properties don't have off-road parking facilities. Often, you can't see clearly up and down the

road and larger delivery vehicles, dustbin collection vehicles and oil delivery vehicles often have

difficulty negotiating up and down Earlston Road. Therefore, more traffic will mean more difficulties

and possible greater risk of impact damage or even to pedestrians. Children are the life and soul

of our beautiful village and my 3 children have to be warned to watch what they are doing when

crossing Earlston Road, as they can't see the cars till the last minute. More traffic will therefore

mean greater danger to my kids and also to others.

 

For these reasons, my family and I oppose this development

 

Regards David Brown

 







Objections to application: 20/01620/PPP.   19/01/2020.      R. Wilson  
                                                                                                         80 Earlston rd. Stow.TD12QT 
 
Submission of 3 areas of objection. 
 
Objection 1. LDP. 
                    The application site is outwith the Local Development Plan (LDP) and any 
inclusion or exemption to the plan should involve a wider community consultation as it may 
affect such things as local sewage capacity, increased flooding potential due to wash off 
from the proposed site and the style and type of housing required by the village. 
 NB need affordable housing. 
There are other sites within the LDP that have been set aside for housing development and 
these sites should be supported/enabled for housing before other/new sites are allowed 
within the LDP. 
 
Objection 2.a. Traffic management and risk. 
                     Earlston road is already a highly restrictive route due to its narrowness, 
steepness and necessary on street parking frequently requiring vehicles to double park and 
or reverse significant lengths of the road in order to allow oncoming traffic to pass. 
Pedestrians and ability vehicles are often forced to use the road as a thorough fare due to 
the narrowness of the pavement. 
NB. This route (Earlston Road) has become popular and is increasingly used by young 
families, dog walkers and cyclists (especially over the past few years) thus making road 
safety concerns more prominent. 
        The projected increase in traffic by both domestic and commercial service vehicles to 
and from the proposed site would make a nearly bearable situation intolerable increasing 
the risk of accidents considerably. 
 
Objection 2b. Positioning of access bridge. 
                  The proposed siting of the access bridge to the development is midway between 2 
blind bends and on a steep incline. (This is not made clear on the drawings) During winter 
months and during times of heavy use by large agricultural vehicles (which is frequent) this 
could prove to be particularly hazardous. NB there is barely room for 2 cars to pass without 
slowing down. 
 
Objection 3. Run -off/Wash off from the proposed development.  
NB there are no plans nor capacity for the council to take the run-off from this site into their 
water system. 
                     The large footprint of the buildings and infrastructure from the proposed 
development site (given the size of each plot) is likely to lead to significant. Run off 
problems. This would be further compounded by the compaction of the field/soil caused 
during any development of the site. 
                    The assertion that run-off from the site would naturally be diverted East and 
West is highly challengeable. I have lived in a property to the north of the site (for 30 years) 
and can attest that the water predominantly runs North and Northwest. This has resulted in 
water often pooling creating a boggy area at the northwest of the proposed site (in the area 



where the new proposed pedestrian footpath is to be placed.) It is less noticeable at the 
moment since this area has been allowed to grow over with tufted grasses.  
The development of a path here would potentially increase run-off from the site towards 
the adjacent properties and a private road and then on to Earlston Rd. 
 
The increased anticipated run off here could especially affect land slip and subsidence issues 
for no. 80 Earlston Rd. as the hillside backs directly on to the building i.e. up to a height of 
approx. 2 metres). 
 
 If the run-off from the site were to be diverted into the Curzion burn it could potentially 
cause problems further down the burn at the culvert under the road at the corner of 
Earlston RD. (ie top of Earlston Rd. Nb there are records of a flash flood and drowning in this 
vicinity in the village archives.) and then potentially further down the stream towards the 
flood plain.  
 If this is a plausible concern, I would request that SEEPA and other relevant water, habitat 
and environmental stakeholders conduct a more rigorous investigation. 
 
 
R. Wilson 
 
 
 
 
 





Comments for Planning Application 20/01620/PPP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 20/01620/PPP

Address: Land South Of Crunzion Cottage Earlston Road Stow Galashiels Scottish Borders

Proposal: Erection of 4 no dwellinghouse with associated infrastructure and access

Case Officer: Carlos Clarke

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Cameron Jack

Address: 3 Cotland Place, Stow, Galashiels, Scottish Borders TD1 2QP

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Contrary to Local Plan

  - Inadequate drainage

  - Increased traffic

  - Privacy of neighbouring properties affec

Comment:My reasons for objecting to the proposed development are;

 

1. The site is not within the permitted areas of the LDP

 

2. The design of the proposed housing is not in keeping with nearby dwellings,which are among

the oldest in the village.

 

3.The proposed site will add to run-off,already an issue on Earlston Road.

 

4. The site would put extra strain on the antiquated and already over worked sewage system.

 

5.Increased traffic congestion.



Comments for Planning Application 20/01620/PPP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 20/01620/PPP

Address: Land South Of Crunzion Cottage Earlston Road Stow Galashiels Scottish Borders

Proposal: Erection of 4 no dwellinghouse with associated infrastructure and access

Case Officer: Carlos Clarke

 

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Penelope Day-Newbitt

Address: Foresters Cottage Eden Hall, Kelso, Scottish Borders TD5 7QD

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Contrary to Local Plan

  - Detrimental to environment

  - Detrimental to Residential Amenity

  - Inadequate drainage

  - Increased traffic

  - Loss of light

  - Loss of view

  - Overlooking

  - Privacy of neighbouring properties affec

  - Road safety

  - Trees/landscape affected

  - Water Supply

Comment:Sirs,

I have previously lived opposite the planned housing development and have been gravely

concerned regarding further development of the immediate environment.

 

The Council will be aware that the climate is changing and we can expect significant increases in

volume of precipitation and the likelihood of sudden inundations. The history of the burn includes

flooding without warning, both at the existing bridge at the furthest extent of the old housing stock

and lower down the burn near the village centre.

If the houses, road, bridge and footpath are built, increased volumes of runoff with decreased

open field and soil capacity to ease this run off will be likely to increase the risks to the inhabitants.

Currently the road is often challenged with high volumes of run off from higher up the hill creating

large areas of surface water both static and flowing especially as the road curves to run down the

steep hill. This specific area is a 'frost pocket' and the road is often dangerous to foot and



vehicular traffic. It is likely that this present danger would be more frequent and possibly increased

with reduced capacity of the soil and hill to hold back sudden flooding. Has there been a risk

assessment of the type of proposed bridge to the possibility of causing erosion of the burn sides,

the reduction in wildlife amenity or the risk of disturbing the normal flow of the burn in spate so

increasing the risk of sudden 'surges' of water downstream? This must be secured if increased

danger is to be avoided.

 

The capacity of the narrow road to cope with construction traffic without the increased likelihood of

injury to persons and property is severely reduced. Farm traffic and large vehicles associated with

this vital activity already have an impact on the safety of foot traffic and free flow of domestic

vehicles, especially in winter and this would be increased. I could find no part of the plans that has

given any mitigation of these issues.

The developer has not demonstrated sufficient investigation of the water and sewage system or

made suggestions that would ensure problems with these issues would be properly mitigated

either in the short or long term.

 

The properties and their back gardens that are adjacent to the proposed development would be

overlooked and their privacy compromised for ever due to the topography of the site.

 

I ask that the Council should refer to their development plan as I understand that the proposal is

outside the designated village development area. Development 'creep' is a concern to everyone.

The building plans are in stark contrast to the historic building materials and adjacent building

sizes and they will be seen obtruding from the bounds of this historic village from points around

this village, even across the valley and reduce the amenity value of the immediate village area to

residents and visitors.

 

There is a huge need for affordable housing for local people and the proposed development will do

nothing to address this issue. In my opinion the building of 4 very large houses on this site does

not compliment the current village, rather it degrades its character for all while not addressing the

most pressing housing needs.



NAME. R. Wilson and H. Wilson


ADDRESS. 80 Earlston Rd. Stow.


REF. Application ref. 20/01620/PPP


Objection 4. Habitat and Environmental Impact.


The report by Ellendale Environmental states that …. “no evidence of  protected species were 
noted during the survey”. 

Depending on what time of day and how long was spent on the survey ,……this comment could 
be accepted as  accurate (for the survey conducted ).


 However this does not prove that there are no protected species on ,or, using this site.


OTTER sightings have been recorded in the vicinity of the Gala water and its local tributaries .(and 
may well be using the Crunzie burn tributary and surrounding. area , at least, as a means of 
reaching other potential feeding/hunting sites further up the adjacent valleys .

 NB otters are extremely illusive but widely travelled.


  Other species regularly seen in this area include bats, deer, woodpeckers ,owls, nuthatch, 
goldfinch, chaffinch , hedge sparrow plus many more species.


In the report from Ellendale Environmental it further states and concludes that there were 
negligible roost potential for bats ( at the stable block to the south of the proposed development 
site ) .

 Whilst this may be true………. bats must be roosting somewhere ,nearby the site , as there are 
numerous and frequent sitings of Bats feeding/hunting in and around the proposed development 
site ( especially in and above the area of the Crunzie burn) and the dwellings to the north of the 
site.


  It is well documented that in habitats/ environments where there is water and mature 
woodland ,bordering arable land, bats could be both supported and find suitable roosting 
potential . Unfortunately the burn has already lost a substantial stretch of mature trees, very 
recently , in the Crunzie burn area around the proposed bridge access point to the site.

  

  It is possible that some bat species could be using some of the mature trees within the Crunzie 
burn area ( including under the bridge at top of Earlston rd.) as roosting sites .


   The proposed lighting of the proposed site may also further degrade the feeding /hunting 
environment for bats.


 Within the boundaries of the Crunzie burn ( at the site of the proposed access bridge) there are 
numerous snowdrop and some primrose plants as well as those documented in the report .


  NB.The bridge access area and culvert. 


    The potential increase in flow from the proposed access bridge culvert could result in the burns 
base, and as a consequence …insect larvae , invertebrates etc.being washed further down 
stream thus degrading the feeding environment for bats, birds and other small mammals 
( possibly shrews ).


 Given the above …..it is plausible to conclude that the habitat , species and environmental survey 
conducted appears to be limited and a more rigorous assessment should be sought from relevant 
stakeholders. Not doing so and being unsupported by such stakeholders could lead to 
costly ,future ,legal and mitigation interventions.


 

.



























Comments for Planning Application 20/01620/PPP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 20/01620/PPP

Address: Land South Of Crunzion Cottage Earlston Road Stow Galashiels Scottish Borders

Proposal: Erection of 4 no dwellinghouse with associated infrastructure and access

Case Officer: Carlos Clarke

 

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Grace A Frew

Address: Braeside, 33 Earlston Road, Stow, Scottish Borders TD1 2RL

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Contrary to Local Plan

  - Flood plain risk

  - Road safety

Comment:Objection to Planning Application 20/01620/PPP

 

I am writing to object to Planning Application 21/01620/PPP, Development of Earlston Road. My

objections are set out below:

 

 

Objection 1:  Out with Local Development Plan

 

The application is out with the Local Development Plan (LDP) and out with the settlement

boundary of Stow. Indeed it is classed as 'white land'.  Therefore any inclusion or exemption to the

plan should merit wider community consultation.

 

Objection 2:  Road safety and congestion

 

Access to the site during the build, with lorries travelling to the site, will have a negative impact on

Earlston Road and safety for residents.

 

 

The transport statement prepared by Transport Planning notes that comprehensive comments

were made regarding the site as part of Local Development Plan and repeats what was said by

SBC in in 2018:

 



 

"This site should not be zoned for development as the surrounding road network is too contained.

Earlston Road is narrow with a considerable level of on-street parking so that single file traffic is

forced along significant lengths. The footway in Earlston Road are very narrow to the extent that a

person with a pram or wheelchair is forced to use the carriageway and the roadside footway is so

steep that part of it is stepped, so not allowing 'battier free access. Furthermore, it is not possible

to provide a footway over Townhead Bridge and the public road leading to the site beyond the

bridge is narrow and steep with no suitable point of access because of the road gradients. "

 

 

Objection 3:  Potential increase in flooding and extra strain on sewage system within village of

Stow

 

      Stow is identified in the Scottish Borders Council's Flood Contingency Plan as being at risk of

flooding.

 

      Flood risk is increased outwith the site to the rest of Earlston Road and the lower lying land

and houses in Stow. SEPA would need to be re-assess flood risk and flood risk areas (and maps)

in Stow to take cognisance of the proposed new houses and the impact they would have on the

current identified flood risk areas.

 

      Currently SEPA does not carry out mapping for burns less than 3km2 and Crunzie Burn is less

than 3km2. Therefore the impact of the site is unknown.

 

 

Lastly a point to note: the very large size of the houses means they will not contribute to the

shortfall of housing in Stow and certainly will not fall into the affordable housing bracket, which is

particularly important for young people who have grown up in Stow. Therefore not contributing to

the requirements of the community to enable young people to continue to reside in Stow.

 



From:laura steckler
Sent:Sat, 23 Jan 2021 11:40:06 +0000
To:Planning & Regulatory Services
Subject:objection to proposed development Ref 20/01620/PPP

CAUTION: External Email 

Dear Borders Council

I am writing to object to Proposed development Ref 20/01620/PPP.

I live at 60 Earlston Rd in Stow.   I have a number of concerns about the proposal:

1. I am part owner of the lane that is proposed as a public footpath.  I would firstly like to 
question why I have not been included in the initial consultation on this?  I am concerned 
that liability for accidents/injuries incurred on that lane could fall to the owners.  It gets 
very icy in winter and is dangerous.  Furthermore, I strongly object to increase foot traffic 
by my home.  I bought this home in 2007 because of its peaceful position.  In addition, as 
I am responsible in part (with 4  others) for the maintenance of the path, increased traffic 
will necessitate more frequent upkeep.

2. I am concerned about increased vehicular traffic on Earlston Road.  I frequently walk 
by the site, there are cyclists, children playing etc.  The road is windy.  I am  concerned 
that there could  be  increased accidents, pollution, and a less hospitable environment for 
the rural activities that so many in the village engage in.

3. Drainage  is also an issue.  We suffer some minor flooding already and I am concerned 
that run-off from the proposed building site could exacerbate this.

4. I am concerned that the style of housing is not in keeping with the character of the 
village which is important to me and one of the reasons I moved here.

5.  There are a number of other approved development sites within the Local 
Development Plan, still to be fully developed and I do not want to encourage 
‘development creep’.  

I trust that you will consider these objections seriously.  Can you please acknowledge 
receipt of this message?

Yours sincerely,

Dr Laura Steckler

60 Earlston Rd 
Stow
TD1 2QT 



Dr. Laura Hope Steckler
Clinical & Somatic Psychology & Psychotherapy
BPS Chartered; HCPC & UKCP Registered
laura@laura-steckler.com
www.laura-steckler.com
07770235081

mailto:laura@laura-steckler.com
http://www.laura-steckler.com/






From:Lorna Lagerman
Sent:Mon, 25 Jan 2021 12:59:30 +0000
To:Planning & Regulatory Services
Subject:Ref 20/01620/PPP

CAUTION: External Email 

Dear Scottish Borders Council

We are writing to you with our objections for the proposed development Ref 
20/01620/PPP.

We live at 56, Earlston Road and we have the following concerns regarding this proposed 
development:

1. Our 200 year old house sits adjacent to the lane where the footpath is proposed 
for. Drainage is already a huge issue for us. We have spent thousands already on 
damp coursing and have to use a pump daily in our back garden to manage 
flooding. Run off from the site is a big concern for us. 

2. Earlston road is already in a terrible state of disrepair with many large potholes. 
The road is also very narrow and on street parking is very challenging. Vehicles 
often have to reverse the length of the road as bypassing is not possible. Many 
large commercial vehicles already use Earlston road as a connection to Lauder 
and Earlston. We are very concerned about how the street will cope with 
increased traffic. 

3. As outlined in point 2, increased use of the road will also cause safety issues. 
There are many young children living on this street. We do not allow our daughter 
to cross the road without adult supervision. Many families, cyclists and dog 
walkers use this road and on one occasion our dog was narrowly missed being hit 
by a van. Despite the current speed limit, most vehicles still travel above 20mph. 
Increased traffic means increased likelihood of accidents occuring.

4. There are already proposed development sites and this is not one of them. We 
would also like to know why trees have already been felled with anticipation of 
building work. Very few residents seem to have been consulted about this plan 
and we want to know why when ultimately it will affect many.

We moved to Stow several years ago to raise our young daughter in what we hoped 
would be a safe, village location. Whilst we appreciate development is inevitable, we 
certainly did not expect it to occur out with the proposed areas. If this development gets 
the go ahead, then what's to say more fields aren't taken over to large new build 
properties that are not in keeping with the style and character of the village.

Yours Sincerely



Mr. and Mrs. Lagerman































Comments for Planning Application 20/01620/PPP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 20/01620/PPP

Address: Land South Of Crunzion Cottage Earlston Road Stow Galashiels Scottish Borders

Proposal: Erection of 4 no dwellinghouse with associated infrastructure and access

Case Officer: Carlos Clarke

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr PHIL PETCHEY

Address: Haypark, Hay Park Loan, Stow, Scottish Borders TD1 2QT

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Contrary to Local Plan

  - Detrimental to Residential Amenity

  - Increased traffic

  - Land affected

  - No sufficient parking space

  - Noise nuisance

  - Privacy of neighbouring properties affec

  - Road safety

  - Value of property

Comment:HayPark Cottage is on the lower part of Earlston Road where it is at its steepest. Two

other roads converge at this point. I have observed how dangerous it is to both traffic and

pedestrians at this bend of Earlston Road: traffic needs to reverse on a very steep hill to allow

vehicles to pass. The road has considerable on-street parking and narrow access. My father used

a mobility scooter and he had to use the road as pavement was unsuitable or parked cars blocked

use. I believe it would be creating an additional hazard to allow extra traffic on this already

congested road.



Ref. Application 20/01620/PPP


R. Wilson 80 Earlston Rd. Stow .


Objection 5. To above referenced application. 26/01/2021


I object to the proposed development on grounds that our property will be overlooked by 
especially plots 1 and  2 ,which are positioned directly to the south of our property , thus 
infringing on our privacy. 


The claim that there would be limited viewing from adjacent properties ( in Land and Visual Impact 
report ) and that.  ” this would not be from primary.rooms “ is inaccurate as our main rooms ( living 
room, kitchen and bathroom ) are upstairs and facing  south.


We will also be looking at buildings which appear to be totally out of keeping with both the size 
and design of the nearby adjacent historic buildings on the edge of the conservation boundaries .


NB. It is rumoured that the nearby adjacent , historic buildings were omitted from the conservation  
area due to oversight.


The proposed screen of structural woodland may eventually hide some of the buildings in plots 1 
& 2 but would ,inevitably , bring unwanted shade to our property. Nb  sun and light is 
predominantly from the south.


Without properly, integrated ,scaled measurements of the whole field ( the Lambing Field ) , the 
development site, the building plots and the proposed buildings ….it is difficult to gauge how 
serious an impact the size of such buildings would have on the visual appraisal from nearby and 
other view points throughout the village. 


We therefor have no option but to object and would contest some of the assumptions made in the  
Landscape and Visual appraisal report associated with this planning application.


R.Wilson and H. Wilson


 



Comments for Planning Application 20/01620/PPP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 20/01620/PPP

Address: Land South Of Crunzion Cottage Earlston Road Stow Galashiels Scottish Borders

Proposal: Erection of 4 no dwellinghouse with associated infrastructure and access

Case Officer: Carlos Clarke

 

Customer Details

Name: Miss Anne Richardson

Address: Corriegills, 47 Earlston Road, Stow, Scottish Borders TD1 2RL

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Contrary to Local Plan

  - Detrimental to environment

  - Inadequate drainage

  - Increased traffic

  - Road safety

Comment:- Increased traffic/road safety

Given the steep gradient, narrow width, blind bends and on-street parking on Earlston Road the

increased traffic resulting from this proposed development not to mention the construction vehicles

which would require access to and from the site increases the risk of accidents for both drivers

and pedestrians. Visibility is poor, passing places are few, vehicles frequently have to reverse to

allow approaching drivers to pass. The capacity for on-street parking has been reached and given

its narrow width this effectively reduces the road to single track. Larger vehicles struggle to

navigate the road and residents have to move parked cars to facilitate passage. Disabled

residents are forced to use mobility scooters on the road as the pavement is not suitable, e.g.

there are steps and it is obstructed by parked cars. The road is popular with hikers, cyclists and

horse riders not to mention young children playing outside their homes and increased traffic would

jeopardize their safety.

 

- Inadequate drainage

Heavy rain results in water and debris running down Earlston Road which given the steep gradient

can be hazardous for drivers and pedestrians leading to icy conditions in low temperatures and

posing a potential flood risk. Increased water run-off from the proposed development site will

further compound this situation.

 

- Contrary to local development plan



The proposed development is outside the Council's designated local development area plan and is

not in keeping with the historic nature of the adjacent properties. The situation of this development

will be visible from outside the village and is detrimental to its character and to the surrounding

environment.



Comments for Planning Application 20/01620/PPP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 20/01620/PPP

Address: Land South Of Crunzion Cottage Earlston Road Stow Galashiels Scottish Borders

Proposal: Erection of 4 no dwellinghouse with associated infrastructure and access

Case Officer: Carlos Clarke

 

Customer Details

Name: Dr Scott Montgomery

Address: 54 Earlston Road, Stow, Scottish Borders TD1 2QT

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Contrary to Local Plan

  - Detrimental to environment

  - Flood plain risk

  - Increased traffic

  - Privacy of neighbouring properties affec

  - Road safety

  - Trees/landscape affected

Comment:I would like to add my objection to Planning Application 21/01620/PPP, Development of

Earlston Road.

 

As the site of the proposal is outwith the Local Development Plan, this development should not be

pursued as it clearly requires wider consultation with the community as a whole and should not

proceed as an exception to the LDP as this creates a precedent for development creep. As has

been noted in other objections, there are other locations which are available for development in

the LDP and in areas which do not clash in character with the surrounding properties, which these

properties clearly do.

 

Earlston Road is an old and narrow street which does not lend itself to this sort of development. I

point you to the Scottish Borders Council Full Site Assessments for ASTOW029:

 

"This site should not be zoned for development as the surrounding road network is too contained.

Earlston Road is narrow with a considerable level of on-street parking so that single file traffic is

forced along significant lengths. The footway in Earlston Road are very narrow to the extent that a

person with a pram or wheelchair is forced to use the carriageway and the roadside footway is so

steep that part of it is stepped, so not allowing 'battier free access. Furthermore, it is not possible



to provide a footway over Townhead Bridge and the public road leading to the site beyond the

bridge is narrow and steep with no suitable point of access because of the road gradients. "

 

Four large houses will also put a greater load on the sewage system on Earlston Road - and this

despite currently being outside the Stow boundary. The SBC LDP notes: "With regard to Waste

Water Treatment Works, Stow has limited capacity". It is also unclear what the consequences will

be for flooding and runoff in the street which is often an issue already.

 

I am frustrated that the trees have been felled in preparation for the bridge for this proposal even

before any invitation to object was issued. Also, since the increase in traffic on this narrow, steep

and winding road will impact all who live on and use Earlston Road, it is disappointing more people

were not formally invited by SBC to comment or object.

 

Regards,

 

Dr Scott Montgomery

54 Earlston Road

Stow

TD1 2QT



Comments for Planning Application 20/01620/PPP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 20/01620/PPP

Address: Land South Of Crunzion Cottage Earlston Road Stow Galashiels Scottish Borders

Proposal: Erection of 4 no dwellinghouse with associated infrastructure and access

Case Officer: Carlos Clarke

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr William Finlayson

Address: Whyalla, 29 Earlston Road, Stow, Scottish Borders TD1 2RL

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Contrary to Local Plan

  - Detrimental to environment

  - Increased traffic

  - Land affected

  - Privacy of neighbouring properties affec

  - Road safety

  - Trees/landscape affected

Comment:-The proposed development lies outside of the LDP permitted areas.

-These houses would not contribute to the lack of quality affordable housing in the village.

-There are already regular recurring problems with the drainage and sewer system for the street.

-The road is very narrow with poor visibility, and not suited to additional traffic.



Comments for Planning Application 20/01620/PPP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 20/01620/PPP

Address: Land South Of Crunzion Cottage Earlston Road Stow Galashiels Scottish Borders

Proposal: Erection of 4 no dwellinghouse with associated infrastructure and access

Case Officer: Carlos Clarke

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Conor Moran

Address: The Yellow House, 35 Earlston Road, Stow Galashiels, Scottish Borders TD1 2RL

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Contrary to Local Plan

  - Detrimental to environment

  - Inadequate access

  - Inadequate drainage

  - Increased traffic

  - Land affected

  - Loss of view

  - Noise nuisance

  - Overlooking

  - Privacy of neighbouring properties affec

  - Road safety

  - Trees/landscape affected

  - Water Supply

Comment:If the proposed planning were to go ahead, it would be detrimental to the local

environment whilst also causing grave concern for the safety of Stow's residents, particularly

families with children.

 

The disruption caused by the building of these properties would disrupt local wildlife. Deer

regularly roam in the field which has been highlighted in the planning application as well as the

adjacent woods.

 

The top of Earlston Road already suffers from inadequate drainage during heavy rain and snow,

and the building of these new properties will only serve to exacerbate this problem.

 

There are grave safety concerns which should prohibit the building of property outside of the



current local development plan, specifically in the case of this application.

 

Earlston Road is a narrow road and is already full to capacity with parked vehicles. This is the

case during the day as well as during the early morning and evening. There simply is not the

space for heavy good vehicles to navigate Earlston Road safely without great disruption for

neighbouring residents.

 

The adjacent woods are frequently used by families, dog-owners and children for walking, cycling

and playing. It is in respect of children playing and cycling in the woods that I am most concerned.

The woods at the top of Earlston Road are a safe place for children to play freely with limited

danger. Increased traffic from the proposed planning permission reduces the safety of local

residents in the long-term as well as during any construction work.

 

Many houses on Earlston Road, such as ours, have no front garden and the front door leads

immediately onto the pavement and road. It is already a concern for families with young children

that there is such a limited space between that front door and the road, and there is always a risk

that children could inadvertently walk onto the road and in the way of oncoming traffic. This is

obviously always a risk, but it is not one which needs to be increased as a result of building new

properties and increasing through traffic.

 

In addition to the above, the proposed access to the new developments is at a blind bend on a

road where many vehicles already travel too quickly to be deemed safe.

 

You may gather from the above that there are already several safety concerns regarding the

increase in traffic that Earlston Road has seen in recent years. The development of four large

family homes with double garages will only increase the risk of danger posed to residing

neighbours and should be carefully considered in the matter of this planning proposal.



Comments for Planning Application 20/01620/PPP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 20/01620/PPP

Address: Land South Of Crunzion Cottage Earlston Road Stow Galashiels Scottish Borders

Proposal: Erection of 4 no dwellinghouse with associated infrastructure and access

Case Officer: Carlos Clarke

 

Customer Details

Name: Miss Jordan Wilson

Address: The Yellow House, 35 Earlston Road, Stow Galashiels, Scottish Borders TD1 2RL

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Contrary to Local Plan

  - Detrimental to environment

  - Inadequate access

  - Inadequate drainage

  - Increased traffic

  - Loss of view

  - No sufficient parking space

  - Overlooking

  - Privacy of neighbouring properties affec

  - Road safety

  - Value of property

Comment:Reasons for objection as follows:

 

Having grown up in Stow and now living here with my family, Earlston Road has always been

busy, with a struggle for parking and many cars going up and down. Building of additional

properties would only add to this, both during construction and when complete. With many children

living on the street, this is something that would impact massively on their safety walking up and

down the hill. More children and families also use the woods to play and to walk dogs, the

increase in traffic will be detrimental to the safety of them.

 

The properties proposed would be facing directly onto existing properties on Earlston Road, one of

which I grew up in. This not only takes away views but more importantly privacy of people living in

these houses, one of the many reasons they were purchased.

 

It has been clear from the winter that we have just had that the road leading up to the proposed



development site can become covered in ice, snow and a lot of mud. With the access to the site

on a blind bend, this could prove to be hazardous. This is not only the case in the winter, but also

in other months with many agricultural vehicles using the road also. The increase of this also

contributes to the flood risk in the area.



From:TheGingerking video thing
Sent:Thu, 28 Jan 2021 17:11:19 +0000
To:Planning & Regulatory Services
Subject:Planning reference Comment.

CAUTION: External Email 

Samuel Hartswood,
88, Earlston Road, Stow.
Ref: 20/01620/PPP.
 
Comment
 
I have lived in Stow all my life and enjoy the proximity to the countryside. I thought that 
being within the conservation part of the village would protect this end of Earlston Road 
from development. Apparently our house was removed from the conservation protection 
after 2012 and I do not know why this decision was made.
 
The local development plan (LDP) and village boundary are on our garden boundary. 
This should also be taken into consideration when planning outside these areas, 
preferably with community consultation. I was surprised to find that there was a previous 
LDP application to put our eighteenth century house on a roundabout as part of site 
access in 2016. I am glad this was rejected. This is a historic and beautiful part of the 
village; this development is of large, modern looking houses that do not seem to fit in.
 
I want the countryside and woodland to be there for other people to enjoy in the future. 



Comments for Planning Application 20/01620/PPP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 20/01620/PPP

Address: Land South Of Crunzion Cottage Earlston Road Stow Galashiels Scottish Borders

Proposal: Erection of 4 no dwellinghouse with associated infrastructure and access

Case Officer: Carlos Clarke

 

Customer Details

Name: Dr Mark Hartswood

Address: Hillcrest, 88 Earlston Road, Stow, Scottish Borders TD1 2QT

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Contrary to Local Plan

  - Designated Conservation Area

  - Detrimental to Residential Amenity

  - Inadequate access

  - Increased traffic

  - No sufficient parking space

  - Overlooking

  - Privacy of neighbouring properties affec

  - Road safety

Comment:For the attention of Carlos Clarke, regarding planning application 20/01620/PPP

 

Objection to the proposal.

 

Appropriateness of the development

 

The proposed development is outside any of the areas designated for development in the village

plan. The site has been suggested before for inclusion in the plan and rejected as unsuitable. The

policy under which the development is justified refers to remote developments and not ones

adjacent to village boundaries (Policy HD2). Appropriate levels of land have been made available

in the local plan so an extra allocation is unwarranted (Policy PMD4). If the the developer wishes

to develop their site they should do this as part of the village plan process. The developer has not

made clear any community benefits to this site nor has the developer consulted with the

community how any wider benefit might be achieved. Expensive villas are proposed rather than

housing affordable by young people growing up locally.

 



Conservation

 

The proposed development is adjacent to the main conservation area of the village and its original

historical centre. Road access to the development is via a newly proposed bridge crossing

Crunzian burn outwith but adjacent to the village boundary. Installing the bridge, large modern

housing and infilling the burn will substantially alter the approach to the village and negatively

impact character of the conservation area. This does not represent a logical extension of a built up

area (PMD4).

 

Visibility

 

The proposed road access is on a steep part of Earlston Road frequently used by walkers,

cyclists, horse riders and farm vehicles. The road is narrow and often icy in the winter. Having an

additional junction on a steep section of narrow road where visibility is reduced by sharp bends

and where there is frequent pedestrian, animal and cycle use will create additional hazards and

significantly reduce its value as an amenity for the community and others using the area for

exercise and recreation.

 

The extent of the visibility from the proposed junction up and down the road presented in the

supporting documents is questionable. The visibility spay shown on the developer's plan to the

north is shown to the wrong side of the carriageway. If drawn to the correct side this is reduced

significantly. This is a steep, narrow road with fast moving bicycles thus increasing the need for

good visibility. The verges on the West side of the road are outwith the owner's control often

overgrown with gorse which may obscure the bend. I believe the visibility onto a potentially 60mph

road should be 4.5x215m which is not actually achieved.

 

Vehicular access and congestion

 

Parking on Earlston Road is limited. Parked cars mean that the road that there are considerable

lengths single lane transit with limited passing places. Larger vehicles mount the pavement to

allow cars to pass which is hazardous for those in properties where there is a narrow pavement.

Additional traffic from the proposed development will add to this congestion. Moreover, due to the

steepness of the slope, Earlston Road itself is often becomes impassable in the winter due to

snow and ice. When road access is cut off to the proposed development this would lead to up to 8

more vehicles looking to park on Earlston Road or lower down in the village which, as noted

above, is already congested.





















Objection to application 20/01620/PPP  4/2/2021 

  from R. Wilson on behalf of objector who wishes to remain anonymous . This objection was 
handed in to me last night (3/2/2021) by a local resident, with a request to submit it on their 
behalf.


1. Lack of transparency with the community : I was shocked to hear of this development. I have 
been told that the proposal for these houses was placed in the Southern Reporter. Not in my 
opinion an adequate way in which to inform or involve a village community. The notification 
was, apparently, so small it could have been easily missed .                                                  
Secondly during this pandemic life is different for many people,  more effort should have been 
made by the developers to ensure the community were well informed and given an 
opportunity to comment.


2. Outwith the LDP : There is a real concern that if this development is allowed, it will grow ‘arms 
and legs’ and the relaxation of the development plan could also give way to further 
developments outwith the LDP. There is the danger that Stow just becomes another commuter 
town losing its heart and sole. Too many houses and uncoordinated developments being a 
contributory factor . We do not need further houses to be built over and above the, already 
allocated, LDP. Furthermore these house are unaffordable to most.


3. Access :  Earlston Rd is used a lot by the local community for recreation eg. walkers, cyclists, 
runners and horses .The woods alongside are particularly popular with families and children.  
The increase in traffic and the fact that the access, to the proposed development site , is 
between two ‘blind’ corners giving rise to a  real concern for the safety of families and 
individuals.                                                                                                                    
Furthermore we should be trying to improve the communities access to green spaces, the 
countryside and woodland and NOT make it more restrictive. 


4. Increase in traffic :   Earlston Rd is already very busy. On street parking and being a narrow 
road means that drivers frequently have to reverse in order to allow others to pass.                                      
During the winter the hill can become very dangerous and sometimes impossible to drive up 
or down with many people resorting to parking their cars at Townfoot. ( This is also a problem 
when snow is forecast and people have to leave for work early in the morning )                                            


      Who is going to ensure that access to the proposed new development is kept clear  ?


5.   Felling of trees :   Lastly why were trees felled prior to the proposed development being 
passed ? The road was blocked whilst this was happening no notification was given, drivers were 
having to turn back .          



