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1. Introduction

With eference to the above Planning Appiicaon we wite o request a review of the reasons fr refusal, uhich we beleve are fiawed.

The grounds on which we wish to contest the Planning Decision are:

1= The validty ofthe only otjection, fram the Community Council,

2~ Inconsistencies inthe Case Offcers Report of Handing.

3-The Case Offcers failure to recognise the design aporoach adopted and pursut of his oan subjective agenda on what he deems to be appropriate

The Case Offier's Planming Report has established that the ste s sutable for Development, confiming ther own pre-application advice. The ony objecfionis a
fiawed one from the Communty Councl (seg below). Numerous amendments have been ncororated intothe proposals over the course of the zpplication to
accommodate the planning oficer’s comments and nofably, are-origntation o the bulding dectly to saisfythe Roads Depariment,

Therefore e contend thatrefusalis based upon & narrow aoplicaton of curent design guidance by the Planning Gase Offcer coupled wih hs psrsonal perception
of theimpact this development i fkely o have on the existing bulding group, confirming a fack of understanding of our proposal. The judgement also overlooks he
contrbution ofthe propasal to complte the e in a way which reinforces the naraive of the evalution of a range of agricutural buldings which hiave begn
fepurposed.

Iis essential thatthe contextual levation (in Appendix 4) i read in conjuncion with this appeal.

Wetrustthe Local Review Body wil find the following informaion t be in order and believe this o give adequate ustficaton to our submission,



2. Executive summary
In summeary, we would highiight the folowing paints in suppert of the examination o our submission o the Local Review Body

o Reporof Handling ofers an incomplete assessment of the planning meris.

o Inconsistent approach from the RPS & Planning Departmentto “development’, The Report of Handing fals to shaiw breach of planning reguletions. The
roposal, in princile, complies vith Policy HD2. there s no evidence of breach of Polcy PMD2.

+ - Heavy dependence on the only consutee objecton, from the Community Counci, which is fawed and should be eniely discounted on the grounds sel out
below. SEPAIS approving.

+ - Planning Offier pursues own aesthetic nothat of the appiicant whots alsothe landowner and owner of al the surraunding land and buitdings and fals to
take account ofthe overall developmen site narrtive (converted farm buidings).

+ - Planning Officr overlooks the extremely imted pubic visbity: lowraffc, private cnership, the contained nature ofthe site and the buicing orientaion
means very limited visbilty to the public despite acknowledgement. The site i approximately km south-west of Ashkirk, alongside the G20 publc road. s
adjacent a air ofcotiages, beyond which a residental-converted fam buldings and a detache former farmhouse... e acjacent andpropedy s wiin
the applicant’s ounership,

+ The planing oficer fais to ote any grounds for refusal ot than zesthetic

The planning statement and supporting contextual information (2 Appendlx 4) submited with this application explains n detal th carefully considered rafionale
behind the applicant s wish to add ths particuar stle of dweling to he existing group of uildings in his ownership. The Case Offcer sates that s funcamentaly
unacceptableto adoptthe dea of recreating a converted buiding inthis ocation and indeed willharm the characte of the group, without providing supporting
evidence why his would be te case o rebuting the contextualinformation which explains why this is an appropriate, even hest, approach, We would contend that
the Case Offeer has become diverted in is assessment of hese proposals and has fald to appreciate that we have adcpted a simple, rustic architectural design
stylethatisin sympathy with the agricubural character of the surrounding area and orginal s of the bulding group.



3. Invalidity of only objection from Community Councl (CC)

This consulation response s addressed dircclly because cearly t has influgnced the Case Offcers decision torefuse; evidenced by the promingnce of being the
firs e in hs report an given multile references despite being the only consufiee abjecton.

Unfortumately there are a number of fauls inthis consultaion response and ts handing which argu that i, and more mportantly the infuence t had on the plamning
officer, should be discounted n s enfirety:

Procedure

o Although the CC submission was mads on 13 December 2021t was nat published on the public portal untl § August 2022, AFTER the decision to refuse
Wwas made. The appicant onlyleatof s existence from referencein the report of handing, Sothere was no opportunityto challenge its eronecus
statements prior o decision. This faure by the LPA to publih this response uni afer the decision nofice e been issued has prejudiced the applicanfs
postion wit respeck o this application and should therefore be discounted.

+ - There are a rumber of signifiant procedural issues with thesubmission which question it valdty as bein eiible as a matter of record or representative of
the CC commitee: there is norecord of it ever having been discussed by the CC e minutes of CC meetings immediaely prior to and afer the submission
record No Planning Matters;current CC commitiee members who served at the fime e Dec 21 had no regollction of contrbutingto or approvingthe
submission, despite the strength of f and the assertions mads. | ssems likelytorepresent the views of anindhicual not be representatve of the CC
Further, dates of receint of ntfication and respanse are inconsistent with thase resorded by the Case Offcer and the response was made out ofime. The
CC are presenly investigating their predecessors’handing of the matte and remedial raining may be offred to the CC in fuwre

Content
+ The CC make unfounded ciams abaut sewege, both drectly and by nference, which are untrue, t seems from the report that these false comments have
infuenced te planning offce.
o The planning ofcer’s report of handing states the design is fundamentallythe same s that considered by the Communiy Counci, Thisis unfrue; the
design was revised snifcanty postthe CC comment, notably e-rigntaton (to accommodate the Roads Departments comments) and substanil reision
tothe elevations and especially the elevation facing the road to accommadate the planning offcers advice.

Forthase reasons, we believe the flawed CC submission and the clear infliznce it had upon the Case Offier should be discounted entirely.



4 Inconsistencies in the Case Officer's Repart of andling

The Regort of Handing cantains nurreraus incansistgncies h#hich cartain views are expressad, then contradicted elseanere in the repart and i the decision
nolce

Page 2 paragranh 4
Under the sut-heading of ‘Prircicle’ the Case Offcr states *The prcposal, inneinl, complies with Flcy ACZ'

page 3, paragpach 6

The previous aceeptance is reinforeed when assassing the praposed design. concuding: “However, qiven the variefy of existing buldings; height of the
farmhouse {which the proposal would nof exceed); the existing orientation of the bullaings, which incluces gahles on to the road: and the extent and
scope of ublic visibilty (wherehy this buiding would he seen in context with the overal group), these factors (though concerrs] would nof be
determinative”,

Desatethis, on page 4, paragraah athe Case Offcer contradicts ths by stafing “The propcsals i fo comiy it Poliies PMDE and ACZ aneldogs nct gy e
Furlamenfal privcies cf the supporting guicarce.”Thisis lso given as  reasan forrefusal on the decsion natics which staes ‘The prccosed develcpment wour
0l to fs desgn ano melerals fe ursympaifiefc e, ar! adversely impact o, the characte! ofthe bulbing grou, cortrary to Poicies PND2 anc M2 of The Local
Cevelcement Flan 2016,

Page 3, paragranh 7

He Is incorrec; when he states ‘most ofyecticrabie f e cortempcrary ansroack; b eigvatirs) s the scuifvest eisvalion wioh wouk! e drecly i publc vy cr
aproach ot group from ihat drechion,” This elevetion ismat dreetly om public vies, t 5 TANGENTIALLY i puslic vies: being at 90 dey tothe C olass. e ow use,
[0, near a comer sich means the elevation is n view for  malte of seconds, This objeion is alo despite acceating the view can be mitgated b landscaping.

tis 2lso despte accapting that massis not material and notes tis complementary fo the GROUP as noted n his fforementiond camment on page 3, paregraph 6.

Regarding the comments aba:the SV levation and specially Wi coors and wiaciss weuld consiverabiy bereff fom a veroal orieniatir, as wsed on clher
Operings ontie Eudedng, However, the anloantis unuiling fo amend fhe preposas i fis regarl, We wera reuctantto make uther amendment simply because
we befieve the design as submilted achieves this qoal (2s was infended by us). The substantal msetting ofthe tre ight hand windors creates a vertical group
Infended to evoke & famer agriculural apsning, When this insetting and the resultng verica oreniations ofthe o windai grounsis properly Understood, | canbe
seen fat delivers hot ours and the planming offcer's abjective and doss acho ohher elevations

The Cass Offeer ackaoatedges thatihe apoliant wishes ta pursue an agricutural aesthetc [Ref emal fom Case Officerto agent dated 14 June 2022] which would
b consistentwith a group o converted agrcultural buldings but then overrides this core principle when referring to @ groug whichis “fundamentaly domestic n
nature " without also acinostedoing tis s because they are converted farm buldngs fas this proosal sekstorelet)

These inconsitencies cast douat on the planning deoision and perhaps pointtowards the Gase Offer's apparent motive for refusal which s ced & the third em
O OUr grounds for 2pgedl



5. Failureto recognise the design approach adopted and pursuit of the Case Officer's own subjective preference

LDP Policy PHD?2 requires, a5 reqards design and materials hat developments:
h) create 2 sense of place, based on a clear understanding of context, though not excluding contemporary designs;
Ijare of a scale, massing and height appropriate to ther surroundings;
j)are finished extemally in materials, the colours and teitures of which complement the highest qualty o architeclure n the localty, and
K) are compaible wih and respectthe character of he surounding area and buit form,

LDP Policy HO?2 requires thaf developments should be appropriate i scale, sting, design and materals and be Sympathetic to he characte of an existing group.

Guidance within Plcemaking and Design and New Housing inthe Borders Countryside SPGs further develop on tese palicy objectives. Fundamentaly, ough
contemporary designs and materials are not, by anymeans, uled out, the key issug here s wheher the proposal wil sut the contert and ulimatsly achieve what is
required n thi partcuar case .. a development tat primaily relaes sympatheticaly o the characte of he sunounding local area and the existing buling greup
to which it would be added while creating & sense of lace and respect the sumounding area and buit form,

The offcer acknowledges there s no objection to a buiding per se and develops this narratve in acoepting that the exiting bulding group is comprised ofa
collcton of ifering farm buldings (shallenging his previous assessment that the group is fundamentall domestic in nature),with difering Scale, exterorfnish and
orientafion (the majorty of which have been e-purpased forresidential use). Therefore he is accenting thak this is the defining characterisic of the building group that
would alow the proposed house design o be deemed as an acoeptable addtion tothat group.

He acepts that the factors of height and bulk (mass), orentafion, depth roof ptch, extent and scope of public visihilty (whereby tis bulding would be seen in
contet with the overall group) are not relevant to the decision: these factors (though concerms) are o deferminative." (1 has previously been noted that despite this
he cites public visiiity as ong reason fo reiecting the proposed design),

He acoepts a contemporary approach would be aceeptable: A contemparaly anprcach fo glevations & ot a concer n princpl, an f would be qute possible o
achieve a i wih the existing varefy o builing dlesigns whie being honest and simpl in the elevational heatment.

He further states: it s not clear why 2 welkdesigned buiding thatineorporates  contemporary aeshetic, while being respectil to existing buikdings n ts massing
and materils. could not be practically achigved.

Weagreg: the disagreementis aboutthe meaning of ‘well-designed, ‘sympathy’ and respectto exiting buldings n s massing and materials. kisinhis
assessment of the applicant's proposed material choice and window fenestration on fwo openings located on the ground fior evel where he promotes hs oun views
on how e exterior of uikding should be composed and the purstitof is own subjeceive belief in choice of architectural narative. Without providing reference o any
relevant planning guidance onthe subject,the Case Officer refers tohis preferred use of late, render & stone along with a combination of timber or metal wall
Claddings (ese lette two being present in the propesdl.

While pursuing this design pastiche and incamplte mimicry of acjacent buidings he suggests that the applicants wish to replicate a converted farm bulding would
indegd contradic el own wish to avoid creating pastiche when read along with the rest of the exiting bulding group. In factthe applicant has chosen to avoid
mimicey by proposing a pure sion which respects te existing buikdings using a wholly diference 2pproach: a stle of buiding which previously appeared n the



0roup, appearing repurposed as most of the other buidings have been. To accommodate the Case Officer, sty cues from ofher buidings have been incorporatad
¢q timber clacding ‘opening’ on same elevation as another building (coincidentally the elevation most seen by the publc)

The Case Offoe is aso dismissive of  relevant PD regulaton: The fact that PD rights have been inrodeed for conversions of fam buldlings cannot sty a new
house designed fo ook fike a convened bam withina group that no longer has any’. Whil it s true that this requlation doesn't automaticallyjust a new house
desiqned to ook like a converted bam, it s relevant this approach s so acceptable as to be covered by PD. Further these PD rights wil establish a new veracuar,
already common across much of the UK, to which tis bulding group wil contrbute,

Of note, the Case Offcer states. The proposal s acceptable in terms of privacy impacts”

Supporting reference points
Iis importantto appreciae that there are many poins of reference inthe rlevant planning poliies and supplementary planning uidance which supportthe
applican’s desiqn approach and appaar to have been overlooked by the Case Officer

PAN 72 Advice note staes:
“The purmose is to create more opportunites for qood qualy rural housing which respects iraattonal Seottish landscapes and buiding tradions. The aalice should
1nof, however, be seen as a constraint on Archiects and Designers wishing o pursue an innovative and carefull considered contemporary designs.”

SBC SPG - New Housing in e Countryside states.

“Equaly, in formulating a set ofprincples on the design of new housing i the countrysie the objectve wil nof be o recreate the rural Borors of previous eras. This
said, the designers of new housing wil be expected t respect & leam from what has gone before. This does nof mean copying the budings of th past, nor does
meanthe mere applicaton ofa st of vernacular detail in an atiempt o achieve the necessary quall, but it does ivolve interprefing tractonal forms and mterials
ina modern confext

“Attemts o reproducg historc syles with mocerm materials can resultin a weaker interpretafon of the orginal characte. ANl ngw housing should therefore seek fo
e clear & honest in s aspiration - The concgpt for any new design should be mac clear fom the outset. Regarcless of the approach adopted, new housing
(evelopment should always respec the most postive defning charactristics of the local area.

‘Innovative designs which are sympathefc o their setfing and to the general princiles. There are a number of xamples of new buldings which relete well fo
neighbouring buiings of past tyles without attempting to copy those styles.”

SBC SPG PNID2 statss:
‘Inesiablishing the design principles for any new development, the Surrounding townscape or buiing character and buit form must be understood rom the outset
The layout, grouping and archiectural syle of buitings adopted within an area all contrbute 0 a locally lstinctive buil character’

Iis an appreciafion o the most positive definin characterisis of the localarea which has been overlooked by the Case Officer when delermining this applicaton.
There are many instances furher along the C20 public road and immediate local area where agricufural uikdings it longside both tradiional & moden houses &
cofiages and form the basis of the buit character of the localarea. Examples of this are included inthe aftached appendix 2,
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Propased Dwellng House, Land South-West of Casteside Catiage, Ashirk
Aopendic 1 - Local Area Locaton Reference for Supparing Photos



Proposed Diweling House, Land South West of Castleside Cottage, Ashkirk
Appendi 2- Character Reference Images in the Local Area
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Proposed Diweling House, Land South West of Castleside Cottage, Ashkirk
Apnendx 3 - Reference Images of recenty constructed house at The Green, St Boswells

Example of where diferent exteror styles and materil fiish have begn approved by the Local Planning Authority



Apendix 4- Contextual Elevation from Public Road

Contextual Elevation from Public Road
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Appendix 5 - Floor Plans & Elevations as Proposed
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First Floor Plan as Proposed
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Ground Floor Plan as Proposed
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Side Elevation as Proposed
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Rear Elpvation as Proposed Front Elevation as Proposed
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e Fnishs:

Roof - Crrugated fbre cement
Evternal Walls - Corrugated e cement

Gable Wall Facing Public Road - Larch cladding
Doors & Windows - Au-fad timber WPVC
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