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Further to an email received from the agent all correspondence will now be via the 
applicant, Ms Wendy Grant, Forgandenny Property Limited
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REPORT OF HANDLING

DELEGATED REPORT

Ref No 22/00265/FLL

Ward No P5- Strathtay

Due Determination Date 24th April 2022 

Draft Report Date 20th April 2022

Report Issued by JHR Date 20.04.2022

PROPOSAL: Siting of 5 holiday accommodation units, reception 
building, formation of landscaping and associated 
works 

LOCATION: Waterloo Farm Waterloo Bankfoot Perth PH1 4AP 

SUMMARY:

This report recommends refusal of the application as the development is considered 
to be contrary to the relevant provisions of the Development Plan and there are no 
material considerations apparent which justify setting aside the Development Plan. 

SITE VISIT:

In line with established practices, the need to visit the application site has been 
carefully considered by the case officer.  The application site and its context have been 
viewed by a variety of remote and electronic means, such as aerial imagery and 
Streetview.  

This information has meant that, in this case, it is possible and appropriate to 
determine this application without a physical visit as it provides an acceptable basis 
on which to consider the potential impacts of this proposed development. 

BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL

The application is for the siting of 5 lodges (caravans) and the erection of a reception 
building and associated works on existing grassland at Waterloo Farm, Waterloo to 
the north of Bankfoot. There are three, one-bedroom lodges and two, two-bedroom 
lodges proposed. 

Access to the site will be from the B867. The existing access into waterloo 
Farmhouse will be utilised, thereafter a new track will be formed around the curtilage 
of the category C listed building to the proposed caravans. 

SITE HISTORY

06/00070/REM Erection of 9 apartment house and garages (resubmission 
04/02443/REM) 17 March 2006 Application Approved 
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16/01085/LBC Internal alterations 31 August 2016 Application Approved 

17/00864/LBC Alterations 31 July 2017 Application Approved 

18/01053/FLL Change of use of land and siting of caravan for holiday 
accommodation 16 July 2018 Application Approved 

PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION

Pre application Reference: None 

NATIONAL POLICY AND GUIDANCE

The Scottish Government expresses its planning policies through The National 
Planning Framework, the Scottish Planning Policy (SPP), Planning Advice Notes 
(PAN), Creating Places, Designing Streets, National Roads Development Guide and 
a series of Circulars.   

DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The Development Plan for the area comprises the TAYplan Strategic Development 
Plan 2016-2036 and the Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2 (2019). 

TAYplan Strategic Development Plan 2016 – 2036 - Approved October 2017

Whilst there are no specific policies or strategies directly relevant to this proposal the 
overall vision of the TAYplan should be noted.  The vision states “By 2036 the 
TAYplan area will be sustainable, more attractive, competitive and vibrant without 
creating an unacceptable burden on our planet. The quality of life will make it a place 
of first choice where more people choose to live, work, study and visit, and where 
businesses choose to invest and create jobs.”

Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2 – Adopted November 2019

The Local Development Plan 2 (LDP2) is the most recent statement of Council policy 
and is augmented by Supplementary Guidance. 

The principal policies are: 

Policy 1A: Placemaking   

Policy 1B: Placemaking   

Policy 2: Design Statements   

Policy 5: Infrastructure Contributions   

Policy 8: Rural Business and Diversification 
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Policy 9B: Caravan Sites, Chalets and Timeshare Developments: New and 
Expanded Touring Caravan, Motorhome / Campervan, and Camping Sites 

Policy 27A: Listed Buildings   

Policy 39: Landscape   

Policy 40A: Forestry, Woodland and Trees: Forest and Woodland Strategy 

Policy 40B: Forestry, Woodland and Trees: Trees, Woodland and Development 

Policy 47: River Tay Catchment Area   

Policy 52: New Development and Flooding   

Policy 53B: Water Environment and Drainage: Foul Drainage 

Policy 53C: Water Environment and Drainage: Surface Water Drainage 

Policy 56: Noise Pollution   

Policy 60A: Transport Standards and Accessibility Requirements: Existing 
Infrastructure 

OTHER POLICIES 

National Roads Development Guide 

Placemaking SPG 

CONSULTATION  RESPONSES

Structures And Flooding – Object to the application. 

Environmental Health (Noise Odour) – Note that the proposed site layout would not 
meet the requirements of a Caravan Site Licence. 

Conservation Team – No objection. 

Transport Planning – No objection subject to conditional control. 

Scottish Water – No objection. 

REPRESENTATIONS

Fifteen representations have been received on the application. Fourteen objects to 
the application while one supports the proposal. 

The letters of objection raise the following points:- 
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 Adverse effect on visual amenity 
 Inappropriate housing density 
 Inappropriate landuse 
 Loss of open space 
 Loss of trees 
 Out of character with the area 
 Over intensive development 
 Overlooking 
 Road safety concerns 
 Traffic congestion 
 Over provision of car parking 
 Noise pollution 
 Light pollution 
 Traffic pollution 
 Does not conform to the Local Development Plan. 
 The site forms part of the flood plain. Flood Risk. 
 Reduction in privacy. 
 Security concerns. 
 Impacts on ecology. 
 Impact on River Tay Special Area of Conservation. 

The above matters are addresses under the appraisal section below. The following 
matters are best addressed at this stage:- 

 Loss of house value – this is not a material planning consideration 
 Concerns that the development could result in further development 

creep - Any increase in numbers and size would require further 
assessment. 

The letter of support raises the following points:- 

 Employment provision. 
 Enhances character of the area. 
 Results in environmental improvements. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

Screening Opinion EIA Not Required

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA): 
Environmental Report

Not Required 

Appropriate Assessment Habitats Regulations AA Not 
Required – Refusal

Design Statement or Design and Access 
Statement

Submitted 

Report on Impact or Potential Impact eg Flood 
Risk Assessment

Required 
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APPRAISAL

Sections 25 and 37 (2) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 
require that planning decisions be made in accordance with the development plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  The Development Plan for the 
area comprises the approved TAYplan and the adopted LDP2. 

The determining issues in this case are whether; the proposal complies with 
development plan policy; or if there are any other material considerations which 
justify a departure from policy. 

Policy Appraisal

Policy 8: Rural Business and Diversification is of relevance in the determination of 
any tourist related development.  

This confirms that the Council will give favourable consideration to the expansion of 
existing businesses and the creation of new ones in rural areas.  There is a 
preference that this will generally be within or adjacent to existing settlements.  Sites 
outwith settlements may be acceptable where they offer opportunities to diversify an 
existing business or are related to an existing site- specific resource or opportunity. 

Proposals for new tourism- related developments, and the expansion of existing 
facilities, will be supported where it can be demonstrated that they improve the 
quality of new or existing visitor facilities, allow a new market to be exploited, or 
extend the tourism season.  Proposals for new tourism- related developments must 
be justified through a business plan. 

The site is not within a defined settlement boundary. It is located adjacent to an 
existing grouping of buildings at the northern end of Waterloo which predominantly 
consist of residential dwellings. The exception is the category C listed Waterloo 
Farmhouse and associated shepherd hut within the curtilage (approved under 
application 18/01053/FLL) which are operated on a commercial basis as holiday 
accommodation.  

This proposal seeks the formation of 5 caravans (pods) to the south of Waterloo 
Farmhouse and shepherd hut. This would result in 7 holiday units next to the fifteen 
residential properties which make up the northern Waterloo building group. 

Proposals under Policy 8 are required to meet several criteria. The applicable criteria 
to this proposal is listed in italics below with the consideration of the criteria 
thereafter; 

a) that the proposal will contribute to the local economy through the provision of 
visitor accommodation – the proposal will contribute to the local economy by 
providing further visitor accommodation. 

b) the proposal will not result in suburbanisation of the rural area or encourage 
unsustainable travel patterns –There is a bus stop within Waterloo some 420 metres 
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to the southwest of the site which provides options for sustainable travel patterns to 
be utilised instead of a reliance on private car use. 

c) the proposed use is compatible with surrounding land uses and will not 
detrimentally impact on the amenity of residential properties within or adjacent to the 
site – Representations highlight concerns with noise and loss of residential amenity 
with the increase in the number of holiday units at the site.   

Currently there are two commercial holiday lets and fifteen residential properties at 
the northern Waterloo building group. If this application was approved this would 
change to seven commercial holiday lets and fifteen residential properties. This 
would result in a concentration of holiday makers to the southwest of the grouping 
and undoubtably change the character and amenity of this predominantly residential 
rural grouping.  

From a land use and planning perspective the increase in holiday accommodation is 
not considered to be compatible with the amenity of adjacent residential properties 
which are located in close proximity to the site. While colleagues in environmental 
health recommend the use of a noise management plan to limit noise given the 
intensification of the use and without any onsite supervision the proposal is still 
considered contravene criterion (c). 

d) the proposal can be satisfactorily accommodated within the landscape and 
environmental capacity of the site –The proposal would result in the siting of 
caravan/pods in an open field with limited landscape containment. This would result 
in the existing building group being extended into an open field with little site 
containment contrary to criterion (d). 

e) the proposal meets a specific need by virtue of its quality or location in relation to 
existing business or tourist facilities – While the proposal does relate to an existing 
holiday business, there are no site-specific qualities which would set the site apart 
from others.  

Taking the above into account the proposal is considered to conflict with Policy 8: 
Rural Business and Diversification. 

Policy 9B is also applicable in the assessment of the application. This confirms that 
proposals for new or expanded sites for holiday – related uses will be supported 
where the proposals are compatible with Policy 1 – Placemaking. However, the 
issues identified under policy 8 also results in a conflict with Policy 1 which is 
discussed in greater detail below. 

Design, Layout and Landscape

Caravan sites require both planning permission and a site licence.  

The consultation response from Environmental Health notes that the lodges would 
fall under the definition of caravans and therefore an amendment to the existing site 
licence for the shepherd hut unit (CS/PK/01/18) would be required. 
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The plans and the accompanying planning statement that it is the intention to provide 
2 car parking spaces adjacent to each unit. Model conditions attached to caravan 
site licences, including the current licence held by the applicant for the existing unit 
states that only one car may be parked between units. This condition is in line with 
Scottish Government guidance in relation to the Fire (Scotland) Act 2005 and 
stipulates; one car only should be permitted to park between adjoining units subject 
to the entrance to the unit not being obstructed. 

Environmental Health note that this layout would need amended to enable them to 
issue a site licence. On this basis the submitted layout is not capable of 
implementation. 

Notwithstanding this issue it is still prudent to assess the sites relationship with the 
placemaking policies. 

The caravans are timber clad with a patio area to the south. They are set out in a 
linear fashion which is dictated by the access road. The layout does not contribute 
positively to the quality of the surrounding built and natural environment. The design, 
density and siting of development does not respect the character and amenity of this 
building group at Waterloo due to extending development into an open field. The 
proposal fails to comply with Policy 1A: Placemaking. This also results in a conflict 
with Policy 1B: (a) as the sense of identity that the existing building group has will be 
eroded. (b) that extending the building group into an open field does not respect the 
wider landscape character of the area. (c) that the design and density does not 
compliment the surrounding building pattern. 

Residential Amenity

The proposals relationship to residential amenity has already been considered as 
unacceptable during the assessment against criterion within Policy 8: Rural 
Business and Diversification. 

Roads and Access

Policy 60B: Transport Standards and Accessibility Requirements: New Development 
Proposals encourages sustainable travel patterns and also seeks compliance with 
the National Roads Development Guide. 
The vehicle access to the public road network for the site will be via the existing 
vehicle access for Waterloo Farm. This access leads directly onto the B867. There is 
an existing entrance to the field which will be improved and the new access track to 
the lodges will have two passing places.   

Consultation with transport planning offer no objection subject to conditional control. 
Satisfactory visibility splays from the Waterloo Farm entrance have also been 
provided. The site has multiple turning areas. The level of car parking proposed for 
each lodge is in line with requirements of the National Roads Development Guide. 
The sites relationship to sustainable transport has already been assessed as 
acceptable during consideration of criterion within Policy 8: Rural Business and 
Diversification. 
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Drainage and Flooding

Flooding 

Based on the SEPA flood map the site is not susceptible to flooding. However, 
letters of representation raise concerns with flood risk. 

Consultation has been undertaken with the PKC Flooding Team. They note that the 
Corral Burn runs close to the southern boundary of the site. Due to the catchment 
size, the section of the Corral Burn adjacent to the proposed site is not included in 
the SEPA mapping therefore the flood risk from this source is uncertain. The site is 
not within the high/med/low surface water flood risk envelope (which can be 
indicative of flood risk from smaller watercourses but has increased uncertainty). We 
note an objection comments highlights this is floodplain, although no evidence of 
previous flooding has been submitted. 

A review of the local topography indicates that the left hand bank is higher than the 
right, although the left-hand (northern) floodplain has a lower gradient. There is 
approximately a 1.2m difference in ground elevation from the left hand bank to where 
the chalets are located. We do however note that a bridge is located approximately 
150m downstream and its condition and size is unclear. Furthermore, the gradient of 
the right hand (southern) floodplain increases downstream and is constrained by an 
access road running north-eastwards towards the bridge. These factors may 
introduce a throttling effect and force floodwater onto the left-hand floodplain. Given 
this uncertainty a precautionary approach should be taken and a flood risk 
assessment (FRA) undertaken in line with the PKC Flood Risk and Flood Risk 
Assessment guidance.  All sources of flood risk should be considered. Hydraulic 
modelling may not be required as part of the assessment, if it can be clearly 
demonstrated that the site is not at risk from the adjacent watercourse (including 
back up from the d/s structure).  

The proposal does not illustrate compliance with Policy 52: New Development and 
Flooding. 

Surface Water 

The PKC LDP Supplementary Guidance (Flood Risk and Flood Risk Assessments) 
states that a Drainage Impact Assessment (DIA) is required on developments with 
an impermeable surface less than 1000m2 if they may affect sensitive areas, e.g., 
areas affected by flooding. PKC take a precautionary approach to flooding issues, 
and because the mechanisms of flooding cannot be fully established for the site, it is 
recommended that a DIA is undertaken.  

The proposed drainage plan states that ‘all parking areas and new tracks are to be 
constructed with a porous build up on free draining stone’ and that ‘pods to have a 
250mm wide by a min 200mm deep gravel border to all draining side’. We are 
concerned whether the surface water drainage proposed is sufficient and provides 
adequate treatment and attenuation.    
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PKC Flooding require the following conditions to be met as outlined within the Perth 
LDP Flood Risk and Flood Risk Assessments Supplementary Guidance 2021: 

1. Percolation tests will be required, and the results forwarded to the 
Flooding Team for approval 

2. It will need to be demonstrated that hydrological and hydrogeological 
conditions are suitable and the time for emptying will not be excessive 

3. The soakaway should be designed to accommodate the 200-year event 
with a 35% increase in peak rainfall intensity to account for climate change 

This applies to the parking/track areas, gravel border and soakaway. The proposal 
does not illustrate compliance with Policy 53C: Water Environment and Drainage: 
Surface Water Drainage. 

Foul Drainage 

The proposed drainage plan shows that foul water will be managed using a package 
treatment system (suitable for 27 people) connected to a soakaway located ~25m 
from the watercourse. As noted above percolation testing will be required for the 
soakaway and, given the potential flood risk, we advise that this is located outside of 
the floodplain, and designed to minimise the potential for washout and pollution 
during flood events. Further investigation as noted above in the flood risk section is 
needed to determine if the location of the septic tank and soakaway is viable. 

The proposal does not illustrate compliance with Policy 53B: Water Environment and 
Drainage: Foul Drainage or Policy 47: River Tay Catchment Area   

Conservation Considerations

In this instance, section 14(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) (Scotland) Act 1997 places a duty on planning authorities in determining such 
an application as this to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the 
building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which 
it possesses.   

From a review of the plans the proposed development will affect the setting of the 
listed bridge to a degree, especially with the vehicular access passes the front 
elevation of the listed building. However, consultation with the conservation officer 
confirms they have no objection. 

There is no conflict with Policy 27A: Listed Buildings.  

Natural Heritage and Biodiversity

When determining a planning application, the planning authority is required to have 
regard to the Habitats Directive and the Habitats Regulations. Consideration of how 
‘European Protected Species’ (EPS) are affected must be included as part of the 
consent process, not as an issue to be dealt with at a later stage. Three tests must 
be satisfied before the Scottish Government can issue a license under regulation 
44(2) of the Habitats Regulations so as to permit otherwise prohibited acts. 
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Letters of representation highlight concerns that the development could impact on 
ecology including European Protected Species (such as otters and Beavers). Due to 
the construction works and the proximity of the site to the Corral Burn an ecology 
survey is required to enable assessment against Policy 41: Biodiversity. 

There is a tree resource next to the access track which are important to the setting of 
listed building, as set out in the Conservation Officer’s consultation response. Given 
the size of the trees the new access track will likely encroach into and adversely 
affect the root protection area and longevity of the tree resource. The relationship 
between the trees and the access track requires further investigation to enable 
assessment against Policy 40A and 40B. 

Developer Contributions

The Developer Contributions Guidance is not applicable to this application and 
therefore no contributions are required in this instance. 

Economic Impact

There would be an economic impact associated with the construction phase and 
operation of the development. 

VARIATION OF APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 32A 

This application was not varied prior to determination. 

PLANNING OBLIGATIONS AND LEGAL AGREEMENTS

None required.   

DIRECTION BY SCOTTISH MINISTERS

None applicable to this proposal. 

CONCLUSION AND REASONS FOR DECISION

To conclude, the application must be determined in accordance with the adopted 
Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  In this respect, 
the proposal is considered to be contrary to the Development Plan.  Account has 
been taken of the relevant material considerations and none has been found that 
would justify overriding the adopted Development Plan. 

Accordingly, the proposal is refused on the grounds identified below. 

Reasons 

1 There is a lack of information, a detailed flood risk assessment has not been 
submitted with this application. The site is susceptible to flooding as identified 
by PKC Flooding consultation response. As a result, the proposal is contrary 
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to Policy 52 New Development and Flooding of the Perth and Kinross Local 
Development Plan 2. 

2 There is a lack of information, there is no drainage impact assessment 
illustrating how surface water and foul drainage will be managed to comply 
with Policy 53B: Water Environment and Drainage: Foul Drainage, Policy 
53C: Water Environment and Drainage: Surface Water Drainage and Policy 
47: River Tay Catchment Area of the Perth and Kinross Local Development 
Plan 2, 2019. 

3 The proposal is contrary to Policy 41: Bio-diversity of Perth and Kinross Local 
Development Plan 2, as no survey information has been provided on the sites 
relationship with ecology, in particular potential European Protected Species 
which are likely to utilise the Corral Burn. Accordingly, the ecological impact of 
the development cannot be ascertained, and it cannot be shown that any 
impact can be satisfactorily mitigated to ensure the protection of wildlife and 
wildlife habitats. 

4 The layout of the proposal is not considered to respect the character or 
contribute positively to the quality of the natural environment or the wider 
landscape character of the area. The sense of identity that the existing 
building group has will be eroded by extending built development into an open 
field and the design and density does not compliment the surrounding building 
pattern. Accordingly the proposal is contrary to Policy 39: Landscape as well 
as placemaking Policy 1A and 1B of the adopted Perth and Kinross Local 
Development Plan 2 2019. 

5 The proposal is contrary to criterion within Policy 8 Rural Business and 
Diversification, of the adopted Perth & Kinross Local Development Plan 2 
2019, the proposed caravan site would change the character and amenity of 
this predominantly residential rural building group (c), the siting of these 
caravans, in this location is not appropriate taking account of landscape and 
the environmental capacity of the site (d). 

6 The proposal is contrary to Policy 9B: Caravan Sites, Chalets and Timeshare 
Developments: New and Expanded Touring Caravan, Motorhome / 
Campervan, and Camping Sites of the Perth and Kinross Local Development 
Plan 2, 2019 as the proposal fails to comply with the placemaking policies 1A 
and 1B. 

7 There is a lack of information as no tree survey or tree constraints/root 
protection plan has been submitted. The application cannot be assessed 
against 40A and 40B of the Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2 
(2019). 

Justification

The proposal is not in accordance with the Development Plan and there are no 
material reasons which justify departing from the Development Plan. 
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Informatives

There are no relevant informatives. 

Procedural Notes

Not Applicable. 

PLANS AND DOCUMENTS RELATING TO THIS DECISION
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Ms Y Low (Objects) 
Comment submitted date: Fri 04 Mar 2022 
To purposely build the volume of holiday accommodation in a small hamlet like 
Waterloo isn't very thoughtful to the residents that live here. Currently Waterloo 
Farm provide accommodation which is fine but to turn it into a huge holiday rental 
area is just unfair. If you look at the arial views you can see just how much space 
will be used to achieve this holiday accommodation. It's not just one dwelling it's 
so many!! This is a Hamlet for housing. Not a holiday park! 
Waterloo is a peaceful area. People have decided to reside here for a reason, 
predominantly for peace and quiet. Holiday makers have little consideration for 
surrounding homes after all they are holiday makers. Any noise in this area is clear 
for all to hear. Please note my objection to these plans based on how it will affect 
the area and the noise pollution for everyone living here. 
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Mr R Blyth (Objects) 
Comment submitted date: Mon 07 Mar 2022 
Waterloo is a small, quiet and peaceful rural village setting, this development 
proposal is out of context and out of character in my opinion ! My main points of 
concern are a significant increase in vehicular/footfall traffic and noise/lighting 
pollution on both a daily and nightly occurrence. 
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Rhonda McRorie (Objects) 
Comment submitted date: Mon 07 Mar 2022 
I would echo the concerns of others in that this proposed development is 
inappropriate in the setting of Waterloo. It would compromise the value of living in 
this hamlet which most of us have chosen for it's quiet rural setting.I am 
concerned that such a development 
-would have a negative impact on the value of neighbouring properties 
-compromise road safety 
-cause an unacceptable level of noise pollution 
-is out with the development plan for this area 
 

377



378



Mr ROSS MURDOCH (Objects) 
Comment submitted date: Wed 09 Mar 2022 
As a resident of the small rural hamlet of Waterloo for the last 34 years and 
looking forward to retirement. I would like to raise the following objections - 
*A holiday park is not suitable for the small rural hamlet of Waterloo. This would be 
completely out of character for this area. 
*Concerns over the impact a commercial business would have on the value of our 
domestic properties. 
*Noise/light pollution, there are no street lights in this area. 
*The impact of the local wildlife including the Beaver colony which would be less 
than 100m from this proposed site. 
*Concerns over more holidaymakers with unrestrained dogs (we witnessed dogs 
off lead chasing young deer last summer). 
Therefor I object to this and any other future commercial developments of this 
property. 
I look forward to your early response, 
H R Murdoch 
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Mr Euan Shand (Objects) 
Comment submitted date: Fri 11 Mar 2022 
My main concerns about the proposed plans are as follows. 
Noise pollution - 5 full lodges or less will create a lot of unwanted noise in this 
quiet area. 
 
Security - With increased numbers of people coming to the area, it could 
potentially bring a security risk to surrounding properties. 
 
Reduced privacy- Looking at the proposed site plan and where our house is 
situated in relation with it, our house and garden will be in full view of at least 2 of 
the lodges which would have a big impact on our personal privacy. 
 
Having a holiday park in waterloo would ruin the peaceful, rural character of the 
area completely and would have an affect on Property values 
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Mrs Ashleigh Kesson (Objects) 
Comment submitted date: Wed 16 Mar 2022 
As a young family who moved to the waterloo for the peacefulness and country 
aspect we fully object to this. It would change the hamlet completely not to 
mention the added noise, light and traffic pollution it would bring to the area. 
There is so much wild life and farm life which would be disrupted and we feel it 
would have dramatic effects to this little hamlet. 
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Mr Harry Dunn (Objects) 
Comment submitted date: Fri 18 Mar 2022 
Along with other objectors to this application, I reside on an elevated site 
overlooking the area in question. This is a small hamlet and I consider the 
proposed development to be entirely inappropriate, and have considerable 
reservations given there are already two holiday lets on the site and this proposed 
enlargement will generate more traffic and undoubtedly more noise and 
disturbance from patrons and service vehicles. 
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Miss Nadia Angus (Objects) 
Comment submitted date: Sun 20 Mar 2022 
I would like to object to the proposed holiday/glamping pods at Waterloo 
farm.having looked at the plans it's clear to see that he is looking to develop it in 
the future, the proposed service block will be a toilet block , 
The amount of units/ residential park homes that he is looking to put in along with 
the other holiday let that is on the site will overpopulate the small rural hamlet , 
The excess noise that it will have , not only on the local residents but also the 
wildlife. 
As a neighbour it will be directly opposite my back garden 
For the reasons of the above I would against the proposed development. 
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Mr Graham Reaves (Objects) 
Comment submitted date: Sun 20 Mar 2022 
My concerns regarding and objections to the application are that of public safety 
and public nuisance. 
 
Waterloo is a peaceful residential hamlet, which will certainly suffer with the influx 
of additional visitors at the grounds of the current rental property at Waterloo 
Farm. 
 
I cannot believe that camping units are the most attractive to overlook from 
residents and that properties can be spied upon by transient holidaymakers, along 
with the potential of crimes committed. 
 
Additionally, the "reception building" also appears to be a shower and toilet block, 
which will also add to noise and raises questions of adequate sewerage provision. 
 
Noise and air pollution will detract from the hamlet as well as the concern that 
significant numbers of holidaymakers, potentially outside until the early hours will 
disturb neighbours' peace. Consumption of alcohol leads to jollity and inevitable 
the inability of people to control the volume of their voices. Any motivation to 
moderate noise levels will be low, especially if the drinkers feel that they are "far 
away" from other residents, though the fact is that noise carries widely in open 
spaces and carries on the wind. 
 
Inevitably there will be safety concerns with increased numbers of vehicles 
constantly entering and leaving the property, onto a winding and small B road - 
also a National Cycle Route and route for horse riders and walkers. Also, there may 
be unacceptable trespass, or trespass by uncontrolled dogs (and the mess they 
may make), and other litter abandoned in this residential hamlet. 
 
I would also raise the question of the environmental impact on wildlife in the area - 
deer, tawny owls, snipe, voles and beaver are also residents here as well as the 
myriad of wild birds. Further encroachment on the habitat of wild species must be 
a major concern in our greener world. 
 
Here, our internet service is, at best, feeble, with peak hours (or regular flooding) 
leaving us often with no access at all Having had discussions with OpenReach, we 
have had no promise of improvement of any service from local or national 
government and with holidaymakers competing for access wifi, it would result in 
our working from home pretty much impossible. 
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Mrs Shona McDonald (Objects) 
Comment submitted date: Mon 21 Mar 2022 
I would like to object to the 5 accommodation units for the following reasons: 
Noise pollution: we already hear the noise from the Shepherds Hut which is 
adjacent to our garden, so a further 5 more units would increase this substantially 
Privacy: we moved to Waterloo for a bit of peace and quiet but with potentially an 
extra 24 holiday makers staying next door this would impact on us greatly 
Character: I feel that the proposed development is out of character with Waterloo 
and could also have an impact on house valves and security 
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Dr Adam Smith (Objects) 
Comment submitted date: Mon 21 Mar 2022 
We object to this planning application on 13 grounds. 
 
1) Adverse effect on visual amenity. The proposed development would be clearly 
visible from our house in place of a currently a rural outlook. Visual amenity 
includes wildlife which would undoubtedly be displaced by noise, movement and 
loss of habitat. 
 
2) Contrary to development plan policy. We believe the application is contrary to 
development plan policy in four main areas: 
Overall 
p12 LDP2(2019): The application will make Waterloo a less sustainable place by 
increasing vehicle movement, power and water use and refuse. It will make 
Waterloo a higher carbon place for these reasons and through the release of 
carbon during construction. It will make Waterloo a less naturally resilient place by 
altering established drainage, disturbing old pasture and wildlife. It will harm 
Waterloo as a connected place as the physical access entrance visibility is poor to 
the main road, there is currently poor broadband bandwidth (no fibre) with high 
contention ratios, poor mobile phone and freeview TV signal. 
Community 
p14 LDP2(2019): No attempt has been made to undertake Community Planning 
engagement, despite sustainable communities' being key national and local policy 
objectives. 
The application does not respect the currently residential local community which 
values the existing environment and heritage. Based on current business 
operations at Waterloo Farm the proposed economic activity will generate no 
value for Waterloo and will provide no additional local community facilities. 
Placemaking 
p20 LDP2(2019): Policy 1A: This development fails to respect key elements of 
'Placemaking'. It will not contribute positively to the quality of the surrounding 
built and natural environment. The development has not been properly planned 
and designed with reference to climate change, mitigation and adaptation. The 
design, density and siting of the development does not respect the character and 
amenity of the place (a small, rural residential community with no development 
plan expectations or relevant consultation), and does not create and improve links 
within or beyond the site. 
Specific 
p31 LDP2(2019): Policy 9C: Chalets, Timeshare and Fractional Ownership. We 
believe there is a risk that this development could become permanent residences. 
 
This developments does not, as required, involve the expansion of a named 
development - the existing use is holiday rental accommodation. The development 
does constitute the overdevelopment of the site, which was for 200 years a small 
farm steading and its setting, a pasture. 
 
There is a risk that the proposal will result in adverse effects to the integrity of the 
River Tay Special Areas of Conservation through pollution from sewage and 
washing-water runoff into the Coral burn (a Tay tributary) as there is no mains 
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sewerage available. 
 
We note there is no survey or mitigation plan for this development's impact on the 
beaver (a European Protected Species since May 2019) population in the Coral 
burn. 
 
3) Flooding risk: New roads, hard standings and roofs will increase runoff, 
compromise the beaver dam in the Coral Burn potentially resulting in road and 
structural damage to local roads. 
 
4) Inappropriate housing density. Waterloo's developments have been on existing 
building footprints or are located in large areas of land, thus maintaining low 
density building. 
 
5) Inappropriate land use. The nature of the expected land use is rural, agricultural. 
Where other farms have developed holiday letting, it is invariably done in remote 
secluded properties away from other residential areas. 
 
6) Light pollution. Waterloo still has a relatively dark sky - the Milky Way remains 
just visible. Further development always results in additional lighting, both 
permanent and time controlled, which will degrade this amenity and natural 
habitat. At ground scale the development and lighting will be visible in a previously 
dark space. This darkness has already been degraded by lights left on in the 
related business on this property. 
 
7) Loss of open space. The land proposed for development is not part of the 
immediate demesne of Waterloo Farm and is for the purposes of the Scottish 
Outdoor Access Code open space. 
 
8) Noise pollution. Any prevailing wind from south to west carries noise from this 
site across Waterloo village. Visitors will be on holiday and in the nature of this will 
generate above average noise, particularly when Waterloo is generally very quiet. 
Over 20 persons could occupy the site as proposed (the water treatment plant has 
capacity for 27) and unlike residents those visitors will have no relationship with 
the community or understanding of local nature which will lead them to self-limit 
noise intrusion. The movement of vehicles both of visitors and for site service will 
generate increased noise. 
 
9) Out of character with the area. As outlined above the area is a small, rural, 
residential hamlet with no comparable existing commercial development. Only 
Waterloo Farm provides holiday accommodation in this area. There are no local 
shops to benefit from or service the development. It is not reasonable for the 
existing rural residential community to accept further noise, light, smell (smoking, 
barbeques, heating) from a development that will be frequently used by holiday 
parties. 
 
Concerns over the loss of residents' amenity from inappropriate holiday 
accommodation in-part drove Scottish Government to draft a Licensing Order 
under the Civic Government (Scotland) Act 1982. Local authorities will have until 1 
October 2022 to establish a licensing scheme and existing hosts will have until 1 
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April 2023 to apply for a licence. It does not feel appropriate to approve a 
development scheme that should be so regulated under conditions that Perth & 
Kinross Council have not yet announced. 
 
10) Over intensive development. The development to date of Waterloo Farm has 
been in keeping with the character and footprint of the property, but this is a 
significant expansion of new structures. 
 
This intensity of development would exacerbate service problems that Waterloo is 
already facing. Waterloo already experiences low water pressure being at the end 
of a pumped supply. There is no mains sewerage and proposed soakaways would 
lie on frequently waterlogged ground. 
 
Waterloo has poor broadband being on an aluminium phone line with no fibre; 
poor mobile phone connectivity being out of sight of the local mast. 
 
Dog mess and disturbance is also likely to increase if this development is 
permitted, something that PKC have had to put signage up on Meikle Obney Road 
to mitigate already. 
 
11) Overlooking. We would be able to be seen from the proposed development in 
our house (upper and lower storeys including bedrooms) and garden. 
 
12) Road safety concerns. The access to the development off the B867 has poor 
sight lines to both the north (~100m) and south (effectively 0m with summer 
vegetation) carriageway. The access lies opposite a development of six houses 
making an effective cross roads. 
 
The access is shared with three other properties - cars attempting to pull in to the 
shared access lane already have to wait on the road for cars pulling out. At least 
10 more cars could use this single access several times a day on a daily basis, 
greatly increasing the risk of a road traffic accident for residents on a road which is 
used by buses, HGVs and farm vehicles. 
 
The B867 serves Waterloo and its road surface below the proposed access is 
already badly damaged, has been repaired multiple times by road traffic weight 
and run-off from local houses and fields. 
 
13) Traffic congestion. The traffic congestion noted above (12) will result in 
environmental pollution, and loss of amenity. It will place increased wear and tear 
on the private shared access road. 
 
Day visitors to those staying in the proposed development would have nowhere to 
park other than on the shared road which is inappropriate, or on the main road 
which is dangerous. 
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Mrs Vicky Gordon (Objects) 
Comment submitted date: Tue 22 Mar 2022 
I would like to echo concerns of others and put in my complaint relating to the 
proposed development of 5 holiday chalets, it is an inappropriate over 
development in such a condensed area in the quite setting of Waterloo. It would 
certainly compromise the value of living in this quiet hamlet. I am concerned that 
such an over development will have a negative impact on the values of the 
neighbouring properties and be the start of over developing the area and 
effectively turning it into a holiday park. It also has the potential to create issues of 
parking on the main road the volume of cars could create an issue at the junction 
where the road and adjoining driveways meet. A holiday park is not suitable for the 
small rural hamlet of Waterloo and is completely out of character for such a quiet 
area. 
There are no street light in Waterloo and the noise and light pollution this will bring 
would be detrimental to the area. 
There is also a Beaver colony right beside this site too, so will have an adverse 
impact of the wildlife. 
There are long standing drainage issues in this area and building on a floodplain 
appears to be a very short sighted idea. 
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Mr Neil Elder (Supports) 
Comment submitted date: Fri 25 Mar 2022 
I have now stayed at the Shepherd's Hut at Waterloo Farm three times in the past 
year and a half and read with disbelief the comments against this property. I am 
therefore writing in support of this application. The first point to note is that that 
Waterloo Farm is operated as a family business not a faceless multinational. As 
such the owners aim to be at the heart of both the community of Waterloo for 
many years to come and it is only in their interest to continue to restore and 
provide careful guardianship over Waterloo Farm for years to come. They have 
obviously already at considerable financial cost ensured that Waterloo Farmhouse 
did not simply fall down due to the years and years of neglect prior to their 
ownership. They have restored the lime render stone facade on three sides 
returning the building to its true original appearance. They have stated in the 
accompanying documents they plan to do the same with the rest of the steading 
subject to appropriate consents being granted in the future. 
 
In my opinion the owners have begun to stop the rot that had set in at Waterloo 
with over development of inappropriate housing in the hamlet including: houses 
that look more like supermarket entrances than homes, houses that are far too 
large for the plot, houses that are over bearing in their outlook over the listed 
Waterloo Farmhouse itself, houses that have far too much large heavy commercial 
vehicle traffic for a residential property, houses that do not allow for safe egress to 
the highway in a forward gear, sites that do not yet seem to have been completed 
with unsafe fencing next to the kerbside for drainage trenches and developments 
of housing that in appearance are far more suitable for an urban development. 
 
Contrary to the common thread in the comments people such as myself do not go 
on holiday to a lovely quiet rural location such as this to drink alcohol, make noise, 
pollute the night sky with light, allow our dogs to misbehave, steal from the 
neighbouring properties, indeed spy on the neighbours and trespass on their land. 
The proposed site due to its modest scale and average total occupancy when full 
of around 10 persons will attract guests including some with small families and 
some with disabilities wanting to get away from the stresses of normal life and 
enjoy a quiet peaceful retreat while giving them a chance to observe and be closer 
to nature. The vast majority of potential visitors understand the highway code and 
how to drive and safely join the main highway from what is a safe exit. They are 
unlikely to drive around in their cars all day and night from the property as you 
would visit Waterloo Farm to relax and get away from traffic. 
 
If you read all the reviews for the other holiday makers at both the Shepherds Hut 
and for the Farmhouse, these are respectable people that appreciate the peace 
and quiet of the area, they do not go there to party. They also speak about their 
appreciation of the wildlife and given that the site is only a very small part of the 
field there is still the majority available to the wildlife. Some of the objectors have 
mentioned disturbing Beavers in the Coral burn but the house currently being built 
on the other side of the burn and the other strip of the land on the other side of 
the burn both adjoin the burn and are subject to frequent movements of vehicular 
traffic and work often heavy in nature. The proposed development is not even 
close to the Coral burn and from the drawings the proposed accommodation will 
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have low height fencing to prevent unnecessary disturbance to the area next to 
the burn and help ensure that this area can be returned to a more wild state to 
encourage local wildlife, insects and birds. 
 
Other visitors to the existing Shepherds Hut and Farmhouse also mention going to 
local shops, restaurants and supporting local businesses etc. Communities such as 
Waterloo will simply die if they are allowed to become commuting destinations for 
people who work elsewhere. This development represents a modest opportunity to 
bring more employment to the area and thus not only would benefit the local 
community but also the environment. 
 
I have met some of the objectors during my stays at Waterloo and find it totally 
ironic that they seem to be guilty of exactly doing the kind of activities such as 
making undue noise and bad driving that they are suggesting this modest 
development might cause. 
 
It is surely only logical that the owners of the site will ensure that their proposed 
development will have a positive impact on the amenity and environment of the 
area as this is their unique selling point of this location. 
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CDS Planning Local Review Body

From: rhonda mcrorie 

Sent: 08 August 2022 08:56

To: CDS Planning Local Review Body

Subject: Re: LRB-2022-37

Attachments: image001.jpg; Decision Notice.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from an external organisation. Do not follow guidance, click links, or open 
attachments unless you have verified the sender and know the content is safe.

Good morning   
Thank you for your email below 
I would like it noted that I continue to object to this proposal on the same grounds as previously stated.  
Many thanks 
Kind regards 
Rhonda McRorie 
Sent from my iPhone 
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CDS Planning Local Review Body

From: HARRY DUNN 

Sent: 09 August 2022 15:16

To: CDS Planning Local Review Body

Subject: Re: LRB-2022-37

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

CAUTION: This email originated from an external organisation. Do not follow guidance, click links, or open 
attachments unless you have verified the sender and know the content is safe.

I have no further grounds for objection, however would like to comment that regardless of whether or not the various 
surveys as mentioned have been undertaken, the proposal remains contrary to PKC local plan and a number of policies and 
can therefore see no reason why the original decision can be questioned.  

Harry Dunn  

Sent via BT Email App 
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CDS Planning Local Review Body

From:

Sent: 10 August 2022 19:31

To: CDS Planning Local Review Body

Subject: Re: LRB-2022-37

CAUTION: This email originated from an external organisation. Do not follow guidance, click links, or open 
attachments unless you have verified the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello  

I refer to your decision notice. 

My original objections still stand. I would also just like to add, that the developer does not live here in our community, so he 
doesn't have any idea how much noise we all currently have to put up with. A development of this type or any future 
commercial development would not fit in and would bring nothing but further disruption to our small rural community. 

I also noticed that this development company had previously objected to another nearby planning application. 

It seems like they have a blantant disregard for the people and community in the small hamlet of Waterloo. 

I trust the panel will consider all the concerns that have been raised by our community and PKC Planning etc. 

Kind regards 

Mr & Mrs HR Murdoch 
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CDS Planning Local Review Body

From: Margaret Middlemiss 

Sent: 14 August 2022 10:31

To: CDS Planning Local Review Body

Subject: Re: LRB-2022-37

Attachments: Decision Notice.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from an external organisation. Do not follow guidance, click links, or open 
attachments unless you have verified the sender and know the content is safe.

Middlemiss,  
Highground, Waterloo, Perth PH1 4AP 

Hello, thank you for contacting us regarding the appeal for the proposed siting of 5 holiday accommodation units in 
Waterloo.  

We still feel strongly that the development should not proceed and agree that “this type of development does not respect 
the character or contribute positively to the quality of the natural environment or the wider landscape character of the 
area”. 

 Our comments made on 6 March still apply and we agree with all objections already on record together with reasons for 
refusal contained in Perth & Kinross Notice dated 22 April 2022. 

Regards, 

Margaret & David Middlemiss  
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CDS Planning Local Review Body

From: Adam Smith 

Sent: 15 August 2022 13:25

To: CDS Planning Local Review Body

Subject: RE: LRB-2022-37

CAUTION: This email originated from an external organisation. Do not follow guidance, click links, or open 
attachments unless you have verified the sender and know the content is safe.

I confirm that the issues that I noted in my original submission remain extant and relevant. In particular: 

1. Decision notice item (3): I can confirm there is still Beaver (Castor fiber), a European Protected Species, activity in 
the Coral Burn. 

2. Decision notice items (4-7): I note that neither the developer or landowner have made any attempt to reach out to 
the community and seek information on concerns nor suggest any mitigations, subsequent to these issues (respect 
and enhancement of character of community and natural heritage, placemaking) being flagged by those objecting 
and in the Council decision to refuse. This does not give any sort of confidence to those who live in the community 
(which the developer/landowner do not) that these issues could be satisfactorily addressed, or that any problems 
arising from a development would be dealt with timeously and appropriately. 

3. I remain very concerned by the potential negative impact on the local service infrastructure: the public-private road 
junction is not suitable for intense traffic use; the private road system is shared with other properties but no 
mitigation to the increased use and disturbance has been put forward; Waterloo continues to experience low water 
pressure; and very poor (below National guidelines) internet and mobile broadband speeds. 

4. At a personal level, we moved to Waterloo to be part of a small residential community – we have no expectation or 
desire to have to live with a substantial flux of non-residents who cannot be invested in the local community or 
area. 

Yours 

Adam and Anne Smith 
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CDS Planning Local Review Body

From: Wendy Grant 

Sent: 07 September 2022 21:38

To: CDS Planning Local Review Body

Subject: RE: LRB-2022-37 Applicants Comments

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from an external organisation. Do not follow guidance, click links, or open 
attachments unless you have verified the sender and know the content is safe.

Thank you for your letter dated 26 August. Please find below my additional comments in response to the 
representations received. 

1) We do not live in Waterloo - the Design and Access Statement submitted with the application clearly states 
our intention to do so on page 4: 

“Once the holiday lodges are operational on-site the current owner plans to close the existing farmhouse and 
Shepherds Hut to guests for an appropriate period of time to allow the development of the remaining 
steadings and barn into two or three smaller units and owners accommodation subject to the appropriate 
planning approvals and building warrants being granted”. 

2) We believe that all the other representations received as part of this appeal have been considered and 
covered in our appeal submission by Suller & Clark. 
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