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AMENDMENT 9 LODGED TO THE POW OF INCHAFFRAY DRAINAGE 
COMMISSION (SCOTLAND) BILL AT CONSIDERATION STAGE 
 
OBJECTION 1- MR AND MRS K WATKINS 

Re: Objections to Amendment 9: Pow of Inchaffray Drainage Commission (Scotland) Bill 
 

We are the owners of the property known as Inchaffray Abbey [address supplied] (“our 
property”) which is affected by the proposed Amendment 9 to the Bill. Although our 
property is known as Inchaffray Abbey, we do not own the actual Abbey site which may 
have caused some confusion with respect to land area assessment. Our land surrounds 
the Abbey site and the majority of it together with the Abbey ruins have been designated a 
Scheduled Monument. 

 
By a letter dated 7th June we were informed by the solicitors for the Promoters that the 
effect of Amendment 9 to the Bill would be to increase our annual payment for 
maintenance of the Pow drainage from £276 plus VAT to £1,379 plus VAT (or £1654.80). 
This was the first time the Promoters had clearly set out the scale of increase affecting our 
property and came as a complete shock to us.  

 
We wish to make the following objections: 

 
1. The Area of our property has been incorrectly calculated. The Abbey site occupies 
0.5 Acre. The area owned by us should therefore be reduced to 2.31 Acres (2.81- 0.5). 

 
2. Most of the land has been wrongly categorised. 

  
a) A copy of the original planning permission granted by Perth and Kinross Council dated 
2-9-1986 stipulated “the house site shall be restricted to 0.1 hectare (i.e. 0.247 Acre) and 
“no agricultural or Industrial development will be permitted on the site or in the immediate 
vicinity of the Abbey” [Appendix supplied]) 

  
The reason given was: 

  
“In the interests of amenity and in order to protect the setting of Inchaffray 
Abbey which is a category B listed building of Architectural or Historic Interest 
and is a Scheduled Monument of national importance.” 
   

b) Historic Environment Scotland have designated the Abbey site and surrounding land as 
a Scheduled Monument (see Appendix 1 scheduled area outlined in red). It is protected by 
the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 and hence the prospect of any 
of our land being developed, residentially or otherwise, is remote. The categorisation of the 
land as residential rather than amenity bears no relationship to fact. 

 
Despite the Scheduling of our property and the clear reference in the planning permission 
to the residential aspect being restricted to 0.247 acres, the remainder being limited for 
amenity reasons, the Commissioners have incorrectly categorised the property as wholly 
residential. The correct categorisation would be 0.247 acres residential with 2.063 as 
amenity land. 
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3. Our private interests will be affected as the increased financial burden is 
considerable. We are, unlike the farming operations along the route, unable to reclaim 
VAT so the actual cost to us would be £1654.80 per annum. 
 
4. Amendment 9 to the Bill would seem to penalise heritors with large gardens but 
not anyone with agricultural land. We note that none of the agricultural lands have had 
such a massive increase in their annual costs for drainage and that the farm land’s 
practical benefit for profit far outweighs that of a garden. 
 
5. Assumed value for residential land is overstated.   
 
6. The Bill does not seem to provide for a resolution of disputes by an impartial tribunal, 
this is brought into sharp relief by the mis-categorisation of land referred to above. 

 
My wife and I hope you will consider the points raised above carefully. 


