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St Mary's - Walking Path

BILL OF QUANTITIES
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St Mary's - Walking Path

BILL OF QUANTITIES
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St Mary's - Walking Path

BILL OF QUANTITIES
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St Mary's - Walking Path
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St Mary's - Walking Path

BILL OF QUANTITIES

Seres 1200: TRAFFIC SIGNS AND HOAD MARKINGS
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St Mary's - Walking Path

BILL OF QUANTITIES

Seres 1000 LANDSCAPE BND ECOLDGY

fiem Iberm Deschption Joanbity Linit Hate Cost
Mumines
Miinsenance of Esmblishad Shmuba and Trees
0 [Trimmng and clearance of exslng shsbe, vegetilion and bianches J0E0. O B m 350 £, S0 00
Toltal for St J000F Camad o Sumnany E10.50:0.00

page Bol 10

355



St Mary's - Walking Path

BILL OF QUANTITIES
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7.5

Road Link from
Potburn to A708

7.5.1 Tender Document P360

7.5.2 Potburn Link Road Feasibility Study P367
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Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project

May 2013

Brief for a consultant to carry out a feasibility study for a potential low
grade road from Potburn to the A708 via the existing right of way to
Capplegill Ford or via Selcoth Fish Farm

Introduction

The Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project wishes to appoint a consultant to undertake a technical evaluation of
land between Potburn and the A708 to establish if a low grade road could be installed for use by locals and tourists. It
is envisioned that the route would use an electronic barrier system operated by a single or multiple use bar code
purchased by the user to help upkeep the route.

A right of way (old drove road) runs from Potburn to Caplegill Ford over Bodesbecklaw. This route was used right up
until the end of the 1950’s by traffic when the route fell into disrepair. A vintage tractor rally last used this route in June
2012 and someone made a land rover crossing very recently. Many people on both sides of the hill remember vehicles
crossing and until the areas were heavily depopulated in the 1960’s /70’s was used as a walking/riding route to local
dances in the village hall at Ettrick.

In 2011/12 work was carried out to replace the bridge at Selcoth Farm Fishery and forestry operations are currently
underway on a new forest road that could possibly be extended to link the old drove road as an alternate route.

Recent discussions with landowners and a Forestry Commission engineer have outlined possible issues and advantages
for both routes. These are included alongside the maps at the end of the document.

Context

The Ettrick valley is bounded by three hills and the single track road comes to an end at Potburn. The closest services
are 22 miles away at Selkirk and emergency health care facilities are 30 miles away at the Borders General Hospital. In
severe winters the Ettrick and Eskdalemuir roads are subject to heavy flooding and freezing making it difficult to get
out of the upper Ettrick valley.

Re establishing this old route would give the local population access to shops and services just 8 miles away in Moffat.
Above Ettrick Bridge there are in excess of 400 tourism beds that could be accesses far easier from this proposed route.
In addition the Ettrick Primary School had to close its doors in 2012 due to lack of children. Re opening the route would
allow the community to attract a new population as the 8 mile route would be well within commuting distance of
Moffat.



361

There is a lot of local support from the residents of the upper Ettrick and businesses/ land owners on the Moffat side
to re establish this ancient route.

Study Requirements
This pre feasibility study is to be carried out on private lands within the Ettrick and Moffat valleys. The study should
include site assessment to determine if and which, route is viable and the infrastructure required to put this in place.

A detailed report should include: detailed costs of establishing a low grade road, environmental, planning or
neighbouring land owner issues and costs for a toll system. In addition the study should investigate and identify the
necessary steps which will be required to progress the route to a strong and detailed planning application.

List of required works

Evaluate the technical feasibility of both routes and the respective advantages and disadvantages of each before
deciding on a single route.

Undertake a site visit

Determine if there would be any planning issues and determine what steps would need to be taken to resolve these
Survey and describe road and mark on appropriate scale map

Describe and cost all structural works required including: site clearance, bridges, drainage, surfacing options

Toll barriers — types and costs for each

Describe and cost signposting

Produce a table of construction estimates

Set out likely time scale required to complete the works for each road surfacing option

The tender should outline how you would deliver the above works, the time you would require and the cost
including all overheads and VAT

Outline any issues for construction equipment
Investigating the relevant options, issues and solutions

Management and Key Contacts:

The contract will be managed by the The Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project Working Group

Any questions regarding this contract should be addressed to Julie Nock the Development Officer for The
Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project. Julie@sup.org.uk 01750 23760

Timescales:

The deadline for submission of the tender is the 10" June 2013.

Telephone interviews may take place during the week beginning the 17" June 2013.

Successful tenders will be notified by the 24™ June 2013 (these timescales are subject to negotiation and

change).

Presentation of a final report would be expected in a hard copy and electronic format (PDF or Word) no later than
30th September 2013.

The ownership/copyright of the final report and working papers will be jointly between The Ettrick and Yarrow
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Development Project and the successful individual/organisation.
After the final report is received, payment will be made within 30 days of an invoice for the work completed

Tender Submissions:

Tenders should be submitted by 10" June 2013 in writing to

Julie Nock, Development Officer, Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project, c/o Buccleuch Estates, Bowhill, Selkirk,

TD7 5LS

An electronic copy should also be sent to Julie Nock Julie@sup.org.uk

These should be marked ‘ Bodesbeck Road Feasibility’

This project is funded by LEADER and has a maximum budget of £5800 including VAT which cannot be exceeded.
Submissions will be evaluated at 80/20 of quality and cost and will be based on the tender and supporting
information.

Person/Organisations Specification:

The organisation/person will need to demonstrate the following in their tender submissions:
Knowledge and experience of developing engineering projects to planning permissions
Track record of working successfully with community groups

Ability to effectively manage budgets and other resources

Good interpersonal and communication skills

Ability & experience of preparing guidance documents

Tender Presentations:

Individuals/organisations are required to present the following information in their tender response:
Any evidence of relevant, previous experience by the organisation/ individual

Demonstrate how the individual/organisations meet the person/organisation specifications

and The Ettrick and Yarrow Development Projects requirements

Include CVs of individuals who will be involved in the delivery of the contract

Tendering organisations should have a single point of contact responsible for their

development and this should be included in the response

The organisation/individual will need to demonstrate how they intend to effectively

manage the contract. This should include:

A work plan detailing the approach to gathering, collating and incorporating information from
different sources.

Identification and management of any potential conflicts of interest.This should incorporate quality control and
review at appropriate stages.

Professional Liability Insurance

Reservations:

The Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project is not obliged to:
a. Award the tender to the lowest bidder

b. Award the tender, should circumstances alter

Maps and comments from landowners and engineers

The first map has been made by a Forestry Commission engineer. The yellow lines are the two proposed
routes as you drop down into the Moffat valley. The following comments have been made by the engineer:

Route A: Potburn to Selcoth Fish Farm Bridge

| have attached another map showing where | think the 10% line would have to go to tie in with the road on Fountain
Forestry land. In general | think the route is feasible, but there are a few issues that will need to be looked into, which |
list below.
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1) The crossing point of the burn beyond the Fountain Forestry road is a very steep sided and deep ravine at the 2
hairpin bends and is not feasible to cross at this point without major earthworks and long span bridge construction.
This ravine extends for quite a distance above and below the hairpin bends with the location on the attached map
being the closest reasonable location.

2) Itis not possible to reach this point without putting in a switchback somewhere on the line, | have shown it on a
section of ground where the side slope seems shallowest but there may be a couple of other locations on the line
where this could be incorporated. Without a switch back the gradient is going to exceed 10%.

3) The crossing points on the Bodesbeck and Cleuch burns will need to be checked for suitablity, although they look
much less severe on the map.

4) The section of road which will run adjacent to the Bodesbeck burn for 800m or so will have to be checked to make
sure there would be no issues with construction close to the watercourse - in terms of spoil deposition and pollution
control etc.

5) The route will need to be looked at for potential stone sources to avoid long hauls from commercial quarries,
although you possibly have a source in mind. A potential stone source close to site may dictate altering the line a little.

6) SEPA, SNH, Historic Scotland etc will need to be contacted.
Route B: Potburn to Capplegill Ford

Attached is sketched contour map showing your proposed line. It shows the sections on the West side of it where the
gradient is around 20% and | have drawn on a 10% line and a 12% line to show roughly where it would need to be to
achieve a decent gradient for vehicles.

| had a brief look at the Bodesbeck end yesterday and it certainly looks steep coming away from the ford, but | think a
road is do-able, but will need a few hairpin bends to get up the hillside.

The existing bridge over the Moffat Water would need to be checked over ( may need some handrails at least) and a
fairly large culvert, possibly even small bridge depending on levels / SEPA consultation etc may also be required at
the ford crossing behind the house .

In addition, the local landowners had the following comments:

Route A, via Selcoth — concerns that the two gullies would need major works to establish a
road. Forestry operations just before the Selcoth fish farm could hamper access (though these would be in
the very short term).

Route B, via Bodesbeck -The landowner of Capplegill ford is happy to establish the old route with the
addition of hairpins. A wall would need to be replaced at the side of the A708 exiting the farm as it
hampers visibility at present.

Both Routes - Dumfries and Galloway Council would like wider exits from the existing road ends to ensure
traffic flows easily

Potburn side — comments from UPM Tilhill

With respect to the route to be investigated | attach a map with suggestions. My understanding is that there was an
old road over the hill onto the Moffat road but that this followed the line | have highlighted yellow on the attached map.
The abutments of what was presumably a stone built arched bridge are still visible. | would suggest this may be a
preferable route to one using the existing forest roads (marked blue on the attached map) as it would be slightly
shorter in distance and more straightforward. It would also be using the line of the historic route which would be
preferable to some people.
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Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project

Feasibility Study for a Low Grade Road from Potbumn, Ettrick Valley (D1/2, Potburn Road) to either
Cappelgill or the Selcoth Fisheries Bridge, Moffat Water Valley (AT08)
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1 Introduction and Background

Potburn is a tiny, isolated, deserted village 6.5 miles South West of Ettrick which is itself a small
village with no amenities. It is however only about 3 miles from a point on the A708 which is 7 miles
from Moffat. The problem is that it is about 250m above that point which makes a road link very
difficult.

The Ettrick valley is bounded by three hills and a single track public road from Ettrick comes to an end
at Potburn. The closest services are 26 miles away at Selkirk and emergency health care facilities are 30
miles away at the Borders General Hospital. In severe winters the Ettrick and Eskdalemuir roads are
subject to heavy flooding and freezing, making it difficult to get out of the upper Ettrick valley.

A Right of Way {(old drove road) runs from Potburn to Caplegill Ford over Bodesbecklaw. This route
was used right up until the end of the 1950s by traffic, when the route fell into disrepair. A vintage
tractor rally last used this route in June 2012 and 20 land rovers used the route very recently, Many
pecple on both sides of the hill remember vehicles crossing and until the areas were heavily de-
populated in the 19608 /705, it was used as a walking/riding route to local dances in the village hall at
Entrick.

Looking up Valley of Bodesheck to the South

Re-establishing this old route would give the local population access to shops and services just 8 miles
away - in Moffat. Above Ettrick Bridge there are, in excess of 400, tourism beds that could be accessed
far more easily from this proposed route. [n addition, the Ettrick Primary School had to close its doors
in 20H 2 due to lack of children. Re-opening the route would allow the Community to attract a new
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population as the 8 mile route would be well within commuting distance of Moffat. There is a lot of
local support. from the residents of the upper Ettrick and businesses/ land owners on the
Moftat side. to re-establish this ancient route.

In 2012 the public road from Ettrick to Potburn was fully repaired using a grant of £600,000 from the
Timber Transport Fund. The purpose of this is to facilitate the extraction of the valuable timber resource
in the arca. This is now a very useful route but will put a great deal of pressure on the road from Ettrick
to Eskdalemuir, much of which is single frack road, Although this study is to explore a route for
personnel and emergency vehicles, it could show the way to linking the forestry in the area to the
ATHM) and to more lucrative markets for the timber.

Potburn to Ettrick recently repaired road

In 2001 1/12 work was carried out to replace the bridge at Selcoth Farm Fishery and forestry operations
are currently underway. New forest roads are being built between Potburn and Ettrick Head. Both of
these developments present alternative opportunities for link roads which could, perhaps. cost less than
upgrading the old drove road.

The Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project recognised these factors and decided to undertake a
detailed feasibility study of the possible options. The project presents a number of technical challenpes
which means that this form of study will be very valuable as the options will be considered carefully for
cost. That, considered with the benefits and problems of each option, will provide enough information
for a flexible solution to the project.
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2 Methodology and Management of Study

Management of the Feasthility Study

= Agree terms and conditions with Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project

* Agree that the study is terminated if a site visit proves the route is not possible.

= Establish what might be the maximum budget.

*  Peruse the past studies and relevant information and relate this to possible options | and 2 on the
1 — 50,000 seale OS map.

Carry out a deskiop study of the proposed routes and look for other possibilities.

»  Contact personnel who are involved by telephone to gain carly information about possible
routes,

[ £]

Christopher Moffat — Capplegill 01683 220530

Francis Flynn - Flynn Forestry - Fountains Forestry {agent)
Gravin Mann - Fountains Forestry 07515 783618

Oliver Routledge ~ Seleoth fish farm 07801 737804

Ben Schofield UPM Tilhill -ben schofieldi@upm.com

Colin McEwan - Forestry Commission — 01387 242019

David Jinks/Grant Douglas - Planning

Paul Outram/Tavid MceNay - SEPA

John Gibson - SNH - 01671 401075 - john. pibson(rsnh. pov.uk

o oo

]

o 0

]

s All information received by telephone to be recorded in note form and dated.

s Write to the 2 owners to ask what their terms would be to allow access over their land and what
lease agreement would be required. The outcome of this will be a cost per vear and a legal cost
to set up an access agreement,

s Email Grant Douglas at Planning to ask what permissions will be required to establish that there
would be no objections to any one option, Check that none of the land is designated SS5T or
SAC.

#  Email SWH with the outline proposals and ask what limitations there might be, Offer the
knowledge that an ecology and wildlife survey would be completed before Planning Application
is submitted.

»  Email David MeNay of SEPA with outline proposals showing proposed river crossings and
establish that GBR6 would be relevant for any river crossings.

» Research the cost and security of barrier systems. [t is most likely that a lightweight one would
be used and question if this acts as a barder. Compare with a gate and padlock system which
could be left open or closed by Residents and Owners with keys.

#  Draw up a plan of the possible options and send to all concerned with one week of notification
of a meeting on site to discuss the options.

* Visit the site with an experienced forestry surveyor to ensure options for routes are possible,
Site meeting will be a short talk from me about the options and then questions and answers.
After the site visit the gradients, cross falls and stone sources will have been looked at so final
proposals can be drawn up and costed.

# Senda preliminary study report to Planning, SEPA. SNH, Owners and Land Managers with the
detailed options and ask for last comments.

#  Write final report which will show the options with costs and pros and cons against each. Some
of the cons may be difficult to put a price against. eg. option 3 may be least expensive, but the
route through the forest may retain snow for a longer time because of tree cover. The cost must
be set against snow clearing cost,
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Report

[ hope the report can lay a clear way forward in terms of options and costs. [ hope my prior
consultations with Planning along with a full ecology and wildlife survey will ensute that Planning
Permission for whichever route will be achieved easily. I would also hope that any proposals can easily
be converted into reality. using stone from on site as the base and | 00mm of guality topping imported.

3  Projected Core Uses

This project is very much about the re-development of an area which has become de-populated because
of its remote location and the increase in the expectation of amenities and services over the last 30
years, [ understand the final residents moved from the area when electricity was brought nearby., but not
to Potburn. The area has much potential as a forestry resource and a tourist and holiday area.

Geopraphically, the area is the source of the Ettrick Water which 15 a major tributary of the rver Tweed.
Sources of river svstems are always tourist attractions. The hills in the area around Potburn are some of
the highest in the Southern Uplands and the proposed road would provide an access from the very
popular town of Moffat and also access for walkers to the whole of Eskdale to the south and east. The
proposed road will be used as a tourist footpath as well as a road,

Recreation has become one of the most important drivers in attracting tourists to Scotland and the
general population, to the countryside. For the last 25 vears, mostly working for the Forestry
Commission, [ have observed, and been involved with, an exponential increase in this industry. There
has been a recent boost, driven by the recession, as fewer people are taking holidays abroad and more
people are “stayeationing’. Mountain biking has seen the greatest increase, although numbers of people
walking and riding are also on the rise. T have recently carried out work on the West Highland Way,
Deeside Way and Speyside way and have been encouraged by the investment and footfall numbers.
There i no reason that this area could not attract a similar expansion.

In the first instance, this road will provide access to the amenities of Moffat for the current population
as far to the east as Ettrick. The most important of these amenities are shops, welfare facilities,
swimming pool and emergency services. However, the more important effect will be the regeneration of
the population and, perhaps, the reopening of a primary school, This, along with the recreation and
tourist industry, makes a compelling argument for a low cost link road. Precise figures are difficult to
predict but there will be at least a dozen forestry jobs which could lead 1o new residency, There are
already about 12 existing farm residencies and if the visitor numbers at eg Glentress are considered,
{over 200,000/ vear) then there must be potential here.

4  Land Ownership

Four Landowners have a major interest and one a minor interest at the very beginning of the route at
Potburn. Mrs Joan Rowe owns Bushie Law on the east side of Potburn and thinks Option 2 is the best
route, She would obviously not object to the proposal to have a route to MofTat, although her preference
would be for a tarred road for light vehicles.

Mr John Kennedy owns Potburn Forest and the following are his comments:-

Beply from Mr John Keanedy (Pothum Forest)

I am not averse e any of the proposed routes that would allow for timber transpore to the ATO8. There
weeld however be a need to upgirade the lead in roads through Potburn, Clearly there would lave 1o be
an overall agresment on maintenance and use, This @5 something that we should keep in touch with as i
wonld affect the design and use of our own roading system, | presume that it would veduce transport
coste and alvo thevefore Imlr,.l,"{.ll'.'_: the p:'."{_'{-,' q.l'-f.:'::rhe.l' Weould there be HORey for such a scheme and whet
thme scale do vou think would be involved?
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Mr Christopher Moffut owns all of the Bodesbeck Burn area which includes all of the land over which
the 0ld Drove Road travels and comprises Option 1. He is open to any option and would not object to
any proposal which would go over his land. His main concermn would be abuse of aceess and would
favour controls — security gates.

Mr Francis Flynn owns Sailfoot forest and the majority holding of Selcoth Bridge. He was represented
by Gavin Mann of Fountains Forestry who acts as Factor for the forest. Mr Flynn would not object to
personnel traffic using his forest roads but needs to carefully consider any proposals to allow forestry
access, Security controls would be favoured.

Mr Oliver Routlidge owns the Seleoth Fish Farm and the land around Capel Fell over which option 3
would pass. Oliver would have no objections to this route being built on his land. In fact it would have a
beneficial effect on his land management, so he would welcome it.

[ concluded that none of the Landowners had any serious objections.

5 The Route Options

The brief presented two options as most likely to cover the only possibilities. In the spirit of a
comprehensive feasibility study, T added a third which T considered would be worth looking at on the
grounds that it could be low cost although it may have certain disadvantages. The study needs a full
range of options, especially as no budget has been approved.

All 3 options will begin at Potburn (OD Eef. NT 183 088) and exit onto the AT0E, which will require
new or improved bellmouths at whichever junction is chosen. The Council roads department has not yet
given a judgement as to whether the sight distances at the existing junctions are suitable for the slight
increase in traffic which would result from the new link road. [t was indicated that cutting of a hedge at
Selcoth and reducing the height of a dry stone wall at Bedesbeck would be all that was necessary,

All routes have been chosen to have a maximum gradient of | in 1. This is to ensure the safety of the
Public and 15 the maximum gradient which a timber lorry could use. The routes are being designed with
future forestry traffic in mind. The running surfaces will need to be suitable for cars so the forest
sections will require a well graded topping and regular maintenance.

Option | follows the Old Drove Road from Potburn to Bodesbeck, Deviations have been introduced to
avoid building an expensive new bridge at Bushie Law and at the lower end to circumyvent
archaeological features and reduce the gradient to a maximum of | in 10, This is the shortest route and
would be most convenient for users. New bridges at Bodesbeck will be expensive, The most difficult
design aspect of this route is aesthetic. The lower part of the route is in full view of traffic on the A 708
and as the cross slope is fairly severe at 1 3% to 207 some provision may be necessary to cover the
excavation,

Option 2 uses the same first section from Potburn as Option 1, It then branches off West and South to
Sailfoot forest and on to the AT08 through the forest, One advantage of this route is that it is completely
hidden from view. It is, however, considerably longer than option | and will suffer disruption from
forestry operations. Three very expensive culvert crossing are required over deep depressions, This
route however uses the existing new bridge at Selcoth.

Option 3 is a high level link between two forest road systems. This route is the longest of the 3 options
for people to travel from Potburn to the AT0S but will require the shortest length of new road to be
constructed. The route would use new forest roads presently being constructed in Potburm forest but
users are more likely to be disrupted by forest operation. Three owners are involved and there is likely

8
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to be support for use of the new link as a forestry extraction route, If this were to be presented as such,
no Planning Permission would be required but the Dumfries-shire Council Roads Department would be
likely to object to the increased heavy use of the AT08. The owner of Sailfoot would also have to be
persuaded of it use for timber.

5a  Route Options Map
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6 Permissions

6a  Planning

David Jinks of Dumfries and Galloway Planning provided a first response on 16" August 2013, David
attended the site meeting at 3pm on 21™ August at Selcoth Bridge. At the meeting the most significant
issue which came up was that the overall site is going to exceed 2ha so the project would be deemed a
“Major Development”. This means that there has to be a Public Consultation which can become lengthy
and expensive. My reply on 29" August 2013 is copied below which cites a provision in Scottish
Planning law which should ensure that only Local Planning will be required because all options require
less than 8km of road. [f Option 3 were to be designated a Forestry route it would not need Planning,
However. before this could be done, long term extraction plans would have to be agreed and the owner
of Sailfoot is unlikely to be persuaded to become involved in that sort of negotiation at this time.
Additionally, the Council Roads Department would have to be persuaded that the additional raffic
would not require upgrading of the A708. 1t is therefore best 1o make application for whichever option
is decided upon, based on personnel and emergency vehicles, The projected traffic would have to be
estimated but 50 vehicles per day would be a fair projection.

Dear Geofl.
I rafer to your receal enguiry in respect of the above and apologise for the delay in vesponding.

I anm currently in consultation with the Council Reads Offfcer and will repiy fn this regard ab the earliest opportunity,
Ropefully before vour meering on the 21" In principle, from a plasding perspective § eonsider that this type of propesal i3
likely to be sipported &y the Council. However [ will be in a better position fo comment folfowing a response fiom my
colleagues at the Roads Dept. It wowld alze be useful to have further details of proposed engineering operations and how
they wonld impact upon the existing fondscape. { do kowever acknowledse that yvou may not be af that stage in the
development process as yer.

Ag you are aware the site lies near the edge of the Dumfries & Galfoway Counctl region. [ have carried out a search of
planming constraims and can confirnn that the site les within the Moffal Hills Regional Scenic Area. Development in such
locations should respect the special mature of the area. Proposals within, or which would fave a signifficant impact on
Hegfonal Scenic Areas (RSAs), may be permivted where it can be demonstrated thar: -

v e fandscape character and scenic inferest for which the area fas been designated would nor be adversely
affected: or
*  fhere fs a specific need for the develppment af that foeation whish could gof be fovated (n a fess sensifive ared,

Foonsider of unfikely that the proposed develepment would have a sigrificant impact upan e characiter and appearance of
the Regional Scente Area in this instance. However defaily of intended engineering operations would be requived in prder to
make a full assessment in thiz regard,

ft showld alze be moted that there are sgeveral archeological zonesfeaures lopated [n the vicirity of the propoged
development site. As a regudt works within such areas may be subject to an archeological watching brisf or other relevans
mitigation measures. Further advice on this matter can be provided by the Councif Archaeofogist if necessary.

As stared In your leirer an ecologieal survey 15 Tikely 1o e reguired and | assume you Rave beer in confioet with SN for
advics an this malfer.

Yoo will gppreciate thar this emaif constitules advice onfy and i mode withow! prefudice o any decision which the Counced
ai plavteing authority may chooge fo make in respect of ary futire plasning appiication. Furthermare, It should wor be
azsumed that every issue which might impact on any such appiication has been addressed in this email. 1t slhowld algo e
roted that pther issues may come to Hght az a result of consultation with other refevant boadies in relatton to any fulure
planniig application,

Regards
David

Diavid Jinks
10
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Planner

Cuimiries & {Faffoway Courcll I Plannimg & Emvironment Servioes
Kirkhank Houge, English Street, Dumjries, OGP 2HS

Telephome: 0F 387 260 |99

Maobite: 07919 300 765

E-marl: david jinks{mdurmgal govuk

Web: wow diumpeal gov ek

Lavid

Thanks you for affending owr meeting about the above and for being so helpful with gurdance about what well be fnvofved fn
the Planning process. [ am putting tegether a section en permissions and decided to ofarify the part abowt Mafor
Developmenis. | have written the section below and perhaps you could fef me know if vou agree. | think the 8Em over rufes
the 2ha.

+  Alf options will imvedve develepment of a site area tn excess of 2 kectares g0 could come under the designation of
‘Major Development”. However the "Scottish Planning series Chrowlar 52 2008 — Heirarchy of Developments Section
2% stafeg that:
@ Inrelgiion to cycleways pr walbways whick are lepally construcred as roads
a0 fall within the descripfion of development in this class, which preeed the
& kilomerre threshold these would alve be classifted as a “malor
Development”

My reading of this is that as all of the proposals are for a read of less than §km 50 it would be a Local Planring appfication.

! confacted Borders and they told me that 2 Applications will have to be made but anfy one fee paid 1o the one containing
that majority of the propozal which will be you. They tofd me that the Authoritios will eorsult eack other but there will be 2
Determinadions,

Regards
Greofl

The first part of the route at Potburn is in Scottish Borders so 2 Planning Applications are required. The
rule is that the same application will be made to both Authorities and 2 determinations will be required.
However, only one fee will be payable, to the Authority which houses the major part of the
development. [ made a phone call to Scottish Borders to Craig Millar who informed me that:-

o Two determinations would be required - one from them and one from Dumfries and
Galloway — this means that the same application will have to be lodged with each Region.

o Only one fee will be required to be paid to the Region with the largest land area affected.

The Regions will consult with one another.

o The officer who will deal with the Borders Planning application will be Dorothy Aymes.

o

6b  Council Roads Department

Romald Bell of the Dumfries and Galloway Roads Department expressed his concemns at the site
meeting and they have been described above under the heading, Planning. Improved bellmouths will be
required at whichever junction is used on the AT08 and sight distances will need to be improved by
knocking down some wall and cutting a hedge. There would be major concerns if a forestry extraction
route was being planned, so it is sensible only to take forward a personnel route at this stage.
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6c  Scottish Environmental Protection Agency
Paul Outram sent the following response to my enguiry on 7™ August 2013:-

Geaff,
Dave McNay has asked me to have a fook ar this and respond 1o you.

From a regulatory potat of view, it wouwld appear the works would reguire somie form of authorizsation wnder the Engineering
regime of CAR, afthough It is difficult to teli from the informasion provided exacty what leve! of authorization would be
required, { have tried to give a brefi'} note below (see Guidance) to alfow you to draw a conclision,

& hae b I3 1 Al
I/ General Binding Ruies (G8Rs)
GERy represent a set of mandatory rules which cover specific low risk activities. Activities complying with the rules de mot
require an application o be made o SEPA. as compliance with a GBR is considered to be complianos with an
authorsation. Stace the operatar (s not reguired to apply to SEPA, there are no associated charges.
2 Registrations
Thiese alfow for the registration of smali-scale aciivitics that individueally pose low envivommental visk bud, cumalaiively, can
vesull tn greafer enveronmental rigk, Operators must apply fo SEPA to register these activities. There i an application fee
far registrations. The fee for an on-{ine Registration is currently £78 for an on-ling application or £104 for a paper
application, The determination period for @ Regisiration is up fo one monrk from dare when applfication is recelved, please
sate works must nof commence priar fo authorivation
37 Btmple and Complox Licences
These affaw for site-specific conditions fo be set te profect the water envirgarient from activities that pose a higher risk
Licences can cover linked achivities on a number of sites over a wide area, as well as single or multiple activities on a single
site, Application fees apply fo all licences, and subsisteace (annuall charges may appfy. A key fearure of CAR livences,
unftke GERs and repisirations, 8 that they regquire the appdicant to nominale o “responsible person” (Le. an
individualiparinership/company) to be held accountable for securing compliance with the ternes of the licence. The fee fora
Simple Licence is currently £606. The fee for @ Compler Licence @5 currently £2857, The determinarion period for o Simple
or Complex Licence 13 up to four monthy from date when application iv recelved, please note works miust nol commence
priar te authorization.

There are discounts o the fees for mulliple activities and you can use SEPA s onfing Charge Calculator e determine the fee
(thiz will also calculate reduced application feez for multiple activities): www prg.ukiwiddregimes/oharging fitn

Cruidance

A ugeful source is SEFA s CAR Practival Guide From this guide {zee from P30, Engincering Activities). Works withininear
o rivers is covered by Engineering Activites whick is splir into different categories and the ones of interest to you i this
instance are {ikely to be Bridges and other types of crossing struciures and Bank reinforcement. | have focluded Bank
reinforcement as you mention this may be required af one of the stream sides.

Eridges and other ypes of crossing siructures
GERG -
Minor bridees with no construction or Ged or banks f{GERA] (see P37 of CAR Praciical Guide for rufes of GERG)

Rewistration -

al Bridges acrosy rivers and fochs where ne part of the structure encroachies o the bed (.2 Ao plers or fn-channe!
supparizl. (n addition, the total length of stiructures on both banks showld rot be more than 20m. This categary includes
botromless arch culverts,

il Pipe and bor culverts wsed for single-track roads and raifways, footpaths andier cycle rowes, where the affected
walercourse 15 ned more than Jm wide,

Simple Licence -

al Aif other bridges, fordy and causeways. This category will include bridges affecting move than 20m rotal bank fengths, or
bridges with in-stream supports. This category also tncfudes all fords and causeways consructed across lochs and werlands,
Where multipfe crossings of a ford are required within a sherr space of time a temporary bridge showld be considered.

bl Alf other pipe or box culverts used for crossings. This category will include alf pipe or box culverts ured for multiple
trackfare roads, and pipe or box culverts wsed for miner bridees on watercourses greater than Jm wide.

Complex Licence -

al la-stream struciures on walercowrses greater than Im wide affecting more thin 50m of totad channel length, This would
include large aread of bed reinforcement,

12
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Bank reinforcement

ERN -

Grreen Gank refnforcement or reprofifing =/m or = pne channel width tn fengeh (whichever is greater) [GBRE] (see P38 af
CAR Pracrical Guide for rules of GERS)

Registration -

Green bank protection or re-prafifing ne more than 3im in fotal fength along banks/shore, that are not captured under the
conditons of GERS. Green bank protection includes the use of miaterialy such as rig-rap and fog revetmenty réstricled to the
hank toe {le. should be submerged during normal flow corditions), and bisdegradable geo-textifes

Stmpie Licence -

a) Green hank profection or re-profiling along hanksishore for more than 30m. Green hank protection Incfudes the use of
mtaterials such as rip-rap and log revetmenis restricied to the bank toe (e, showld be submerged duwring normal flow
condittons) and bindegradable geo-textiles.

b1 Grey hank protection, fleodwaills and embankmients no more than 10 in total length in watercourses greater than 3m
wide and lochs, Grey bank profection Includes the use of mareriafs stick as rip-rap over the full kelght of the bank, gatdon
baskets, concrete. grouted stone, brick or block stenework, sheet piling, wood pifing and non-bledegradable geo-fextifes.
ci Al grey bank protection. flogdwalls ard embankments in watercourses no more than 3n wide. Grey bank protection
incfudas the use of materials such as vip-rap over the full keighe of the bank, gabion baskets, concrete, growted stome, brick
or bfock stonework, sheet pifing, wood piling and non-bicdegradabie geotextifes.

Comipler Licence -

rrey bank proteciion, feodwaliy and embanbments greater than 100n in total fength in watercowrses greater than 3m wide
and focks. Grey bank pratection includes the use of materials suck as rip-rap over the flf keight of the bank, gabion
baskers, concrere, grouted stome, Brick or blogk stonrework, sheet plling, wood piling ard non -biodegradabie gen-rextifes.

Further guidance (s given on Jip e, X ki walpriw F g b i fr mav also be
deneficial fo you to loek ot SEPA s webpage ilip:Cwww, sepa org wbSvater/water regulalion.aspe which provides more
infarmation on water regufation

Oeher in aiion

{ woueld expect SEPA Ecalogy would be keen on survey work heing done on land to fook cut for petenttal Ground Water
Dependant Tervestrial Ecogyvstems that might be affected by construction of a road and macro-invertehrate survey work
poszifly needed on any warercowrse that could be impacted by construction.

Annan Degtrict safmon Fishery Board (Nick Chishofm 01576 $70600) may alse wish an input regarding any fish siedies that
might be requived due 1o culverting/fish access.

 hope this helps you decide the best ophion, pleaze do rot hesitate fo contact me should you reguire clarfication ar furiher
agsisfance,

Regards,
Paul

Paul Outram

Enviranment Prorection Officer

Scottish Emvironment Protection dgency

Dumfries & GGalloway Team | Rivers House | Lochside Industrial Ezeare | frongray Road | Dumfries | DG2 Q7E
Tef 01387 720502

Email pawl outrami@lsepa org uk

WWM_FENT. O

Two bridges will be required if Option | is chosen. They will be designed and built under the General
Binding Rules 6 which means that the river will not be interfered with in any way. so no licence will be
required, Option 2 will require 3 major culvert crossings and one more minor. These will involve
construction in the river bed over a distance of 40m. These will require simple licences. Option 3 will
not require any Permissions. although a few minor culverts will be required.

13
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6d  Scottish Natural Heritage
The following response was received from SNH :-

Hi Geoff,
Had chance now o have a fook af the three oprions and have the following comurents,

1. Weore hoppy with the propesols for ecologicol survey ond wildlife report, Bearing in mind;

2. Al options hove the potentiol to impoct on the River Tweed Speciol Areo of Conservation [SAC) ond when planning
permission is opplied for we will ask the Council to undertoke o Hobitals Regulations Assessment (HRA ) in light of
the Conservations Objectives for the site, which can be found wia the fink to our “Sitelink’ web poges below,

3. Ecologicol surveys should include Coropean Protected Species [EPS) along with oll ether profected species relevant
to the working footprint,

4 lam assuming that there will be no encrodchment on the Maoffatt Hills SAC, but if so the above In terms of o HR4
will opply.

5. Anyissues thot moy orise os o reswdt of ecological surveys, where oppropriote, will reguire o Mitigotion
Plan/Protected Species Plon and if ony EPS issues arise that will require gn EPS Kcence from us then the Mitigation
Plan will hove to be of sufficient detoil to enabile the Council to identdy potentiol octions, which may reswll in an
offence under the Hokitats Regulations, and ofso any mitigotion actions required to the extent that there will be no
EPS and or other icensing issues. We will therefore recommend the developer be osked to submit o scheme of
mitigotion/best proctice during construction bo remove ony ombiguity as to whether this scheme has ony
outstanding Bsues which cannat be mitigated against and if licensing will ke required, the Mitigotion Plan will be
conducive to the granting of a ficence,

Streiiok -

e ey, w ks el ek 1
Happy 1o disciss any of the above,
Regards,

Joka
Jakn Gibson

Operations Officer
Southern Scovand

nhn. grbsonialsni gov.uk
MG 405075

There is nothing extraordinary about the requests. A full ecology report of the area covering whichever
Opton is chosen will be required. [t 15 unlikely that anything unusval will crop up. All roads will be
avoiding wet areas which may be home to some flora or fauna requiring special treatment. There are a
number of possible archaeclogical sites at the lower end of Option | as shown on the plan below,
However. [ have chosen a road line to avold most of them but a site survey will be necessary at the time
of Planning and Construction to ensure none are interfered with. It will not be difficult to realign the
road if any sites are on the proposed line.

Ome very important aspect is that part of the site of all Options will be in the River Tweed Special Area
of Conservation, so great care will be necessary.

L4
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David
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7 Engineering Design of Routes

Each of the three route options from the desktop plan were walked and studied in detail. sufficient to
ensure they are possible and practical and could be estimated for cost. All three options were adjusted as
a result on these ground surveys but routes were found close to the original ones plotted on the | to
50000 Ordinance Survey (O8] maps. The main features which made the alterations necessary were the
deep gullies on Options 2 and 3 which are common to the area and not shown in detail on the OS5 maps.
Option | had to be adjusted to avoid archaeological features and achieve | in 10 gradients. All
projections are for all roads to be lorry roads which would be suitable for forestey traffic in terms of
strength and horizontal and vertical geometry. The bellmouths to the AT0% are also proposed and costed
to be of a standard suitable for forestry traffic. If a project of this scale is undertaken it would be folly to
build a route with steeper than | in 10 gradients which only a d4xd counld climb. The extra cost to build a
lorry road at the outset will be small and worth the investment because forestry traffic could be a large
element of future economic use.

7a  Option 1

L. This starts at about 200m before the village of Potburn at NT 185 090 and turns 600m NW up a
small valley to meet the 0ld Drove Road. This section has been chosen rather than following the
Old Drove Road from the end of the tarred public road 300m NE of Potburn, which would
require an expensive new bridge in the Bushie Law forest. The construction of this section,
approximately 900m would be straightforward. Tt is on good ground and stone is available close
by 0 the cost should be about £60/m. Some exploration for stone has taken place recently, most
likely in connection with the proposed new forest roads about to be constructed in Potburn.

2. After about 500m from the junction with the Old Drove Road, a 30(m flat area 18 encountered
which has up to lm of peat overburden. This section would follow the exact route of the Drove
Road, which would be widened and the drains re-excavated. No peat would be excavated. This
heavy upgrading would cost about £30/m,

3. At the exit from this flat area is the proposed junction for the take off point for Option 2. The
road for Option | follows the Old Drove Road for 700m downhill, paralle] to Bodesbeck Burn to
a point OS Ref. NT 164 093, The ground is hard here and stone 1s available nearby so cost
should be about E3(0/m,

4. To continue on the Old Drove Road, the gradient would exceed | in 1 so a new section of road
will be comstructed, travelling NW for 600m across the slope at | in L This section would
require a small bridge or new culvert at a cost of £3k. This leg takes the road away from the
archaeological features. The ground is good but this is the first section which would be in view
of the public road and the bare cut may need to be turfed to satisfy Planning, The cost without
turfing should be about E60/m,

5. The next section is a 500m zig-zag, going SW and then another 300m going N and a final 900m
going SW, over a new bridge to be built over the Bodesbeck Burn, and then onto the existing
entrance road adjacent to the MofTat Water. This whole section would be ata slope of 1 in 10
and could require landscaping to hide the road from view from the ATOE, The last section would
have to be planned carefully to avoid the radio masts near the tree wind break. However, this
section of road would provide a pood access to these structures. The cost of these sections
should be about £60/m.

6. The bridge over the Bodesbeck Burn would have to be approximately 12m span because the
land is quite flat and the Burn will only run about 700mm deep so the longer span would be
required for the | in LK year flood. The cost would be about £40k.

7. The final section would be upgrading 500m of the existing entrance road to Bodesbeck. This is
nartow with high banks so to do it properly and provide good drainage, fences may need to be
moved. However the road 15 hard so it should be easy upgrading at £25/m,

8 The bridge over the Moffat Water needs to be properly assessed. [t has no handrails and the
alignment is poor for long vehicles. It would be suitable for small vehicles but is unlikely to be
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good cnough for 44t lorries. The structure is concrete with embedded steel so the only way of
finding the capacity of the bridge is to carry out a load test, It is most likely that this bridge
would be renewed as part of the major new road construction at a cost of about £75k,

. A new bellmouth would be needed at the junction with the A708. This would have to be a full

specification bellmouth for articulated lorries if the road were to be used for timber lorries. A
dry stone wall on the west of the junction would need to be reduced in height to improve the
sight lines to the satisfaction of the Council Road Department. The cost would be about £20k.

Option 2

. This option begins exactly the same as Option 1 for the 1900m and then cuts SW over the upper

part of the Bodesbeck Burn where a 1. 5m diameter culvert would be required over a reasonable
gully at a cost of about £3k for a 20m length.

. The next section, approximately 1400m, follows the contours around White Shank along a cross

slope of up to 25%. This section would be on hard ground although there would be some
overburden to cut through, The cost should be about £60/m. This construction would be hidden
from view from the public road by White Hill which sits in front of it. This section ends at
Cleuch Burn. The culvert crossing at Cleuch burn would be relatively easy as the valley is
shallow. Although caleulations show a lm diameter pipe would be adequate, adviee from the
local landewner about {lash floods shows that it should be 2m diameter. The cost of a |Om
culvert should be about £3k.

. The next 6{km to the next crossing, a tributary of Sailfoot Linn, must stay as high up the hill as

possible to stay above the saddle behind the top of White Hill. The saddle area is wet and the
wrong place to build a road. The stone for this section can come from the area at the top of the
Bodesbeck Burn and should cost about £60/m.

. At the end of this section the culvert crossing is in a deep gully requiring an approximately 40m

long culvert crossing with 10m of fill over it to keep the road at reasonable gradients. This
would cost about £20k.

. The last 50{im to Sailfoot forest would be easy roading at a cost of £60/m leading to a very

difficult and expensive crossing on Sailfoot Linn,

. The route shown in the original brief showed the crossing of Sailfoot Linn lower down the

valley. which is almost impossible because of the depth of the gully, T have moved the exit from
the forest to a higher point where a crossing is possible and to ease the gradients across White
Hill. However, even at the second exit point from Sailfoot forest, the Sailfoot Linn gorge is still
very deep.
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Elevation of road section from Sailfoot road (right) to difficult culvert (left)

I have therefore proposed taking off from the existing forest road at OS Ref. NT 1565 077 and
building a picce of road which will drop down the gorge to Sailfoot Linn just above a junction
with a small tributary,

This would require a very expensive crossing but higher up valley the ground becomes very
steep and the cost saving would be lost in the cost of the difficult road.

This crossing would be two #0m long culvers just above the junction with a hairpin built on top
of 10m of fill over the culverts at a cost of approximately E30%

[k 300m of new road would be required from the Sailfoot Linn to a junction with the existing forest

road, This would be built on the side of the steep cross fall of the gully at a cost of about £30/m
with stone from an existing quarry in the Sailfoot forest,

. The last section of road on this route is 30HHm of existing forest road which needs to be topped

off with 100mm of imported type | well graded material to give a suitable running surface for
personnel vehicles. This would cost about £17/m.

. The bridge at Selcoth across the Moffat Water has just been built so there would be no cost but

there may be a small fee for using it.

. Finally the bellmouth would need to be upgraded at a cost of about £15k. The tarred area would

need to be increased and the sightlines improved by cutfing trees and hedge.
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Tc Option 3

|, Three attempts have been made to find a route to link the Sailfoot and Potburn forests which

would be technically feasible. The chosen route is to the north of Capel Fell and on slopes of up

to 357

The first part of this route is through 4.25km of Potburn forest road. Part of this is currently

under construction for harvesting but would need topping at £12/m to produce a running surface

for personnel vehicles. Much of this would be on new roads hence the reduced rate.

3. The next section is 2000m of road on a steep crossfall around Capel Fell but most likely on good
ground. If rock outcrops were avoided and landslip is not a problem, this could be built for
£60/m.

o)

Take off point from Sailfoot. Road tracks around trees and then around Capel Fell - centre

4. The final 3800m section through Sailfoot forest would need to be topped off with 100mm of
type | at £17/m.

5. The bridge at Selcoth across the Moffat Water has just been built so there would be no cost but
there may be a small fee for using it,

6. Finally the bellmouth would need to be upgraded at a cost of about £15k. The tarred area would
need to be increased and the sightlines improved by cutting trees and hedge.

Photographs of route features

Attached to this report are approximately 90 photographs of the routes on disc. They are
teferenced to the above routes and route sections as numbered above. e:g. 7b5 15 the section
covered by paragraph 5 of Option 2 which is reported in section 7h. S5ome are just named.

These pictures will be useful for a more detailed contractor estimate of costs or indeed a
committee discussion of preferred options.
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8 Construction
There are a number of common factors between Options so this is best dealt with as a separate
section where the information is common to all Options.

8a  Formation and Cross Section
Most of the new construction would be on cross slopes averaging 237 but in some places up to 35°
which is a the maximum [ think is safe. The following diagram shows the section of this tvpe of
road:-

Typical Road Cross - Sectional Details

24 m inbmom prefored =3
1
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L=
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Figure 5.5 Rock Ledge Cut into Steep Cross Fall

It is important to note that all construction is on undisturbed ground and that a bund is recommended on
the berm. The carriageway is shown sloping into the hillside which makes users feel safe.

8b  Sources of Stone

Fortunately the roads would be on good ground so requiring only about 6t of stone per metre. The
maximum amount needed would be 35,000 tonnes for Option 1. Option 3 would require 12,000 and
Option 2 would require 26,000 tonnes, This can be quarried from on site. There is an existing quarry in
Sailfoot forest with good stone and well hidden from sight, but may be limited in how much s
available. However, this should be checked as a first option. There looks to be good sources of as-dug
stone, which could be erushed on site at the top of the valley near Potbum.

0
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Purchase of the stone should be avoided as there would be a £1 95/t aggregate tax to be paid on
transactions. A negotiation should be entered into with the owners of Sailfoot and Potburn and ask if the
topping ofT of their roads and future maintenance programmes would be enough compensation to allow
the stone to be quarried without any payments being made.

Winning stone on site also keeps traffic off the roads. This is particularly important with quarry traffic
which impatts intense loads and can cause severe damage to public roads. The likely plant to be used on
a job like this would be a 12t dump truck and a large excavator for extracting stone and digging
formations. Type | for topping off would probably need to be imported but if hard enough material
wete found., there is enough required to justify hiring in a crusher and producing topping on site.

8¢  Flood Calculation and Drainage

The roads would need culverts at the high end of the standard specification as this area is very wet. The
types of road being built on steep cross slopes can result in landslips so culverts should be more and
smaller to reduce the risk of outfalls causing landslips

The Flood Estimation handbook has been used to calculate the 1 in 103 vear flood for the outline design
of bridges and large culverts. My calculations are corrected by the Rainfall Runoff Method to take some
account of Climate change however, [ have been warned by Christopher Moffat of the severe flash
floods from white Shank and White Hill, so have doubled the size of the culverts necessary by
calculation.

8d Bridges

Bridges would be the same design as the Selcoth bridge, although a smaller crossing could be Stress
Laminated Timber which would save some cost. The best solution to this exercise is one without
hridges as bridges are just sections of road costing 100 times as much as a standard road. On the other
hand. the high road proposed for option 3 which needs no bridges would be closed for 2 months in
winter.

8¢  Running Surface - type 1 — bitumen

The option for the most suitable route could very likely use forest roads, and those in Sailfoot are not
suitable for normal personnel vehicles. | have proposed as a minimum specification [00mm of type |
stone topping. This is a mixture of very hard stone like whin or granite, graded with the comect amount
of fines of varying sizes that it will bind with only a little moisture, but will not hold enough to weaken
and cause rutting. Very importantly, it can be shaped and rolled into a camber to shed rainwater, OF
course rutting eventually happens or large vehicles cause harvesting damage, but this medium can be re-
graded to the correct shape

Hitumen is the best solution for personnel traffic but adds enormous cost and unless the road below is
perfect, it can deflect, The tar will then break up and all the extra expenditure lost. Type | topping
could cost £17/m run of road and | Mhmm of Bitument £70/m. A thicker laver which would be less
likelv to break up will increase the cost pro rata. Bitumen is not appropriate for Options 2 and 2 where
the greater part of the route is through a forest. However it might be appropriate for Option | but, at a
cost of about £360k, T doubt that funds would ever become available. On the other hand, it may be
appropriate to include bitumen so that it can be removed as a cost saving,

8f  Turfing cut Lines

Where the road works can be viewed from the AT0E, Planning may require “scars’ on the hillside,
caused by the cut on the high side and the fill on the low side, to be hidden. This can be done by a
skilful operator removing the turf and laving it aside, before cutting the roadline and replacing it over
the cut areas as the construction progresses, This slows the work and 18 expensive but mav be necessary
=0 should be priced in as a contingency of perhaps £20/m of road, where it is required. The price would
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depend on the contractor chosen so may vary considerably and results can also be variable, depending
on the skill of the operator.

8g  Safety

The safety of forest roads on cross slopes s a subject of great debate. Tt is all about creating a bund to
stop vehicles driving off the road. Most forest roads do not have a bund because, historically, it was
Judged that professional lorry drivers do not need bunds and there are very few accidents. However, as
these roads are being designed for the Public use, bunds should be included on new sections, These are
built on the fill on the low side so do not involve extra excavation (see cross-section diagram above),

9  Other Uses

9a  Mountainbiking

This 15 the fastest growing outdoor sport in the countryside and the new roads could become an
attraction, boosting tourist numbers. At this stage, it is probably wrong to specifically design for this as
it is not a core vse. However, certain elements of the design ean be designed in without extra cost, In
this respect surfaced roads are pood and bunds for safety.

9b Walking
This is the most popular outdoor activity and the new roads would encourage this, even if it is to
prowide access to more remote arcas on top of the hills.

9¢  Equestrian

This is a popular Scottish Borders pursuit and is greatly encouraged. However, it is worth remembering
that horses can damage roads by creating small potholes on the sutface which retain water and
eventually become potholes. This is important when it comes to designing bridges as handrail heights
and strengths need to be specifically designed for equestrian use.

9d Linking Communities and Facilities

This is really a core use but worth including again, Communities cannot survive without links and that
is what roads do. Today, expectations are higher and facilities are vital to developing communities. A
road link is the first necessity of all facilities and the others will follow if a road is built,

10 Operation of Routes

10a Barriers and Control Gates

The brief asked that this be investigated with respect to random access to privately owned land and
problems with livestock. Tt is recognised that the safest way forward is to restrict access to known
people in the community and registered Other Users. Card barriers are very useful in this respect and
are easily managed but also easily vandalised in a remote location like this. Security gates are what
would be required.

The problem with security gates is the need for power. Solar power would not be sufficient for heavy
security pates. A pate with a keypad and open-and-close mechanism would cost £1 000, There is power
at the ATUS end of the route but would require metered connections which could cost £5 008, The top
end ai Potburn would have to have a key pad and “get out of the car” operation because there is no
power

This is a very important issue for landowners because of possible vandalismn. There is always a fire risk
in forests. T am sure that the landowners involved in this project would insist on locked gates. In fact,
Option 3 has 3 locked pates at the moment and [ do not see that changing. Kevpads and manual
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operation of gates would have to be the initial security measure if this project is to move forward. This
is something that may change with time especially if power becomes available at Potburn,

The companies below have all the equipment necessary.
Scottish Region - DARFEN

Units 7/8 Rochsolloch Road
Industrial Estate

Adrdrie

Scotland

ML6& 9BG

tel: (808 208 3891

Also MoAtthur

01236 449 266

10b Signs
Signs would be necessary to remind people that they are travelling through private land at the Owner’s
invitation and certain rules apply. There should be no wild camping,

Safety signs would be required in the same way as in the public forests, where the Public is invited
There would need to be 25kph speed limit signs and sharp bend signs. They would not have to be
regulation size as the speed limit is low. The speed limit is set because the road geometry is designed
for that speed. so it is not safe to travel faster.

Forest operation could well be underway and warning signs for that would be required.

Information signs would be helpful for walkers and cyclists.

11 Management and Maintenance

The chosen route would most likely have a forest road surface and probably be going through two
private forests. Repular maintenance would be necessary to keep the route open to personnel traffic.
The forest owners would have to continue with their operations which could mean restricted access at
times and damage to the road, which may prevent the passage of personnel vehicles. The best way to
manage this would be to have it financed in advance.

11a Maintenance Fund

I'would propose that a fund is Jodged in a bank under the management of a trustworthy local authority
to carry out regular grading and repairs for a period of 10 years. The sum will depend on which Option
is chosen and how much grading is required. This is a legitimate activity to fund and would be a help to
the Landowners, by way of compensation for them allowing access. This operation is not difficult but
requires specialist plant so | would speculate that a fund of £100k would be required. This would
provide about 2% per vear of the capital value of the roads in question for a perod of 10 years, This isa
bit more than a Local Authority might spend but these are un-surfaced roads, which require more
maintenance.

11b Period of Maintenance
Without forest operations I would expect grading twice a year. However, this operation is more likely to
be reactive because of harvesting, Clearly there will be maintenance by the contractors carrving out
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harvesting and by the Landowners but this is where there would have to be a local understanding. The
situation could never be managed unless the Community using the road made a contribution. The hope
should be that the Local Authority would take over maintenance after, perhaps, [ vears when the
community at Potburn has increased and developed.

12 Future Forestry Use

This is a thorny issue in that the Potburn Forest Landowner would benefit but the Sailfoot Landowner
would have to negotiate compensation - and may judge it is not worth it. On the other hand, it could be
good business for the Owner of Sailfoot and Selcoth, who could charge say £2.50 per tonne of timber
passing through their roads, bridge and lands. This figure would be commercially negotiated and would
depend on maintenance agreements between owners. However the suceess of the entire project could
rest on projected forest use so this should be looked at in detail.

12a Necessary Permissions from Authorities

Forestry felling licences are required today which means notification to the Forestry Commission of
what 15 to be felled and what roads will be used for the extraction. This has the same notification
process locally as a Planning Application and the most important aspect of the licence for felling in
Potburn and taking the timber to the ATHM) will be the use of the ATOE. Some parts are in poor
condition and any increased forestry waffic is likely to be vetoed by the Council Roads Department. A
figure of & lorries a day was considered and may be the number which would be acceptable today, This
howewver will not be the case forever and although forestry extraction from Potbum through Maoffat may
not be likely immediately, it is likely in the future.

The use of the AT0S is the main barrier to this proposal becoming a forestry extraction route. There is
every possibility that this could be paid for from the Timber Transport Forum fund and indeed perhaps
if this project was put forward as a forestry route the Council may be pleased to have the support of this
source of funding for the improvement of the AT08. [ have asked Planning and Council Roads
Department to comment on this possibility and so far they have declined. [ would advise that this report
is used as the basis of a pre-Planning negotiation between Planning. Council Roads, the Timber
transport Forum and the landowners to explore the option.

12b  Permussion from Landowners
Land values depend on access. [ would expect the Landowners involved would welcome increased
access for that reason and look to the future for profitable usc.

12¢  Alteration to Roads

From the outset, the design of the layout has considered that, some time in the firture, these roads may
be upgraded or used for forestry traffic. To that end, all road lines have restricted gradients to | in 10
although there are a few sections where the | in 10 length is longer than ideal. However, with only
minor alterations to hairpin bends, all of the Options will be suitable for forestry traffic. It is possible
that Option | may go forward without the bridge over Moftfat Water being renewed so, if that wete the
case, it would have to be for forestry extraction.
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13 Costs and Funding

[ understand that there have, to date, been no applications for funding and no sources are readily
available. For that reason. this Study has been carried out in detail to ensure that any questions that any
possible Funder may want to ask can be answered. Indeed this document could be used for a tender if
funding were forthcoming.

The cost estimates are simply that — Estimates. [ consider it better to break things down to build up a
price so that large variations can be highlighted when it comes to tendering. On the other hand. a great
deal of “puestimating’ 15 involved. so care must be taken when formulating contingency sums.

The costs for the three options without maintenance, contingency or special aesthetics for Planning are
made up from the sum of each section in Engineering 7 above:-

Option | = E34k+ 1542144 |+ 102440+ 2 5+T75+20 = £3R0.5k
Option 2 = E98K+R005436-+20+ 304504 24451+ 1 5 = £413 .5k
Option 3 = E31k+ 120464+ 5 = £250k

Option | = £380.5k special landscaping - turfing additional £35k
Option 2 = £413.5k
Option 3 = £250 .5k

One of the largest items in the estimates is the cost of topping off the existing forest roads. This very
much depends on where the material comes from, If imported the cost for purchase and spread would be
about £17/m. [ have reduced that for the Potburn section because it will be onto new roads so could be
reduced. If hard enough stone could be quarried on site and erushed to the correct grading the rate for
topping could be £12/m. This would be a very big saving. On the other hand if money is really tight the
routes could be constructed for 4 whee! drive only and ignore the topping. If this were done there would
be little in it for the owners of forests and future maintenance is difficult without a topping to re-grade.

Professional fees for the design, supervision and certification would be between 12% and | 5% of the
capital sum, depending how much structural work is involved. Bridges are 15%.

Maintenance should be budgeted at £100k over 10 years.

Funding sources are best known to the Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project, but T would have
thought that this Report could be submitted to the Lottery as well as a number of European and
Government funds. This is a legitimate project with potential returns of a great deal of money but even
maote in the value of linking communities - all for a sum of probably less than £500k,

The Timber Transport Forum fund source should be considered. They will receive this study and may
support the route to the M74, partly to relieve the very long Eskdalemuir route but also because it is an
easy access to higher value markets at Lockerbie.
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14 Interested Parties and their Contributions at Site Meeting
On the 21" August 2013 an open meeting was held at Selcoth to discuss the Feasibility Study. [ gave a
short talk on the Study so far and took guestions. The Study has altered as a result but not radically, in
that there are still 3 Options and they follow roughly the same routes. The following is a transcript of
who attended, what was asked and what the answers were.

Present:

C.Maoffat (CW) O Moffat & Sons cwmoffat@ biopenworld.com
C.Moffat (OM) O Moffat & Sons

1.Nack {IN) Southern Uplands Partnership Julie @sup.org.uk

leramy Snodgrass (15) EYCDC jeremysnocprass@anl com
Vicky Davidsan (VD) Cllr + EYCDC vdavidson@scothorders gov.uk
Margaret Davidson [MD) W Davidson & Co davidson crossles@gmail.com
David Jinks {DJ) DGC david jinks@dumegal gov.uk
Ranald Bell {RE) DG Roads rannie bell@dumpaal.gov.uk
Isabal Brown [IB) E&YCC & ERYCDC

Daphne lacksan (Dal) dittto ettrickholidays@btinternat com

Oliver Routledge (OR]

Selcath Fisheries

oliverroutledge@selcothfisheries.com

Gavin Marn {GM)]

Fourtains Forestry

Gavin. manri@fountainsforestry.co.uk

Geoff Freedman

G.F.Rural Bridges

Geoff freedman@gmail.com

Lana Freedman

G.F.Rural Bridges

Discussion Notes

+  All options — little public road traffic with construction materials as stone won from onsite borrow pits |GF)
Option 1

*  Planning permission requirec dependent on site area —red line area — borrow pits-
Less than 2 hectares — {WxL +Borrow pit]  (RB)

* PfP—if 2 authorities invohied — larger one dealswith it (D)

«  Timber Transport money used for upgrading of road from Potburn - [IN)

* Sailfoot owners do not want too much extra forestry traffic [GM)

s« Probahle objections from residents on AT08 — further down road [DM)

*  Any extra timber lorries prablematic (DJ)

o Visual impact —environmental aspects [GM)

+ hobile phone masts — moveabla {GM]

Cption 2

#  Parts of road impassable inwinter = clased mare than 2 months (G
* |ncreased flow rate up hill (D)
= Snrow destructive (DM)

+ [ither option - road liable to closure mare than 2 months par year [OR)

23 cumecs/sec but will increase culvert size (GF)



393

Option 3 — not really discussed

Reasons for new road [GF) - getting people into from Ettrick ard Pothurp to Maffat (IN)
Mo estimates of user numbers — 2 caravan sites/tourist traffic/mountain bikers (N}
Reguire help in producing numbers (M)

Whao to apply to for funding? [GF) = unknown as vet [IN)

Timber Trade Fund furded new road Ettrick-Potburn - £600,000 [IM]

* ® ® %

Costs

+ QOptian 1 = Long Hope Burn = dismiss = cut {GF)

«  S3ilfoot objection — malrtenance - danger of extrame damage - even 2 harvestings [GM)
+  Llose for Bmaonths/year —every year [GM)
+  Suggest banked fund for maintenance —drawn down over period of 10 years {GF)
*  Sugpest levy (GF)

Option 2

+ (Cutouttop bridge (GF)
# Local graders available - to keep roads open [OR/CM/DM)

15 Timing

This report is due for final submission before the end of October 201 3. Tt will be circulated to all
concerned for 2 weeks from 27" September for comment which may be used in the final report
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16 Conclusions and Recommendations

Option 1 is expensive because of the bridge works but could be regarded as the best option becavse it
will be less affected by winter weather and is the shortest. Tt would not have the problems of disruption
due to timber harvesting or the expense of maintaining the long lengths of forest road utilised in the
other options.

Option 2 is difficult in engineering terms but should be manageable and could be an excellent timber
extraction route. It is not 25 high as Option 3 so should give more all the vear round use. This is the
mst expensive but savings might be made in the difficult culvert erossings and the topping costs, This
road is hidden from view which is an important aspect of this option. It will require major support from
the owner of Sailfoot Forest.

Option 3 is the lowest cost and for that reason may be the best option if'it is difficult to acquire funding,
This option will require the co-operation of the Sailfoot Forest owners if forestry traffic is proposed. It
has the full support of the Potburn owner. This route is the longest and is through the largest area of
forest. Passage is likely to be disrupted by harvesting and snow more often than the other options but
this is the lowest cost. Some savings might be made by site crushing the topping laver of stone,

17 Circulation of Study

A draft of the study was circulated around the owners and authorities. JTohn Kennedy made a number of
comments with reference to forestry traffic using the new route. The possibility of that has been
strengthened in the report but the primary proposal is for a personnel route and forestry traffic will be a
future negotiation between owners, Mr Flynn of Sailfoot has no objections to any opion in principal and
will negotiate on any proposed use. Planning and The Council Roads Department made no comments
on the draft when emailed and were not available by telephone.

Circulation of the final report will be in the hands of Edrick and Yarrow Development who are the
owners of the Study,

18 The Next Step

Ensure that the Owners are in favour of all Options or which Options are rejected. Hold a meeting of the
Committee and if possible make a decision about which Option to go forward with, If this cannot be
decided upon and the best that can be managed is that there 1s @ hicrarchy of preferences, the full Study
should be submitted for funding. highlighting this hierarchy.

The owners and funding will be the core drivers for the success of this project The tourism and
recreational uses will develop but projected numbers will be low until the area becomes established, It
may therefore be the best option to negotiate with the Timber Transport Forum and then approach
owners with possibilities they would support.

To ensure more rapid progress a draft report was circulated to all concerned and comments have been
threaded in to the study.,
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Hydro Electric
Scheme

7.6.1 Tender Document P396

7.6.2 Ettrick Hydroelectric Feasibility Scoping Report P401
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|r@ ﬁ !' .E
The Scottish BUCCLEUCH — ﬂ _—

Government LOTTERY FUNDED GROUP

Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project

Notice of interest: Please email Julie Nock by March 25" 2013 if you would like to tender for this work
Julie@sup.org.uk

All tenders need to be received by 8" April 2013

BRIEF FOR CONSULTANT TO CARRY OUT AN ASSESSMENT OF THE POTENTIAL OF LANDS MANAGED BY THE
FORESTRY COMMISSION WITHIN THE ETTRICK WATER CATCHMENT FOR FINANCIALLY VIABLE HYROELECTRIC
GENERATION

Introduction:
Aims:

The Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project wishes to appoint a consultant to undertake a technical evaluation
of the burns crossing the land managed by the Forestry Commission that fall within the Ettrick water catchment. A
small desk based study outlined 3 burns and suggested that there may be further potential for financially viable
micro hydroelectric generation projects. This will potentially be the first step in a programme of action.

There is a growing interest in the contribution that hydroelectric generation can make to the environment and the
economy of Scotland. The Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project is keen to investigate opportunities on behalf of
local people and develop viable projects which will become valuable assets to local people and also generate an
income for the community. The proposed scheme has come about through the Forestry Commission encouraging
communities to develop renewable energy as part of the National Forest Land Scheme.

Objective of the Study:

This pre feasibility study is to be carried out on lands managed by the Forestry Commission within the Ettrick
water catchment. A desk based study has been completed which identified 3 possible sites. We would like you to
verify these and indicate any other viable sites. The study should include site assessment to determine viable burns
followed by a detailed report to include: detailed costs of all infrastructures required for each site, breakdown of
expected kW outputs for each site, grid connection costs per site, environmental, planning or land owner issues on
neighbouring land. In addition the study should investigate and identify the necessary steps which will be required
to progress the site(s) to a strong and detailed planning application.

1. Evaluate the technical feasibility of each site for hydroelectric generation by:
Undertaking a site visit to each location

Investigating the options, issues and solutions relevant to the individual sites including:
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a. Available grid infrastructure and possible local connection points

b. Hydrology, including head, flow rate and catchment area analysis

c. The likely acceptability of diverting water to a turbine

d. The environmental impact of the local area, including designations, protected species etc

e. Access for construction equipment and turbine site

f. Anindication of the design power, annual energy output and overall economics of development

g. Identify adjacent landowners who may be affected and identify any issues or impact to the scheme

After the conclusion of the preliminary site assessment it is envisaged that there will be a stakeholder meeting to discuss the
progression of one or more of the locations to detailed feasibility.

2. Detail the options available for the establishment of a hydroelectric generation station at each site focussing on the following:
Technology and infrastructure requirement for site development

System layout and pipeline specifications

System efficiency and power output

The provision of a detailed costing for any technology and infrastructure required, site development and commissioning

The provision of an analysis of financial returns including the implications of the Feed in Tariff scheme

3. The final stage should seek to develop a formal screening opinion to inform and detail a route to planning for each site and
determine costs:

Screening and scoping of the project with the relevant authorities:

a. A formal screening opinion from the council planning authorities should be obtained to determine what is required for
the full planning process.

b. Engage with relevant planning consultees and provide them with outline information, collate responses and indentify
potential obstacles. These consultees should include: SNH, SEPA, RSPB, local planning authority and any other relevant bodies.

C. Identify what future information will be required for the planning application and to satisfy consultees. Where required
this will include identifying environmental studies such as vegetation surveys, mammal surveys, etc.

d. Identify possible obstacles to the development of the sites and suggest possible mitigation strategies

Estimate costs to develop the project up to and including obtaining planning permission.
Estimates of capital costs and operational return should also be included.
Obtain estimates of grid connection costs

Prepare a detailed report detailing the route to planning:
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a. The report should include detailed site specific concerns which need to be addressed to prepare a strong planning
application. This should take account of responses from consultees.

b. The report may form the basis for further detailed feasibility work which will be tendered separately in the future with
the existing consultant as preferred bidder

Management and Key Contacts:

The contract will be managed by the The Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project Working Group

Any questions regarding this contract should be addressed to Julie Nock the Development Officer for The Ettrick and Yarrow
Development Project. Julie@sup.org.uk 01750 23760

Timescales:

The deadline for submission of the tender is the 8" April 2013. Telephone interviews may take place during the week beginning
the 15th April 2013.

Successful tenders will be notified by the 22" April 2013 (these timescales are subject to negotiation and change).

A copy of the site assessment reports should be available by the 3" June 2013 with the detailed sites assessment delivered by 28th
June 2013 latest

Presentation of a final report would be expected in a hard copy and electronic format (PDF or Word). The ownership/copyright of
the final report and working papers will be jointly between The Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project and the successful
individual /organisation.

After the final report is received, payment will be made within 30 days of an invoice for the work completed

Tender Submissions:

Tenders should be submitted by 8th April 2013 in writing to Julie Nock, Development Officer, Ettrick and Yarrow Development
Project, c/o Buccleuch Estates, Bowhill, Selkirk, TD7 5LS

An electronic copy should also be sent to Julie Nock Julie@sup.org.uk
These should be marked ‘The Ettrick Hydroelectric Feasibility’

This project is funded by LEADER and has a maximum budget of £6900 including VAT which cannot be exceeded.

Person/Organisations Specification:

The organisation/person will need to demonstrate the following in their tender submissions:
Knowledge and experience of developing hydro projects to planning permissions
Track record of working successfully with community groups

Ability to effectively manage budgets and other resources
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Good interpersonal and communication skills

Ability & experience of preparing guidance documents

Tender Presentations:

Individuals/organisations are required to present the following information in their tender response:

Demonstrate how the individual/organisations meet the person/organisation specifications and The Ettrick and Yarrow
Development Projects requirements

Include CVs of individuals who will be involved in the delivery of the contract

Tendering organisations should have a single point of contact responsible for their development and this should be included in the

response
The organisation/individual will need to demonstrate how they intend to effectively manage the contract. This should include:

A workplan detailing the approach to gathering, collating and incorporating information from different sources. Identification
and management of any potential conflicts of interest. This should incorporate quality control and review at appropriate stages.

Professional Liability insurance

Reservations:

The Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project is not obliged to:
Award the tender to the lowest bidder

Award the tender, should circumstances alter

Attachments:

maps of the forest areas managed by the Forestry Commission and valleys boundary
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Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project
Potential for Hydroelectric Generation on Forestry Commission Land within

the Ettrick Water Catchment

Map of Search Area, showing the Ettrick & Yarrow Administrative Boundary (the

limit of the Search Area)

To be read in conjunction with the Forestry Commission Legal Boundaries map

Key: Ettrick & Yarrow Administrative Boundary

Do not scale off this map

Repraduced by perm (2ean of Ordaance Survey on behalf of HMSOL @ Crown copyright and database right 2012, All rights

reserved. Ordnance Survey Ucence number 100023423
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Small hydro from idea to operation

The Ettrick Hydroelectric Feasibility:
Scoping Report
20" September 2013

Nick Forrest
Mob: 07784 066 445
Tel: 0131 622 0065
Email: nick@hydrobot.co.uk

babyHydro Lid, Galeside Farm, Kilncadzow, Carluke, MLB 40N
Repisterad in Scolland no: SC3500268 VAT registration no: 970893977
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1

Introduction

Further to the tendering process in April 2013, babyHydro Ltd was commissioned by the
Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project (EYDP) to assess the practical and financial viability
of developing small scale hydropower for the benefit of the local community, The Pre-feasibility
Report included analysis of the hydro potential on three burns:

* Phenzhopehaugh did not appear to be physically suitable for a hydro scheme
« Gamescleuch appeared marginally acceptable, subject to cenain project costs

s Annelshope should be physically possible, but would be too expensive to be waorth
pursuing further.

BabyHydro was instructed to proceed with the next phase of the Feasibilty Study with the
Gamescleuch Burn, namely to engage with the various stakeholders and consuftees. The
purpose of this second stage was to establish what surveys and cther procedures would be
required to take the project through the planning and consents process, and the cost of doing
50,

BabyHydro was also required to obtain a LowFlows2 report to clarify the flows avallable at
Gamescleuch. This report describes the steps taken and the feedback received, along with the
Implications for the project, both In terms of the sconomics and the likelihood of success.

LowFlows2 Report

Te Improve confidence in the predicted revenues, a LowFlows2 report was obtained from
Envirecentre. The relevant pages are included in Appendix 1. LowFlowsZ2 Report Excerpl.

Where babyHydro's desktop model Hydrobot had predicted a mean flow in the burn of
0.021m’s, the LowFlows2 report gave a mean of 0.019m’s. The flow duration curve,
describing how the flow changes throughout the year, has been used in analysis fram here on.

Preferred Layout

The schame s primarily on land managed by the Forestry Commission Scotland (FCS), with
the grid connection lkely to pass through private land. The main features of the scheme are:

o Run-of-river, abstracting from a new weir

s Depleted reach 1,200m

= High head 120m

» Design flow equal to mean flow of 0.019m%/s

* Installed capacity up to 19kW, but likely to be limited to 15kW

» Annual output estimated at S8MWH

« Connection either directly o grid, or via domestic residence to offset consumption

The size and precise layout of the scheme may be modified in response to surveys, feedback
from consultees and planning conditons. For further detalls of the layout options, please refer
to the Gamescleuch Project Quiline 16ful13.doc, which was supplied to consultees. Financial
analysis of the three most likely options, as presented in the Pre-feasibility Report, are shown

Page 3
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in Table 1. The option of connecting via a domestic building to use some or all of the energy
onsite shows the best raturn,

Table 1. Summary of financial analysis of layoul oplicns al Gamesdeuch. Oplions include sizing the lurbine
1o lake the maximum amounl of waler that SEPA are likely 1o allow; taking the annual mean flow; and
connecling via Gamescleuch 1o offsel some onsile consumplion of elecircity.

BAnual | Simple | 20 year |

Installed Annual gross | payback | simple

Option Description power | Initial cost cost revenue | (years) profit
1|{Gamescleuch max 19 kW E188.020 £2,733| E16177 14.0( EBD.254
2|Gamescleuch 15kW 15kW| £136,497| £2,116| £15,185 10.4| £124,.893
3| Gamescleuch domestic 15 kW £131,125 E2,057| £15274 9.5 £133.214

4 Consultation

A number of bodies were contacted regarding the project, and their responses are described
balow,

4.1 Borders Council

Feedback was received from two departments: the Landscape Section, and Flood Prevention.
The Landscape Section explained some preferences in terms of the route through torestry
blocks, but essentially has no objections.

Flood Prevention described various |ssues that would have to be addressed In the design, and
further information that will be required in the full planning application. All are standard issues
in hydro scheme design. Both responses are provided in Appendix 2: Fulf Responses from
Consulteas

4.2 Forestry Commission Scotland (FCS)

FCS emphasised that an application must be submitted to the Mational Forestry Land Scheme
(MFLS) at the earliest possible opportunity. In terms of the layout. several concerns were
raised:

« An open channel such as proposed In the Project Outline, running between the intake
and forebay, would be unlkely to be acceptable, as it could form a barrier to the free
movement of vehicles and machinary.

* Any pipework would need to be buried to a considerable depth as the heavier
machinery has been known to sink up to 18 inches into soil,

s Trenching within two mefres of trees is likely fo destabilise them, as well as allowing
winds to enter the stand. Together these impacts can cause trees to be uprooted In
strong winds. For this reason FCS might prefer to fell a whele stand than cut channals
through it, or may not agree to felling at all. FCS is likely to impose a felling
compensation fee.

« MNew trenching can cause ncreased erosion, both during construction, and after back-
filling when water can end up running parallel to the burled pipe. FCS mathods of
planting and felling are designed to avoid these problems, and FCS must ensure other
users of forestry land avoid causing these problems too.

« FGS also has concems about the impact a hydro system might have on the ecosystam
of the burn which Is very diverse (outwith the conffer plantations).

Page 4
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Anecdetal evidence would suggest that community hydro schemes have seen lttle success
through the NFLS, and the above concerms would seem to preclude hydre development on
any FCS land. Therefore the Gamescleuch Bum hydro scheme will have to demonstrate
significant benefits, as long as the land remains in FCS ownership.

4.3 Local Residents

The community has been informed about the hydio investigations by means of an email
circular from the Ettrick and Yarrow Development Project.

Local residents were approached during visits to the ste, and an explanation of the project
was given. Concerns were raised firstly about any potential disturbance or damage to the land
that might be caused during construction, and it was stressed that wayleave to cross private
land was by no means guaranteed for traffic or for a transmission cable. Similarly, long-term
visual impacts and changes to the bum were raised as a concern. The potential to use
electiicity onsite was deemed attractive.

4.4 Rovyal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPE}

RSPB did not raise any initial concerns about the project but asked to be kept informed, in
order to manitor whether it could have detrimental impacts an birdlife.

4.5 Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA)

SEPA have issued their standard response where detalls of a project’s layout are yet to be
determined, stating their typical concermns and guidance for hydro schemes. SEPA also
specified that a Phase 1 Habitat Survey should be underaken, coverng the penstock and
tallrace routes. SEFA's response letter is provided,

4.6 Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH}

SNH raised no concerns with the project as t does not appear to them to threaten any
sansitive species or designated areas. SNH's response is included in Agpendix 2: Full
Responsas from Consultaes.

4.7 Tweed Foundation

Whether the water |s returned above or immediately below the watedall should not make a
great deal of dfference as the waterall s iImpassible. Providing a suitable hands-off flow Is
used, and the intake is appropriately screened, the Tweed Foundation should have no
objection. The full response is included in Appendix 2: Full Responses from Consultees.

5 Impacts on Design

Feedback from FCS advising against open channels suggests that the lade-and-forebay
option, Nustrated In the Project Qutline document, would not be sultable, and also that the
tailrace should be within a pipe rather than an open channel

If wayleave to cross nearby land to the grid connection point were not granted, the connection
cable would be somewhat longer, but not more than double. Access should be possible from
FCS roads.
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6 Feasibility Study Roadmap and Costs

It the project were taken forward to the completion of the Feasbilty Study and Consents

phases, Table 2 illustrates the principal tasks.

Table 2. Koy elemenis of the Feasibility Sludy and Consenis phasaes.

FEASIBILITY

KEY ELEMENTS

Phase 2:
Envircnmental investigation

Hiver spol flow measurement 1o meet SEPA reguirements and
confirm likely revenues

Environmental surveys as required by consullees. These studies
can include:

o Otiers, voles, migratory fish, fresh water pear mussels

o Rare lichens, mosses or olher plants or habitats that
might be harmed by the project

Based on teedback received it has been assumed in the costing
that a Phase 1 Habilat Survey and lish habilat survey will be
required, bul the cost ol addiional surveying is nol included. I
such surveys are later required, the cliem will be consulted before
they are underfaken

Topographic survey it data nol available from FOS

Conlimm oplions lor connection wilth the Electical Distnbulion
Metwork —issues of capacily and probable cost

Discussion with FGS 1o select favourable pipe route and discuss
lelling/irenching plan

Discuss findings of surveys with consultees, impacis on design
Ana costs

Phase 3:

Scheme design and
reporling

Mechanical & elecirical design

Obtaining budgetary cuotalions against each major companent
Finalisaticn of energy producfion model and savings projections
Finalization of the financial model

Development of construction plan

Igentilication of risks and mitigations that might be applied

Development of Supporting Inlormation document for absiraction
and planning applications

Production and delivery of 1ull Feasibility Study Repor

Page 6
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CONSENTS KEY ELEMENTS
SEPA Abstraction ¢ Discussion of Environmental Statemen, issues and mitigalions
Licence

Completion of application documenlation
Adverise il necessary

Responses 1o quaeres and issues

Local Authority Planning
Permission

Discussion of Envirenmental Statement, issues and mitigations
Completion of application documentation
Agverlise il necessary

Responses 1o queres and issues

Electrical Connection

Design ol proposaed conneclion
Application tor offer fo connact to the disinbulion network

Responses to quaras and issues

Because input from numerous external agencies will be required, the timetable can change
Additionally, some requiremaents placed upon the scheme, such as the ecological surveys,
may be seasonal. In fact, the ecological surveys may continue beyond the other elements of
the Feasiility Study, through the Consents phase. However, as an illustration, our expected

workplan is presented below.

Feasibility Study — Phase 2
(Environment)

and reports)

Feasibility Stutly — Phase 3 (Design

Consents

The workplan suggests 7 months, though from inception to submission of applications

frequently takes up to 18 months,

Some additional disbursement will be required in the Consents phase. These are:

* Planning Application Fee — estmated @ £1,728 (depends on scheme footprint}

& Planning Advertising — estimated @ £50 (not always required)

« SEPA Applcation Fee (Simple Licence) — £606

= SEPA Advertising — estimated @ £50 (not always requirad}
Thesae disbursements are also Included in our fees below.

FPage 7
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The approximate costs would be as follows:

Element Fees

Phase 2: £7.729
Environmental investigation

Phase 3: £5,072
Design and Reporting

Consenis: £5 684
Planning, Abstraction and Grid Connection

Sub Total 18,485
VAT £3,697
Total including VAT £22.182

It should be noted that the additional resources required due to the difficulties of working on
forested land has increased our estimate of the cost for the Feasibility Study and Consents by
10,000 + VAT, Other costs for additional pipework and a longer grid connection increase the
capital cost by around another £8,000. This would increase the best payback time for the
project from 8.9 years (as in Table 1) to 9.6 years (as in Table 3 below).

Table 3. Summary of linancial analysis o layoul options al Gamescleuch, taking inlo accoun! miligations and
additional work tollowing the Scoping Phase. Options include sizing the turbine to take the maximum amount
o waler thal SEPA are likely 1o allow; laking the annual maan Hlow; and connecting via Gamescleuch 1o
ollsel some onsile consumplion of electdeily.

Annual | Simple | 20 year |

Installed Annual gross | payback | simple

Option Description powWer Initial cost cost revenue | (years) profit
1|Gamescleuch max 21 kW €194 354 E2,820( £17,434 13.3| E97.927
2|Gamescleuch 15kW 15kW|  £137,888) £2,135 £15,758 10.1] £134,561
3|Gamescleuch domestic 15kW|  £132,458| £2,076| £15,840 9.6 £142,836!

Page 8



409

Ettrick Hydro Scoping Report
August 2013 & babyHydro

7 Conclusion

Three sites were considered for micro-hydro installations within the FCS-managed land in the
Ettrick Valley, with the Gamescleuch scheme appearing worthy of further investigation. The
leng penstock route through forested land has raised a number of concems with FCS, and
there is the prospect of signficant felling costs. While the statutory consultees have been
generally supportive, the Increased costs to take the project through planning, and the lkely
Increased costs in mitigation mean that the project's finances are less viable. We would now
estimate that the simple payback time (in which the project breaks even assuming constant
revenue and costs) s now around 8.6 years, which is rather weak for a micro-hydro scheme.

Small hydre schemes bring a number of other benefits such as reduced carbon footprints for
users of the generated power, reduced electricity bills, and a general increase in awarenass of
electricity consumption for those involved. Therefore the community may still decide to take
the project forward.

We would be very happy to answer any queries.

Mick Formrest
Tel: 01383 722 214
Mob: 07784 066 445
Emall; nick@hydrobot.co.uk

babyHydro Ltd
Carnegie Room
Buchan House
Enterprise Way
Camegie Campus
Dunfermline KY11 8PL

-End -
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8 Appendix 1: LowFlows2 Report Excerpt

4. FLOW STATISTICS

41  Summary
Annual and manthly mean flows and Qg flows for Gamescleuch burn up to NT 2888 1378 are provided in Table

4.1. The Qg is the 1-day flow which Is exceeded 95% of the time. The mean annual flow is U.Ellgml,.’i and the
annual Q.. is 0.002m" /s,

Table 4.1: Summary Flow Statistics

Perlad Mean Flow (m*/s) Qs Flow (m'/s}

Annual 0.019 0.002
Jan 0031 0.005
Feb 0.025 0.004
Mar 0.022 0.004
Apr Q013 003
May 1 0.010 0.002
Jun 0.008 0.002
hul 0,008 0.002
Aug 0.012 0.002
Sep 0.016 0,002
Oct 0.024 0.003
Hov 0.026 0.004
Dee 0.031 0.005

4.2  Annual Flow Statistics

The annual flow statistics are provided in Table 4.2 and the annual flow duration curve in Figure 4.1,

Table 4.2: Annual Flow Statistics

Frobability of Exceedance (3] Flow [m"/5}

5 O6T
10 0044
20 0,026
30 0,018
40 0013
50 0.01

Bl Q007
70 0.006
80 0.004
a0 0003
95 Q.002
99 Quoo2

Page 10
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9 Appendix 2: Full Responses from Consultees

9.1 Borders Council Flood Prevention

From: "Amyes, Dorothy” <DAmyes@scotborders.gov, Uk

To: 'Mick Forrest' <nick@hydrobot.co.uk=

Sent: Monday, 16 September 2013, 14:54

Subject: FW: Gamescleuch Micro-hydro Project - scoping request

Mick
The councll's flood proteclion oflicer has commenled as lollows:

Ihe SEPA mapping does nol include for catchmen! areas of less than 3 km2 therelore the
Gamascleuch Burn which llows through site does nol show what the flood sk would be from a 1 in 200
year return perod.

In relation 1o any proposed development, any works or changes 1o the walercourse should not include
anything that has the potential to increase flood risk 1o those downstream. In this instance the design of
the weir and lailrace issuing water back into the Burn should consicer Tully, the potential flood risk
downstream of this [ocation.

Claritization would be required on the lype of structure that will be used fo divert waler into the inlake
{e.g. Dams, Weirs), as these would be reguired 1o be appropriately cesigned fo reduce the sk of
blockages occuming and also 1o ensure that a failere of such a structure would nol cause a pulse of
waler 1o rush down the walercourse and potentially cause tloodging.

Ilis also menlioned in the project oulline that a lorebay maybe included in the system, il this is 1o be the
case | would also reguire thal the delails of this are submilled and the associaled pipe/open channel
details are includen,

The applicant should also take inlo consideration apparatus failure in the powerhouse and where the
waler leeding inio this apparalus goes in such an event, ideally there should be some means o
allowing the waler 1o llow back into the walercourse.

| have not heard back from the council's archaeclogist but if | get a response | will Torward it on to you.
Regarcs

Daorofhy

Daorothy Amyes

Planning Officer

Development Managemenl
Environment & Infrastructure

Page 11
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9.2 Borders Council Landscape Section

To: Flanning and Building Standards Attention: Dorothy Aymes
From: LANDSGAPE SEGTION Date: 4" Seplember 2013
Conlact: § McDennoll Ext: 5425 Red:

Subject:  Pre- app for Gamescleuch Micro Hydro Project,

It is recognised that a formal recommendation can only be made after consideration of all relevant
imformation ang material consideraiions, This conswliation advice is provided fo the Development
Control service in respect of landscape reiated issues,

Descriplion ol the Sile
The site lies primarily on land managed Tor fimber production by Foresiry Gommission Scotland, with
only the grid connection from the powerhouse on Gamescleuch land.

The existing forest through which the hydro scheme would run is maturing and the Telling programme
may influence the hydro eleciic scheme or vice versa — it would help danly the issues if the Forest Plan
lor this area was available for considered,

Mature of the Proposal

The proposal is for a micro hydroeleciric scheme comprsing an intake from the Gamescleugh Burn,
running through the foresl, a penslock localed along an existing lirebreak, a lorebay, lollowed by a
piped pensiock down to the powerhouse which is o be located on the edge of the lorest and from
which a grid connection will be made.

Implications of the Proposal for the Landscape incluging any Mitigation

The physical componenis, e the pipedd unpiped penstock powerhouse, fransiommer ang grid
connaclion will nol have a signilican! visual impacl on receplors in the area, being largely conlined 1o a
ground level location, within Torest, at least in the shor term. Any visual impact will be as a resull of any
{elling that is required within the forest fo accommodate and we would be concerned if there were to be
prominent siraight fces through the forest 1o accommaodale the hydroelectric  scheme infrastruciure,
however we noie that al this stage - Project feasibility study - the route of the proposal does not have
any straight seclions descending the hill and we would encourage any lulure amended roules o avoid
siraighl lines and relain the more visually acceplable curve 10 the roule, as il descends the hill,

Condusion

We wouldn't object 1o the proposals as shown bul would like the above concerns to be
considerad at defailed design stage of this proposal.

Siobhan McDemot
Landscape Architect

Page 12
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9.3 Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH}

From: Karen Rentoul =Karen Rentouli@snh,gov uks

To: "nick@hydrobol.co.uk” <nick@hyarobol, co.uk=

Sent: Wednesoay, 24 July 201 3, 15:03

Subject: HE: Gamescleuch Micro-hydro Projec - scoping request

Diear Mick,
Thank you for your email requesting advice from us with regaras the above proposal,

The proposal does nol significanily alfect any nationally important protecied areas or raise nalural
herilage issues ol nalional interest. We therefore do nol infend 1o olfer advice or comment on this
particular praposal,

Regards
Karen

Karen Rentoul

Operations Oflicer - Southern Scofland

Scotlish Malural Hertage

Anderson's Chambers, Market Sirect, Galashiols, TD1 3AF

9.4 Tweed Foundation

From: Nick Yonge <nyonge@ric.org uks

To: 'Nick Forres!® <nick@hydrobot.co.uks

Sent: Friday, 23 August 2013, 15:43

Subject: RE: Gamescleuch Micro-hydro Project - scoping request

| am unclear from below whether the plan is to refurn the water above or balow the watedall; without
visiting it would =eem on fhe basis of whal you have provided that the waterdall would be classed as
impassable 1a fish so a retum flow below is probably not matenal 1o fish passage. As such, a hands-oft
flowy on the depleted streich which is adequate 1o maimain the ecalogy and, il appropriale, appropriale
goreening for amy resident non-migratory fish on the intake would be satistactary. I ihere are no fish al
all presen| above the walerlall then dearly fine screening lor lish would be unnecessary, | have cheched
with the Tweed Foundation and they have no information aboud fish presence bul could check i you
wished them lo.

| hope this helps
Regards
MNick Yonge

GClerk, The River Twesd Commission
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CERTIFICATE OF INCORPORATION
OF A
PRIVATE LIMITED COMPANY

Company No. 452785

The Registrar of Companies for Scotland hereby certifies that

ETTRICK AND YARROW COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY

is this day incorporated under the Companies Act 2006 as a private
company, that the company is limited by guarantee, and the situation of
its registered office is in Scotland

Given at Companies House on 20th June 2013

THE OFFICIAL SEAL OF THE
REGISTRAR OF COMPANIES

Companies House



Apgriculture, Food and Rural Communities Directorate
Food, Drink and Rural Communities Division

T: 0300 244 9822 F: 0300 244 9990
E: crib@scotiand.gsi.gov.uk

b1

The Scottish

Covernment
Riaghaltas na h-Alha
M= Julie Nock
Ettrick and Yarrow Community Development Company @
Development Officer
Estate Office —
Bowhill LEGACY 2014
Selkirk KX COMMEMWEALTH FASEE
TO7V 5ES
Your ref/Ur faidhle;
Our ref fAr faidhle; ZLAMSM
22 May 2013
Dear Ms Nock

LAND REFORM (SCOTLAND) ACT 2003
PART 2: COMMUNITY RIGHT TO BUY
ETTRICK AND YARROW COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COMPANY

| am writing to confirm that, under section 34(4) of the Act, Scottish Ministers are content
that the main purpose of your community body, Ettrick and Yarrow Community Development
Company, is consistent with furthering the achievement of sustainable development.

Please note that section 35(1) of the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 still applies and any
future changes to the Articles of Association will require the written consent of the Scottish
Ministers, through the Scottish Government, Agriculture, Food and Rural Communities
Directorate (or its successors).

We would strongly, advise the Community Body to contact us to discuss any issues or
procedures relating to submitting an application and we can be contacted using the details
at the top of the page.

Yours sincerely
IAN HERON
On behalf of Scottish Ministers

BE1 spur, Saughton House, Broomhouse Drive, Edinburgh, EH11 3XD s P
wwiw scotland. gov.uk
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Section 8: Thanks

This report brings my work in the valleys to a close. Over the last three years | have witnessed a huge transformation
in Ettrick and Yarrow. Instead of looking back at what has been lost, the people of the valleys now look forward to
what can be achieved. Throughout the “Revitalising the Ettrick and Yarrow Valleys Project” and the “Development
Project” we have examined many of the long standing issues, inspiring the communities to embrace change and
creating wide ranging opportunities. As a result, new groups have been formed, ideas progressed and possibilities
investigated. There is direction, purpose and enthusiasm. People have come forward with energy and drive - the
very things that are required to take Ettrick and Yarrow to the next stage.

The valleys projects are inspirational examples of community empowerment. By giving people a helping hand and
the resources to explore new ideas we can make significant and lasting changes and | feel that in this community, we
have.

Here are a few of our success stories...

In 2011 we started a Heating Oil Buying Group for local residents. To date, the group have purchased
248,360Its of oil and collectively saved over £16,000

The Ettrick and Yarrow Tourism Group meet monthly, have secured funds for a website and are raising funds
for a reprint of the popular “Walks in the Ettrick and Yarrow Valleys” booklet that was printed last year.

A feasibility study funded through Community Broadband Scotland is underway to look at broadband
solutions for the upper Ettrick and Yarrow. It is hoped that this will point the way forward to resolving the
connectivity issues in both valleys.

The Ettrick and Yarrow Community Development Company are registered with Companies House, members
of the Development Trust Association (Scotland) and have articles of association that conform to community
right to buy legislation. The company have detailed plans and costs for eight projects that will allow them to
write a business plan and begin the next phase of work in the valleys.

The valleys facebook page has over 400 members and is used by the community to share events, ideas and
news.

A tremendous amount of help and support has been given along the way and | would like to thank the following
people and organisations for their time, expertise and assistance throughout the Ettrick and Yarrow Development
Project. In particular, | have to thank Buccleuch Estates who have given a home to both projects over the three year
term. Buccleuch have provided access to a wide range of data, specialist knowledge and above all, a friendly and
welcoming place to work.

Scottish Borders LEADER Programme
Lottery — Investing in Ideas
Buccleuch Estates
Southern Uplands Partnership
Scottish Borders Council
Ettrick and Yarrow Community Development Company

Ettrick and Yarrow Tourism Group



Alison Lincoln
Andrew Brough
Andy Maybury
Andy Miller
Andy Wiseman
Barbara Harrison
Bill Coombes
Brian Young
Bridie Ashrowan
Campbell McCall
Carol Dumble
Chris Trotman
Colin McEwan
Daphne Jackson
David Burns
David Langworth
Douglas Scott
Dr Geoff Freedman

e
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LOTTERY FUNDED

Business Gateway

Visit Scotland

Forestry Commission Scotland

Community Broadband Scotland

The Duke of Buccleuch

and Queensberry
Edward Morris
Elizabeth Davidson
George Jack
Gilbert Summers
Giles Etherington
Gordon Harrison
Helen Currie
Isobel Brown
James Oliver
Jan Watson
Jane Telfer
Jeremy Snodgrass
Jim Fraser
Johanna Campbell
John Mann
Jules Horne

Kate Pearson
Katie McKinnon
Keith Robeson
Kevin MacLean
Lawrence Robertson
Leander Patterson
Linda Jackson
Lindsay Lewis
Lindsey Menmuir
Lord and Lady Steel
Lynne Hume
Margaret Davidson
Mary Morrison
Martin Andrews
Neen Kelly
Nick Forrest
Ogilvie Jackson
Paula McDonald

Julie Nock

Southern Uplands Partnership

December 2013
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BUCCLEUCH
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Pete Laing
Peter Leslie
Phil McCreadie
Pip Tabor
Rab Wilson
Richard Newman
Robert Howden
Robin Witchell
Sandra Frizzel
Sarah Peat
Sheila Adams
Sir Michael Strang
Steel
Stephen Dean
Vicky Davidson
Vyv Wood-Gee
Wendy Reid

The Scottish Tt Foural Developriert.
Government Europe investing in rural areas



