David Robertson
Chief Executive
Scottish Borders Council

We are contacting you to express our deep concerns about one aspect of the Teviot Wind Farm
planning application which has been lodged with the Energy Consents Unit (ECU). SBC is of
course an official consultee.

Whilst we have a number of issues with this proposal the aspect that we wish to raise here
with SBC is the delivery of the abnormal loads to this huge wind farm proposal during
construction.

The present proposed development is for 53 turbines ranging in height from 180 metres to
240 metres together with 100 MW of battery storage at Teviothead near Hawick. These
turbines would be much bigger than anything yet seen in the Borders (or Scotland).

The developers (Muirhall Energy) have so far given very little detail about their proposals for
delivery of abnormal loads. We estimate that there will need to be between 400 and 500 such
deliveries over probably 2 years of the estimated 3 year construction phase - about 5 loads per
week for 2 years!

The developers say they are still looking at 2 possible delivery routes -

1. South on the A68 to St Boswells - Selkirk - A7 through Hawick to Teviothead
2. South on M74 to Lockerbie -cross country to Eskdalemuir - through Craik forest to A7 at
Teviothead

In their planning application the developers say "The final choice on the delivery route will be
agreed with SBC and the police post consent and secured through a planning condition”.

We find this to be totally unacceptable.

We feel that communities and individuals living alongside either of the proposed routes must
be made fully aware of all the implications of either route being used for the delivery of
abnormal loads at a much earlier stage and crucially before consent is considered.

Given the recent experiences with deliveries to the Pines Burn wind farm (7 turbines, 149
metres) we feel that communities must be involved and made fully aware of all the
consequences of these deliveries and these decisions must not be left in the hands of the
developer, SBC roads officials and the police. Communities must be able to scrutinise any
proposals before it is a fait accompli.

We should know what road alterations will be necessary to accommodate such huge vehicles
(bridges, junctions, corners, widening, roundabouts, street furniture, cables/overhead wires,
traffic lights etc), we should know if on-street parking restrictions will be required during
deliveries, we should know how many loads there will be in total, frequency of deliveries,
when they will be delivered (time of day etc), we should know what restrictions will need to
be applied to other road users during deliveries, will traffic lights be necessary at what will
become a very busy junction at the site entrance on the A7 for the 3 years of construction.
Given the large number of loads and the extended time scale of years then there is obviously
potential for serious disruption to individuals and businesses along either of the potential
routes. These deliveries will be in addition to the huge volume of other construction traffic
which a development of this scale will generate on our local roads. Such a level of disruption
over an extended period may have catastrophic consequences for some businesses and some
may not be able to survive.



Producing traffic management plans post consent may have been acceptable in the past for
much smaller development projects but we feel that this practice is no longer acceptable for
schemes of this scale, schemes with the potential to seriously affect individuals, local
communities and local businesses. At present it is convenient for developers to not have to
divulge and be able to hide all the consequences of their proposals from communities until
after they get consent but we feel that this should no longer be allowed.

We would ask therefore that SBC roads officials engage with the developer immediately and
get them to provide the level of detail asked for above for both proposed routes. Thereafter
these details should be open to scrutiny by communities and individuals living along either
route so that the full extent of the proposals are known and there is an opportunity for
community engagement.

We feel that this is vital if SBC wish to meet the stated 'Fit for 2024' programme (FF24) where
one of the 5 pillars is "Enhancing community engagement, participation and empowerment”.

Regards

Walter Douglas, Chair, UT&BW CC



