Stromeferry Appraisal — Public Consultation held on
27" & 28" March 2014 in Lochcarron and Achmore

42 responses were received in writing following the public meeting and made comment on the
routes which were part of the display materials. (Around 100 people attended the drop-in session
held in Lochcarron and an additional 50 attended in Achmore).

Summary of the 42 responses are as follows:

Total number of responses

42

Of which were Anonymous

11

Responses who expressed a preference (named individuals)

29

Responses who expressed a preference (Anonymous)

5

Total number of Responses who expressed a preference

35

The feedback forms have been reviewed, the tables below summarise comments on route selection.

Where a respondent clearly expressed a preference for a route they are recorded as ‘yes’. At times
the respondents rejected a route as they thought it was unsuitable. These responses have been
recorded as ‘no’. The tables below give the number of positive and negative responses for each
route corridor.

Total Responses

Total Responses

Northern | On-Line | Southern
Route Options Route
Options Option
Yes 19 5 11
No 10 5 7
Named Individual Responses
Northern | On-Line | Southern
Route Options Route
Options Option
Yes 16 5 10
No 10 4 7
Summary

% Northern | On-Line | Southern
Route Options Route
Options Option
Yes 45.2% 11.9% 26.2%
No 23.8% 11.9% 16.7%
Named Individual Responses
% Northern | On-Line | Southern
Route Options Route
Options Option
Yes 55.17%| 17.24% 34.48%
No 34.48%| 13.79% 24.14%

e 45-55% of people, who responded, favoured the northern route option.

It can be seen that the northern route option (bridge over the Strome narrows) is

more popular but also attracted most opposition with 24 — 34 % of people against a
bridge crossing.

e 26 —34% of people, who responded, favoured the southern route option through
Attadale and Glen Udalain. 17 — 24 % of people were against this option.

e 12% of people, who responded, favoured an online option. 12 — 14% of people who

responded were against an online option.

The copies of the full responses are included in Appendix A
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I have no doubt that the north route, with low bridge and by-passing
Lochcarron village is the best option presented. It not only takes you from A
to B as on the present road but greatly improves access to the north to Kishorn
and the north-west.

It is a pity that electricity generation is not at the present time an option, but in
the future, as stated, it may become an economic possibility to suspend some
form of generator from the bridge structure. Ducts should be built in to the
structure to make such development easier should the possibility arise.
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Comments

Thank you for attending the public exhibition We would be grateful if you could take the time to provide any
feedback or comments you may have in relation to the current Stromeferry Bypass Options Appraisal using this
comments sheet. You can return this sheet to the box provided at the exhibition or to the address below.
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Name & contact details (optional}: For further information or comment contact:

Address: Garry Smith, The Highland Council, Transport
Environmental and Community Services, Project
Design Unit, Drummuie, Golspie, Sutherland, KW10
6TA.

Email: garry.smith@highland.gov.uk

Tel: 01408 635 313
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Thank you for attending the public exhibition. We would be grateful if you cottdtaketiretimetoprovide any
feedback or comments you may have in relation to the current Stromeferry Bypass Options Appraisal using this
comments sheet. You can return this sheet to the box provided at the exhibition or to the address below.,
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Name & contact details {optional); For further information or comment contact:

Address: Garry Smith, The Highland Council, Transport
Environmental and Community Services, Project
Design Unit, Drummuie, Golspie, Sutherland, KW10
6TA.

Email: garry.smith@highland.gov.uk
Tel: 01408 635 313




COMMENTS

Because of the unstable geology and precipitous nature of the hillside, both above and
below water level, no solution based on the existing route on the south-west side of
the loch can be considered as a satisfactory permanent solution.

Upgrading the route on the north-east side of the loch would destroy the character of
Lochcarron and antagonise many local land and property owners. The comparative
cost of this scheme, including a bridge at Strome, probably rules this option out on
financial grounds alone.

The Glen Udalain option is the only realistic route when considered for ease of
construction, comparative cost and long term viability.

The “Doing Nothing™ option should not be considered unless Highland Council is
prepared to accept the consequences of any future accidents or fatalities while the
existing route is in use. So far we have been lucky!
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. contact details (optional): For further information or comment contact:

Address: Garry Smith, The Highland Council, Transport
Environmental and Community Services, Project
Design Unit, Drummuie, Golspie, Sutherland, KW10
6TA.

Email: garry.smith@highland.gov.uk

Tel: 01408 635 313




Garry,

First of all my apologies for the delay in sending my feedback and also in letting you know that the exhibition was
much appreciated generally in Lochcarron.

It was probably obvious when we spoke that my preferred option was route N9 for the following reasons:-

1) The bus route for children going to Plockton — from the east end of village to Achmore by N9 is approx. 12km; by
S4 it is approx. 26km. Therefore the children/bus companies/parents will have an extra 28km round trip via S4 route.
This will be increased for those people from outlying villages like Kishorn.

2) At present the existing route isolates Lochcarron village completely and S4 will not enhance that. N9 bypasses the
village but tourists will be closer to it and when the examples of bypassed villages such as Shieldaig, Kingussie and
Newtonmore are examined, it is obvious how they have blossomed.

3) There is a distinct possibility that businesses in villages such as Kishorn, Shieldaig and Torridon will also benefit as
tourists become aware that it is possible to travel north by that picturesque route rather than go to Achnasheen and
then northwards.

4) A major concern for Lochcarron residents is that if the Kishorn project goes ahead, which is most likely, the village
will suffer from increased traffic volume. This will be avoided if the village bypass goes ahead and N9 will shorten the
route from the west to Kishorn.

5) Itis understood that the physical construction is probably easier on the S4 route but there is nothing on the N9
route that is beyond ‘the ken’ of engineers .

6) From the tourist perspective there is no doubt that the N9 route will be by far the more scenic route and the view
from the bridge out towards Skye would be difficult to beat!

It is appreciated that cost will most likely be the deciding factor when it comes to choosing the route but surely it is
important, especially when the costs of the main two routes are so close, that any route should be an improvement
which not only solves the problem but also enhances the area.

Many years ago a similar exhibition was set up in the village by the Council. The public were asked for their preferred
option and the bridge crossing at Strome was the choice. Unfortunately, for political reasons and because it was not

the route preferred by the, at that time, Director of Rand T., any improvement was shelved. | am sure this is still the
preferred option although of course there will be some opposition to this.

Thanks to your team for providing more information than we have ever had before. It gives everyone a better insight
into the benefits and obstacles for each route.









First, may | apologise for expressing my views on the stage 2 appraisal review of Stromeferry Bypass
options in last week's West Highland Free Press before writing to you with them. This was simply a
matter of available time and opportunity, although, in the event, the Free Press coverage of the public
exhibition was so poor that | was very glad my letter was published to stimulate debate.

| attended the public exhibition in Lochcarron on 27th March. | am grateful for the opportunity to see
and hear how the Council's thinking is developing on the provision of a safe and reliable road. | was
impressed by the quality of the work that has been done, and | cannot fault the analysis of options
presented.

My particular concern is about the 'north' route. | accept that the preferred route identified is the 'least
unacceptable' option for this route, and is a huge improvement on some of the more ridiculous
suggestions for this route that were considered in the stage 1 appraisal.

My concern is that (as you may know) we have just built, and now occupy, a new house beside
Strome Castle in the grounds of our old house, Strome House, which we will shortly be putting on the
market. At least we are spared the option of the causeway in front of Strome Castle and across
Eilean Fraoich! However, we have built the house to feature the view westwards towards the Cuillins
with Plockton and the Strome Islands in the middle distance. The bridge from Leacanashie to
Portchuillin as proposed would cut straight across this view. As best as we can judge a projection of
its height, it would exactly block our view of the islands and Plockton. The view to the Cuillins would
be unimpeded but the sense of wildness would be greatly reduced, and on the approximately 3 days
out of every 4 when the Cuillins are hidden in cloud, the remaining middle-distance view would be
hugely despoiled by the bridge.

This is not just a personal concern. My study in the new house overlooks the approach to the Castle,
and | can confirm that, even during the winter, 2-3 people a day stop to photograph that view, either
from the road or from the Castle (and many more people in summer). The bridge would seriously
detract from the view that they photograph, and might well therefore have an impact on the attraction
of the area for tourism.

My equally great concern is about the new double-track road to the bridge which is proposed to run
behind Stromemore. As far as | can judge, most of this will be screened from our new house, and so it
is the 'least worst' option from our perspective. However, the traffic noise and headlights at night
would destroy the peace and tranquillity that is such a feature of the community here and would
therefore have a major impact on our amenity (and even moreso on houses closer to the road,
including a new house that is currently under construction).

| recognise that there will be some benefit to us, in significantly shorter journey times to Kyle and to
Fort William and the south by that route (as it currently takes at least 30mins to get round the loch
from here to Stromeferry). Shopping in Kyle or even Broadford will become a more practical option,
although this might well impact on local businesses in the village. However, we are likely to continue
doing our main shopping in Dingwall and Inverness and most of our journeys will be across to
Inverness for onwards travel southwards, and so the loss of amenity to us, as a result of the road and
bridge, will far outweigh any small benefits that might result from this route.

On that basis, | feel my wife and | probably would feel duty bound to object to the bridge and road,
should this scheme progress to the stage of a planning application, not least to balance the objections
that can be predicted for the route through Gleann Udalain! | would add that all the neighbours | have
talked to around North Strome feel the same.

Our strong preference therefore would be for the 'southern option', which would offer an excellent
solution to the risk of rockfall along the existing road, would have minimum impact on landscapes of
high tourist value (indeed would open up an attractive new landscape for passing visitors), and would
maintain existing traffic flow patterns, without disruption to any local communities.

However, my biggest concern is about the cost of all the options proposed (and | should add that |
remain dubious that a bridge and about 10 miles of new road along the northern route could be
delivered for £100 million). In all cases, the cost significantly exceeds the calculated benefit. My
understanding is that, before it will fund a civil engineering project such as a flood prevention scheme,



the UK government would expect a benefit to cost ratio of 8:1. According to Board 13 of the public
display, that compares to just 0.71: 1 for the preferred north route and 0.76:1 for the preferred south
route. None of these schemes therefore deliver a net public benefit to the taxpayer, and, if such a
scheme was being proposed anywhere else in Scotland, | would be objecting in the strongest
possible terms to such a major waste of public money.

There is one other aspect which the public exhibition did not consider. If any of the three preferred
options were put in place, they would greatly increase the speed and convenience of this route, which
would then become even more the route-of-choice between Inverness and Kyle/Skye. We could
predict the traffic flow to significantly increase as a result, which would put intolerable pressure on the
single-track stretch through Achnashellach Woods and Balnacra. There would therefore very quickly
be public pressure for a new road bypassing this stretch, on which you have already held a public
consultation. Realistically, therefore, you should be adding the cost of that option to the cost of the
full upgrade schemes you are suggesting.

All of that is why | raised the option in my letter to the Free Press of building only what you have
called the 'first phase' of the online or southern route options, which would bypass the 4.5km of
unstable rocks between Cuddies' Point and Ardnarff. Board 20 of the public exhibition suggests that
this would cost either £65 million or £64 million respectively.

| appreciate that this is a far from ideal final solution, and that, because there would still be slow,
single-track sections remaining, the calculated overall benefit would be slightly reduced.
Nevertheless, my guess is that the calculated benefits might equal or slightly exceed the cost of this
work, which might make funding slightly more practicable. Importantly, either of these options would
deliver the overriding objective of a safe, reliable road, which is what the local community is rightly
demanding. | would far rather see this happening than nothing happening at all, which | fear might be
the consequence of the high cost of the other options.

Furthermore these more limited improvements to the road would be less likely to greatly increase
traffic flow, and so would reduce the priority for a further expensive upgrade to the road past
Achnashellach. The remaining sections between Strathcarron Junction and Attadale (and from
Ardnarff to Stromeferry if the phase 1 online option was taken forward) could then be delivered in
limited stages as and when the Council had a budget available.

| am very grateful that the work you and the consultants have undertaken has made it possible to
logically assess these various options, and | hope it might at least be possible to find the funding for
the more limited option | have suggested.

Yours sincerely,
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Comments

Thank you for attending the public exhibition. We would be grateful if you could take the time to provide any
feedback or comments you may have in relation to the current Stromeferry Bypass Options Appraisal using this
comments sheet. You can return this sheet to the box provided at the exhibition or to the address below.

My primary concern is the potential effect of increased traffic flows through the Main Street of Lochcarron in terms of
noise, pollution, danger and general deterioration of quality of life for those living in, staying in or visiting the village. The
major attraction of easy access to the foreshore and the currently fairly minimal intrusion of vehicular traffic must be
preserved.

Although the effects of the Kishorn Port Ltd development have not been part and parcel of URS's brief in respect of the
By-Pass appraisal, nevertheless it seems to me very important that some joined-up thinking should be applied to this
situation, especially now that KPL's planning permission has been granted. If the development goes ahead, as we must
now assume it will, there will inevitably be a quite substantial increase in daily traffic movements to and from the site, all
having to pass through Lochcarron village centre as things currently stand.

My other main concern is the environmental and visual impact on a place of quite some beauty of constructing a bridge
across Strome Narrows. Whilst Route N9 does appear to “tick most of the boxes” in the Appraisal Results, it does seem
to me that a new bridge, together with the noise, etc. from the traffic using it would severely and adversely affect the
Strome area. Since tourism is an important part of the local economy, this is a major consideration.

All things considered, my preferred route would actually be a combination of two of the Draft Options: the S4 Route
through Gleann Udalain together with the section of the N9 route which links the current A896 at Kirkton with the A896
at Kishorn Hill (hence by-passing Lochcarron village). In the big scheme of things, the section between Kirkton and
Kishorn Hiil should be relatively inexpensive to construct compared with the total project cost but would deliver the very
important benefit of keeping substantial volumes of traffic out of the village centre.

There are those who say that a village by-pass would adversely affect trade for the shops, filling stations, hotel, etc. in
the village centre. | beg to disagree and have practical experience to back this up. During the late 1970s and throughout
the 1880s my wife and | lived in Bewdley in Worcestershire, a town which suffered from a major traffic problem at that
time because a main A-road passed through the centre of the town. This was an important strategic route because there
was a bridge across the River Severn, this being one of the main river crossings, and the road was used by traffic
passing from the West Midlands conurbation into Wales. The traffic problem escalated to the point at which a new by-
pass was the only option - there was no alternative. As soon as the by-pass was mooted, all the local shopkeepers
started complaining that they would lose custom because no one would come in to Bewdley town centre any more.
However, when the by-pass opened, the shopkeepers started to find that their business was actually increasing! Why?
Because Bewdley had suddenly become a nice place to visit without all the traffic chaos which had previously prevailed!

If the centre of Lochcarron started to see much larger volumes of traffic, the inevitable result would be that visitors would
be much more likely to pass through without stopping (as used to happen in Bewdley), thus adversely affecting local
trade for shops, garages, hotel, B & Bs, self-catering businesses, etc. If, on the other hand, the centre were by-passed,
the only people driving in to the village would be those who wanted to be there, looking for a food shop, take-away,
restaurant, pub lunch, fuel for their car, overnight accommeodation, et¢. Lochcarron is the only place for quite some
distance around which can provide all of these facilities - the next nearest filling station or butcher's shop, for example,
are a good many miles away. All that would be required would be adequate and prominent Tourist Information signage.

Name & contact details {optional): For further information or comment contact:

Address: Garry Smith, The Highland Council, Transport
Environmental and Community Services, Project
Design Unit, Drummuie, Golspie, Sutherland, KW10
6TA.

Email: garry.smith@highland.gov.uk

Tel: 01408 635 313
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g the public exhibition. We would be grateful if you could take the time to provide any
feedback or comments you may have in relation to the current Stromeferry Bypass Options Appraisal using this
comments sheet. You can return this sheet to the box provided at the exhibition or to the address below.

Q% @\%&%M,&WMW%SM
e a&-\«\g_mAci\c__mz@\ Auek L) v o W"

w@& aue Vo agdedc e dds Ao Mo \smd - commnindnas

e N eoEsen . WNa Qe LVidan ‘5?\“”‘
S\ M ea&?%@aﬁ&am od Wi \ome
@@m»scaé ere O Suveamal eﬂ»bui&-h\cct\ VTR CRvT

1]

E
?5
F
4

Name & contact details (optional): For further information or comment contact:

Address: Garry Smith, The Highland Council, Transport
Environmental and Community Services, Project
Design Unit, Drummuie, Golspie, Sutherland, KW10
6TA.

Email: garry.smith@highland.gov.uk

Tel: 01408 635 313
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Thank yoljiwmmlng_theyub[ic exhibition. We would be grateful if you could take the time to provide any
feedback or comments yourmay have in relation to the current Stromeferry Bypass Options Appraisal using this
comments sheet, You can return this sheet to the box provided at the exhibition or to the address below.
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Name & contact details (optionatl): For further information or comment contact:

Address: Garry Smith, The Highland Council, Transport
Environmental and Community Services, Project
Design Unit, Drummuie, Golspie, Sutherland, KW10
6TA.

Email: garry.smith@highland.gov.uk

Tel: 01408 635 313
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Thank you for attending the public exhibition. We would be grateful if you could take the-time to provide any
feedback or comments you may have in relation to the current Stromeferry Bypass Options Appraisal using this
comments sheet. You can return this sheet to the box provided at the exhibition or to the address below.
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Name & contact details {optional}; For further information or comment contact:

Address: Garry Smith, The Highland Council, Transport
Environmental and Community Services, Project
Design Unit, Drummuie, Golspie, Sutherland, KW10
6TA.

Email: garry.smith@highland.gov.uk

Tel: 01408 635 313
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Thank you for attending the public exhibition. We would be grateful if you could takg the-time to pravide_any
feedback or comments you may have in relation to the current Stromeferry Bypass Options Appraisal using this
comments sheet. You can return this sheet to the box provided at the exhibition or to the address below.

The public exhibition was extremely well done and presented and no-one could complain of a
lack of information.

However not much has changed over the years although twenty years ago the northern option
was considered impractical because of the cost of a bridge at Strome and there was no
suggestion of a road tunnel.

Looking at the broader picture the Highland Council (HC) admit that this is the biggest road
problem that they have faced. Such a challenge should be met with imagination rather than
accepting the cheapest option. Common sense suggests that the existing road should be the
first option. We are told that the problem is maintaining the existing traffic flow during
construction but surely modemn technology and engineering could surmount this. A road
tunnel is considered unattractive but why is Scotland about the only country in Europe that
doesn’t use road tunnels for cornice roads such as this? I can never get a straight answer to
this question.

Both the northern and southern options involve massive disruptions to local communities and
whilst some will benefit others will suffer and their views will inevitably reflect their
individual situations as it does mine. If the status quo is maintained no one suffers apart from
the inevitable disruption during construction.

The existing route was chosen nearly fifty years ago as it was considered the cheapest option
although it turned out to be far more expensive than expected due to rock falls closing the
railway. The compensation paid to British Rail was greater than the cost of the road, a fact
concealed from the public by the then Ross-shire County Council. You can see why I am
sceptical of the opinion of experts.

Name & contact details {optional): For further information or comment contact:

Address: Garry Smith, The Highland Council, Transport
Environmental and Community Services, Project
Design Unit, Drummuie, Golspie, Sutherland, KW10
6TA.

Email; garry.smith@highland.gov.uk

Tel: 01408 635 313




Garry Smith

The Highland Council

TFransport, Environment and Community Services
Project Design Unit

Drummuie

Golspie

Sutherland

KW10 6TA

Dear Mr Smith,
STROMEFERRY BYPASS - OBSERVATIONS AND OBJECTIONS TO NORTH SHORE OPTION

My interest in this development is as a crofter in the township of Portchullin and Fernaig Shore. The
above option has the south side end of the proposed bridge and road extension cutting across the
shore, fields and raised beach at Portchullin. My family has been crofters at Portchullin since the
Highland Clearances during the 18" century. Black’s History of Scotland published at this time refers
to the township of Portchullin and the fact it had an inn. The maps in the STAG Part 1 Options
Appraisal Final Report Appendix A fail to show that the land both above and below the railway line is
crofting land containing both fields and common grazing land. | have enclosed a map showing the
fields apportioned to me. The landowners of the fields are both the Fernaig Estate owners (below
the railway line) and the Forestry Commission {above).

The map | enclose shows that

Your map F6.12 —Land Use Assessment does not show the apportioned fields, It wrongly describes
land on the above side of the railway (the raised beach) as woodland and the buildings in Portchullin
as “urban”. There appears to have been no understanding or attempt to capture on the maps that
this is a crofting community.

Your map F6.4 — Land Character Assessment is inaccurate in the description of Portchullin. It should
show the fields below the railway and the field adjacent to it as “linear crofting and scattered
crofting” to take account of the apportioned fields and the common grazing and the crofting land on
the raised beach above the railway as the same.

Your map F6.16 — Agricultural Map does not describe the land accurately. The fields below the
railway line and the one adjacent to it on the up side should be described as “Land Capable of
Producing a Narrow Range of Crops”. My Aunt, my gran before her, my gran’s cousin before her, her
father before her, my great great grandfather before her etc., all used the land for potatoes, hay,
and corn. | grow potatoes and have been working with fruit and soft fruits. | have enclosed a
photocopy of postcards of Portchullin, Fernaig Shore and the raised beach dating from the 1940s.

Your map F6.5 — Watercourses and Water Bodies does not show that there is a natural well on Creag

Mhaol which fills a tank on it which until | recently renovated croft 166 provided it's water. It still
provides my outside water and water to the fields on the raised beach.
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My first objection to the North Shore Option Proposal is therefore that it would destroy what is a
traditional crofting township and one that | will explain later | have invested a lot in to try and
rejuvenate in a traditional way.

My second objection is on the basis the bridge and road development would destroy one of the west
coast of Scotland’s best examples of a raised beach. There are three round Loch Carron — at the
backs of Plockton, Ardaneaskan and Portchullin. The second postcard shows this raised beach weil.
In the 1970s a bid by an Aggregates Company to quarry the raised beach was rejected on the basis of
it being a site of significant geological interest which clearly showed the rise in sea levels with the
melting of ice in pre history. | was saddened that recently houses were erected on the raised beach
at Ardeneaskan. Given this and the fact Plockton’s raised beach was developed historically with the
township there, Portchullin’s raised beach is the only one of the three that remains natural. A road
running over it would destroy this unique geclogical site.

My third objection is on historical grounds. My aunt found a bronze age axe head on Creag Mhaol. A
photocopy is enclosed. There are the remains of brochs and ancient burial mounds in Achmore and
there is the remains of a stone built circle about 30 feet above the raised beach on Creag Mhaol. |
am no historian but it seems clear the area was inhabited and used in stoneage and pictish times
and | believe an in depth archeological survey should be carried out before any attempt to lay a road
is made. (I have the bronze axe head and would be happy to share this and where it was found).

My fourth objection concerns why it is suggested that both Portchullin in the North Shore option and
Attadale in the Southern Corridor option should be penalized for mistakes made in rock blasting for
the current read. The construction of the railway from Dingwall to Stromeferry which opened in
1870 and the subsequent extension from Stromeferry to Kyle of Lochalsh which opened in 1897

both involved blasting through rocks. The workmen at this time, a century earlier, managed to do
the blasting correctly without destabalising the rock left behind. Excessive explosives appear to have
been used in the 1970s when preparing for the road running alongside the railway. | can only
speculate this was done as a cost cutting exercise by very blinkered people at the time. Although
mere expensive and disruptive in terms of read and rail closures, in terms of preserving the natural
integrity and beauty of Portchullin and Attadale then the online option to me is the best. Portchullin
and Fernaig shore in the 1890s already had a public transport route built through it with the Kyle line
extension therefore it seems inequitable that another is contemplated.

My final objection is largely personal and sentimental and probably of no great interest to those
considering the options. However | think it's important | tell you what the land at Portachullin and
Fernaig Shore means to me and my family and has meant to my family over the centuries.

Having been cleared to Fernaig Shore and Portchullin my family would have struggled to have made
a living from the land at Portchullin and Fernaig. Today we laugh at growing and lifting potatoes on
such poor quality ground where for every potato you lift you lift 3 or 4 stones too. We never forget
though that our forebears depended an the land and sea for their livelihood and that this included
lifting kelp from offshore with grappling irons.

My grandfather, Angus Donald Macrae, fought at the Battle of the Somme. He returned shell
shocked. In 1923 he married my gran, Iseabella Macrae. They spent 4 years living with his parents at
Fernaig Shore. In 1927 he went on his own on the RMS Aurania (picture enclosed) to work as a
shepherd on a sheep ranch in Montana. His intention being to earn money to send to my gran and
their children to pay off a loan for a house he borrowed money to build at Stromeferry (enclosed
newspaper cutting}. He regularly sent money home but never saved sufficient to return home
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himself. Although very personal | have enclosed a copy of a letter he wrote my gran as in it he talks
of the start of their married life at Fernaig shore.

My grandfather drowned in the ice flows of the Musselishell River in Montana in 1947 whiie trying @
save a sheep that had fallen in. His sheepdog, Cannonball, sat at the river where he had gone under
the ice until people went out on the ranch to search for him. {I have newspaper cuttings of this but
they are with a cousin who wanted to copy them or | would have enclosed them too). | have
enclosed though a photocopy of a letter my Aunt Mary sent to her Dad (my grandfather) in 1930 as
it refers to my gran lifting her “tatties” ........these were” tatties” planted at Portchullin.

My gran inherited the croft house at 166 Portchullin from her cousin, Anabella Murchison. Anabella
kept a small shop there where you'll see from the enclosed amongst other things she sold whisky for
medicinal purposes!

My gran had her wee cottage at Stromeferry but she kept her souming of sheep and cattle and
continued to grow her potatoes, hay and corn at Portchullin. My Aunt Mary who lived with my gran
inherited the croft at 166 Portchullin when my gran died. She then transferred it to me in 2006,
three years before she died. She continued to keep her sheep and all the family helped with the
potatoes.

The croft house at 166 Portchullin had not been lived in since Annabella died in 1948. From getting
my first summer job in 1976 | started to save knowing it would be my responsibility and duty to
restore croft 166. It was important to me to restore it traditionally. | employed a local young builder
from Skye to do this forsaking a grant from the Crofters Commission that | may have been entitled to
had | chosen to demolish and build from new. 1 obtained the completion certificate just last month.
The North Shore option, if pursued, would mean the south side of the bridge and the road extension
from it would be through the croft fields at the gable end of my home and up and over the raised
beach. | have a very strong sense of family pride and belonging to Portchullin and Fernaig Shore and
want to strongly oppose the plan which would destroy my family’s croft and their long hard history
with it.

In summary and conclusion | object to the North Shore option has it does not adequately show that

it will be built at the cost of bulldozing through the fields of a crofting township

it ignores the geographical significance of the raised beach it would destroy

it ignores the potential archeological significance of the Portchullin and Fernaig Shore area
it (and the Southern Corrider option)} penalizes those living and working where these would
cross for the incompetence of others on the original site

¢ for personal family history reasons

| hope my objections will be fully considered and am happy to provide any clarification or further
information if required.

Yours sincerely,
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Dear Mr Smith
Stromeferry Bypass - Invited Feedback

I had a quick look at the scheme details displayed at the exhibition in Lochcarron a couple of
weeks ago and was most impressed by the amount of work that has clearly gone into examining
the various options. I was in a hurry at the time, as I had other commitments and, though I left a
hastily scribbled note, I feel that a more considered response is called for. I feel that I should
also mention that I worked as a senior engineer/ engineering official in the Highlands from the
mid 1960’s to the mid 1990°s and I was lucky enough to have an involvement in quite a number
of road schemes whilst having an “insiders” view of a great many more.

The Unusual Nature of this Problem
The option of “doing nothing™ normally applies to all potential road schemes but this doesn’t
apply in this case.

It was known that there were serious safety issues when the Bypass opened more than 40 years
ago. Initially, it was probably hoped that the excessive risks could be reduced to an acceptable
level by limited further work. However, at least 30 years ago, when I was Divisional Engineer
for Wester Ross & Lochalsh based in Lochcarron, it was known that the cost of achieving a
basic level of safety on the existing road line was so prohibitive that the only practical solution
was to construct an alternative road elsewhere.

I have come away from all the recent public meetings with the clear impression that Highland
Council does not appear to be aware of the uniqueness of this problem

The Traffic Flow

The north/south traffic flow seems to have been seriously underestimated. Most of this flow
currently follows the Strathcarron — Achnasheen route and it seems to have been assumed that it
is part of the east/west flow going off to Inverness/Dingwall and beyond, which is the case in
the winter months. However, from regularly driving the route in both summer and winter since
the 1970’s, a substantial proportion of the flow in summer heads north at Achnasheen towards
Gairloch or at Gorston towards Ullapool/Sutherland.

The present road configuration effectively guides most of the visitor traffic so as to avoid
passing through much of Wester Ross, a situation which would continue with the non bridge
options.

In contrast, the bridge scheme would result in a substantial proportion of this flow being routed
through, rather than around, Wester Ross. It would also route east/west traffic so as to pass close
to Lochcarron. The resulting changes in traffic flow would have a substantial impact on the
economics of the bridge options and on the economy of this area.

The Cost/Benefit Figures.

There are various ways of expressing the outcome of cost/benefit studies and I am not clear
which method you have used. What is obvious is that as there are substantial benefits associated
with the bridge scheme which don’t apply to the Gleann Udalain scheme and as the overall costs
are not that different, the cost advantage associated with a bridge is bound to be substantially
more than the non bridge scheme.

As the figures produced by your study show that the opposite applies, there is clearly something
seriously wrong with the figures.



Releasing the Suppressed Flow

The steepness and length of the road gradients, the risk of being killed by rockfalls and the
threat of possible disruption associated with rockfalls all result in traffic flows being suppressed
on the present Bypass. The lack of any viable local alternatives has resulted in the problems of
the Bypass having a negative impact on tourism businesses in a vast area of the West Highlands.
In the case of the north/south flow, the area affected applies to Lochalsh, Skye and almost the
whole of Wester Ross as far north as Laide and Aultbea.

I suspect that the economic benefits resulting from eliminating this negative impact on traffic
flows are not allowed for in the benefit calculations applying to both main options.

The Council’s Apparent Prejudice Against a Bridge Scheme

At the earlier public meetings, it was very apparent that there was a strongly held belief within
Highland Council that a bridge was an extravagant option and that it was unreasonable to expect
the Council to look at this option seriously. This negativity appears to have continued as a
factor.

So far as I can see, no attempt has been made to produce figures of the savings and benefits of a
bridge, expressed in millions of pounds per year, a way which Councillors, local people and
local businesses could understand. The production of this type of benefit information is
fundamental to any bridge scheme.

Far from a bridge being an extravagant or unusual option, many bridges were constructed
around the coast of the Highlands during my engineering career, some serving much smaller
communities.

Strome is probably the only potential bridge site left in the Highlands where a bridge has not yet
been constructed. This seems very strange given that the potential benefits in terms of money
saved and benefits to the local economy are significantly greater at Strome than in some other
locations where bridges have already been constructed.

The On- Line Options

I don’t believe that the estimates for most of these options allow for the very major works
needed in order to eliminate the serious rock fall risk, so as to meet basic safety standards. For
example, if the “do nothing” option were to be adopted and someone were killed, a very real
possibility, the Council would have little chance of defending themselves against negligence
claims and there would also be manslaughter charges likely to follow.

Consequently, while some of these options are “cheap”, these are not viable options and ought
simply to be ruled out.

In my view there are only two credible options these being the Gleann Udalain option (S4), and
the Bridge at Strome served by a Bypass around Lochcarron (N9)

The Gleann Udalain Option

This was the preferred option in the mid 1990’s simply because at that time the government was
committed to having tolls on bridges constructed over the sea and tolls were seen as being
wholly unacceptable to local people and the Council. The Gleann Udalain route was a pragmatic
solution to a political problem that no longer exists.

The route itself rises to a height significantly higher than the Strathcarron — Achnasheen route,
and is well above the regular winter snow line on this hill ridge. As the route is not ploughed on
a 24 hour basis, this option will be unreliable in the late evening and night for a number of
months every year and will undoubtedly be closed from time to time due to overnight snow.



So far as I can see, no provision has been allowed in this estimate for developing roads on the
north side of the loch to a normal standard, a problem which has to be tackled at some time
whichever option is adopted. Namely

¢ The upgrading of the Strathcarron junction -Lochcarron village road

e Constructing a Bypass to get lorry traffic heading to the Kishorn Yard site out of the

village.

The upgrading/ construction of these sections of road are both included in the bridge options
and, to compare “like with like”, these need to be costed into this option too.

Adopting this option will lengthen the already long journey to the area High School at Plockton.
It seems inevitable that Lochcarron children will end up being bussed through Balmacara to get
to school, making the journey even longer.

Of the many drawbacks to this option, probably the worst thing in my view is that it will result
in the North/South tourist traffic, which brings much of the revenue and jobs to this area, being
permanently guided so as to avoid passing through much of Wester Ross. This seems a very
strange outcome to invest money into achieving.

The Bridge at Strome and Lochcarron Bypass Option

This scheme reduces the journey between communities north and south of the loch by a massive
amount, in excess of 12 miles per return journey. A bridge would bring communities much
closer together saving considerable time and money on existing journeys and unlocking the
potential to make greater use of businesses and services in other local communities in this area.

Access to the High School would be much improved, opening up the prospect of Lochcarron
children having greater access to out of hours activities.

The north/south visitor flow would no longer be guided so as to avoid much of Wester Ross,
leading to a substantial increase in visitor numbers in Lochcarron, Shieldaig and Applecross
with some increase in Gairloch etc. The benefits to local businesses and in creating jobs would
be considerable.

Existing businesses at Kishorn would also benefit and the potential to attract other major
employers to the former Kishorn Yard would be greatly enhanced.

As this is a relatively low level route, it offers a very reliable route to the south in all weather,
unlike the Gleann Udalain option.

I hope these comments will be taken into account as I make them as someone who, for over 30
years, has lived, worked and raised a family of four in Lochcarron. 1 firmly believe that to fail to
construct a bridge will rob the area of much of it’s potential to grow and prosper as it ought.

Yours sincgrely
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THE original costings for the 54 route were 22m. Now URS estimate 88m exactly four times
the original. At the public meeting | asked the URS representative the reason and he
explained that it was because there was a lot of peat on this route. It would be interesting
to see how with modern machinery they costed this at 66m. If you take their figure for the
complete N9 route at 100m and deduct 30m for the bridge that leaves 70m for the rest of
the work and there is peat on that route aiso.

When the 54 route was costed at 22m the direct route from Glen Udalain would not have
been feasable, now at 88m it should be included as an option. It would require cut and
cover ora tunnel through the high ground or a combination of both.

The advantages would be. Shorten route by 3km plus 1km Camalt to Carron bridge total
4km cutting 8km off a return journey. Taken say over fifty years this would represent a huge
saving for users. There would also be 4km less road to construct and maintain. Crossing
the railway at Attadale and running to the north west of the railway to Camalt would bypass
the Mamon hill and create a level road from Attadale to Strathcarron junction. The material
needed to raise the road to the same level as the railway and for the complete construction
could be obtained from the excavationat the high point, Thus saving hauling material long
distances over existing roads and the damage disruption and delays this causes. The high
point of the road would be covered over protecting it from snow in the winter, creating a so
called green bridge for wildlife and would allow the estate to function normally. 1t would
not encroach as far into Attadale Estate and importantly would avoid the area of peat (this
should save a penny or three.)

As far as | can see it would be a win win situation and create a very high quality road with a
minimum of environment disruption.
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