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Burcote Wind 

Longburn Wind Farm Proposal 

Community Liaison Group 

Approved Minutes 
 

6.30pm, Tuesday, 11th December 2012, Lagwyne Hall, Carsphairn 

 

Attendees 

 

Roland Chaplain (RC), Glenkens Sustainable Development Steering Group 

David Gibbon (DG), Carsphairn Renewable Energy Fund Limited 

Matt Hickman (MH), Carsphairn Community Council 

Ros Hill (RH), Glenkens Business Association 

Billy McCreath (BC), Carsphairn Renewable Energy Fund Limited 

David McMillan (DM), Carsphairn Renewable Energy Fund Limited 

Sylvia Sinclair (SS), Carsphairn Community Council 

Andy Wright (AW), Dumfries and Galloway College 

Fraser Campbell (FC), Burcote Wind 

Ian Loveridge (IL), Burcote Wind 

Amy Sutherland (AS), Burcote Wind 

Alex Bruce (AB), Orbit Communications 

 

Apologies 

 

Peter Roberts, Dumfries and Galloway Council 

Walker McKenna, Carsphairn Primary School 

Tom Whitty, Dumfries and Galloway Council Ranger Service 

 

1. Opening remarks 

 

AB thanked participants for attending the meeting and gave a brief outline of recent 

community engagement activity in relation to the Longburn wind farm proposal, 

mentioning in particular the public exhibitions hosted at the Lagwyne Hall in late 

October. He mentioned that feedback from the events had been a mix of people who 

were supportive, others who were opposed and a balance of participants who were 

undecided or unsure of their view. 

 

He also mentioned that community feedback received to date had identified 

increased employment opportunities, affordable housing and a legacy fund as three 

of the most popular priorities for use of the community benefit fund linked to the 

project. 
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AB outlined the purpose of the Community Liaison Group as being predominantly 

to enable more detailed discussions about delivery mechanisms and funding 

priorities for the community benefit fund and emphasised the importance of all 

those participating in the group doing so in a representative rather than an 

individual capacity since individual members of the public were already being 

consulted via a range of other mechanisms including public exhibitions, face-to-face 

meetings and direct contact via email and telephone. He mentioned that a project 

website had also been set up providing more detailed information about the project.  

 

2. Introductions 

 

Participants seated around the table introduced themselves. 

 

3. Terms of Reference 

 

AB outlined the terms of reference for the group and invited comments from 

participants. 

 

RH asked whether the Glenkens Community Benefit Committee should in some way 

be involved in the CLG. It was agreed to discuss this further under item 6. 

 

DM asked whether the scope of the community benefit fund had changed in view of 

the involvement of the CLG of people outwith the area immediately surrounding the 

Longburn site. 

 

AB explained that a geographic scope had been identified for the community 

consultation which included a 5km radius around the site plus the entire Carsphairn 

Community Council area. But he added that people from outside that area could 

usefully contribute expertise on the best ways of utilising the community benefit 

fund to achieve certain local priorities. 

 

RC suggested that he was able to bring specific expertise about different models of 

community ownership of turbines and outlined briefly what these were. 

 

DG asked whether community ownership would place a responsibility on local 

communities to maintain the turbines they own. He cautioned against community 

ownership based on his understanding of such a scheme in Orkney, where the 

community discovered it did not have the funds to cover maintenance costs. 

 

RC acknowledged there was a higher risk associated with community ownership 

and suggested it would be for the local community to decide how much risk it was 

willing to take. 
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FC suggested that community ownership was a feasible model but added that it 

wasn’t for every community. 

 

4. Longburn Wind Farm proposal – Project update from Burcote Wind 

 

IL provided an update about the project. He explained that a full year of bird 

surveys was now complete and that these had identified no major issues on the site. 

IL added that a scoping report for the project had been submitted in July and 

statutory consultees had now provided responses to this. He outlined community 

engagement activities in relation to the project to date, including two meetings with 

Carsphairn Community Council and one meeting with Glencairn Community 

Council. He added that a residents’ survey had been undertaken in September and 

two public exhibitions hosted in Carsphairn in October. 

 

IL confirmed that 183 addresses had been initially identified for the resident’s survey 

and that this had subsequently been whittled down to around 150 due to certain 

addresses that were no longer in residential use. AS added that around 80 

individuals had completed the survey. 

 

IL explained that a met mast had been installed on site in October, that certain 

ecological surveys of the site had been completed and that peat surveys were 

ongoing. He suggested that Burcote Wind were aiming for an initial layout design in 

January, subject to further work required to establish the prevailing wind direction 

on the site. IL confirmed that a route survey for the project had been completed and 

that archaeological survey work was ongoing. He also confirmed that the Council 

archaeologist was involved in this work. 

 

5. Longburn Wind Farm proposal – any questions or comments? 

 

MH noted local concerns about turbines being located on the area of the site where 

there were known to be archaeological remains and IL acknowledged that this 

would need to be a consideration in determining the turbine layout on the site. 

 

IL indicated that there was currently a plan to submit a planning application at the 

end of April 2013. 

 

MH asked whether the on-site wildlife surveys had identified any issues. IL 

responded that they had not. He added that there was evidence of wildlife such as 

otters in the water courses on the site but pointed out that a buffer would be 

established around these areas to ensure this wildlife was protected. 

 

IL confirmed that the full results of all surveys completed on the site would be 

provided in the environmental statement accompanying the planning application. 
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DM asked if there was any plan to re-assess the wildlife on-site at a later stage. IL 

indicated that a further assessment would be required prior to construction. DM 

asked whether any further assessments would be carried out once the project was 

operational. IL indicated that this would depend on the terms of planning consent 

and whether there were any specific conditions attached to this that would require 

further assessments of certain types of wildlife to be undertaken. 

 

DG asked how long the met mast would be erected for. IL indicated that planning 

permission was for a period of 3 years. 

 

DG asked what assessments had been made concerning site access. IL suggested that 

the access point used for the met mast would most probably be used as construction 

access to the site. He added that the route survey previously mentioned assessed 

access in detail.  

 

IL confirmed that the turbines would probably be brought to the site from Ayr. 

 

FC confirmed that the current proposal remained for 36 turbines but indicated that 

this number was likely to reduce to around 30 once the various site constraints had 

been mapped. 

 

Asked about wind speeds on the site, IL responded that the met mast had yet to 

generate any data but that desktop research suggested that wind speeds on the site 

were good. 

 

MH asked whether it was going to be possible for Burcote Wind to reach mutually 

satisfactory agreements with near neighbours on the site. FC responded that 

experience from other sites suggested that it would be possible to reach agreements 

with some and not with others. 

 

MH asked whether the turbine closest to the nearest property to the site was likely to 

remain in the same position. FC indicated that it probably would not. 

 

DG asked about the capacity of the turbines. FC responded that this had yet to be 

finalised but would be somewhere between 2.5 megawatts and 3.6 megawatts. 

 

FC emphasised that the turbine layout was very preliminary at this stage and that 

on-site constraints would mean that the number of turbines would come down. 

 

DG asked whether any guidance existed on minimum distance of turbines from the 

Southern Upland Way. FC responded that Burcote Wind’s own internal guidance 

would be topple distance plus 25%. 
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6. Community Benefit Fund – Model and operation 

 

FC emphasised that the proposed Community Benefit Fund had the potential to 

bring a substantial amount of money into the area and that Burcote Wind’s 

responsibility was to assist local communities to understand the scale of the fund 

and the potential to deliver substantial economic benefit if properly utilised. He 

suggested that it would be important for the local community to consider wider 

socio-economic issues in the area and to create a structure for the Community 

Benefit Fund that would give the community direct control over the fund and an 

economic impetus to its use. 

 

FC outlined Burcote Wind’s broader policy on community benefit which would 

involve setting up a national trust administered by the Scottish Communities 

Foundation, who would fulfil a governance and audit role and ensure that the fund 

was protected from potential misuse. 

 

FC emphasised that the cost of engaging the SCF would be covered by Burcote Wind 

as an additional payment on top of the existing commitment to the Community 

Benefit Fund. FC stressed that Burcote Wind’s intention was for the national trust to 

provide a top level layer of governance for all of the local Community Benefit Funds 

and that funding would then flow down to the different local areas with sums 

corresponding to the size of community benefit fund agreed for individual projects. 

 

FC added that each local community would be expected to produce a 3-5 year 

business plan for use of its Community Benefit Fund. 

 

FC outlined the main areas that Burcote Wind’s Community Benefit policy sought to 

support through the Community Benefit Fund. Firstly, he said that a proportion of 

the funds would be committed to micro grants to meet the immediate needs of the 

community. 

 

He explained that a second strand of Burcote Wind’s policy was to support 

education, skills and enterprise and asked AW to make some comments on the role 

of Dumfries and Galloway College in this respect. 

 

AW suggested that Dumfries and Galloway College could provide a sense check on 

the best priorities to focus on in terms of enhancing education and skills, including 

looking at ways of enhancing local provision. He added that the College was already 

developing a degree in creative industries designed to be accessed in bite-size 

chunks so as to be compatible with stimulating local enterprise. 
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AW suggested that the College could provide advice on the best ways to achieve 

local outcomes by looking at which sectors the local community would like to focus 

on. He suggested development of small business skills might be a key priority for 

the local Carsphairn area. 

 

MH asked whether it would be possible to consider support for skills development 

in operating chainsaws or forklift trucks. He also asked whether providing support 

for individuals would create concerns that this was a misuse of the funds. 

 

FC responded that individuals make up the community and therefore did not see 

any issue in providing direct support to individuals to help them improve their 

skills. 

 

AW suggested that, given the age profile of the local area, it would be important to 

look also at reskilling opportunities for older people. 

 

RC asked whether the College was doing anything to train people in energy 

efficiency. AW confirmed that the College was, in conjunction with Ayr College. He 

suggested that one local priority might be to train people to become wind turbine 

technicians so that these skills could be sourced locally rather than from further 

afield. 

 

SS agreed, noting that technicians currently travel long distances to service 

operational wind farms in the local area. On this basis, she suggested it would be 

good to develop skills locally in this area. 

 

FC emphasised the importance of tailoring the services offered by the College to 

local circumstances and needs. 

 

AW confirmed that the College was also developing its curriculum in research and 

development. RH asked about the College’s links with Barony College. AW noted 

that the Barony College was currently going through the regionalisation process but 

would be involved in closer collaboration with Dumfries and Galloway College in 

the future. 

 

RH asked about connections to the Scottish Agricultural College at Auchencruive. SS 

noted that Auchencruive offered useful courses in skills such as chainsaw and 

forklift operation, fencing and dyke-building. 

 

AW emphasised the importance of flexible provision so that those studying could 

avoid having to travel long distances to College every day. 
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RC commented that improved broadband provision in the local area would be 

crucial to delivering this sort of flexibility. MH agreed that internet access was a 

problem in the local area. 

 

FC suggested that there might be potential to look at funding a local satellite centre 

for the College, potentially at Dalry High School. 

 

FC outlined job creation and support to help local businesses diversify as another 

area where he could see the potential for the Community Benefit Fund to be put to 

good use. He mentioned that, in relation to another project, Burcote Wind had been 

exploring the opportunity to help a local pet hotel to diversify its business into pet 

grooming, which could create one full time job in the short term and further 

employment opportunities in the longer term as well. 

 

MH asked whether Burcote Wind would be happy for the Community Benefit Fund 

to be used to support businesses directly in this way. FC confirmed that it would, 

provided that the support was focused on helping businesses to diversify and create 

jobs. 

 

MH asked whether Burcote Wind would be willing to consider funding in the 

Carsphairn area to make local sheep farming more viable. FC suggested that this 

would be a matter for the local community to decide. 

 

FC went on to outline a third strand of Burcote Wind’s community benefit policy as 

being economic redevelopment and suggested improved broadband could be an 

area that would be eligible for support in this respect. He added that creation of a 

local destination shopping outlet in the area would be another way of attracting 

visitors and stimulating the local economy. 

 

SS suggested that the opening of a garden centre with a tea room would be one good 

way of attracting visitors. 

 

FC explained that the fourth strand of Burcote Wind’s policy was focused on energy 

and environment and that this could include measures to address fuel poverty, 

grants for solar panels, community turbine ownership or district heating. 

 

FC outlined the final strand of Burcote Wind’s policy as being social wellbeing 

which could include support in areas such as affordable housing. 

 

MH asked whether Burcote Wind was familiar with the work of the Pamela Young 

Trust in Dalry in this area. FC suggested that the fund could potentially be used to 

support their work. He added that the social wellbeing strand of the policy could 

also include measures to support the elderly population living locally. 
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AW pointed out that Dumfries and Galloway College offered training in care for the 

elderly which could enable the local community to build its capacity in this regard. 

 

MH asked how priorities should be determined from the menu of measures 

outlined. FC suggested that the local community should look to establish a local 

economic development company which would establish a business plan to 

determine its priorities for use of the Community Benefit Fund. He added that there 

was an opportunity to utilise the funds to leverage match-funding from other 

sources. IL added that there was also an opportunity to create a legacy fund that 

would provide an income to the local community after the lifetime of the wind farm. 

 

SS asked whether the community benefit fund on offer would change if the project 

were to be sold on for operation by another company. 

 

FC responded that this would not change and that the agreed terms of the 

Community Benefit Fund would be written into any associated contract if this were 

to happen. 

 

AW emphasised the importance of doing the groundwork at an early stage to 

determine initial priorities for the Community Benefit Fund. 

 

SS asked how many communities would be involved in the distribution of the 

Community Benefit Fund and whether there would be a single national fund for all 

of Burcote Wind’s projects. 

 

FC responded that some of the funding could be targeted towards very local 

priorities while some might be used to address issues in the wider area. He 

suggested that the three community councils closest to the site – namely, Carsphairn, 

Glencairn and Dalry – would all have access to micro-grants from the Fund. He 

suggested that there would be a need to determine what proportion of the overall 

Fund should be given over to micro-grants and what the local communities could 

realistically absorb in this respect. 

 

FC went on to outline the current state of play in relation to Dumfries and Galloway 

Council’s policy on community benefit. He suggested that the policy had so far been 

a source of confusion and largely ignored by developers. He said that recent 

developments suggested that the Council wanted to manage the relationship with 

developers directly as well as expenditure of the Community Benefit Fund. He 

outlined the main elements of the policy including a requirement for all Community 

Councils within a 15km radius of a project site to benefit from the Community 

Benefit Fund and the fund to be split equally between the Council and the local 

community. 
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FC explained that there had been a Council decision in November to enshrine the 

policy through section 75 agreements with individual developers. He added that this 

decision had included a review of the current policy, the outcome of which was due 

in January. 

 

FC emphasised that it was important to bear in mind that the Council’s approach 

would vary according to the size of the project. He explained that the Council would 

be the planning authority for projects of less than 50MW installed capacity and 

would seek to impose the policy directly through s75 agreements in this case. 

However, he added that projects of 50MW installed capacity and above were 

determined by the Scottish Government and the Council was seeking to reach an 

agreement with the Scottish Government that it will similarly impose the Council 

policy via s75 agreements. FC indicated that the Scottish Government was unlikely 

to agree to this approach since it ran counter to planning law and could open 

consented projects to the risk of judicial review. 

 

RC expressed his own view that the Council policy had been developed as a fallback 

arrangement for those communities without the capacity to administer Community 

Benefit Funds themselves. 

 

FC added that there was a possibility that the Scottish Government might agree to 

the Council’s request. On this basis, FC outlined the approach taken by Burcote 

Wind in relation to another project in Dumfries and Galloway, recently submitted to 

planning, where the accompanying Pre-Application Consultation (PAC) report 

presented a solid alternative to the Council policy for implementation of the 

Community Benefit Fund. 

 

RH asked what potential there was for the Council to enforce its policy legally. FC 

noted that a similar policy had already been applied by other local authorities. He 

explained that Aberdeenshire Council had until recently had a policy whereby 25% 

of the Community Benefit Fund was diverted to a central Council pot but that it had 

been forced to withdraw from this policy following a successful legal challenge. 

 

FC noted that some communities were building up significant reserves of funds and 

were failing to spend the money – notably a particular sparse local community in the 

Highland Council area. He suggested that this situation provided justification for 

Councils to pursue policies that required a proportion of Community Benefit Funds 

to be diverted to a central fund. 

 

FC concluded that the Glenkens area would need to demonstrate its capacity to 

absorb potentially very significant amounts of Community Benefit Fund and that 

this was the thinking behind creating a Community Liaison Group – to establish a 
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structure, systems for audit and governance and priorities for spending the money 

to demonstrate to the Scottish Government that there is a viable alternative to the 

Council policy in relation to this project and area. 

 

FC floated the idea that there might be a requirement to use part of the funds to 

create a paid position as fund administrator but this would be for the local 

community to decide. FC emphasised that the level of funds being generated by 

wind farms was now far greater than for those wind farms currently in operation. 

 

DM argued that the local community did not require the assistance of developers to 

determine how to spend the funds. FC responded that it was not Burcote Wind’s 

intention to dictate how the fund should be spent. 

 

RC asked whether the Scottish Communities Foundation could be used to provide 

local support with administration of the fund. FC responded that they were able to 

provide expertise in audit and governance but were not in the business of telling 

communities how to spend the fund. 

 

AB concluded by emphasising that, in view of the Council’s policy, the main 

purpose of the CLG was not to dictate to the local community how the Community 

Benefit Fund should be spent but rather to develop a viable alternative to the 

Council policy which could then be presented as part of the planning application 

package. 

 

7. AOB 
 

DG asked whether anyone would want to live in the local area with so many wind 

turbines proposed. FC argued that it was very unlikely that all wind farm proposals 

currently being brought forward would get consent. He noted that the younger 

generation was far less concerned about the presence of turbines in the landscape 

and it was agreed that increased employment opportunities would be the main 

impetus for bringing people to the area and keeping them here. 

 

DG suggested that high speed broadband would be an important enabler to 

achieving this given increasing opportunities for people to work from home. 

 

In relation to the Glenkens Community Benefit Committee (GCBC), it was noted that 

Carsphairn Community Council was already directly represented on the GCBC and 

it was agreed that Burcote Wind would maintain a dialogue with the GCBC, but 

there was also agreement that there was no need to involve the GCBC directly in the 

Community Liaison Group at this stage. 


