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Burcote Wind 

Longburn Wind Farm Proposal 

Community Liaison Group 

Unapproved Minutes 
 

6.30pm, Monday 10th June 2013, Lagwyne Hall, Carsphairn 

 

Attendees 

Alan Rumble (AR), Glenkens Business Association 

Ros Hill (RH), Glenkens Business Association 

Ian Howie (IH), Stewartry Council for Voluntary Service (SCVO) 

Andrew Metcalf (AM), Carsphairn Community Council 

Jamie Dent (JD), Dumfries and Galloway Small Communities Housing Trust 

(DGSCHT) 

Billy McCreath (BM), Carsphairn Renewable Energy Fund Limited 

David McMillan (DM), Carsphairn Renewable Energy Fund Limited 

Sylvia Sinclair (SS), Carsphairn Renewable Energy Fund Limited 

Sharon Glendinning (SG), Dumfries and Galloway College 

Fraser Campbell (FC), Burcote Wind 

Ian Loveridge (IL), Burcote Wind 

Amy Sutherland (AS), Burcote Wind 

Alex Bruce (AB), Orbit Communications 

Catherine McWilliam (CM), Orbit Communications 

 

Apologies 

 

Robin Ade, Carsphairn Heritage Group 

Walker McKenna, Carsphairn Primary School 

Matt Hickman, Carsphairn Community Council 

 

1. Opening Remarks 

 

AB thanked participants for coming, and outlined the items on the agenda for 

discussion, which included discussion of the Draft Community Development 

Business Plan circulated to members with the agenda. 
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2.  Agree minutes from previous meeting of 26th February 2013 

 

AB moved to approve the minutes of the previous meeting, with the proposed 

change from Alan Rumble on page 8, changing ‘operational wind farm’ to 

‘operational life’. The minutes were accepted with this change. 

 

 

3. Project Update from Burcote Wind 

 

IL provided an update about the project. He explained that the project had 

continued to move on since the last meeting, and that Burcote Wind will be 

submitting the Longburn wind farm planning application on 28th June 2013. IL 

confirmed that Burcote Wind had settled on 20 turbines, and that all survey work 

had been completed. IL noted that the Environmental Statement was now ready to 

go through the ECDU. IL also commented that Burcote Wind’s discussions with 

local heritage groups regarding the archaeological heritage sites next to Longburn 

had been very positive. 

 

CM then gave a brief outline of the results from the recent public exhibitions, and 

noted the positive feedback that had been received. CLG members were given a brief 

hand-out outlining feedback received from attendees completing a feedback form at 

the public exhibitions. 

 

Approximately 52 members of the public attended the exhibitions, and at Monday 

10th June, a total of 32 completed feedback forms had been received. CM noted that 

generally feedback had been positive, particularly with regards to Burcote Wind’s 

community consultation. A total of 87.5% of respondents answered ‘yes’ or ‘to some 

extent’ to the question: Do you feel as though the local community has had adequate 

opportunity to input to the proposals and that these views have been taken into account? 

 

4. Feedback from group representatives 

 

AB moved the discussion on by asking group members if they had any questions 

and feedback regarding the proposal. 

 

AR noted that Balmaclellan Community Council were unhappy with the recent DGC 

policy decision regarding the proposed 50/50 split of community benefit funds 

between the Council and local communities affected. AR commented that this made 

members of the community council feel as though they were considered incapable of 

handling such sums of money. AR asked FC for Burcote Wind’s reaction to this 

decision, and what it would mean for the Longburn application. 
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FC outlined the position of Burcote Wind, and noted it was the same as that of 

industry body Scottish Renewables, whereby if DGC moved to impose the policy as 

a condition under Section 75, it would be legally difficult for them to enforce. FC 

noted a letter from Scottish Renewables that was available that highlighted the main 

issues of imposing such a condition.  

 

FC further noted that one such issue was that Community Benefit Funds are a 

voluntary payment from developers, and that such voluntary payments were used 

in order to offset the impact of developments. FC noted that, in a planning context, 

DGC’s current plans would not allow for the impact of developments to be offset. 

 

FC moved on to comment that under Section 36, DGC becomes a consultee to the 

final decision as opposed to the decision maker. They would have the right to object 

and move to impose certain conditions, but ultimately it is up to the Scottish 

Government who has the discretion to accept such conditions. FC noted that both 

the Scottish Government and ECDU share the view of Scottish Renewables that the 

DGC policy is flawed. 

 

FC noted that the difficulty arises more when DGC is the deciding body, and 

commented that most developers when presented with accepting the Council’s 

community benefit policy as a condition of planning permission would have to 

accept. 

 

FC concluded that Burcote Wind’s current position is in agreement with the industry 

body, that the policy is unsafe, and noted that Burcote Wind are currently 

communicating with ward councillors and MSPs to help put this message across. 

However if the Scottish Government do decide that they want to implement such 

conditions, Burcote Wind’s hands would then be tied. FC noted that this was one of 

the primary motivations in producing the Community Development Business Plan 

to demonstrate the local community’s capacity to spend the funds, and offered the 

example of areas in the Highlands where funds are sitting in bank accounts unspent 

because of a lack of a plan to utilise them. FC also noted that one of the functions of 

the Pre-Application Consultation Report (PAC Report) was to detail how 

communities would spend Community Benefit Funds. 

 

AR commented that he was unable to speak for Carsphairn Community Council, but 

certainly other Community Councils in the Glenkens were left incensed by the 

attitude of the council, and are completely opposed to its policy on community 

benefit. 

 

SS noted that this too was the opinion of Carsphairn Community Council. 

 

FC commented that this was a fundamental factor in the convening of CLG’s. 
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BM asked whether, if the policy were imposed, the developer would have any say in 

how the region wide fund would be spent. 

 

FC answered that this would not be the case. 

 

AM noted that there was an interesting parallel with planning gain for housing 

developments, and noted it would be like saying to a housing developer that they 

were able to build houses in Dumfries on condition that they built a park in 

Carsphairn.  

 

There was general agreement round the table that this was flawed and ought not to 

happen. 

 

JD asked if DGC had specified what the region wide fund would be used for, and 

noted that DGSCHT had had similar problems with regards to conditions imposed 

with respect to affordable housing provision, where it had ultimately won the 

argument 

 

FC agreed and noted that other Local Authorities have since revised such policies. 

 

DM asked what Plan B would be if DGC moved to impose this policy. 

 

FC noted that this would very much depend if and when the conditions were 

imposed, but suggested that the community would need to consider whether it was 

willing to take legal action to counter the policy since developers would not be in a 

position to do this. 

 

DM noted previous DGC meetings prior to the policy decision meeting, and 

commented that he felt that the views of the affected communities had not been 

listened to. 

 

5. Community Benefit Fund and discussion of draft Community Development 

Business Plan 

 

JD noted that in the past Solway Heritage had been responsible for the governance 

of Community Benefit Funds, and asked how DGC would propose to manage their 

region-wide fund. 

 

FC noted that in the relevant documentation DGC refer to a socio-economic 

Development Plan, but as far as he was aware, this is not yet available to the public. 
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JD commented that any representative body responsible for the fund would need to 

be knowledgeable yet independent from the Council like Solway Heritage, and 

asked how Burcote Wind would govern the Community Benefit Fund for Longburn 

wind farm. 

 

FC outlined Burcote Wind’s national agreement with Foundation Scotland who have 

a wealth of experience in managing charitable trusts. FC noted that Burcote’s 

approach would be to establish a local charitable trust board, made up of local 

representatives who would be responsible for creating a robust 3-5 year business 

plan that would outline the projects the Community Benefit Fund would target. 

They would then submit this to Foundation Scotland who would release the funds. 

 

It would be up to the local community to decide upon the composition of the local 

trust board, however, the terms of reference for composition of the local trust will 

need to stipulate certain requirements in terms of use of the fund (i.e. 80% to be 

targeted towards meeting strategic socio-economic goals).  This is likely to influence 

who will need to sit on the board to enable those goals to be effectively met – i.e. 

utilising expertise from local colleges, housing associations etc. This will be 

discussed further at the next meeting of the CLG. 

 

FC commented that Foundation Scotland’s role would be to provide audit and 

governance, the rest of the admin and decisions on fund projects being left to the 

local board of trustees to decide. 

 

SS asked where applications for funding would go. 

 

FC answered that local groups would apply to the local trust who would decide how 

that year’s allocation of funding would be spent. 

 

SS noted that the Glenkens comprises 4 parishes, and asked how funds would be 

allocated between these, and if one body would be responsible for the entire area. 

 

There followed a brief discussion on local groups and trusts that already exist and 

might be eligible to fulfil such a role. Discussions include how funds would be 

divided and means of doing do. 

 

AB summarised the discussion by noting that it may be most helpful to think of the 

fund in terms of themes and priorities, arguing that certain projects would be very 

local to Carsphairn, whereas other longer term projects might be better targeted at 

the Glenkens as a whole.  
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AM then asked if the local trust established would have to ask Foundation Scotland 

for the money. 

 

FC confirmed that Foundation Scotland would release an annual sum, having 

ensured that the proposed projects for that year comply with charitable regulations. 

 

AR noted the proposed satellite hub within the draft Community Development 

Business Plan, and asked if people from areas like Dalry and Parton would be able to 

access this. 

 

FC noted that it was important to remember that Carsphairn relied on other villages 

in the area for local provision like the secondary school, and commented that in light 

of Carsphairn using that facility, it would only be right for the wider community to 

benefit from that facility as well. 

 

SS commented that if the community benefit fund was to be distributed wider than 

the host community it may be possible at times to work together on bigger projects 

that would benefit the whole of the Glenkens area. SS noted that one of the key 

problems for the moment is that none of the proposed developments in the area had 

actually been constructed, and commented that perhaps when building did start it 

may then be easier for communities to see the benefit of working together. SS also 

noted that the threat of losing half of the Community Benefit Fund to a region-wide 

fund might also help to concentrate people’s minds on working together. 

AR commented that the primary motivation for the creation of the Glenkens 

Community Benefit Committee had been to promote joint working across the 

Glenkens so as to counter the DGC policy on community benefit. 

 

SS agreed, and noted that she too had previously warned community councils 

throughout the region that this could one day be a threat. 

 

FC moved the discussion back to the plan, and noted that the challenge posed by the 

DGC policy was one of the key reasons that the CLG should be working together to 

create a credible plan. 

 

JD supported the view that there was benefit to be gained from the wider 

community working together. 

 

DM commented that when looking at the geographical location of all of the 

developments currently proposed for the area, it would be very difficult to work out 

where the money should be allocated. 
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AB asked if it would not be better to think about the Community Benefit Fund in 

terms of objectives and priorities. AB noted that Burcote Wind were restricted in that 

they could only speak for their own proposal, but would assume that it would be 

better for community members to think about what the community development 

objectives they were trying to achieve overall rather than focusing on how the 

funding should be divided up geographically. 

 

JD agreed that this would be a sensible approach, and noted that the draft plan was a 

positive step forward to achieving this. 

 

FC noted that the stakes are quite high for Carsphairn, and offered the example that 

if the 50/50 split were to be imposed, then communities would receive £180,000 

annually, and if this were to then be split amongst the 5 community councils in the 

Glenkens, then annual funds could be as little as £36,000 per area. FC noted that the 

key right now was for the community to do all that they could to protect their 

position. 

 

AR commented that the plan would make it very difficult for DGC to argue their 

alternative case for a region-wide fund. 

 

FC summarised the discussion by adding that Carsphairn may find itself in a 

situation where the host community manage the funds, but can accept applications 

from other areas. FC noted that, from a socio-economic point of view, working 

together to address rural isolation would be a logical step forward. FC further noted 

that Burcote Wind use visual impact as a way of establishing Community Council 

areas for consultation. 

 

AR commented that it was the policy of SSE to work with the areas where the 

windfarm would be built. 

 

There followed a brief discussion regarding Blackcraig wind farm, which resulted in 

a subsequent conversation regarding grid connection. 

 

JD asked if Burcote would have any grid connection problems should Longburn be 

consented. 

 

FC noted that Longburn would be covered by the current planned upgrades. 

 

Discussion moved onto local areas of connection including pylon locations for the 

planned upgrade and sources of electricity.  

 

BM asked if the planned upgrades that Burcote were aware of consisted of the 

Margree upgrade. 
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FC moved the discussion on by summarising that grid connections were part of a 

separate application, and something that would be considered in more detail if the 

planning application were successful. 

 

BM noted that all upgrades were delayed until after 2014. 

 

FC commented that as far as he was aware, an agreement had been reached, and the 

plan covered from New Cumnock through and to Carsphairn Parish. 

 

JD noted that developers would need their connection before construction started. 

 

FC noted that from a successful application, it could be 3-4 years before grid 

connections were needed. 

 

AB moved to direct the discussion back to the community plan, and outlined the 

main sources used to generate ideas. These included; the CLG, the public 

exhibitions, the door-to-door survey and the Stewartry Community profile 2011-

2014. 

 

DM asked how the legacy plan proposed in the plan would work in practice. 

 

AB noted that this was still to be determined, but the Community Benefit Trust fund 

would likely need to seek advice on appropriate investment vehicles. 

 

AR noted that it was he who had initially raised the idea at the previous meeting, 

and noted that he felt that the legacy fund should be something that is invested and 

generates an income that can be spent year on year. 

 

JD further noted that rents from housing will generate an income, and can be 

ploughed back into the community. 

 

There followed a brief discussion on the importance of a legacy fund and possible 

vehicles for investment. The group agreed that further advice on this would need to 

be sought should Longburn be consented. 

 

AB highlighted the provision of ad-hoc grants within the plan, and noted the 

importance of the board of trustees in this area, as it would be the trustees who 

would consider applications for these. 

 

AM noted that Carsphairn Community Council has recently started seeking advice 

and local interest with a view to employing a local community development worker. 
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SG commented that she would strongly advocate exploring a number of options and 

utilising all of the advice available before making any decisions. 

 

AB highlighted provision to fund a community development officer within the plan, 

and also noted that the plan is very much in draft form and that priorities would 

likely evolve as the needs of the community change and as other successful 

applications in the area bring in additional funds. 

 

AB introduced SG who was representing Dumfries and Galloway College in place of 

Andy Wright. 

 

SG commented that looking at the draft plan, it was very much in line with the 

approach of the College, and recommended that as a next step the plan be mapped 

out in terms of local, regional and national benefits to help communicate a wide 

range of outcomes and to set the plan in a broader regional context. 

 

SG gave a brief outline of the College’s renewables courses and highlighted the steps 

the College was taking in order to progress these. She noted that there was a real 

opportunity locally for re-skilling the likes of those previously involved with the coal 

industry to now work in the renewables sector. 

 

SG noted that she has a follow-up meeting arranged with AS and CM to develop the 

plan further from a skills perspective to help highlight local and national outcomes. 

SG suggested that she feels that plan could take on a ‘hub and spoke’ approach in 

order to highlight the different levels of benefits available. SG closed by reiterating 

that Dumfries and Galloway College are very keen to work with the community in 

order to deliver effective skills programmes. 

 

AB asked the group if there were any additional ideas and comments in relation the 

plan, or indeed any more specific costings that could be included. 

 

AM noted again that, if the group could put together a robust plan, it would be 

much harder for DGC to argue the case for its community benefit policy to be 

implemented instead. 

 

RH agreed and mentioned that any argument DGC did bring forward counter to the 

local community development plan would need to be made on a negative basis, and 

added that she did not believe that this was something the council would want to 

do. 

 

DM noted that, in July, local councillors will vote on the local development plan for 

the whole region. DM further noted that one of the themes of this discussion would 



Page 10 of 11 
 

be to cap the ability of host communities to then apply for funding from the region 

wide fund.  

 

Considering this, SG asked how soon the 3-5 year plan should be created. 

 

FC commented that right now the draft plan was a positive step in the right direction 

in demonstrating community capacity. 

 

Moving back to the plan, JD suggested that the affordable housing initiative be 

slightly more front loaded so that the benefits can be more quickly realised by the 

local community. JD agreed to come up with some costings to allow CM to update 

the plan. 

 

AB asked the group if anyone had any issues with the priorities identified in terms 

of funding allocated, and if anything was missing from the plan. 

 

BM suggested that, although the plan addressed the development of local 

infrastructure in order to create employment and business opportunity, there was no 

direct reference to the creation of employment opportunities. BM asked if this could 

be incorporated into the plan. 

 

RH asked if the section referring to ‘community satellite’ could be made clearer so 

that it was understood that this meant local broadband provision. 

 

A brief discussion regarding community broadband schemes followed, and SG 

noted a contact she had within Scottish Enterprise that may be able to help with such 

schemes. The contact is Mhairi Henderson, and SG offered to put AM in touch with 

her. 

 

6. AOB 

 

At the end of the discussion, AR asked FC whether, if Longburn were successful in 

its planning application, the community would see Burcote again. 

 

FC replied that, if successful, Longburn wind farm and the community of 

Carsphairn would be neighbours for the next 25 years. 

 

BM noted that a company called Longburn Wind Farm Ltd had been created, and 

asked FC why this was the case. 

 

FC explained that this was standard practice in the industry to keep costs associated 

with a wind farm application tied up in one vehicle. 
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AR asked whether, if Longburn was sold, as was often the case with wind farms, the 

agreed Community Benefit Fund arrangements would still stand. 

 

FC confirmed that if Longburn was ever to be sold, then adhering to the community 

benefit arrangements would be a condition of the sale. 

 

SS inquired about the general management of the wind farm, and asked what scope 

there would be in terms of local employment. 

 

FC explained that the turbine manufacturer offered a warranty on the turbines 

which required that they used their own personnel to maintain the turbines during 

the initial warranty period. However, he reiterated that local people trained and 

qualified to carry out maintenance works through the likes of the Dumfries and 

Galloway College turbine technician course, would have employment opportunities 

beyond that period. 

 

SG commented that the college were currently trying to encourage people to take up 

engineering courses in order to be provided with the knowledge and experience 

necessary to take up positions locally within the renewables sector.  

 

SS highlighted the workers of Scottish Coal as a key target group for such re-skilling. 

 

SG reiterated the importance of reskilling locally, in order to accommodate some of 

these workers.  

 

AB thanked everyone for coming and the meeting was closed. 


