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Burcote Wind 

Longburn Wind Farm Proposal 

Community Liaison Group 

Unapproved Minutes 
 

6.30pm, Thursday 21st November 2013, Lagwyne Hall, Carsphairn 

 

Attendees 

Andrew Metcalf (AM), Carsphairn Community Council 

Simon Holmes (SH), Carsphairn Heritage Group 

Liz Holmes (LH), Carsphairn Heritage Group 

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 

David Gibbon (DG), Carsphairn Renewable Energy Fund Limited 

Alison Jardine (AJ), Dumfries and Galloway College 

Fraser Campbell (FC), Burcote Wind 

Sam McDonald (SM), Burcote Wind 

Tom Black (TB), Foundation Scotland 

Cara Gillespie (CG), Foundation Scotland 

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 

Iain Howie, SCVO 

Alan Rumble, Glenkens Business Association 

Ros Hill, Glenkens Business Association 

Roland Chaplain, Glenkens Sustainable Development Steering Group 

 

1. Opening Remarks 

 

AB thanked participants for coming, and provided a brief overview of the discussions 

from the last meeting held in June. 
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AB suggested a round table of introductions for those new to the meeting. 

 

Guests at the meeting were Tom Black and Cara Gillespie from Foundation Scotland. 

Cara is the Foundation Scotland South of Scotland representative and Tom Black is 

Community Engagement Manager. 

 

2.  Agree minutes from previous meeting of 10th June 2013 

 

AB moved to approve the minutes of the previous meeting, noting that, contrary to the 

minutes, David Gibbon had not been in attendance. 

 

AM noted that he had not had time to read through the minutes, and AB suggested that 

if members had any comments in relation to the previous minutes, these could be fed 

back to Orbit Communications by Friday 29th November. 

 

AB noted that for future meetings, minutes will be circulated when first typed up and 

also during the week prior to the next meeting to allow members time to review. 

 

3. Project Update from Burcote Wind 

 

FC provided an update about the project. He explained that the project had been 

submitted to the ECDU at the end of June 2013, and that the proposals submitted were 

what had been displayed to the local community at the public exhibitions in May. 

 

FC noted that BWL were currently in the process of following up on responses from 

statutory consultees. FC commented that DGC had asked for a 6 month extension on 

their response period, and noted that discussions on this were on-going. 

 

FC further noted that BWL had been asked to provide further information on the project 

by SEPA, the MoD and SNH. 

 

4. Feedback from group representatives 

 

DG asked if DGC had a big input on the outcome of the application. 

 

FC responded that, as a statutory consultee, DGC could object to the proposals, but they 

do not make the final decision on the application which would be made by the Scottish 

Government as the proposals are for a scheme of over 50MW. FC noted that the council 

would still follow the same process as for a normal planning decision, and that planning 

officers would make a recommendation to councillors. 

 

DG asked for an idea of timescales for the project. 
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FC explained that it was very difficult to be certain, but noted that DGC’s response was 

an important one, particularly with respect to landscape and visual impact. 

 

He suggested a 6-9 month timescale might be expected for a planning decision, but 

noted that this very much depended upon the outcome of discussions with DGC. 

 

AM asked FC if it would be BWL that would build Longburn if consented. 

 

FC replied that it would likely be BWL in partnership with a utility firm. 

 

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

or feedback regarding the proposal. There were no further questions or comments. 

 

5. Community Benefit Fund and discussion of draft Community Development Business 

Plan 

 

CM provided CLG members with an update to the draft community development plan 

circulated at the start of the meeting. 

 

CM noted that the updating of the plan was to make it align more clearly with DGC 

single outcome agreements as well as Scottish Government National priorities. 

 

From discussion at the last CLG, CM noted that the provision of affordable housing in 

the plan had been front loaded in order for it now to be able to be considered as a 

secondary legacy fund, whereby the housing provision could look at generating income 

if the community trust acquired housing and then leased it out. CM noted that this 

change was made to reflect suggestions from JD at the last meeting. 

 

JD noted that this had been his suggestion, but ultimately it would be for the community 

to decide how such a scheme would work, should they elect to move it forward. 

 

CM also noted that the reference to ‘satellite’ within the plan had been clarified so that it 

now read ‘Community satellite system (high speed broadband)’. CM commented that 

the plan was still very much in draft form and had been designed so as to be a working 

document adaptable to the community’s changing requirements, and that the main aim 

for creating such a plan was to demonstrate capacity within the Carsphairn community 

to utilise all of the funds locally with the aim of generating social and economic benefits 

for the community. 

 

DM noted that, at the previous meeting, there had been a discussion  about the wider 

Glenkens community benefiting from the Longburn fund. DM asked for clarification on 

what areas will actually be included in the geographical scope for the fund. 
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AB noted that this provided an excellent link to the presentation to be given later in the 

meeting by Foundation Scotland. AB commented that it was important to consider the 

make-up of the charitable trust that would distribute the Longburn Community Benefit 

Fund. 

 

To illustrate potential legitimate uses for the fund outside the immediate Carsphairn 

Community Council area, AB offered the example of secondary school children in 

Carsphairn, noting that they would most likely attend secondary school in St John’s 

Town of Dalry, and if money was to be allocated to support a satellite skills hub, as 

described in the plan, it would seem to make sense to base that hub at the high school 

where people from the Carsphairn community but also from further afield would 

benefit from it. AB summarised by noting that some projects, like the satellite hub will 

provide a benefit to both the immediate Carsphairn community as well as the wider 

area, yet some of the projects would be more localised and specifically focused upon 

Carsphairn, but it would be up to the local decision making body to decide how this 

would work in practice. 

 

SS commented that she felt the allocation of funds for a TV mast was unnecessary, and 

this money should be allocated elsewhere.  

 

SS asked what would happen if money had been allocated for a specific project,  e.g. 

church repairs, but it was subsequently decided that the church did not need any repair 

work? 

 

AB emphasised that the plan was a working document, and it was up to the community 

to buy in to the plan and adapt it as they saw fit. 

 

DG noted that he felt that the plan was a worthwhile document as it proved community 

capacity in order to spend the funds. DG noted that he felt that CREFL had already been 

doing this for over 15 years. 

 

AM expressed his opinion that the key to sustainable change across all projects and 

areas was to encourage young people into the area and specifically into Carsphairn 

village. AM further noted in agreement with DG that the Carsphairn community had 

the resources and expertise to make these projects happen, but that they currently 

lacked funding. 

 

SS asked, if planning consent was received, whether the community could re-write the 

plan again from scratch. 

 

AB confirmed this could happen, but noted that BWL have a responsibility to ensure 

propoer scrutiny and accountability of the fund that they are providing. AB further 

commented that BWL recognises that it is the people living within the community who 

are best placed to make the key decisions on the allocation of funds. 
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FC commented that the only caveat to using the fund was that uses were aligned   with 

the aims of the governing charitable trust. FC noted that the community plan very much 

belonged to the community since they had fed into the priorities and projects identified. 

FC noted that the best way of moving forward was for the community to take 

ownership of the plan in order to think about the long term benefits it could deliver for 

the good of the community, as BWL was keen to see the fund remain in the local 

community and for the local community to benefit from it.  

 

AM noted that it had been written into the constitution of the Carsphairn Charitable 

Trust to allow wider projects from outside the Carsphairn area to apply for funds if 

those projects were deemed to be of benefit to the Carsphairn community. 

 

CG asked how DGC could enforce their policy on wind farm community benefits. 

 

FC commented that DGC can make it a condition of supporting a project, and as a result 

could write the current policy into planning conditions. FC noted that BWL believe that 

this approach was contrary to planning policy, and consequently BWL were not 

engaging DGC in any discussions with regards to its community benefit policy. 

 

He cited the example of Sanquhar Community Wind Farm where a 50/50 split in 

funding had recently been enforced through a Section 75 agreement. 

 

JD noted that it was his understanding the DGC still did not have any policy in place, 

and that currently up to 9 different models were being considered. 

 

DM noted that he had attended a recent Ad Hoc meeting of DGC, the outcome of which 

had been that DGC were making no further developments to their policy until they had 

received feedback and recommendations from a meeting with communities facilitated 

by Foundation Scotland in Perth. 

 

TB clarified this and noted that Foundation Scotland was currently involved with two 

different projects designed to develop protocols around community benefit both with 

developers and also with representatives of communities throughout Scotland. TB 

commented that if the Council was prepared to wait on the outcome of those 

discussions, this could be seen to be a positive move. 

 

CG argued that DGC did in fact already have a clear policy to enforce a 50/50 split of 

community benefit funds between local communities and the Council, but there was still 

uncertainy around what the Council’s share of the money would actually be used for. 

 

JD noted a previous role where he had been employed as Solway Heritage’s wind farm 

benefits officer, and that policy at that time had been to distribute community benefits 

equally amongst all communities within a 15km radius of the boundary of the wind 
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farm. At that time, JD noted that these criteria had been applied to Blackcraigs wind 

farm, meaning thatGatehouse stood to benefit from the fund despite being largely 

unaffected by the wind farm. 

 

FC commented that if this policy were to be enforced it would likely be the DGC 

Economic Development Officer who would decide who gets funding and on what it 

should be spent. FC reiterated that it was his belief that such a policy would contravene 

planning law but added that the community development plan for Longburn wind farm 

could be used as a means of defence against such an approach by the Council. 

 

6. Community Benefit Fund – audit and governance, presentation from Foundation 

Scotland 

 

Owing to another engagement, SS made her apologies and left the meeting. 

TB circulated to members materials relating to Foundation Scotland (FS), and provided 

members with a brief overview of the charity, noting that he very much hoped that 

tonight’s presentation was the start of a lengthy dialogue with the community, and a 

good starting point as to how things might progress with regards to the Longburn 

Community Benefit Fund. 

CG added that FS are an independent registered charity who run a wide range of grant 

making programmes and are active throughout Scotland. CG noted that although FS 

may not always get named credit, they are often behind the scenes with a number of 

large corporate brands in providing advice, audit and governance on funds. 

CG commented that FS had previously been known as the Scottish Community 

Foundation and were currently actively involved with 64 community councils in 

Scotland with regards to funding. 

TB added that FS also does considerable work in the field of community endowments, 

ensuring a legacy even after the stream of funding has expired. 

TB commented that FS’s role with regards to Longburn would very much be about audit 

and accountability, noting that FS is keen to open discussions with the local community 

as to the best local mechanism to manage the Longburn fund. 

TB added that FS sign a Memorandum of Understanding for each separate fund that 

they work on with that local community which forms the touchstone for how that fund 

should be spent in broad terms. 
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As part of its audit and governance role, FS are keen to develop a detailed 3-5 year 

business plan with the community that would provide a basis and focus for the fund 

when it became active. 

TB added that FS are externally audited every year to ensure good practice. 

CG emphasises that the work of FS is very much community led, and that FS are 

committed to working in partnership with communities and do not want to displace any 

good work that is already going on in the community. 

CG noted that FS have a national knowledge and can offer an overview and impartial 

advice as well as being able to share best practice examples of community led 

community benefit funds from throughout Scotland. 

TB commented that FS are looking to build upon the already existing capacity in the 

community in order to help develop wider rural sustainability policy. TB added that FS 

do not take their fees from community funds, instead securing their fees through a 

separate commitment from developers. 

AM noted the mention of a 3-5 year plan and asked if this would become active from the 

point when Longburn would go live. 

CG confirmed this would be the case, but added that it was worthwhile noting planned 

contributions by BWL (albeit limited in size) prior to the project going live. 

AM suggested that activation of the 3-5 year plan would depend on how long DGC 

takes to respond to BWL. 

AB acknowledged that this could take time but noted that there was an opportunity in 

the interim period to lay the groundwork that would enable the fund to hit the ground 

running. He added that it would also be useful to have prepared a robust plan 

demonstrating local community capacity to spend the funds that could be presented to 

the Council before the project goes live. 

AM commented that the community council were shortly due to undertake work on a 

community plan, but this had been delayed over the summer due to the establishment 

of the CCT. 

FC commented that BWL were in the process of establishing a charitable trust through 

FS in order to be able to provide some ad hoc funding outwith the community benefit 

allocation from individual projects. He emphasised that this would not be on the same 

scale as the project-specific community benefit fund. FC went on to suggest that 
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community members should think of the 3-5 year business plan as investing in the 

sustainability of the community rather than simply supporting it. 

FC added that, given Carsphairn’s location within the catchment area of larger 

settlements such as Castle Douglas and Ayr, there was a real opportunity for the 

community to attract commuters to these areas to live here and tourists from these areas 

to visit, offering the potential for long term benefits. 

DG noted that whilst he appreciated what was being said, FS had not mentioned 

anything in their presentation that was not already being undertaken in the area by 

CREFL. DG suggested that BWL did not seem to believe that the local community had 

the capacity to distribute the fund effectively by itself. 

LH commented that, whilst she believed CREFL to be an extremely important 

organisation locally, she would be concerned about its capacity to manage such a large 

fund, as well as potential conflicts of interest locally. LH added that she did not doubt 

the integrity of CREFL, but she wanted to reiterate the vast sums of money that could 

potentially be coming into the community and the significant resources required to 

manage these effectively. 

DG responded that CREFL were always looking for more members. 

AB noted that there may be practical challenges for CREFL directors since many of them 

were already extremely busy with day jobs. In this context, he argued that FS could help 

to relieve CREFL of some of the day-to-day administrative burden associated with 

running the fund. 

DG asked how long FS had been established.  

TB replied 12 years, and what FS would bring with them is independence and 

objectivity balanced with local knowledge. TB noted that you can always learn from 

someone else, and that FS were trying to help facilitate that across Scotland. 

AM asked as an example how the fund would work if the CCT wanted to buy a holiday 

home that had come on the market. He explained that the current process for applying 

for funding through CREFL was very simple and straightforward and allowed funds to 

be released to applicants within a matter of days. 

TB noted that this is an example of where a community plan is important for the audit 

and governance side of things, but also that there would need to be an allowance within 

the plan for ad hoc purchases to allow for adaptation to community needs. He also 

argued that processes did not need to be complicated or time-consuming. 
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CG added that she was hopeful discussions would progress on to community plans at a 

planned follow-up meeting between FS, Carsphairn Community Council, the CCT and 

CREFL.  

AM agreed that CREFL would mostly benefit from advice. 

SH commented that he too felt there may be potential conflicts of interest within CREFL 

in managing a fund of such a considerable size. He noted that Carsphairn community 

council was an elected body whereas CREFL was not and he would have reservations 

about what the situation might be 25 years from now. On this basis, he felt that the 

involvement of an independent organisation such as FS could be nothing other than 

very helpful. 

SH added that with the sheer number of developers currently in the area, the CREFL 

workload would increase tenfold and, as an entirely voluntary body, SH would need to 

be convinced of the board’s capacity to manage such a significant workload.  

DM commented that if the community plan was agreed and implemented, then he felt 

that there was no reason for the whole operation not to be streamlined. 

JD commented that CREFL had the capacity now, but pointed out it was impossible to 

foresee what the situation might be 25 years down the line. JD argued that the 

alternative to the model being proposed by BWL would appear to be for the Council to 

take over FS’s role in overseeing the fund. On this basis, JD commented that he for one 

would much prefer BWL’s approach. He added that FS’s role seemed to be to provide an 

important element of continuity throughout the lifetime of the fund. 

TB agreed, noting that this was one of the reasons that FS put in place an MoU with the 

local Community Council, as a means of ensuring that there was always a fall-back 

mechanism in the unfortunate event that a local community company or trust ceased 

operating during the project’s lifetime. He also emphasised FS’s willingness to be 

flexible in its approach and not to impose terms. 

DG commented that if FS could guarantee that the Council would have no involvement 

in the fund, then CREFL would be fully supportive. 

AM noted that he had no problem at all with FS, but noted he was unfamiliar with the 

organisation and therefore apprehensive as to what they would do. 

JD commented that it may be helpful for community members to look upon FS as an 

additional community resource that BWL was willing to pay for. 
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FC added that it was important to keep in mind that BWL has a Scotland wide 

agreement with FS for all of their other projects and not just Longburn. 

DM noted that Carsphairn was in a similar position with all developers, all of which 

were coming to them and looking to engage. DM commented that from his perspective, 

CREFL were trying to ascertain how many different bodies, trusts and fund distribution 

mechanisms they were potentially looking at. 

CG commented that feedback she had received so far indicated that the community was 

already looking to develop a strategic plan. 

AM confirmed that the community council was in the process of creating this. 

CG noted that in this instance it may be beneficial to consider FS as a resource that could 

be used to free up volunteers’ time to focus on strategic objectives. CG noted that the 

BWL development plan also mentions employing a local person to help manage the 

fund. 

AM commented that he felt that Carsphairn was different to other communities, as a lot 

of its residents were incomers and that this helped to remove any potential conflicts of 

interest in determining funding applications. 

LH emphasised that the community was very small and there was still a danger of 

taking an overly insular approach. 

DM added that what was most important was encouraging the right people into the 

community, as it is they who would help to create lasting change and also help the 

community develop its capacity and move forward. 

AB summarised the discussion with FS, commenting that tonight’s meeting was only the 

start of what everyone hoped would be an long-termdialogue. AB thanked TB and CG 

for their time, and reiterated the plans for a follow-up meeting. 

CG commented that is was not and would never be FS’s intention to impose terms and 

models upon community members, and that FS fully recognises the good work that has 

already been done in the community. CG noted that FS were keen to use local expertise 

and add value wherever they could. 

 

7. Update from group representatives on specific Community Development Plan 

projects 

 

DM provided group members with a brief update on the community’s activities 

surrounding Greystones pub. 
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DM noted that the Carsphairn Charitable Trust (CCT) had been formed at the end of 

June, and as of 11th October achieved charitable status. 

 

The CCT had applied to CREFL for funds in order to purchase the pub and then carry 

out phase 1 of repair works which are focused on making the pub wind and water tight. 

 

DM noted that as of 13th November, funding had been secured and as of 15th November, 

legals regarding ownership had commenced, and that these were likely to take around 

two weeks to complete. 

 

DM commented that the trust had obtained all quotes for phase 1 and secured 

tradesmen, but that the timetable for completion of the work would be very much 

weather dependent. He said the trust was hoping to commence works in November, 

with a view to completing phase 1 this year and phase 2 commencing early in 2014. 

 

DM noted that the trust were in the process of securing funding for phase 2, and the 

scale of phase 2 would very much depend on how much money could be raised. DM 

noted that phase 2 would focus on the interior decoration of the pub, and the trust was 

looking at the possibility of securing match funding for this phase. 

 

DG commented that with regards to the pub works, CREFL had given careful 

consideration to the ‘what ifs’ surrounding the pub and asked the CCT for further 

information regarding the project if funding fell through to ensure that there was a such 

a process in place. He argued that this illustrated the careful and considered approach 

taken by CREFL in assessing funding applications. 

 

BM asked TB how long it would take Foundation Scotland to release funds for a funding 

application. TB noted that Foundation Scotland worked with cheques and BACS 

payments, and estimated that the administration process would enable funding to be 

made available within about 10 days. 

 

BM noted that CREFL had been able to release fund to the CCT within two days of 

reaching a decision. 

 

TB commented that for the Longburn fund, the community might also want to consider 

an annual release of funds upon submission of a project business plan for the year, 

thereby removing the requirement to wait for funds to be released for each individual 

project during that year. 

 

DM agreed that this seemed like a sensible approach. 

 

8. AOB 
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AB thanked everyone for coming and the meeting was closed. 


