
 

 

 

 

 

 

School of GeoSciences 

 

DISSERTATION 

 

For the degree of 

 

MSc in Environmental Sustainability 

 

Student Name:  Ciorstaidh Ann Couston 

Date: 16
th
 August 2012 

 



i 
 

THE UNIVERSITY OF EDINBURGH 

 

 

 

Name of Candidate Ciorstaidh Ann Couston 

Address 45/5 Double Hedges Park, Edinburgh, EH16 6YN 

Degree MSc Environmental Sustainability Date 16
th
 August 2012 

Title of 

Thesis 

A critique of the Development Trust model in the context of 

engagement in community owned renewable energy developments in 

rural Scotland  

 

No. of words in the main text of Thesis 19,936 

 

The increased use of fossil fuels for energy is becoming one of the key environmental 

concerns in present political debate. The importance of renewable energy to counteract 

this has been outlined within policies, with a notable change towards local energy 

production. Within Scotland community ownership of renewable energy systems has 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

This chapter outlines the context of this research, which aims to conduct a critique of the 

current Development Trust model in the context of engagement in community owned 

renewable energy development within rural Scotland. The project focuses specifically on 

onshore wind farms and makes additional reference to models used for the development of 

community renewable projects in other European countries. This introductory chapter sets 

out the research aims for the project, and a brief outline of the proposed methodology.  

 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 Background to renewable energy and placing Scotland at the forefront of the 

industry 

It has been argued that the greatest challenge facing society today is that of climate change. 

Energy is fundamental to everyday life, but the concern over reaching peak oil is becoming 

a significant driver in changing how energy is sourced throughout the world (Scrase, 

2009). To address this issue, there needs to be a dramatic change in cultural attitudes 

towards energy use and efficiency, and also within energy policy itself. 

Signed in 1997, the Kyoto Protocol aimed to tackle the issue of climate change. This 

showed that industrialised nations were becoming aware of the impact that industrial 

development was having on the environment (United Nations, 1997). The European Union 

set out targets of achieving a 20 per cent cut in greenhouse gas emissions by 2020, with an 

increase to between 60 and 80 per cent by 2050 (Scrase, 2009). Within Europe, the United 

Kingdom Government has committed itself to creating a low carbon economy (Wood, 

2011), outlining that by 2020 the country should be on track to reach a 2050 target of 80 

per cent reduction in carbon emissions compared to those of 1990 (Scottish Government, 

2012a, pg 26). This has been evident in the increase in policies surrounding renewable 

energy (Wood, 2011).  
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Within the United Kingdom, and Europe as a whole, Scotland is playing a vital role in 

helping to achieve these targets. Scotland has been said to have great potential for the 

development of renewables, with specific reference to the wind power industry (Warren, 

2010). The European growth of wind power in 2006 was 23 per cent, while Scotland 

accomplished a 67 per cent increase in production (Warren, 2010, pg 204). Scotland’s high 

growth was due to the later start of the wind power industry. This has been beneficial as 

Scotland has opted for larger targets than the European Union. The Scottish Government 

set a target for 2011 of 31 per cent, with a higher target of 50 per cent by 2050 of 

electricity produced by renewable means (Warren, 2010, pg 205). Rural Scotland is of 

particular importance in the progress of renewable energy (Scottish Government, 2011b). 

These geographical locations are often affected by negative aspects caused by their rural 

locality, and the potential of wind power to encourage development is of great significance 

within Scotland (Shamsuzzoha et al, 2012).  

 

1.1.2 A growing emphasis on community renewables 

Community renewables comprise of the relationship that people and organisations have 

that make up a community, and the implementation of a supporting energy system (Walker 

et al, 2010). They are a growing industry within the energy sector, which has been 

acknowledged within the Department of Energy and Climate Change’s Low Carbon 

Community Challenge, and also within NESTA’s Big Green Challenge (Hielscher, 2011). 

Within Scotland, there was an “estimated minimum of 147MW of community and locally 

owned renewable energy capacity” (Energy Saving Trust, 2012, pg1). However, only 13 

percent of this is owned by a community (Energy Saving Trust, 2012, pg 1). It has often 

been argued that there is considerable potential for the development of ‘bottom-up’ 

approaches to community renewables (Department of Energy and Climate Change, 2011b), 

in Scotland. Within energy policy rhetoric, it has been argued that a community approach 

towards renewable energy could have a dramatic impact on community energy conclusions 

(Walker et al, 2010). Should they be given the necessary funding and backing through 

policies, community renewables have the ability to contribute towards the targets set by 

Scotland and the European Union.  
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The ownership of a renewable energy source can create an increased level of 

empowerment and confidence within a local community (Musall, 2011), as they feel that 

they have control over their environment and future. The method of implementation of a 

development within a community can have an influential effect on how it is perceived 

within the local area (Musall, 2011). Engagement has been argued as being an important 

area for consideration to increase the level of community owned renewables in operation 

(Lavial-Palavicino et al, 2011). It is important within renewable energy developments that 

the community is engaged from the beginning of the process through to the completion 

(Haggett, 2009). This can be through a variety of different ways, which will be explained 

in more detail in Chapter 2. It is often communities in rural areas that are the location for 

the development of these projects. This is can be due to the locality of the communities, 

and how this can impact on their ability to obtain electricity from the national grid 

(Shamsuzzoha et al, 2012; Rogers et al, 2008).  

The United Kingdom is one of the leading countries in developing policies in support of 

local communities, as they can often be overlooked due to their size and the perceived 

impact that they can have for the environment (The WorldWatch Institute, 2008). 

However, the United Kingdom has set out the Sustainable Communities Act (2007) which 

will give local councils a higher level of control over their district, which will positively 

impact on their ability to develop renewable energy (The WorldWatch Institute, 2008). The 

Scottish Government has the Sustainable Communities Initiative, which links in with the 

importance of engaging the community to develop a sustainable and higher quality of life 

(Scottish Government, 2008). It promotes creating zero or low carbon communities, which 

is important in the context of developing community owned renewable energy projects 

(Scottish Government, 2008).  

1.1.3 Delivering community renewable projects: the role of the Development Trust 

Throughout the development of community renewables, there have been a variety of 

different models used. One of these is by the process of a Development Trust. These have 

been most commonly used throughout Scotland to “represent communities’ interests in 

revenue generation enterprises, and in some cases this has been extended to include the 

variants of community ownership” (Walker, 2008, pg 4402). Development Trusts allow the 

benefits of a development to be reinvested within the community (Partnerships Online, 
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16/05/12). They are managed and owned by the local communities, so increase the level of 

engagement through all aspects of their work (Development Trust Association for 

Scotland, 16/05/2012). A second model is the Co-operative model which has been used 

commonly throughout Europe (Walker, 2008). This allows collaboration within a project, 

and can be beneficial for local communities as it can increase the scale of the development, 

and can also help to reduce the risks involved in it (Co-operative Development Scotland, 

2009). However, this does not engage the local community as highly as a Development 

Trust does, and can often have a stronger ‘top-down’ approach to development (Warren, 

2010). This creates the question of whether a balance can be drawn between the two types 

of models discussed.  

 

1.2 Research Aims and Objectives 

Within the research project outlined below, renewable energy is of great importance to the 

future sustainability of society. It is a key aspect within Development Trusts, and can be a 

significant source of income for the areas to contribute to further aspects of green 

development. Development Trusts play a vital part within communities, and the 

engagement of local areas is crucial for the future of the Trusts.  

This research project will critique the current Development Trust model in the context of 

community owned renewable energy developments and how effectively Development 

Trusts engage with the community within rural Scotland. It will also look at how Scottish 

models for community renewables differ from those elsewhere in Europe, and look at 

whether there is a best model for practice. It will do this under the following research aims: 

 To explore how a Development Trust works with specific reference to three case 

studies in rural Scotland  

 To understand how the community has been involved in the decision making 

process. Was there scope for further involvement? Is there a best method for 

practice? 

 To evaluate how Scottish Development Trust models compare to those of other 

European countries. Is there a balance that can be created between the two differing 

models? 
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These research aims will be attained through the following research methods. A more 

detailed explanation can be found in Chapter 3. 

 Secondary data analysis- investigation into energy literature, planning 

documentation, case study specific literature, and Development Trust Association 

 Primary data collection in the form of interviews- interviews were completed with 

three Development Trust associations 

 

1.2.1 Gaps in the study area 

This research project will help to bridge the gap in knowledge surrounding renewable 

energy, community developments and the involvement of Development Trust Associations 

and how they engage with the community. It will analyse how Development Trusts 

facilitate community participation in community renewable energy projects. It will help to 

understand the barriers and challenges that a community face in the process of creating 

their own energy sources, and what might need to change within policy to allow this to 

happen. The research project will also help in the understanding in differences of 

community owned developments with other European countries, and consider whether 

there is a balance that can be gained between the two different approaches to community 

renewables.  

 

 

1.3 Relevance of the research 

This research will aid the progress in drawing together the knowledge surrounding the 

development models associated with community owned renewable energy. There is a lack 

of data associated with how Development Trusts engage with their local communities, and 

how this can impact on the growth of community owned renewable developments. This 

research project will incorporate current literature into case study research and help to 

deepen the understanding surrounding this aspect of community engagement. It will create 
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a link in knowledge between the differences in literature enclosing different models for 

development, and why there is a difference within countries within the European Union.  
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Chapter 2: Literature review 

2.1 Introduction 

Renewable energy has created a debate surrounding the controversies that developments 

can bring to local communities and stakeholders. Within this chapter, a literature review is 

carried out into the importance of renewables within Europe and specifically Scotland. It 

also considers the role that communities can play within renewable developments, and the 

significance that engagement by developers and local Trusts with a local area can play in 

the acceptance of wind power in Scotland. The review draws on examples from a range of 

European countries and communities to provide an insight into the differences between 

engagement processes. Specifically the role of the Development Trust is explored within a 

Scottish context to analyse how effectively this governance model engages with the 

community.  

 

2.2 Renewable energy in a European context 

The European Union has set itself a target of 20 per cent of energy production to come 

from renewable sources by 2020 (Wood, 2011, pg 2229). These have been under the 

Europe 2020 targets which have included raising the production of energy consumption 

produced from renewable sources by 20 per cent (Scottish Government, 2012a). The 

European Union has been of great importance in the development of renewable energy 

policy, as they have driven a significant growth in production in recent years.  

With the declining levels of oil and gas in the North Sea, it has been argued that by 2020 

Britain will have to import around 75 per cent of its energy needs (Warren, 2009, pg 341). 

When placed within the European context of renewable energy and specifically wind 

energy, Scotland has higher targets than Europe. These have been applied given Scotland’s 

higher potential for wind energy production after achieving the 2010 targets three years 

early (Warren, 2009). Renewable energy production is set to increase to a level of 30 per 

cent by 2020 from the 16.1 per cent share in 2009 (Musall, 2011, pg 3252). The current 

energy market and structure in place for renewable energy has been largely in support of 

commercial developments by private companies (Rogers et al, 2008). Despite this increase 
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in development within the industry, many are still crucially underdeveloped due to reasons 

such as financial incentives for development, technological innovation and social factors, 

not to mention the issues associated with environmental damage (Hanley, 1999).  

 

2.3 Outlining the importance of wind power in Scotland 

Within Europe and the United Kingdom, Scottish wind power is of great importance. The 

United Kingdom as a whole had set targets for 2010 of 10 per cent energy by renewable 

sources, compared to Scotland’s targets of 31 per cent by 2011 and 50 per cent by 2020 

(Warren, 2010, pg 205). Scotland has been allowed such a high level of growth within 

renewable energy production given the later development of the industry compared to the 

rest of Europe (Warren, 2010). In 2008, the Scottish Government set out their Climate 

Change Bill which included a “target of reducing greenhouse gas emissions by 80% by 

2050” (Warren, 2010, pg 205). Within this, the importance of renewable energy has been 

seen, encouraging the growth of wind power in Scotland.   

Despite achieving the 2010 targets early, developments have been at a slow rate (Rogers et 

al, 2008). This has been due to a variety of issues ranging from technical to social 

concerns. However, the biggest concern within the development of the industry has been 

the level of opposition to renewable energy particularly onshore wind farms (Rogers et al, 

2008).  

The debate on the environmental impacts of onshore wind farms have been greatly 

publicised within the United Kingdom, with particular reference to the impact that they can 

have on the remote Scottish landscapes (Warren, 2010). This is because Scotland has a 

large area of remote environments within the United Kingdom and these landscapes have 

cultural importance within the country (Warren, 2010). Many have argued that the 

development of onshore wind farms within Scotland is unnecessary due to the high levels 

of subsidies available from tax payers to cover the elevating costs of development (Centre 

for Sustainable Energy, 2011), and the visual impacts that they can have on the landscapes. 

However, they have been proven to be as cost-competitive as large scale generation 

(Centre for Sustainable Energy, 2011). Those opposed stating these reasons have argued 

that wind power is redundant as they “could replace the low carbon electricity it produces 
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developing nuclear power stations” (Centre for Sustainable Energy, 2011, pg 11). 

Nevertheless, Scotland has continued to progress in the scaling up of the onshore wind 

industry.  

 

2.4 Community renewables 

A community renewable scheme must benefit the community it is based within, either 

directly through energy to community buildings and households, or indirectly through the 

profits from energy production being sold to the national grid (Rogers et al, 2008). Since 

the beginning of the 2000s, the United Kingdom government has attempted to increase the 

number of community owned renewables through various schemes in which they support 

projects through diverse forms of funding available (Walker et al, 2010).  A community 

approach is argued within policy to “change the experience and outcomes of energy 

technology implementation” (Walker et al, 2010, pg 2655). A community renewable can 

evolve at many levels. It can be owned wholly by the community or through a partnership 

with a private commercialised company (Walker, 2008). They can also involve the energy 

being consumed locally, or being fed into the national grid, or both when a surplus of 

energy is created (Walker, 2008).  

There have been many arguments surrounding what constitutes a community renewable 

scheme as there is currently no formal agreement (Walker, 2010). Within Europe 

community developments are legally and emotionally owned by the local community 

(Warren, 2009). This has been argued as having significant impacts on the development of 

renewables, as local communities are often more mentally attached to the structures and 

incorporate them into everyday life (Warren, 2009). There are a number of motivations for 

community ownership of a wind farm development. A deciding factor is the generation of 

local income and restoration, along with allowing absolute control by the community 

(Walker, 2008). This form of ownership has the ability to increase local empowerment as it 

allows control and self sufficiency (Musall, 2011). This is an important concept for the 

development of community renewables, as the participation outlined within Arnsteins’ 

ladder of participation (see figure 1 page 17) suggests that through the different rungs of 

participation, there can be an increase in the level of community control (Arnstein, 1969).  
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Given the size of many rural communities, they are often disregarded in their capacity to 

tackle environmental problems. However, if the correct policies and support for 

community developments are in place, they can play an important part in addressing issues 

(The World Watch Institute, 2008). Despite the positive aspect of community renewables, 

it can be argued that not all projects benefit the local community, with the concern that 

larger businesses may reap the benefits (Walker, 2008).  

Scotland’s upland landscapes have become a focus for the development of renewable 

energy projects. Should their potential be achieved, they could be an important source of 

energy (Shamsuzzoha et al, 2012). One advantage of community energy projects is that 

their scale reduces the environmental impacts often associated with commercial 

developments (Shamsuzzoha et al, 2012). However, many local communities argue that all 

scales of development will impact on their environment, seen through the NIMBYISM 

(Not In My Back Yard) concept, where local inhabitants may support the idea of wind 

farms, but oppose them when they are planned within their local boundary (Haggett, 2009).  

Within the United Kingdom, and Scotland in particular, the development of community 

renewables has been disorganised. For this to be addressed, policy makers need to be more 

aware of people’s perceptions and attitudes towards onshore wind farms (Rogers et al, 

2008).  

 

2.5 Planning and policy context of community renewables within the United Kingdom  

The Scottish Government has stated that renewables projects should no longer be 

implemented using a ‘top down approach’, and that the engagement of communities as 

stakeholders is an important step forward for the development of community renewables 

(Scottish Government, 2012a). They argue that this advancement has been a progressive 

development within Scottish policies. The Scottish Government identifies the importance 

that planning can have within community developments (Scottish Government, 2010). The 

Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006 and legislation associated with this Act increased the 

level of prospects that local communities had to get involved in the planning system 

(Scottish Government, 2010). Within the Scottish Routemap for Renewable Energy they 
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outline a new target of 500MW of renewable energy produced by 2020 through locally 

owned and community developments (Scottish Government, 2011).  

In a United Kingdom context Scotland has been a front runner in the progress of 

community owned energy projects. This has been made possible by the importance of 

Feed-In tariffs. These were introduced in April 2010 in a bid to create better support for 

smaller scaled renewable energy sources (Department of Energy and Climate Change, 

2009). This has been important within community renewable policy developments as it 

increases cost effectiveness for producing their own electricity (Department of Energy and 

Climate Change, 2009). Feed-In Tariffs work as “a policy mechanism designed to 

encourage the adoption of renewable energy sources and to help accelerate the move 

toward grid parity” (Scots Renewables, 30/06/12). By law, the six major players in the 

energy market must pay local and community energy producers for the excess energy they 

produce and feed in to the national grid (Energy Saving Trust, 2012).  

Within Scotland, each planning authority should on a yearly basis create a Development 

Plan Scheme. In recent years the importance of participation and engagement has been 

outlined within these plans (Scottish Government, 2010). This sets out ways in which local 

communities can be involved. However, it does state within these plans that they will be 

adapted to the individual area (Scottish Government, 2010). The local communities are 

persuaded to examine these plans at the beginning of the process so they can suggest 

changes, and state at what point they would like to be involved in the processes of 

development (Scottish Government, 2010). However, despite the policy developments, 

communities are still faced with issues concerning progress.  

 

2.6 Policies That Encourage and Hinder the development of community renewables 

Within Scotland the National Planning Framework sets out a long term strategy for spatial 

development within the country (Scottish Executive, 2007). According to the Scottish 

Government, their renewable energy planning policies are set out with the aim of providing 

direction on where the most suitable locations for developments are, and what the 

appropriate energy system for would be (The Scottish Government, 2012a).  
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Despite this positive step forward for community owned renewables, there is a lack of 

policy to develop further. If Scotland is to reach its 2020 targets then the planning system 

requires changes to resolve the problems related to renewable developments (Scottish 

Executive, 2007). The Scottish Government has outlined that there needs to be “key 

consultees for involvement in spatial planning, policy making, pre-application work and 

applications for wind turbines” (Scottish Government, 2012c, pg 1). They also agree that 

there needs to be an increased level of support for community developments (Scottish 

Government, 2012c). One issue related to planning policies and community owned 

developments is that many local inhabitants do not know the extent to which they can be 

involved within the planning (Scottish Government, 2010). If communities are engaged in 

the planning process from an early stage, it allows them to have authority over decisions 

that could affect everyday life (Scottish Government, 2010). Within The Scottish Planning 

Policy on Renewable Energy, the Scottish Executive state that local planning authorities 

should “put in place positive policies to enable communities to develop such initiative in 

an environmentally friendly manner” (Scottish Executive, 2007, pg 6). This suggests the 

question of what role local authorities have within community owned developments. It 

could therefore be argued that a general planning policy for community developments, and 

local authorities, should be put in place to allow a higher uptake of community renewables.  

 

2.7 Community wind energy developments within rural Scotland- bottom up 

approach 

Agenda 21 argues that the access to information relevant to the environment surrounding 

an individual is a human right (United Nations, 1992). This does not always occur in a 

situation surrounding local communities and commercial developments, and has been a 

reason for a bottom up approach within the wind energy industry (Wolsink, 2007). 

Scotland’s first wholly community owned windfarm development was on the Isle of 

Gigha, consisting of a three turbine development within their property (Warren, 2010). The 

inhabitants of Gigha purchased the island through a community buy-out as they wanted to 

take control of their island and future. Through this they implemented projects that would 

benefit their most important needs on the island (Warren, 2010). This development put 
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forward the idea that bottom up approaches could allow for benefits that do not come from 

top down approaches within the energy industry (Warren, 2010).  

The need for public participation has been outlined within the Scottish Executive’s 

Planning Policy 6 on Renewable Energy (2007) which argues that there needs to be 

continual modernisation within the planning system to incorporate participation. They also 

state that community participation is vital to expand the development of renewable energy 

(Scottish Executive, 2007). It allows an increased ‘bottom-up’ approach as the community 

have wider access to knowledge and can make informed decisions based upon this 

(Scottish Executive, 2007). This approach can be emphasised through the increased 

creation of community trusts and development associations which allow for wealth created 

from renewable developments to be invested back in to the local community (Scottish 

Executive, 2007).  

 

2.8 The Importance of Community Participation and Engagement 

As previously discussed the increase in community owned developments can enhance the 

level of community control within an area, which can lead to an increase in the level of 

community empowerment within a given location. Within this, the question of who 

qualifies as the community becomes an important aspect for debate.  

 

2.8.1 What is a community? 

According to The World Watch Institute (2008) a community is when people living near 

each other interact, work together and create a feeling of trust within the area they live in. 

They also state that a community encourages sharing as a cultural norm which helps to 

reduce the consumerist society which currently has a grasp on society (The World Watch 

Institute, 2008). However, defining what a ‘community’ is not a simple task. The concept 

can represent a variety of different meanings based on the context in which it is placed 

(Scottish Government, 2010). According to the Scottish Government (2010) a community; 
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“can be based on a common interest, value or background-for example societal 

groups (based on race, faith, ethnicity, disability, age, gender, or sexual 

orientation), members of sports clubs and heritage or cultural groups. Each 

community will have different desires and needs which have to be balanced against 

the desires and needs of others” (Scottish Government, 2010, pg 4).  

This idea of each individual community having different needs can cause problems when 

trying to understand a universal meaning of the concept. Within this argument there needs 

to be an important distinction made between ‘communities of interest’ and ‘communit ies 

of localities’ (Musall, 2011). A ‘community of interest’ is a group of people who do not 

necessarily live in the same local area, but share the same concerns about the environment 

(Musall, 2011). A ‘community of localities’ is determined by “the geographical boundary 

within which people live together” (Musall, 2011, pg 3253). Shared ownership in this 

sense only brings benefits to those who put in time to the community, whereas 

Development Trusts that work with a development see that benefits are distributed among 

the inhabitants of a given geographical location (Musall, 2011).  

 

2.8.2 The importance of participation with engagement as a process for development 

For a community to gain control of their local resources requires a level of active 

participation through the engagement of the inhabitants. This is important to ensure the 

acceptance of a renewable energy development in their community area.  

According to Beder (2006) participation “requires the genuine involvement of all social 

actors in social and political decision-making processes that potentially affect the 

communities in which they live and work (Beder, 2006, pg 118). It has been said that 

community participation can “encourage the community to get personally involved with 

projects and therefore strengthen its further development, but sharing the benefits of the 

energy system” (Lavial-Palavicino et al, 2011, pg 315). It has been argued that the 

involvement by the community during planning and implementation can have a remarkable 

impact on the outcome of the development (Haggett, 2009). The increase in participation 

and engagement through the methods of implementation can also have drastic impacts on 

local approval (Rogers et al, 2008). This can be seen in the Isle of Gigha, where the three 
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turbines are owned by the community. Despite the community not being directly 

associated with the financial side of the turbines, they are involved in the administration of 

the wind farm, and see this as being an important aspect of their culture (Musall, 2011).  

Agenda 21 stresses the importance of the need to participate. It states that a vital 

requirement for sustainable development for the future is the participation of the public in 

all levels of decision making (United Nations, 1992). Further legislation emphasises this 

argument, and this can be seen within the Arhus Convention which was adopted in 1998 

and came into force in 2001. It was signed by European and North American Nations, and 

was on the Access to Information, Public Participation and Access to Justice in 

Environmental Matters (United Nations Economic Commission for Europe, 1998). The 

convention not only encouraged participation in decision making at a national level, but 

also required the countries to encourage participation at an international level (Beder, 

2006).  

 

It has been argued that there are three key reasons for promoting an increased level of 

community participation. The first of these is the pragmatic approach. This is where 

involving the public is seen as a way to increases the chance of a wind farm being installed 

in their community (Haggett, 2009). The second reason relates to Agenda 21 concerning 

the right to participate in decisions that affect one’s environment (United Nations, 1992). 

This reason also covers the idea that participation may just be an outcome rather than the 

driving factor to gain better decisions for development (Haggett, 2009). The final reason 

for promoting the benefits of participation is that many of the local communities may be 

seen as experts of knowledge regarding their local environments. By incorporating the 

cultural values and beliefs of local communities into developments, as opposed to 

scientific and technical approaches, it can increase the level of acceptance and participation 

of a community as culture is taken into consideration (Haggett, 2009). Participation has 

also been argued as reallocating power in an area (Arnstein, 1969).  

Walker (2008) argues that the main incentives for local communities to participate within 

renewable developments are financial. This can come in the form of reduced energy costs, 

and the income they can gain from the development of a wind farm in their vicinity 

(Walker, 2008). Within current research it is stated that if there is an increased level of 
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involvement with communities and developments then the level of opposition will 

decrease (Rogers et al, 2008). However, is this the case? 

Within the key rationale for encouragement of community participation, there have been 

three main categories for involvement. These can be argued as being engagement through 

information provision, engagement as consultation and engagement as deliberation 

(Haggett, 2009). As shown within Arnsteins’ 1969 ladder of participation (Figure 1, page 

17) these can be understood in a deeper sense through the degree of participation each area 

allows. Each step of the ladder outlines the level of participation by the individual.  

In regards to participation within renewable energy, steps 3-8 (Figure 1) become the areas 

of most concern, discussing informing citizens, consulting with them and how partnering 

with them can influence the decision making process (Arnstein, 1969). Arnstein argues that 

both the individual and those in control face problems, and these can be reduced by the 

level of participation of both sides (Arnstein, 1969).  

The first area outlined within the ladder set out as being information by provision of data 

(Haggett, 2009). This has been argued as being the most common method of engagement, 

providing communities with the necessary information regarding developments (Haggett, 

2009). 
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Figure 1: Arnsteins' Ladder of Participation (Arnstein, 1969, pg 217) 

 

Within this the individuals should be notified of their rights and views, but this has been 

argued as not always occurring, with most participation this way arising in a one sided 

flow of information (Haggett, 2009; Arnstein, 1969). Wolsink (2007) states that 

communication as information provision to a community will always fail unless it 

addresses the real issues they have. If the information provided is only available to the 

community once the development process is progressed, then it gives little chance for local 

opinions to be heard (Arnstein, 1969), which can cause resistance to developments. 

The second category within the Ladder of Participation is engagement through consultation 

(Haggett, 2009). By allowing individuals to voice their opinions, it can increase the level 

of participation within a development (Arnstein, 1969). Local communities are encouraged 

to take part in discussions related to design and location of a development as it is 
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understood that if their apprehension with a development is ignored then there will be an 

increased level of opposition (Haggett, 2009). However, if this method of participation is 

not merged with others then there is no guarantee for the individuals concerned that their 

opinions will be taken into consideration (Arnstein, 1969).  

The third and final area of participation is through engagement as deliberation, where the 

community is involved from planning to completion of a development (Haggett, 2009). At 

this stage, the power is restructured between the individuals and those in control of the 

power, creating a shared decision-making understanding (Arnstein, 1969). This approach is 

“based on public participation rather than consultation, and necessitates shift in emphasis 

from competitive interest bargaining to collaborative consensus building, recognising and 

including interests” (Haggett, 2009, pg 302). The individuals within the community can 

essentially become in control, and cause a reversal in participation compared to that of the 

first levels of participation (Arnstein, 1969).  

 

The Rio Declaration of 1992 emphasises the importance of participation within its 10
th
 

principle where it argues that; 

 

“Environmental issues are best handled with the participation of all concerned 

citizens, at the relevant level. At the national level, each individual shall have 

appropriate access to information concerning the environment that is held by 

public authorities, including information on hazardous materials and activities in 

their communities, and the opportunity to participate in decision-making 

processes.” (United Nations Environment Programme, 1992, pg 3) 

 

Within a local community the disruption to their views and everyday lives from the 

development of a wind farm may cause increased levels of opposition. However, it is 

argued that these local disturbances need to be placed in a global context to allow their 

importance to be seen (Wolsink, 2007). Many have argued that local communities have a 

closer connection with nature, valuing the environment in a different way (Wolsink, 2007). 

This suggests a reason as to why there is a lower level of community participation in rural 
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areas. Warren (2010) states that within his study on community participation with onshore 

wind farm developments that; 

“the positive influence of ownership on the attitudes of communities towards wind energy 

projects, a finding that supports the long-held suspicion that a change of development 

model could increase the public support for windfarms” (Warren, 2010, pg 209). 

 

2.9 Development Trust models- how they differ and relate to other countries 

Development Trusts are an important aspect of renewable energy development at a 

community level in Scotland. These are a type of partnership or organisation that offers 

benefits to a local community (Partnerships Online, 16/05/12). The Developments Trust 

Association for Scotland (16/05/12) state that Development Trusts are always owned and 

managed by the community, and aim to accomplish a sustainable regeneration of 

community by addressing economic, social, environmental and cultural issues within the 

area (Developments trust Association for Scotland, 16/05/12). Although Development 

Trusts are community owned and managed, they still work with private and public 

organisations to help develop their full potential (Developments trust Association for 

Scotland, 16/05/12). This can be seen within community wind farm projects where 

communities have become part of a commercial project.   

There are a variety of different Development Trust models that relate to community 

renewable energy projects. However, there is not one individual model that can be applied 

to all. Nevertheless, they do share similar attributes. They are concerned with the 

regeneration of the area for the long term sustainability of the community, and holds the 

community accountable for themselves (Partnerships Online, 16/05/12). Despite the 

diversity in model and what they do, all Development Trusts have a basis for relying on 

themselves to create changes, and believe that the restoration of the community through 

community owned companies and resources is the best way to create a sustainable 

community for the future (Development Trust Association for Scotland, 16/05/12).  

For Development Trusts to thrive, they need a well planned strategy, and must be 

supported from creation (Partnerships Online, 16/05/12). This would allow them to 
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generate a powerful movement for social change (Locality, 16/05/12). These Development 

Trusts are generally set up by a local group of people to help to address the issues they 

face, and also to improve the quality of life within their local boundary (Development 

Trust Association for Scotland, 16/05/12).  

Within Scotland there is the Developments Trust Association for Scotland. Their aim is to 

allow communities across Scotland to make their plans for a sustainable future become a 

reality (Development Trust Association for Scotland, 16/05/12). The Development Trusts 

have been used particularly throughout Scotland to “represent communities’ interests in 

revenue generation enterprises” (Walker, 2008, pg 4402).  

As previously stated, Scotland has had a low level of developments by communities 

through the Co-operative model. This can be described as having a ‘top-down’ approach 

which contrasts with the Scottish governments attempt at making community 

developments a ‘bottom-up’ approach (Scottish Government, 2012a). In comparison to the 

Co-operative developments within Europe, communities in Scotland which have gone have 

gone down this route have done so by being part of a commercial development 

(Sustainable Community Energy Network, 2012). They allow for a lesser stake than an 

equity partnership model would do. The Energy4All Scotland Model, also known as 

‘Caledonia’, aims to bring prospective investors and those communities within rural 

Scotland that cannot gain enough funding, together (Energy4All Scotland, 2010). They do 

so by creating co-ops which offer shares to communities so they can either control their 

own project, or become a stakeholder in a development owned for commercial usage or by 

a private developer (Energy4All Scotland, 2010). However, according to the Sustainable 

Community Energy Networks (2012) Report on Community Energy in Scotland, this 

model has been affected by “a lack of commercial projects willing to make provisions for 

community ownership” (Sustainable Community Energy Network, 2012, pg 7). This has 

resulted in this model not being greatly effective within Scottish community developments.  

 

2.10 Community wind farm developments elsewhere in the EU  

Despite the large potential that wind power has within Scotland it has occurred at a much 

slower pace compared to other countries that have been seen to have a lower potential for 
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wind energy (Warren, 2009). Developments that have occurred have mainly been at a large 

scale with a low level of community engagement (Walker, 2007). Europe has had a great 

number of community owned and partnered developments, specifically within Germany, 

and Denmark. These have been mainly through the development of Co-operative 

developments, where local communities have become stakeholders in developments 

(Sustainable Community Energy Network, 2012). This model has allowed many farmers 

and communities lacking resources to set up a development to do so (Mendonça et al, 

2009). This is suggested as being one of the reasons for the larger community control 

within these countries.  

Countries such as Denmark and Sweden have a much simpler ownership model for 

renewables at a local level (Warren, 2009). Community ownership within this country is 

often funded and controlled by local Co-operatives and farmers. This contrasts with the 

United Kingdom and Scotland in particular, where it is mainly public money that funds 

wind farm developments (Warren, 2010). Given the partnership of the Co-operative model, 

it has allowed a larger scale of community renewables to exist. By collaborating with 

private companies, it creates easier access to the energy market and planning permission. 

This contrasts greatly with the Development Trust model that is predominantly used 

throughout Scotland (Sustainable Community Energy Network, 2012). Co-operative 

models are used within Scotland, but they are on a much smaller scale only having been 

applied to 12 per cent of current capacity for energy from local communities (Sustainable 

Community Energy Network, 2012).  

 

There are a great number of issues with planning policies in the United Kingdom, as it has 

been argued that many of them surrounding energy developments have an unfavourable 

outcome for renewable energy projects (Wolsink, 2007). Within countries such as 

Germany and Denmark there is a more straightforward planning process for community 

owned developments, with a low risk, fixed tariff for development (Warren, 2010). Within 

Britain there is a tendency to work against the development of community renewables 

within the current state of policy. This lack of support and access is creating problems for 

community renewables.  
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The Co-operative model, despite its ability to increase the level of community owned 

renewables, does not have the same level of community participation as the Development 

Trust model has (Evergreen Co-operatives, 2012). As can be seen in table 1, the level of 

participation does not increase exponentially with the level of uptake. The Development 

Trust model may not have as high a development rate, but has greater involvement with the 

community. This allows for the needs of the local community to be addressed.  

 

Country Model of 

Development 

Level of uptake due to 

Model 

Level of 

Community Control 

Germany Co-operative High Medium  

Denmark Co-operative Very High Medium  

Scotland Development Trust High Very High 

Sweden Co-operative Medium Medium 
     Table 1: Country, Development model and level of community control 

 

2.11 Barriers to community developments 

Aside from planning difficulties, rural communities face many barriers within the 

development of onshore wind farms. The lack of funding available for community 

developments is having significantly negative implications for progression (Walker, 2008). 

This can impact on whether they gain the necessary capital to progress past the planning 

stage. Many developments have a wide range of funding from grants and lottery funding, 

to bank loans (Walker, 2008). There is also a high level of insecurity within the funding 

available (Walker, 2008), as funding that is currently available for developments may not 

be there once the application has been approved. This can create problems for small 

communities. Despite the encouragement of the Scottish Government, there are still 

difficulties in communities being able to connect to the national grid due to lack of support 

from energy firms (Walker, 2008). The United Kingdom has a complicated support system 

which has largely been inaccessible to local communities developing into the energy 

market (Warren, 2009). There needs to be a significant change in policy related to 

community renewable energy developments to allow a higher uptake of local energy 

systems (Walker, 2008).  
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Many believe that there is a higher level of opposition when a development is proposed at 

a community level. Disagreements at a community level can often seem more complex as 

there are more stakeholders involved in the process (Lavial-Palavicino et al, 2011).  The 

Not In My Back Yard (NIMBYISM) concept has been argued as being a barrier to 

community wind farm developments as it is believed that many oppose a wind farm 

development due to the visual and noise impacts on their everyday lives (Musall, 2011). 

However, this idea has been criticised as being too simplistic as the underlying reasons for 

opposition are more complex than the visual aspects (Musall, 2011). It is within this 

concept that the importance of engaging the community becomes a significant player in 

community renewables.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

 

This chapter outlines the methodology employed in this research, in order to achieve the 

project aims outlined in section 1.3. Three main methodological approaches were 

employed, with three minor research methods analysed also. This chapter explains these 

methodological approaches in the context of the research aims.  

 

3.1 Selection of methodological approaches  

A qualitative and analytical approach were taken as the primary methods for this research 

project, as they were seen to give the most detailed level of information surrounding the 

project in question. A qualitative approach was chosen as it focuses on the words within 

documentation and primary data collection, as opposed to a quantitative approach which 

emphasises the quantification of data (Bryman, 2012). Qualitative research can be seen as 

having an epistemological place in research as it interprets the world by the ways in which 

those living in it describe it (Bryman, 2012). This was important for this research project as 

the interpretivism of reasoning behind developments was needed. It has also been 

described as having an ontological approach as it allows a construction of information 

(Bryman, 2012). Qualitative research involves the idea that society is created from the 

relations between individuals and their surroundings (Bryman, 2012).  

Qualitative methods have become increasingly important within the research sector as they 

allow analysis of the way in which society is continually changing (Lamb, 2001). They are 

key to this research project as they allow for the “psychological, emotional and existential 

attachments that individuals had towards particular spaces, places and landscapes” (Lamb, 

2001, pg 3) to be seen and understood. This was important as it allowed the connections 

that communities had with their landscapes to be understood, and the reasoning behind the 

creation of Development Trusts. Qualitative methods do not see society in a way that can 

be measured, and do not assume that society has a pre-existing way in which it can be 

understood (Lamb, 2001).  
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3.2 Selection of Case study areas 

Three case study areas were chosen throughout rural Scotland, as they fitted within the 

research criteria of a rural community with ownership of an onshore wind farm. Rural 

Scotland was chosen as the geographical location for this research project as it is seen to 

have a great potential for wind power (Warren, 2010). They were also chosen as many 

rural areas have difficulty in access to mains gas and electricity supplies, and are more 

likely to develop a community owned renewable power source. Rural communities are also 

seen to have a much closer relationship with the environment (Warren, 2009), which can 

cause them to feel differently towards a sustainable future in comparison to those in urban 

areas. Each of the communities had chosen a Development Trust and were either part of a 

privately owned wind farm development, or were in control of a full community turbine. 

This was to allow similarities and comparisons to be made within each Development Trust. 

The Development Trusts throughout Scotland which were associated with onshore wind 

farms were listed, and then worked through to establish which communities were in 

ownership of the wind turbines. The directory of membership on the Development Trust 

Association for Scotland website was used to create this list (Development Trust 

Association for Scotland, 13/06/12). This allowed all Trusts within Scotland to be looked 

into.  

The three case study Development Trusts have been outlined in table 2 (see page 26) and 

figure 2 (see page 27). 
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               Table 2: Key information about case study Development Trusts. (Fintry development Trust, 2009b;     

                             Interview A- Appendix; Interview B-Appendix III; Murphy, 2010; Point and Sandwick  

                              Development Trust 2008a; Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2008b) 

                    

 

Development 

Trust 

Location 

on Map 

Date 

DT 

started 

Short History Size of 

community 

Fintry 

Development 

Trust 

1 2007  Wanted to create 

a zero carbon 

community 

 Joint venture 

with a private 

wind farm 

company 

 Development 

Trust developed 

from this 

Around 300 

Isle of Gigha 

Heritage 

Trust 

2 2001  Community buy 

out in 2002 

 DT set up Gigha 

Renewable 
Energy Ltd, 

which now 

operates 3 wind 
turbines 

156 

Point and 

Sandwick 

Development 

Trust 

 

3 2005  Was set up to 

discuss how the 

community 

could benefit 
from renewable 

energy 

 Funding support 

from Community 
Energy Scotland 

to build and 

operate a 9MW 
wind farm near 

Stornoway 

3546 across 

16 villages 
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Figure 2: Map of case study locations 

 

3.3 Secondary Data Collection  

Secondary data collection was chosen as a main research approach in this project. This was 

due to the vast volume of literature surrounding the area of research and Development 

Trust Associations in Scotland. Secondary data analysis was vital to this study as it 

provided a contextual basis of understanding for the research project (Flowerdew, 2005). 

The volume of secondary data available surrounding most areas allows a faster analysis of 

the research areas than if primary data was to be collected (Flowerdew, 2005). This is 

important as it can allow a larger area of research to be analysed than if only primary data 

was used. Secondary data needs to be looked at as information in the context of the 

situation it is in and not as a stable entity in society (Prior, 2003).   

 

3 

2 

1 
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It was important to consider this within the research project as much of the secondary data 

under analysis was specific to the case study area in question.   

Within the secondary data analysis, research was broken down to focus on specific areas of 

literature to allow a deeper understanding of the questions under investigation. The areas of 

research analysed were set out as: 

 Development Trust specific documents 

 Planning documents 

 Community engagement literature 

 Renewable energy literature 

Much of the secondary data analysed was found online. The internet plays a critical role in 

research projects as it allows people who would not ordinarily be able to voice their 

opinions to do so (Jones et al, 2004). It has continual access to all data available and allows 

it to be seen almost instantaneously (Jones et al, 2004). This was advantageous for this 

project as it allowed relevant documentation to be available quickly allowing a faster 

analysis of data. However, there is always the issue of a biased view within literature 

which must also be taken into consideration when using internet sources (Jones et al, 

2004). 

 

3.3.1 Development Trust Literature 

Development Trust documents were analysed as they were an important source of 

information given the nature of the research project. Documents analysed were news 

archives for each of the Development Trusts as it was important to see how the 

communities felt the development was including them. Analysis of literature related to 

each Development Trust was considerable in allowing a better understanding of each 

community. Each Development Trust had a website, which was used as a large source as it 

contained detailed information not available elsewhere. It provided Annual General 

Meeting minutes, which were a good quality source of information for analysis of the level 

of community engagement. 
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3.3.2 Planning Documentation 

Planning documentation was an important area as it is set a general understanding for the 

basis of community developments. These general documents are central to research as they 

set out the process by which other levels of documentation can be produced (Prior, 2003).  

It was seen as important to look at planning documentation surrounding onshore wind farm 

developments in general, as a background in understanding this was vital for the analysis 

of issues surrounding community owned developments. Through the analysis of renewable 

energy planning literature, it allowed a more detailed investigation into community 

renewable planning and how this can impact on engagement from Development Trusts. 

This was seen as important as it linked with the way in which engagement of the 

community increases the number of developments reaching completion.  

By analysing planning documentation the planning laws surrounding community owned 

developments in other parts of Europe could also be seen. This played a significant role in 

the project as it allowed comparisons to be made between the planning sector in Europe 

and Scotland. This in turn would help with the analysis of the development models, as 

planning can play an important role.  

 

3.3.3 Community Engagement Literature 

Community engagement literature was an important area for analysis, as an understanding 

into the reasoning behind its significance within renewable energy was imperative to the 

research project. By analysing literature surrounding engagement of the community within 

a renewable development, it allowed the importance of participation by Development 

Trusts with the community to be evaluated. This was important in the context of the 

research. The literature was an important area of analysis as it allowed comparisons to be 

made between the different Development Trusts. It also allowed differences between 

community developments in Scotland and elsewhere in Europe to be seen. This would 

allow a balance to be drawn between the two models for development. Community 

engagement literature would also allow for analysis into the background of Development 

Trusts.   
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3.3.4 Renewable Energy Literature 

It was important to look at renewable energy literature as it allowed a background 

understanding into renewable energy in Europe. It then allowed Scotland to be placed 

within the European context, which was important as Scotland would be the main focus of 

the research. By analysing renewable energy, it allowed planning documentation to be 

considered alongside community engagement literature, which gave a better overall 

understanding of the problems surrounding the development of renewables. Within the 

analysis of renewable energy literature, community renewables were also incorporated. It 

was important to look at how community renewables were regarded within energy 

literature. This linked into questions surrounding how engagement could help further the 

number of community owned developments.  

 

3.3.5 Issues to be taken into consideration with secondary data analysis 

When using secondary data, there are many issues that need to be taken into consideration. 

Secondary data available is not of a flexible nature, and cannot be altered to work with all 

areas of research (Flowerdew, 2005). The author of the literature in question must be taken 

into consideration as they can often have a biased view if they are directly involved in a 

problem that has created opposition within their field (Prior, 2003). Also while analysing 

data; the researcher had to take care when reading literature as data can often fail to back 

up the literatures claims (Prior, 2003).  There have been many criticisms of qualitative 

research methods, as many believe that a study is not complete when there is a complete 

absence of numbers (Bryman, 2012). This needs to be taken into consideration when 

completing this research project.  

 

3.4 Primary Data Collection 

Primary Data collection can involve many different techniques. Within this research 

project the main source of data collection chosen was via interview. It was chosen as a 
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research method within this project as it was important to emphasise concepts collected 

from the literature analysed prior to undertaking the study (Prior, 2003), with primary 

research.  

 

3.4.1 Semi-structured Interviews 

 

Interviews were chosen as the main method of primary data collection as they allow a less 

standardised form of data collection in comparison to questionnaires, which restrict the 

level of detailed information attained (Flowerdew, 2005). They allow a more individual 

and tailored form of data to be collected (Flowerdew, 2005). Interviews have been 

described as “a conversation with a purpose” (Flowerdew, 2005, pg 111). This is important 

as it allows the researcher to gain a detailed understanding which would not be available 

through the literature. They allow an individualised view to be heard, where the 

interviewees own personal experiences and outlook can be understood (Flowerdew, 2005). 

An interview is an important source of data collection within a research project as it allows 

the interviewer to go back over questions, or deeper into other areas they feel important if 

brought up by the person in question (Flowerdew, 2005).  

Interviews were chosen over other forms of methodological approaches as it was felt that it 

was the best way to gain as detailed information as possible and also allowed the flagging 

up of further areas of research or concern. Questionnaires would not give the same level of 

detail required, nor would focus groups.  

Three interviews were chosen to be completed as this corresponded with the case studies 

deemed as relevant to the project as they had a completed wind turbine development. For 

each of the interviews the Development Trust Manager of each Development Trust was 

contacted prior to the interview with an explanation of the project and information to be 

gained from the interview. This was important as it formed a good foundation of 

knowledge leading into the interview. Each interview was completed with the same level 

of employee from the Development Trust as it would allow a comparable level of 

information to be collected.  
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A semi-structured interview was decided as the most appropriate structure for this research 

project. This was important as it allowed differences and comparisons to be summarised 

between each interview (Bryman, 2012). This was central to the research project as it was 

important to be able to compare the case studies. The structure was chosen as it gave the 

interviewer a set of questions to work from, but allowed changes to be made according to 

the progress of the interview (Bryman, 20102). The questions asked were open ended as it 

allowed the greatest detail of information to be gained (Bryman, 2012). Questions were 

asked regarding how the Development Trusts worked as it allowed comparisons to be 

made with the way in which they were portrayed in the literature. This meant that parallels 

could be made between Scotland’s model for community engagement, and those models 

used elsewhere.  

The type of interview chosen was via telephone. Telephone interviews are seen as an 

important method as it allows for a wider geographical location to be sampled (Bryman, 

2012). Given the nature of the diverse geographical locations of the case studies in 

question throughout rural Scotland, this was the most feasible way to interview the 

Development Trusts. It has been argued that personal interviews can sometimes affect the 

replies to questions as the interviewee may feel they need to reply in a certain way 

(Bryman, 2012). A telephone interview reduces this risk as the interviewee may feel more 

open to say how they really feel towards a question (Bryman, 2012). Given the level of 

responsibility that the interviewees have within their own Development Trust, a telephone 

interview was the best means to contact them by. This was due to time constraints of the 

Development Trusts, and also the time constraints placed on the researcher by the rural 

locality of the Development Trusts.  

The interview was completed via loudspeaker on a telephone and recorded through a 

Dictaphone. This was important as it allowed the interview to be transcribed and analysed 

once the interview had been completed. It allowed the interviews to be analysed in greater 

detail, as the information could be listened to when needed. Due to the same questions 

being asked at each of the interviews, comparisons could be easily set out within the 

analysis.   

However, when completing these interviews, issues surrounding the use of them had to be 

taken into consideration. It is important to ensure the wording of the questions is correct 
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(Bryman, 2012), as this can impact on the information that gained. The interviewer should 

also be fully aware of the interview questions and how they flow together as it has been 

argued that under interview stress questions can be missed out (Bryman, 2012).  

Within the Chapter 4 and 5, the interviews will be coded as in table 3. This was to allow 

anonymity to those interviewed. 

Development Trust Interview Code 

Fintry Development Trust Interview A 

Isle of Gigha Heritage Trust Interview B 

Point and Sandwick Development Trust No interview achieved 

Table 3: Coding for Development Trust Interviews 

 

3.4.2 Emails 

Emails were an important aspect of the methodology for this research project. Due to the 

nature of the project it was necessary to correspond via email with many of the case study 

contacts given the location and siting of the Development Trusts. It was also felt that each 

of the case study contacts should be aware of the research project prior to the interviews 

(Bryman, 2012). Given the locations of the case study areas it was important to create a 

professional understanding prior to telephone interviews being set up. This allowed a more 

concise and detailed interview. 

 

3.5 Ethical Considerations 

Throughout the research project many ethical considerations had to be taken into 

consideration. When drawing up the questions for the interview, it had to be understood 

that questions to be asked were not of a negative nature towards the topic, as this could 

deter information being provided. The interviewees had to be of the understanding that the 

information they provided would be kept as anonymous.  The interviewee had to be 

confident that the information they provided would only be used for the research project 

and not passed on to another party unless permission had been granted.  
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3.6 Data Analysis 

Thematic analysis is one of the most common ways in which qualitative data analysis is 

completed (Bryman, 2012). It looks for common themes and ideas that run throughout the 

interviews or secondary data analysis completed (Bryman, 2012). It was therefore decided 

that this would be the best form of analysis for the data collected. The data completed will 

be organised into a framework for analysis under the core themes that have been outlined 

through examination of the literature and interviews. Certain themes that were repeated 

throughout the literature, and brought up during the interviews were seen as main ideas for 

analysis. These would be key points for discussion in the research project. The differences 

in themes between European models and Scottish models would also be analysed under 

this method, as differences and comparisons would be most notably seen within it. 

Thematic analysis emphasises the need for a more interpretive approach to the data 

collected (Bryman, 2012). This causes the researcher to have to look deeper into the 

information collected. This was important within this research project, as it was vital that 

the information collected was approached with a critical view, as a more detailed 

understanding into the reasoning behind community engagement was needed.  

A semiotic approach will also be taken to the data analysis, as it emphasises the importance 

of how certain words come to mean different things in a certain place, or at a certain time 

(Flowerdew, 2005). Semiotics are also important within this research project as they 

confound the idea that community engagement and ownership of renewable developments 

are not stable concepts, but that they are relational to their given situation (Flowerdew, 

2005). They allow interpretation of how the same words are used in a different context in 

different places, and how they have a specific connotation in a specific area (Flowerdew, 

2005). This is important as it can allow analysis into how different Development Trusts 

understand community engagement in each case study area. 
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Chapter 4: Results 

 

4.1 Case study context 

As previously stated in chapter 3, three case study communities outlined in table 2 (see 

page 26) were chosen in rural Scotland, all of which owned an onshore wind turbine. 

Despite their differences in approach to development, (Table 4), each of the Development 

Trusts has made a significant impact on the area they are located in, emphasising the 

importance of their construction. The remainder of this section draws on interview data and 

documentary review, as outlined in chapter 3. Data sources are included in brackets (see 

table 3, page 33).  

Development 

Trust 

Wind farm 

ownership type 

Funding type Main aim of 

Development 

Trust 

Unique Features 

Fintry 

Development 

Trust 

Own 1/15
th
 of a 

wind farm, in 

partnership with 
developer 

Developer paid 

upfront costs- 

loan to be paid 
back over 

15years 

Create a low or 

zero carbon 

community 

First community 

to go into a 

partnership 
development for 

renewable energy 

in Scotland 

Isle of Gigha 

Heritage Trust 

Have 3  
community 

owned wind 

turbines 

Three way mix- 
grants, loans 

and equity 

finance 

Gain ownership 
of the Island, and 

create a better 

future for the 
islanders 

First grid 
connected 

community 

owned wind farm 
in Scotland 

Point and 

Sandwick 

Development 

Trust 

Own one 

community 
owned wind 

turbine 

Grant funding, 

community 
fundraising and 

Climate 

Challenge 
Award 

Create a 

community 
owned renewable 

energy system for 

a sustainable and 
better future in 

the area 

Will reduce 

carbon dioxide 
emissions by  

between 12,000 

and 25,000 
tonnes  

Table 4: Summary of Development Trusts 
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4.1.1 Fintry Development Trust 

As can be seen in figure 2 (see page 27) Fintry is based in rural surroundings in 

Stirlingshire in central Scotland. It has around 300 households and was described in their 

‘Winds of Change’ Documentary as having a very strong sense of community (Fintry 

Development Trust, 2011). Within Interview A, Fintry was described as not being a very 

wealthy or educated area in comparison to other rural areas in Scotland (Interview A, 

Appendix II). The area has lost a number of its local amenities, which has impacted on the 

number of the community moving from the area (Fintry Development Trust, 2011). The 

interviewee stated that around 40 per cent of the population was said to be living in fuel 

poverty (Interview A, Appendix II), which had been due to increasing costs of living with 

a rural location that was not connected to a mains electricity supply (Fintry Development 

Trust, 2009a).  

In Interview A, it was said that due to the low level of wealth and high level of fuel poverty 

in the area, there was a strong ethos for change. In 2003, two members of the community 

began looking for a renewable energy source for the area. They were then joined by a 

further two members of the community establishing ‘The Fintry Four’, who became the 

founding members of the Development Trust, which was established following the desire 

to create a source of community owned renewable energy (Interview A). Within a 

documentary about the Development Trust it was shown that they wanted to involve the 

whole community to create a better standard of living (Fintry Development Trust, 2011) 

while creating a zero or low carbon community, starting with the building of an onshore 

community wind farm, which was outlined through their ‘Winds of Change’ Documentary 

(Fintry Development Trust, 2011).  

The ‘Fintry Four’ were approached by a developer during their search for an energy 

source. The company planned to lodge a planning application to build a wind farm in the 

local area, and wanted to keep resistance to a minimum. The developer was, however, 

surprised when instead of opposition to the wind farm, the Development Trust stated that 

the community would like to be involved (Interview A, Appendix II).  

Through this, Fintry became the first community within Scotland to go into a joint 

partnership agreement with their developer (Interview A, Appendix II). Instead of owning 
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a single turbine in the private development, Fintry Development Trust became stakeholders 

in it. Their development was an exceptional case as they did not just own the fifteenth 

turbine; they owned a fifteenth of the wind farm as a whole. In Interview A, it did emerge 

that in the last year profits for the Development Trust have not been as high due to it 

having been a bad year for wind power (Interview A, Appendix II). This had also been 

outlined within the 2010 Annual General Meeting minutes which mean that there was a 

reduction of income within the community (Fintry Development Trust, 2010). 

4.1.2 Isle of Gigha Heritage Trust 

Like the Fintry Development Trust, The Isle of Gigha Heritage Trust were pioneers in their 

mode of development. As can be seen in figure 2 (see page 27), Gigha is a small island off 

the south west coast of Scotland. Literature outlined the islands history stating that it had 

been in control of landlords from around the 1860s until the beginning of the 21
st
 century 

(Murphy, 2010), and that the islands population reduced dramatically around the turn of 

this century, with less than 100 of the once over 400 strong population remaining on the 

island (Murphy, 2010, pg 8).  

In 2001 the Isle of Gigha Heritage Trust was established. This was at the same time as the 

island was put up for sale by the current landlord (Scottish Government, 2012b). The 

Development Trust was established in an attempt to gain control of Gigha and manage it in 

a way that would give those already living there, and future generations, a better way of 

life (Argyll and the Isles, 2010). Interview B stated that “Local Development Trusts are 

essential for Scotland, as long as they are fully supported and integrated into other aspects 

of the community councils” (Interview B, Appendix III), outlining the significance within 

the island. 

The Heritage Trust was assisted with the purchase of their island by Highlands and Islands 

Enterprise, the Scottish Land Fund and a variety of other companies (Musall, 2011); “The 

Highlands and Island Enterprise and the local council have been a great support” 

(Interview B, Appendix III). Within Interview B they suggested that “Development Trusts 

should not be seen as a separate entity. They should be seen as another aspect of the 

community” (Interview B, Appendix III). Documentation review has stated that as a 

further development for the Heritage Trust, Gigha became the first community within 
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Scotland to have a community renewable energy source connected to the national grid, to 

which they could export electricity as a means to generate financial income (Isle of Gigha 

Heritage Trust, 2012). The Renewable Energy Company understood the importance for the 

island to be sustainable through energy use and production, which led to the development 

of a community owned wind farm (Bebirmingham, 17/7/122).  

Gigha Renewable Energy Ltd, constructed three wind turbines on the island which 

generate an annual income of £100,000 (Communities for Renewables, 17/7/12). The three 

turbines have been given the name ‘The Dancing Ladies’ by the local community, with 

each one being given a name to represent what they meant to the community (Isle of Gigha 

Heritage Trust, 2012). The Isle of Gigha Heritage Trust development was a ground 

breaking advance in the impact that a Development Trust can have in a local community. 

The model was also awarded the “Green Energy Award of the Scottish Renewable Energy 

Industry” (Bebirmingham, 17/7/12).  

The Heritage Trust has been of great importance within Gigha, with Interview B 

suggesting that ownership “gives them a wider scope for development and control” 

(Interview B, Appendix III). The Heritage Trust are currently installing a fourth turbine 

(Interview B, Appendix III), with Interview B suggesting that “The green revolution is a 

once in a lifetime opportunity as it is allowing the localisation of power” (Interview B, 

Appendix III). 

4.1.3 Point and Sandwick Development Trust 

As can be seen from figure 2 (see page 27) Point and Sandwick Development Trust is 

located on the Isle of Lewis off the North West coast of Scotland. Point and Sandwick 

Development Trust state throughout their website and documentation that the Development  

Trust was established in 2005 after a succession of meetings with the community in Point 

in an attempt to analyse how the community could benefit from the development of 

renewable energy (Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2008b). Within their online 

website, they state that they are a company that is entirely owned by the community, and 

have also been registered as a charity (Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2008a).  

The board of the Trust is elected by those within the company at their Annual General 

Meeting. Any person that is registered to vote in the area can join the Trust as a member 
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(Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2008a). Within their Memorandum and Articles 

of Association, the Development Trust states that;  

“The Company’s object is to promote the social, educational, cultural and 

environmental wellbeing of the people of the Western Isles and in particular the 

residents of the areas known and Point and Sandwick” (Point and Sandwick 

Development Trust, 2008b).  

The aim is to do this through encouraging developments within the community following 

the sustainable development principle in which they meet the needs of themselves, but do 

not compromise those of future generations (Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 

2009b).   

This area of the Western Isles has been affected by many negative aspects over its history. 

Within the Development Trusts development plan, it is outlined that the rural location has 

caused them to be badly affected by outmigration given the lack of job opportunities, and 

the low incomes that the area can provide for its population (Point and Sandwick 

Development Trust, 2009a). The area is also affected by fuel poverty, and concerns about 

losing their endemic culture (Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2009a), are also 

described within their development plan.   

Within the Development Trust, they have created a wholly owned trading arm called Point 

and Sandwick Power (Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2008a), which has built a 

9MW turbine near to Stornoway. The income from it is being gifted to the Point and 

Sandwick Development Trust (Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2008a). Their 

Business Plan for the wind farm development states that it is aiming to give the community 

an environmentally friendly and sustainable long term source of income; with the 

estimated income over a 25year period being around £20million (Point and Sandwick 

Development Trust, 2009b, pg 1).  

Within Point and Sandwick Development Trust policy they try to keep outside influences 

on ownership to a minimum (Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2009b). Funding for 

the wind farm was from the Big Lottery and from social investment Scotland, as this 

allowed them to remain in control, which would not have occurred if a bank loan had been 

taken (Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2009b). They were also awarded a sum of 
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£73,575 from the Climate Challenge Fund to help them create their sustainable future 

(Comhairle nan Eilean Siar, 2010).  

 

4.2 The role of funding 

Through analysis of the documents and from primary data collection, each of the 

Development Trusts has gone through a different model to gain the funding required for 

their renewable energy project. Funding was found to have been a vital aspect in the 

developments progress.  

Fintry Development Trust, as stated in section 4.1, went through a unique form of finance 

for their development. Interview A said that they went into partnership with the developer, 

who put forward the extra cost for the fifteenth turbine (Interview A, Appendix III). Within 

the financial collaboration between the developer and the Development Trust, it allowed 

the community to become owners of a fifteenth of the wind farm, as opposed to being the 

sole owners of one turbine. This was the first of its kind within Scotland.  They did not 

want to go through grant funding as it continually changed and meant their model could 

not be replicated elsewhere (Interview A, Appendix II).  

The Isle of Gigha Heritage Trust went through an entirely different form of finance for 

their wind farm development. They had a three way mix of funding of grants, loans and 

equity finance (Communities for Renewables, 17/7.12). This allowed them to proceed at a 

faster pace. Point and Sandwick went through yet another form of funding. As previously 

stated, they wanted to reduce the level of outside control within their community. Due to 

this they gained grant funding, fundraised within their communities and were awarded 

finance from the Climate Challenge Fund (Comhairle nan Eilean Siar, 2010; Point and 

Sandwick Development Trust, 2009b).  

 

4.3 Methods of community engagement  

As stated in chapter 2, there are a variety of approaches to community engagement with 

onshore wind farm developments. These have been outlined as falling under three main 
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categories; engagement as information provision, engagement as consultation and 

engagement as deliberation (Haggett, 2009), see section 2.8.2.  

Despite Fintry having a different level of ownership, through their possession of a fifteenth 

ownership in a private development, compared to the other two Development Trusts there 

has still been a high level of involvement with the local community. Fintry Development 

Trust required their development to benefit the whole community, stating within the 

interview that they wanted “to avoid affecting individual interest and to do it for the whole 

community and not a few individual people” (Interview A, Appendix II). The wind farm 

development took 5 years of meetings with the local community, the developers and local 

politicians before it went ahead (Fintry Development Trust, 2011).  

Within Interview A it was stated that “We have a great relationship with the developer, 

meaning that the community was more engaged in the process”. Through analysis of the 

literature and interview data throughout the development process, the local community 

have been engaged through continual consultation (Interview A, Appendix II). Within the 

Annual General Meeting minutes from 2008, it was stated that email was the best method 

of communication with their local community (Fintry Development Trust, 2008). The 

details of the project were also placed on notice boards throughout the area, and an event 

planned to launch the development. Letters were sent to all those homes that would be 

affected to notify them of the event, and the community were also invited to partake in 

meetings with the Development Trust, which was shown within the Community Energy 

Project Document (Fintry Development Trust, 2009a). The local paper was updated with 

the Development Trust’s progress to allow transparency throughout their work (Fintry 

Development Trust, 2009a). The Fintry Development Trust argues that their local 

community have been involved in the whole process in great detail (Interview A). Only 

one member of the local community (which comprises 350 people) voiced any form of 

negativity towards the development (Interview A). 

Fintry Development Trust has an elected board that is chosen by the local community at 

their Annual General Meeting. They have continual meetings within the local area where 

they illustrate the work they have completed and what they are forecasting to do as far as 

developments are concerned (Interview A, Appendix II). Documents created by the 

Development Trust are available to the community via the Development Trust website. 
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Within the Communities for Renewables Inspiring Communities Document, they state that 

the community on Gigha were consulted on the development by a community vote to agree 

on whether the turbines should go ahead, and if so where they were to be located 

(Communities for Renewables, 17/07/12). 

Due to the lack of involvement from previous owners with the community, Gigha had felt 

the impacts of a falling population (Murphy, 2010). This was emphasised during Interview 

B when it was said that the Development Trust “didn’t want to be like another landlord”, 

and that given the nature of ownership of the island, the local community were therefore 

expected to have a much higher level of involvement in the control and everyday running 

of the area. A meeting was established within the local hall to discuss options with the 

local community on the best way to progress with the development (Scottish Government, 

2012b). Gigha Heritage Trust had 6 meetings with the local community and members of 

the Heritage Trust to establish their opinions for the wind farm development (Interview B). 

The local community elect those that should be on the board of the Trust, allowing them to 

influence what occurs on the island (Scottish Government, 2012b). Gigha has almost 160 

inhabitants, and anyone over the age of 18 can join as a member of the Heritage Trust. Of 

those over this age in the population, there are over 100 members in current membership 

(Interview B, Appendix III). 

During Interview B, it was said that “meeting people is the most important form of 

engagement”, and that “if you give people influence, it matters” (Interview B, Appendix 

III), outlining why engagement is seen as an important concept on Gigha. They argue that 

local councils do not work as well for engagement as a Heritage Trust. Councils do not 

have the resources, and “if they don’t have the assets to fight for and control, then there is 

little they can do” (Interview B, Appendix III), for the community developments  

The Point and Sandwick Development Trust is a company that is fully owned by the local 

community, but the membership is open to all those who are registered to vote within the 

area (Point and Sandwich Development Trust, 2009b). Point and Sandwick Development 

Trust has their own development plan which has been tailored to the specific needs of the 

community. The Development Plan document states that it will be frequently updated over 

the lifespan of projects, with continual consultation alongside the local community 

regarding developments (Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2009a). Within these 
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consultations it also outlines how the income from the wind farm development should be 

used (Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2009a).   

The Development Trust held two consecutive meetings; one in the Point District and one in 

Sandwick (Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2009b). Each community was asked 

within the meeting to outline what they saw as the apparent needs of the area, and what 

they felt were the main concerns for the present and the future, and how the income from 

the wind farms could help (Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2009b). The 

consultations were advertised through posters placed within the local area, adverts within 

local newspapers, on the Development Trusts website and was broadcast over local radio 

stations also (Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2009c). 

 

4.4 Comparison with other models 

Most cases of community owned renewables within other European countries is through 

Co-operative developments. This contrasts with the Scottish models of development 

discussed in section 2.8.3. 

Germany has been seen as the leading country in the wind energy sector within Europe. 

Despite Germany having a high level of fossil fuel resources, it still accounted for nearly 

40% of the global capacity of wind power in 2003 (Bechberger, 2004, pg 49). The wind 

energy industry grew with the help of ‘soft loans’ which were lent for a period of 20 years 

with a low interest rate, allowing almost half the costs of development to be covered 

(Bechberger, 2004). Within Germany, the main source of wind energy comes from 

‘Bürger-Windparks’, which when translated into English means citizen windfarms 

(Musall, 2011). These are wind farms that are owned privately by those living in the area 

(Musall, 2011).  

Within the spatial planning documents of German Municipalities, they must provide 

evidence of where a wind farm development would be possible. This meant that the level 

of community opposition could be reduced as their input over location was considered 

(Bechberger, 2004). 
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The Co-operative model for development has also been the main model for renewable 

energy projects within the Denmark. The Co-operative model was seen as the most 

widespread model for investment within a wind farm development during the 1990s, when 

there was an increase in encouragement for renewable energy (Mendonça et al, 2009). The 

Government engaged in this model by creating “enabling conditions to boost the 

development sector, through economic incentive and favourable ownership restrictions 

(Mendonça et al, 2009, pg 384). Until around the 1990s, the majority of wind farms within 

Denmark were built and owned by local co-operatives or farmers resulting in more than 

120,000 members of the Danish community being owners of shares within wind farms 

(Mendonça et al, 2009). At the beginning of Co-operative developments, the only criteria 

was that the member had to live in the area surrounding the proposed wind farm 

(Mendonça et al, 2009).  

Feed-in Tariffs have played a vital role within the models of community ownership. The 

Government encouraged this by legally binding electricity companies to buy the electricity 

that is produced through renewable sources in their area (Finon, 2007). This was through 

the Feed-In Tariff system, which set a standard price for electricity produced from local 

co-operative developments (Ownergy (10/2/12). It also meant that the utilities companies 

paid for the grid connections for local co-operative developments, and gave them back 

subsidies for the energy that they produced (Mendonça et al, 2009).   

As stated in chapter 2, Scotland has huge potential for the development of onshore wind 

farms. Within Scotland, the model used for community developments is based mainly on 

the Development Trust model. This has been discussed with section 2.8.3. Despite the 

difference in implementation of the model, all Development Trusts; 

 “are underpinned by a strong ethos of self help and self reliance and a belief that 

community regeneration which is achieved through community owned enterprises 

and assets is the way to build strong and sustainable communities” (Developments 

Trust Association Scotland, 16/05/12).  

Under the Development Trust model the community are directly involved in the processes 

of development. The model allows an active role to be played within the planning of the 

projects, which can reduce the level of opposition towards a development (Shamsuzzoha et 
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al, 2012). This was seen within the Gigha Heritage Trust where they said that allowing the 

community to influence a development process was important for the outcome of their 

wind farm development (Interview B, Appendix III).  

Although the Development Trust model has been used as the main source of community 

ownership developments, there have been a small number that have occurred through the 

Co-operative model. This is however; very low in comparison to other countries such as 

Germany and Denmark, with only 12% of community developments being represented 

through Co-operative developments (Sustainable Community Energy Network, 2012). By 

allowing for Co-operative developments, it allocates part of the economic gains from wind 

farms to the local communities instead of being lost entirely to the governing company 

(Co-operative Development Scotland, 2009). Energy4All Scotland has created a model for 

co-operative development within the renewable sector. They do this by encouraging the 

local communities to be part of the developments, as opposed to resisting them, by creating 

co-operatives to initiate shares so that the local community can either buy shares into that 

specific development, and in the future may be able to own the entire development 

(Energy4All Scotland, 2010). 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

 

5.1 Introduction 

There has been a long standing history of conflicts surrounding community ownership of 

land and resources throughout Scotland. This has mainly been associated with the Crofters 

War and the Highland Clearances (Murphy, 2010), where many of those living and 

working on the land were removed. Again, around the 1970s, conflicts with the land and 

communities re-surfaced, with anxieties arising over who had control over the resources, 

especially with equity investments in political and commercial processes (Murphy, 2010).  

Rural Scotland is home to a large number of Development Trusts due in part to the 

disadvantages ensuing from their geographical location.  These areas have been affected by 

the downturn in economy and the effect this has had on the level of unemployment 

(Scottish Agricultural College, 2012). Many of these rural areas also face problems in 

gaining the finance and planning necessary for renewable energy developments (Warren, 

2010). Rural areas are also argued to have a greater sense of place and connection with 

their environment giving them a sense of ownership towards their resources (Warren, 

2010). This is often the reason for Development Trusts to set up in rural communities 

where there is a strong desire to improve the future of the area.   

This chapter will analyse the results found through research, and critique the Development 

Trust model in the context of community owned renewable energy developments in rural 

Scotland. It will then discuss whether there is a balance that can be created between the 

European Co-operative model and the Development Trust model used throughout Scotland 

and set out in section 4.4. 

 

5.2 Funding and impacts on development  

Each of the Development Trusts studied in this research has gone through a different 

model to gain the funding required for their renewable energy project. This emphasises the 

previous statement: that although Development Trusts have the same overall aim, they 
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develop in a way that best suits their communities’ needs. These differences in funding 

methods are important as they allow a choice for other communities to work from. This, in 

turn, will create a positive step forward in the level of community renewable energy 

contributing to the Scottish Targets of reaching 50 per cent of energy from renewable 

sources by 2050 (Warren, 2010, pg 205).   

The Development Trust model has been an important concept within the development of 

community owned renewable energy in Scotland. As seen from the analysis of interview 

data and documents, Development Trusts in general are a central model within rural 

locations, as these areas suffer from a number of disadvantages which prompt them to take 

control of their environment. These range from lack of connection to a mains electricity 

supply, to lack of jobs and increased levels of outmigration by younger generations (Point 

and Sandwick Development Trust, 2009a). The Development Trust model allows a 

community to address these issues to create a positive outcome for the future.  

As discussed in chapter 4, rural areas have been affected by the financial downturn in the 

economy, and the creation of Development Trusts within these areas is important in terms 

of raising expectations for a more viable future.    

The three case studies are affected by similar issues, with all three Trusts concerned with 

the effects of a lack of connection to a mains electricity supply. This can often be a driving 

factor for wind farm developments (Scottish Agricultural College, 2012). Alongside the 

influences of the lack of job opportunities within rural locations seen within Fintry (Fintry 

Development Trust, 2011), Development Trusts have played an important aspect in the 

regeneration of the three case study communities. The development of a renewable energy 

source has created a reliable and constant source of income for the local communities, and 

has been important for creating jobs within local. This can be seen within Fintry 

Development Trust where there has been the creation of energy efficiency jobs, in addition 

to construction jobs for the developments as was shown in the ‘Winds of Change’ 

Documentary (Fintry Development Trust, 2011). It has also allowed the creation of jobs 

within Development Trusts as they have employed staff members to specialise in the 

renewable aspects, and to further the sustainability and growth of the Development Trust 

(Fintry Development Trust, 2011). The creation of jobs shows that each of the 

Development Trusts is attempting to increase the level of employment in the area. This 



48 
 

may also reduce the level of outmigration from the community, or even increase the local 

population.  

All three Development Trusts analysed aimed to reduce their carbon emissions, with Fintry 

and Gigha aspiring to become carbon neutral communities (Fintry Development Trust, 

2009a); Bebirmingham, 17/7/12). The similarities that can be seen within this show that 

despite the uniqueness of Development Trusts, they are all aiming to improve the living 

environment of their community with regards to generating a better climate. Within Fintry 

the income created from the wind farm has been used to create further environmentally 

friendly developments such as making funds available for those living in the area to create 

their electricity generation from an environmentally friendly system (Fintry Development 

Trust, 2011). The Point and Sandwick Development Trust are not so focussed on the 

creation of a low carbon or carbon neutral community, but have an objective to reduce the 

level of fuel poverty in the community. It has been argued that, like Fintry, many rural 

communities are not connected to a mains supply of energy (Scottish Agricultural College, 

2012), and this gives them a prime opportunity create a renewable energy system as they 

often have larger carbon emissions per capita than urban areas (Scottish Agricultural 

College, 2012). This emphasises the importance that Fintry Development Trust and the Isle 

of Gigha Heritage Trust have for creating low or zero carbon communities.  

Owning a renewable development can often create a sense of embodiment with the 

community and their environment (Warren, 2010). This can be seen within the cultural 

importance placed upon the wind turbines on the Isle of Gigha (Bebirmingham, 17/7/12). 

These changes at a small community level could provide a change in societal behaviour, 

eventually leading to changes at the regional and national levels.  

 

5.3 Charting engagement 

The methods used for engagement in the three case studies fit within the categories 

outlined in the ladder of participation. Table 5 sets out the three key categories discussed in 

Chapter 2, and evaluates how each Development Trust engages within Arnsteins Ladder of 

Participation (see figure 1 page 17). However, as stated in chapter 2, the methods are not 

always of best practice (see section 2.8.2). Providing the local community with the 
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information surrounding their work, and not involving their opinions, can create escalating 

problems in a small community. Commercial sized wind farms often have increased 

impacts on the local area; engagement with the community is seen as being a deciding 

influence for completion (Rogers et al, 2008). To reduce the level of opposition financial 

incentives are often offered (Walker, 2008). Given the level of involvement that is often 

associated with Development Trusts and their communities, there would be an assumed 

level of outcome of fairness from benefits from the development (Haggett, 2009). As an 

example, the community of Fintry “are stakeholders in the development, so therefore do 

not get any other benefits from the rest of the turbines” (Interview A, Appendix II). This 

further emphasises how important engagement is under the Development Trust model. 

During the interview it was stated that only one of the local community opposed the 

development (Interview A, Appendix II), which suggests that the high level of engagement 

with the community was an influencing factor in the positive reaction to the wind farm. 

The Isle of Gigha Heritage Trust also saw low levels of opposition to the development of a 

wind farm within their island. 

However, this requires further consideration as to whether the impact of a development 

being suggested by a Development Trust affects the level of participation.  

Engagement has been an essential aspect of the Development Trust model, as their aim is 

to help local communities unlock their potential for future growth and development 

(Development Trust Association for Scotland, 16/05/12). They allow a reduction in 

reliance on outside lenders to help the community solve the issues affecting everyday life 

(Development Trust Association for Scotland, 16/05/12). This has created a vast 

opportunity to increase the level of engagement that Trusts have with their local 

communities, as the development of a renewable energy system is a concept on which the 

whole community need to be consulted on. Engagement is critical within community 

owned renewable developments, as they need to be aware of all the information 

surrounding it to allow them to have a sound mind for judgement (Haggett, 2009).  This is 

furthered through the consultation progress that Development Trusts have gone through 

prior to developments. This can be seen throughout the three case study developments, 

where consultation with the community has been a significant method for engagement 

within the process of development for a renewable project.  
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As discussed in section 4.1 Fintry Development Trust had a unique form of ownership. 

They have argued that due to this “We have a great relationship with the developer, 

meaning that the community was more engaged in the process” (Interview A, Appendix 

II). This could be due to the model for development used, as they are in partnership with 

the developer and do not just own one of the wind turbines. They have various methods of 

engagement as can be seen in table 5. Due to the high level of contact they have with their 

developer discussed in Interview A (Appendix II), engagement would be a critical aspect 

for the company and the Development.  

As discussed in section 4.3, the Gigha Heritage Trust consulted greatly with the local 

community, which can be seen through the Heritage Trust being in the processes of 

planning a fourth turbine within their wind farm (Interview B, Appendix III). The level of 

community membership within the Gigha Heritage Trust (Interview B, Appendix III) 

illustrates how allowing communities to influence their local environment can increase 

their level of engagement within Development Trust projects. This emphasises the 

importance of Development Trusts and engagement outlined in chapter 2, as the case study 

data shows how the methods of engagement by Development Trusts have played an 

important part in a community owned renewable energy development.  

Point and Sandwick Development Trust were also found to use consultation as a main 

method for engagement, (section 4.3), suggesting that meetings were used to engage the 

communities concerning the renewable energy source (Point and Sandwick Development 

Trust, 2009b). By doing so, it could be implied within this context, that without the 

engagement of the community under the aims of the Development Trust model, then there 

would have been a higher level of opposition due to reduced influences in the processes of 

development. Community consultations have been a widely used form of engagement 

within Development Trusts which can be seen within section 4.3 regarding the three case 

studies. They allow a high level of input from the local community, and allow the 

Development Trust themselves to hear firsthand what the most important areas for change 

are (Lavial-Palavicino et al, 2011). It increases the level of contact between the community 

and Development Trust which can heighten the level of community spirit and trust they 

have for creating a better future (Rogers et al, 2008). From the documents analysed and 
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primary data collected, this form of engagement with the local community is arguably one 

of the most important methods for renewable energy developments.  

 

 

Development Trust Engagement as 

Information 

Provision 

Engagement as 

Consultation 

Engagement as 

Deliberation 

Fintry Development 

Trust 
 Availability of 

Development Trust 

documents to the 

community 

 Information 

available of notice 
boards 

 Letters sent to 

notify community 

of events 

 Information in local 

newspapers 

 Relationship with 

developers 

 Continual 

community 

consultations 

 Local community 

elect the board for 
the Development 

Trust 

 Form of model for 

development 

 Within consultation, 

allowed for debate 

on where the income 

goes and what the 
Development Trust 

should do next 

Isle of Gigha 

Heritage Trust 
 Availability of 

Development Trust 

Documents to the 

community 

 Meetings to discuss 

options for 

renewable energy 

development  

 Community elect 

Development Trust 

Board 

 High level of 

community 
consultation on all 

aspects of 

development 

 Community buy out 

of the island 

 Number of the 

community members 

of the Trust 

Point and Sandwick 

Development Trust 
 Development Trust 

Development Plan 

 Consultation on 

future developments 

 Meetings to discuss 

how best to use the 

income from the 

wind farm 

 Working with other 

Development Trusts 
to create an 

improved future for 

the whole island 

 Membership open to 

all those who can 

vote in the area 
Table 5: Development Trusts and Arnsteins Ladder of Participation 
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Information provision has been outlined within Arnsteins Ladder of Participation (Figure 

1, page 17), as being the weakest form of engagement with a community (Arnstein, 1969). 

However, there are limitations to this as the information may not be available to all those it 

should be. As can be seen in section 4.3 many of the documents available are online, and 

this does not take into consideration those that do not have access to the internet or 

computers. It is therefore suggested that all Development Trust documentation is available 

in hard copy from a central location, to allow access to all those in the community. As can 

be seen in table 5 (page 51) and section 4.3, consultation has been a key method in the 

engagement of local communities in the renewable energy projects within the three case 

study Development Trusts. However, despite the positives they have under the 

Development Trust model there are negatives to this method of engagement also. Within 

the documentary review and interview data there were no suggestions as to the negative 

aspects of the methods used. It could however be suggested that they do not take into 

consideration those that cannot attend the meetings, or access the information available to 

them regarding a development. This could cause issues within a community development 

such as an increase in opposition.   

The Development Trusts analysed have all provided their local communities with 

information surrounding their work, seen within table 5, in which the local communities 

were provided with Development Trust documents. This could be furthered by holding a 

community meeting to discuss the information they had been provided with, or to hold 

consultations where information is initially given allowing any issues to be heard. This 

incorporates the second category regarding information as consultation as opposed to two 

separate concepts. This would link to the third category of engagement as consultation, as 

it would allow the community to influence projects in the local area. It is therefore 

proposed that the categories of engagement not be separated, and that engagement be a 

process by which the community is provided with information, consulted and allowed to 

debate this development in one given situation.   
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5.4 Lessons to be learned between the two models (EU/Scotland)- can a balance be 

struck?  

According to Walker and Devine-Wright, cited in Musall (2011), there are two key 

dimensions to the structuring of community renewable energy projects. These dimensions 

have been incorporated into a model for development (see figure 3). The first dimension 

outcome relates to who benefits from the development in terms of economic and social 

benefits (Musall, 2011). The second dimension (process) relates to who runs and develops 

the projects and who gets involved and influences how the development is affected 

(Musall, 2011). This model is important in the realms of community energy, and the two 

dimensions they set out as being key points are, in most cases, the determining factors 

within a community project. When this model is placed in the context of Europe and 

Scotland, it can be seen to play a vital role in how community developments ensue. 

Ownership in both places is not restricted to wind turbines that are wholly owned by the 

community organisation (Energy Saving Trust, 2012).  

The Scottish Development Trust model differs from the Co-operative model which is 

predominantly used throughout the rest of Europe (See figure 4). Both allow an increased 

number of onshore wind farms owned by local communities, but the Development Trust 

model allows an increased level of engagement from the local community. 

It takes into consideration the needs of the community, which can be seen in section 4.1 

and how a development can help them to create a stronger sustainable community for the 

present and future generations. Despite the Co-operative model encouraging the 

development of community owned renewable developments; it does not engage the 

community as vastly as the Development Trust Model (Bechberger, 2004). 

Regardless of this, those countries that employ this type of model do not come across a 

high level of opposition (Bechberger, 2004). This creates the question of how important 

engagement is within the Co-operative model, as it was previously discussed in Chapter 2 

that engagement was vital within Development Trusts. Those communities involved in the 

Co-operative model have higher financial benefits, from reduced electricity costs, and the 

impact of Feed-In tariffs (Mendonça et al, 2009), which could explain the low level of 

resistance with Germany and Denmark. 
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Figure 3: Key Dimensions to structuring a community development (Musall, 2011, pg 3254) 

 

Despite the benefits that local communities gain through the Development Trust model, 

there are no direct financial benefits seen within the case studies in which the income from 

the development is reinvested back into the community (Fintry Development Trust, 2011). 

Within a Development Trust model, financial incentives do exist, but they are more often 

than not reinvested back into the community to assist the whole community and not 

individuals. It is within this difference in models that the importance of engagement can be 

argued, and can be suggested as being a crucial concept to be incorporated into the Co-

operative Development model. 
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Feed-In Tariffs have been an important concept for development within the European case 

studies, discussed section 2.5 and 4.4, allowing their impact on the spread of community 

owned renewable energy within Germany and Denmark to be seen. They created an easier 

pathway for Co-operative models to connect to the electricity grid as energy suppliers must 

buy the locally produced renewable energy (Mendonça et al, 2009). This encourages the 

level of co-operatively owned developments, as there a number of benefits available to 

them. This could be an explanation for the difference in level of community owned 

renewable energy within Scotland and the rest of Europe. The planning system for Co-

operatively owned renewables with Europe is simpler (Bechberger, 2004), and has a 

greater level of accessibility for local communities to pursue developments. This is lacking 

within the Scottish planning policies, which impact on the ease at which local 

Development Trusts gain planning for a development; “regulations and procedures 

surrounding spatial planning and grid connection have also had an important role to play in 

Figure 6: Arnsteins’ Ladder of Participation and model for development in the country context 
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enabling local ownership in Germany and Denmark” (Sustainable Community Energy 

Network, 2012, pg 17). In the United Kingdom the planning system can be arguably seen 

as working against the growth of community funded and owned renewable developments, 

see section 2.8.5 (Warren, 2009). There is a lack of support and access causing problems 

for community development (Walker, 2008). This is different to other European Union 

states, where the correct policies are in place to allow developments to progress;  

 “In Britain, the complexity of the state support system for renewables makes it 

effectively inaccessible for local communities. In contrast, in countries such as 

Denmark and Germany which have a simple, low risk, fixed tariff ownership by 

local residents has proved attractive” (Warren, 2010, pg 206).  

The model has been important as the benefits from the wind farms have been kept within 

the local communities (Development Trust Association for Scotland, 16/05/12), which has 

allowed a reduction in outside influences. This creates a stronger community as the 

increased level of responsibility, and the impact that this is having on their future can help 

to construct a greater sense of pride (Warren, 2010). The income from a community owned 

wind farm can then be reinvested into creating further developments in the local area. For 

example, Fintry Development Trust has created a community garden to add aesthetic value 

to the area, and to create a more environmentally friendly environment to live in. The 

materials were bought from funds that have passed to the Development Trust from the 

generation of electricity from the wind farm (Fintry Development Trust, 2011).  

As it can be seen from the discussion above, Scotland and the two case study countries of 

Germany and Denmark have greatly different models for development in relation to 

community owned renewable developments. Table 6 outlines the main differences between 

them, and how the models can be improved. However, both have had advantages and 

disadvantages for growth. Warren (2010) argues that; 

“it is unlikely that community-scale wind power in Scotland will ever make as 

significant a contribution to national electricity needs as it has in some other 

European countries, notably Denmark where most wind power capacity has been 

locally owned” (Warren, 2010, pg 211). 
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        Table 6: Positive Aspects and suggested improvements for Co-operative and Development Trust Model 

 

 

The Development Trust model differs greatly from the Co-operative model in the way that 

the funding for the project is created. Through the case study analysis, the Development 

Trusts fundraised within their own communities, along with applying for loans and grants 

that are available to local communities for renewable energy developments (Interview A; 

Comhairle nan Eilean Siar, 2010; Point and Sandwick Development Trust, 2009b; 

Country Development 

Model 

Level of 

Community 

Engagement 

Positive Aspects Suggested 

improvements 

Denmark Co-operative 

Model 

medium  Bottom-up 

approach to 

development 

 Local 

community 
influence on 

energy policies 

 Feed-In Tariffs 

 Increased level 

of community 

engagement 

 Increased 

community 
orientated 

approach 

 Incorporate 

Development 
Trust objectives 

for community 

gain into model 

Germany Co-operative 

Model 

low  High level of 

environmental 

policies 

 Soft loans for 

development 

 Stakeholder 

ownership 

 Wind farm 

locations 
written into 

planning 

policies 

Scotland Development 
Trust Model 

high  Bottom-up 

approach to 
development 

 Communities 

needs important 

for development 

 Benefits stay in 

local 

community 

 Greener future 

 Allow 

Development 
Trusts to 

collaborate with 

wind farms near 
to area 

 Improvement in 

funding  

 Work closer 

with private 
companies for 

easer grid 

access 
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Communities for Renewables, 17/7/12). A Co-operative Development model is funded in 

part by the local community, but the basis of the cost of development is from the 

partnership company (Scottish Enterprise, 2012). This has some advantages in that it 

increases the chances that many local communities have to be part of a development, but it 

does decrease the input and benefits that a local community can gain from a wind farm. 

The Development Trust model allows complete control over all aspects of the development 

(Development Trust Association for Scotland, 16/05/12), and can allow a much higher 

input back into the local community as can be seen throughout the three case studies.  

Under the Co-operative Development model within Germany and Denmark, a high level of 

support is available from the local Government, meaning that there is a much greater 

incentive for local communities to get involved in a Co-operative development; 

“Community-owned projects in Germany and Denmark also benefit from a wide range of 

tax advantages, in the form of tax-free generation, refunds of energy or CO2 taxes, and 

favourable depreciation rules” (Sustainable Community Energy Network, 2012, pg 17). 

Little of this is available within Scotland, and even less is granted to a local community 

development under a Development Trust Association.  

Warren (2010) argues that the Development Trust model for community owned 

renewables does not work as well as the Co-operative model;  

“contrasted unfavourably with the community ownership model widely practised in 

some EU states, notably Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden, where 

many renewable energy projects are funded and control by farmers of local 

cooperatives” (Warren, 2010, pg 206). 

This emphasises the point that a balance that could be created between both to allow the 

best possible future of community renewables. Community renewables have been growing 

and being established at a much faster and larger rate within Germany and Denmark 

(Warren, 2010). This has been noted as being due to the length of time that they have been 

in place. 

The Development Trust model puts the needs of the community at the forefront of 

developments which relates to the early developments within Denmark (Mendonça et al, 

2009). This was where local communities caused a change in policy due to their own 
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enthusiasm for wind power (Mendonça et al, 2009). However, when compared to the Co-

operative model, local communities have less say in how the development is run and 

placed, and will not benefit as highly from the development as the Development Trust 

model allows. In the case of community engagement and orientation, the Development 

Trust Model allows a much better growth in community renewables as it engages the 

community on a greater scale, and encourages their involvement in making decisions 

related to the development.  

The Development Trust model can be seen as having a greater ‘bottom-up’ approach to 

community renewables as, despite their partnerships with other organisations, they rarely 

have any other company to answer to (Developments Trust Association for Scotland, 

16/05/12). The Co-operative model, although it facilitates collaboration with the local 

community, has a business perspective to development (Walker, 2010). If the Co-operative 

model were to take a more community orientated approach to renewables by incorporating 

the underlying reasons within Development Trusts, it could allow a greater uptake in local 

and community owned developments.  

The Co-operative model allows an easier connection to the national grid within the two 

case study countries. Under the Development Trust model, local community projects often 

struggle to export their excess electricity. Co-operative models, given their often larger size 

and partnerships with larger companies, have a higher advantage when it comes to grid 

connections (Mendonça et al, 2009). It also allows those communities desiring to be 

involved in a development, but not having the ability to fund or gain the funding for a 

wholly owned project, to get involved in a renewable energy development (Energy4All, 

2010). The Development Trust model restricts those communities that do not have the land 

or planning to develop their own renewable project in their local area (Energy4all, 2010). 

If the Development Trust model were to allow for local communities to be involved in 

renewable projects perhaps adjacent to their local area, then it could increase the level of 

sustainable developments.  
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5.5 The future of community renewables 

Three case study locations were chosen within Scotland for the purposes of this research 

project. Within the literature researched there were very few community owned onshore 

wind farms within Scotland, including those by Development Trusts (Development Trust 

Association for Scotland, 16/05/12). Most were found to be involved with private or 

commercial companies, and did not have access to the level of benefits from wholly 

community ownership. From this it can be suggested that there is a need for an increase in 

the number of community owned resources. As discussed in Chapter 2, the Scottish 

Government wishes to increase the level of community owned renewable energy projects, 

but given the research conducted surrounding the case study Development Trusts, it can be 

seen that this has not happened. This could be explained as being due to the problems in 

gaining planning permission, discussed in section 5.1, and the problems with energy policy 

in the United Kingdom.  

The Isle of Gigha Heritage Trust is a positive example of the development of a community 

owned renewable energy project. The wind turbines within the island have created an 

identity with the individual turbines being named ‘The Dancing Ladies’ (Warren, 2010), 

which has been emphasised through the community ownership of the whole island 

preciously discussed in section 4.1. It could be argued through this example that for the 

increased development of community owned renewable energy projects that communities 

in ownership of their own land are more likely to be able to access the resources to 

implement a renewable energy project.  

The planning and access to land for the purposes of development have, through 

documentary review, along with financing projects, been the key issues in the scaling up of 

community owned renewable energy projects. This could explain why most communities 

within Scotland, seen through case study research, have been part of commercial 

developments. These aspects can be addressed should the Government take a more active 

and engaged role in the processes of community development, which has been seen within 

Germany and Denmark where community owned wind energy is at a much greater level.  
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5.6 Problems encountered in research 

This project encountered various problems throughout its research period. Access to 

information on the case studies was not always available, which reduced the level of detail 

that could be analysed. There were also significant problems with contacting Development 

Trusts regarding interviews. Email contact was in some cases the method of getting in 

touch with the Development Trusts, but a response was not always received. Had time 

permitted visits to the Development Trusts could have provided additional information.   
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Chapter 6: Conclusion  

 

6.1 Concluding remarks 

This research project aimed to conduct: A critique of the current Development Trust model 

in the context of engagement in community owned renewable energy in rural Scotland. 

This was placed in the case study location of rural Scotland, with specific reference to 

three case study Development Trusts; Fintry Development Trust, Isle of Gigha Heritage 

Trust and Point and Sandwick Development Trust. Within this the research project looked 

at how a Development Trust worked, how local communities were engaged in the process 

of an onshore wind farm development and whether there was scope for further engagement 

surrounding processes of development. It also looked at the model used within Europe, 

with specific reference to community owned renewable developments in Germany and 

Denmark. This latter part of the research was important for analysing the similarities and 

differences between Development Trust and Co-operative models, and reaching an 

understanding of whether a balance could be created between the models. 

In Scotland, the wind energy industry initially developed at a slower rate in comparison to 

other countries within Europe, however in recent years growth has been faster. Community 

owned renewable projects have generally been on a smaller scale within Scotland, but they 

have the potential to encourage increased growth. This in turn can impact on Scotland’s 

2050 targets for renewable energy. This level of ownership has been increased by the 

creation of Development Trusts throughout Scotland. They have been an imperative aspect 

within rural areas, and for the future of community renewables. 

This research found that Development Trusts worked through a variety of different 

methods to improve their localities. Renewable energy has been an important concept 

within the Development Trusts analysed, and has allowed all aspects within the community 

to be addressed through the income from the wind farms. This shows the range at which 

Development Trusts can impact on their local community. Each of the case studies 

analysed show unique ways of development. They demonstrate that despite the differences 

in implementation of their objectives and individualised nature of growth, Development 
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Trusts work in the same general manner with the encouragement of increased involvement 

with their local communities. The diversity of each Development Trust emphasises the 

important nature of how they work, as they strive to create new opportunities for 

communities through unique and new ventures. This has not always been an easy task but 

through the perseverance of the Development Trusts each of the local communities is now 

in control of a renewable energy project.  

Engagement was an essential aspect within the Development Trust model. With reference 

to the renewable energy developments outlined within the case studies, engagement 

surrounding the process of planning, siting and use of the income from the developments 

was consulted with the local community. This was through information, consultations and 

deliberations, to produce the highest level of involvement and lowest level of resistance 

possible. Engagement was found to be specific in content, but similar in methodology, 

throughout the three case studies, emphasising the key aspect that despite Development 

Trusts having a general objective, they all work in a unique manner specific to their own 

community.  

Each of the Development Trusts has a high level of engagement with their local 

community through a variety of different models. Within the ladder of participation the 

three case studies related to each other. However, each of the Development Trusts could 

make improvements in their engagement and involvement of the local communities by 

making information more available to them. This could be furthered by increasing the level 

of consultation following on from the information, which would allow incorporation of the 

communities’ opinions and issues into the future of the Development Trust, and the future 

of the local area. Through the investigation in each area it is suggested that there will not 

be a universal best method of practice for engagement within communities. This is due to 

the methods of engagement with the community being unique and specific to their given 

situation. 

It was also seen that the Co-operative model for development worked well within the case 

study countries in Europe, but relied heavily on Feed-In Tariffs and did not involve the 

community at as great a depth as the Development Trust model. The growth under the Co-

operative model could be attributed to the simpler planning policies, and the stronger 

backing of energy policies for community developments. The Development Trust model 
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had the potential for the community to be at the forefront of development and involved 

them heavily in the processes of development. It did, however, face greater challenges with 

funding and planning. It can therefore be seen, that although both types of models have 

strengths and weaknesses, there are areas in which both could improve on. The 

Development Trust, although specifically set up for local benefits, could work more 

closely with larger companies to allow for a better grid connection. The Co-operative 

model would benefit from incorporating a more community orientated approach which 

could encourage a greater growth in the number of local individuals involved. If these 

aspects were incorporated into both models, it could create a more universal development 

model for the future growth of community owned renewable energy, especially within the 

wind energy sector.  

The Development Trust model for community owned renewable energy within rural 

Scotland has played an important role in the scaling up of the industry. Engagement has 

been a central method for the Development Trusts, but the growth of the sector could be 

increased further by improved levels of community engagement. In conclusion, 

Development Trusts and their model for development will be important areas for the future 

of community owned renewable energy projects.  

 

 

6.2 Future Studies 

This research project has helped to develop the understanding in engagement between 

Development Trusts and their communities. It has also helped to outline the importance of 

Development Trusts in Scotland, and how they have the potential to encourage further 

community developments in other areas. To further this study, additional research could be 

done to expand the knowledge in all aspects of engagement within a Development Trust, 

and how this relates to similar ideas throughout other countries in the world.  
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Appendix I- Interview Questions 

 

How long has the trust been set up for? 

 

What were the main reasons for its development? 

 

What do you feel are the most important aspects of a development trust, especially in rural 

Scotland? 

 

You have a wind turbine within the community developments, were the community 

involved in this process? 

 

If so how did this happen? 

 

Was there scope for further involvement from them? 

 

In relation to the current development trust model, how important do you feel engaging 

with the community is? 
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Appendix II- Interview A 

 

Interview conducted on the 7
th
 of June 2012 

 

2003 2 of the Fintry 4 looking for a renewable energy source for the area 

Keen to reduce carbon 

Went to the community centre to talk about a community development 

The developer came in, wanted to develop and essentially said please don’t oppose it 

Development Trust brought in a further 2 members of staff- created the Fintry 4 

The area were very pro the development, but wanted their own turbine 

Didn’t know much about the national grid 

The community were told that if they wanted their own turbine they would have to go 

through all the planning a developer had to 

FDT went through a different model to most for finance as they wanted to be different 

Didn’t want grants- change so much it’s hard to replicate the development in other places 

2.3million pounds for their own turbine 

Many ways to get this finance- community cooperatives etc 

Fintry not an overly wealthy or educated area compared to other places 

40% of the population in fuel poverty 

Few influential people within the community  

Looked at the community shares model 
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Wanted to avoid affecting individual interest- do it for the whole community and not a few 

individual people 

They decided to go for finance 

Wind power at the time wasn’t seen as being very ethical, and hadn’t been developed 

greatly  

At the last minute the developer said its only another 2.3million more, so they agreed to 

build it as one site including the 15
th
 turbine for the community. FDT would pay the money 

back from the revenue from the turbine, then after that the money would all come to the 

community 

Currently the community gets about £40-60,000 per annum 

However, area has had bad wind recently- haven’t had much income once the payments for 

the turbine have been made 

It is a social enterprise 

Payment period is 15years for the turbine- currently in year 5 

Will make about £400-500,000 once they have paid back the turbine 

However, turbines have a life span of about 25years, and they have yet to see an example 

of the decommissioning costs for a turbine. Whether just blades need replaces, or whether 

the whole turbine has to be removed 

Fintry don’t own one turbine, they actually own a 15
th
 of the whole wind farm 

They have a great relationship with the developer- meant the community were engaged 

more in the process 

From the development of this wind farm, the Fintry Renewable Enterprise was created as a 

side of the FDT 

The FDT is a charity 

The process of development involved great engagement with the community 
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Had many community council meetings- massive door to door analysis with the 

community 

Anti-wind wasn’t very high in the area 

Advantage of this development is that you can’t see the turbines from the village 

People relate more to visual impacts of a development- don’t really care about the 

environmental issues, only fussed if it saves them money 

Only one person in the area opposed the development 

The community are stakeholders in the development, so therefore don’t get any other 

benefits from the rest of the turbines 

Created and energy advice service 

Environment not an instigating factor 

The feed in tariff had to be reviewed  

Impact of solar panel developments 

Phase one of the community development came through- renewable community heating 

In the village there have been developments into biomass energy which is helping to 

reduce the energy bills in the area 

Financial incentives are the big issue- can be environmentally friendly but costs are a big 

issue. Have to compromise your principles 

About 10% of the village have a disposable income with enough to pay for their own 

renewable developments 

Within this 10% there are what the FDT describe as kitheads (green equivalent of car 

junkies) 

The FDT want to find a balance for the area- so need to have manageable steps that the 

whole community can be part of 
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Since the changes in the village, fuel poverty by 2009 had decreased by 25%- the current 

climate could impact this reduction and cause it to increase again 

Fintry is not on gas mains, so has to use either LPG or oil- panic buying due to price 

increase causing problems 

COMMUNITY ELEMENT MISSED IN THE LITERATURE 

South Uist has the strength as a community to focus on the environment 

People have been greatly engaged in the whole process within Fintry 

Fighting for a common cause- will gain momentum for the future 

Fintry has a sense of pride as they, at the time, were the first carbon neutral village 

Currently the only example of a community that have gone into partnership with a 

developer in this way 

 

 

FAQs provided by interview source 

FAQs 

 

1) Why and how did Fintry get a Turbine? 

-It started with 2 ambitious residents that were looking for a renewable energy 

source for the village.  They were soon joined by 2 further residents.  While 

pursuing the opportunity for a renewable energy source for Fintry, they were 

approached by a renewables company that sought to build a windfarm.  Rather than 

oppose the developer, Fintry said they ‘wanted in’.  As such, after much 

negotiation, Fintry became the 1
st
 Scottish community to enter  a joint-venture 

agreement .   

2) How big is the Turbine? 

- 2.5 MW 
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3) So, you don’t own a singular turbine, what do you own? 

-We don’t own one particular turbine, but a 1/15
th
 of the Earlsburn Windfarm.  The 

15 turbines on the development are all 2.5 MW 

4) Does the Turbine power the village? 

-No, the energy produced goes into the national grid and we receive the financial 

benefit for the community 

5) How much was the Turbine? 

-Approximately £2.3 million 

6) How did you pay for the turbine? 

-Joint-venture agreement with Falck Renewables, we pay back the cost of the 

Turbine to Falck over a 15 year repayment period, much like a mortgage 

7) Why did you not opt for grant funding? 

-The funding terrain is always changing and grants may become a thing of the past.  

We wanted our model to be replicable and as such we did not opt for grant funding. 

8) Why did you not opt for Community Shares? 

-We wanted the benefit of the Turbine to be for everyone in Fintry and had 

concerns that a community shares system might leave certain investors with more 

influence than those unable to invest. 

9) Was the community behind the windfarm? 

-Yes, as much as they could be.  There was on-going community consultation. 

10) How much money does the Turbine earn for the village? 

-During repayment the earning average between £50,000 and 80,000.  After 

repayment, we are hoping for and average of up to £400,000 per annum. 

11) Who controls the money? 

-The Fintry Development trust, or FDT 

12) How did FDT get started? 

-FDT was started so that the funds from the Turbine would be constituted to be 

used towards energy and carbon savings, as well as sustainability measures. 

13) How is FDT run?  How does it decide how to spend the money from the Turbine? 

-FDT has an elected Board, elected at the AGM for the year.  They make decisions 

and chart the course of the work of the Trust through Board meetings, community 
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engagement, and always within the context of the FDT governing documents and 

ideals.  There are 2 full-time members of staff and 2 part-time. 

14) Do you only work in Fintry?  Or do you do work out with/in partnership with other 

villages/groups? 

-Fintry is our priority.  That said, we always work in partnership with regions and 

organisations however we can. 

15) How do I get a copy of your short documentary film, Wind of Change? 

-To receive a copy of the film for screenings, etc. please email info@fintrydt.org.uk 

16) Can we visit Fintry? 

-We welcome visitors, but arrangements and needs must be agreed in advance 

17) Can someone from Fintry visit us? 

-Yes, but schedules and other issues will always need to be taken into account, etc. 
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Appendix III- Interview B 

 

Interview conducted on the 10
th
 of August 2012 

Local Development Trusts are essential for Scotland, as long as they are fully supported 

and integrated into other aspects of the community councils 

Isle of Gigha has worked well with the local authority, and within their planning structures 

There needs to be proper linkages and contact with the local councils and planning 

authorities to allow Development Trusts to work properly 

Development Trusts shouldn’t be seen as a separate entity. They should be seen as another 

aspect of the community 

Gigha has almost 160 inhabitants on the island. Only those over 18 can join as a member, 

and within this over 100 of these inhabitants are members 

The communities are the membership of Development Trusts 

For the development of the turbines on Gigha they had 6 meetings with the local 

community and members  

It is so important to have people directly involved in the process 

It is not an easy task though, and requires a great amount of support to do it 

The idea of people just hearing the information doesn’t work 

The Highlands and Island Enterprise and the local council have been great support for the 

development of the turbine, and the Development Trusts work 

They have training with the Argyll and Bute Social Enterprise 

And are hoping to bring someone across from the Social Enterprise Academy to work with 

them 

Creating links is important 
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Development Trusts are unique within Gigha, as the island owns everything 

This gives them a wider scope for development and control 

The staff aren’t meant to run the island, didn’t want to be like another landlord 

The income from the turbines doesn’t pay for the staff, it all goes back to the island 

Always having to fight to draw income for the development side 

Meeting people is the most important form of engagement- and this is where there is scope 

for up scaling the level of engagement  

All the money goes to Gigha and benefit the local community 

If you give people influence it matters- still have huge debates over what to do 

Community councils are useless as they don’t have the assets 

If they don’t have the assets to fight for and control, then there is little they can do 

If there is a turbine on a hill, why not own it? 

All the green subsidies, why should they be going to the energy companies? Why 

shouldn’t they be kept within community control? 

The green revolution is a once in a lifetime opportunity as it is allowing the localisation of 

power 

Started the turbine development 8years ago and it is ridiculous that it is still seen as a 

primary project. Have people visiting for other countries to see how they have worked 

Currently in the process of developing a fourth turbine 

 


