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Abstract 

 

 

Scottish renewable energy goals embedded in a European context, embrace ambitious 

targets by 2020; achieve 100% of the equivalent use of the total energy by renewable energy 

sources. As part of the strategy, community renewable energy schemes play an important 

role, representing 5% of the renewable energy generation. Besides providing renewable 

energy as the main outcome, it also brings attached benefits for the hosting community, mostly 

financial, which are estimated to reach £50 million by 2020. However, community benefits are 

not fully addressed by the government, overlooking a great potential development instrument 

for isolated and rural communities, those being more likely to develop community energy 

schemes. 

This research is focused on analysing how those community benefits are addressed through 

participation processes, critically evaluating individual’s perceptions on community benefits, 

participatory processes and their limitation to address local development. To achieve this 

research, a literature review process examined the existing literature on the area, recognising 

a gap to be filled, where the participatory process on the benefits had not been researched. 

Additionally, a fieldwork case study on a specific rural isolated community located in the Isle 

of Lewis, Scotland, is developed in parallel to an ongoing participatory process on community 

benefits. 

As result of the fieldwork, twenty-three interviews were conducted to community inhabitants, 

in order to utilise other sources to complement interview data, as part of a flexible research 

approach. Combined with literature review, it generates a discussion through the different 

findings, being validated by both, literature and fieldwork results. Lastly, it was found that 

community benefits should promote the strength of social fabric through meaningful 

participation process, focussed to prioritize the participation processes over the outcome, in 

order to provide community engagement, representation and democracy.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

 

 

This chapter introduces the context of the research, presenting a frame of community benefits 

plus their important role in local development, mostly for isolated and rural communities in 

Scotland. Then, a contextualisation of the community benefits is presented, drawing a frame 

through the renewable energies background, followed by community renewable energy (CRE) 

and community benefits framework. Lastly, a gap in the literature about community benefits is 

explored, giving rise to my research aims and research questions. 

 

 

1.1 Background 

 

 

The United Kingdom (UK) and Scotland are within a European context, where environmental 

targets are set by the European Union (EU), the main being CO2 emission reduction goals to 

tackle global warming, which is unilaterally linked with the UK CO2 emission reduction targets of 

80% compared to a 1990 baseline by 2050 (Committee on Climate Change, UK 2008). The EU 

focus their efforts to achieve CO2 emission reduction through the development of renewable 

energy technologies (RETs), including UK (Cass & Devine-Wright 2010). Moreover, since the first 

report of UK committee of climate change in 2008, a strategy based on decarbonising electricity 

generation was presented, expressing “The fact that much of the UK’s existing electricity 

generation capacity will need to be replaced in the next ten to fifteen years creates a major 

opportunity to invest in low-carbon technology” (Committee on Climate Change, UK 2008, 173). 

 

In this sense, Scotland aligned to EU standards alongside those of the UK, experienced an 

exponential rise in renewable energy schemes over the last fifteen years, which is presented in 
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figure 1.1. Growing four times since year 2000, reaching now 50% of the Scottish energy needs 

covered by renewable energy, targeting to achieve 100% of the equivalent use of the total energy 

in Scotland by renewable energy sources by 2020 (Scottish Government, Minister for Energy, 

Enterprise and Tourism 2013). On the other hand, the UK have a much more modest target by 

2020, only 15% of renewable energy sources, which was overachieved in 2014 by 5% over the 

goal. Now the EU is requesting the UK to ensure 30% of electricity is generated by renewable 

energy sources (Committee on Climate Change, UK 2015).  

 

Figure 1.1: Total installed capacity of renewable electricity in Scotland 2007-2014 

 

Source: Scottish renewables (2015) 

 

However, after UK democratically decided to leave the EU through the Brexit referendum in June 

23 of 2016, UK CO2 reduction targets and renewable energy policies are in uncharted territory. 

Environmental professionals across UK predicts a weakening of environmental protections as a 

result of the UK leaving the EU, where a new government will prioritize economic development 

over environment, with a direct impact on renewable energy support and policies (Carrington 

2016). 
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1.2 Community Renewable Energy 

 

 

As part of the national support to renewable energy programmes, CRE projects plays a 

substantial role in the Scottish context. However, CRE is not simple to define, and it is even more 

complex to predict the impacts and benefits attached to the scheme to hosting communities. 

Where communities have seen themselves benefited in different levels by CRE, on a major or 

minor scale depending on a series of factors, being the main one the ownership model, which will 

be analysed deeper in the following chapter.  

 

Despite the actual unstable political position of UK in environmental and renewable energy 

policies, a long history of renewable energy schemes precedes it, with Scotland being the most 

dedicated to such projects, facing the highest green energy targets of any UK country. As part of 

the Scottish vision of renewable energy, CRE schemes are deeply embedded in the Scottish 

renewable energy sector, representing 5% of the national renewable energy generation, input 

approximately 360 Mega Watts (MW) to the national grid in 2015 (Scottish Government, Minister 

for Energy, Enterprise and Tourism 2015). 

 

The actual share of 5% is not granted to remain or grow in the future, due to new political 

scenarios which may threaten this development of this niche. Is also important to mention the 

actual status of CRE schemes in Scotland has been the result of years of evolution and 

maturation. What starts as an innovation solution in rural areas of Scotland for their energy needs, 

reinforced by government support, the combination sparks a grass root initiative to generate local 

energy in Fair Isle in north Scotland in 1982, the first CRE initiative in the country.  

 

Over the years, the scheme was formalized and supported by the Scottish government through 

programmes and organisations dedicated to develop CRE at national level, reaching a national 

scale, focused in remote isolated rural areas such as the Highlands and Islands. The location of 
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operative projects in 2014 is presented in figure 1.2 (Scottish Government, Minister for Energy, 

Enterprise and Tourism 2015). 

 

Figure 1.2: Location of known operational community energy projects in Scotland at 2014 

 

Source: Scottish Government (2015) 

 

Considering the overall positive outcomes of RETs, CRE might be perceived surprisingly as an 

environmental energy solution with no negative outcomes attached, therefore no extra benefits 

from those are necessary to be extracted (Cowell, Bristow & Munday 2010). However, as result 

of CRE evolution, hosting communities demand compensations as trade-offs for the projects 

impacts in their local areas, thus shaping community benefits schemes. 
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1.3 Community Benefits 

 

 

Firstly, community benefits are of the outcome of local commercial developments and may include 

from buildings, ports, mining or energy projects; the last one being the topic of interest for this 

research, specifically CRE schemes. Thus, local communities are benefited from CRE initiatives 

developed in their area, through material benefits as infrastructure provision, or most commonly 

financial benefits (Phimister & Roberts 2012). These benefits represent a massive financial input 

in communities related to CRE; a study by Foundation Scotland (2013) made an appraisal of 

£6.92 million of gross revenues from CRE operative projects on 2012, which consider only 

onshore wind farm schemes (Foundation Scotland 2013). 

 

Hence, the actual amount community benefits attached to CRE projects in Scotland represent an 

incredible opportunity for self-development for isolated and rural communities across Scotland. 

However, one of the main issues of community benefits is the lack of regulation by the 

government, thus leaving a gap in legislation that could threaten the final community outcomes 

from CRE initiatives. 

 

 

1.4 Gap in the literature 

 

 

In addition to the legislation gap, there is a literature gap on community benefits; over the last 

twenty years as part of the maturation of widespread CRE schemes over Scotland, numerous 

academics and researchers had been studying CRE using several approaches, developing 

pieces of work to explore social, environmental and policy implications of CRE developments to 

name a few. Yet, there is a lack of studies regarding the results of CRE participative processes 
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on operative stage of the project; therefore, there is no empirical research about implications or 

impacts of participation on community benefits in communities involved in CRE. 

 

While most of the academic attention had been focused in the CRE projects acceptance and 

implications, several authors stress the necessity of debate over the community benefits multiple 

dimensions: long-term outcomes, sustainable development, distribution fairness, community role 

in governance, socio-environmental impacts, rural development and representation (Munday 

2011, Cowell, Bristow & Munday, Middlemiss & Parrish 2010, Callaghan & Williams 2014 and 

McAreavey 2006). 

 

Thus, this research intends to fill the gap in literature over the community participation on 

community benefits from CRE during the operative stage, building a bridge in the knowledge gap. 

Aiming to explore social impacts and actions of local communities over community benefits, the 

intent of this research is to analyse the participation process from a different lens. 

 

 

1.5 Research Aim and Objectives  

 

 

Thus, the research aims to explore the participation on community benefits from CRE on-shore 

wind projects, being crucial to analyse how communities allocate those substantial financial 

inputs. This research aims to explore how perception of benefits affects CRE allocation in the 

community, in addition to understand the community participation process in addressing local 

needs via community benefit. In addition to explore the limits of community benefits application, 

through overlapped areas of interest in order to understand the impact of community benefits in 

the community. 
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1.6 Research questions 

 

 

In order to accomplish my research aim, three main questions arise from the results of the 

literature review, alongside the fieldwork developed in the case study. 

 

 How does individual and community perception of community benefits affect 

engagement and participation during the consultation process for benefit 

allocation? 

 

 What is the most appropriate process to conduct a community consultation over 

CRE benefit allocation within a community to address their needs?  

 

 How participation issues limit development through community benefits 

allocation?  

 

To answer the questions above two main processes will be developed; firstly, a literature review 

intended to analyse the actual situation of community benefits from CRE in Scotland, outlining 

the historical context and value, among other factors, then an analysis of community participation 

will present an analysis of the concept, alongside addressing the participation on CRE schemes. 

 

Secondly, the findings from the desk based work will set a platform from which to analyse a 

specific case study, which was developed through fieldwork in Galson estate, a small community 

located in the north west of Isle of Lewis, Scotland. The community trust is running a community 

participatory process during summer of 2016, which will define the financial benefit allocation of 

their operative CRE project, three wind turbines community owned with 900 Kw/h of power 

generation capacity, located on their own land. 
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Finally, from the findings of both sections, a combined discussion will explore newly arising benefit 

allocation complexities, besides recommended CRE participation improvements, while the 

conclusion will enclose lessons and reflexion from the research. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

 

 

2.1 Introduction 

 

 

Based on the framed situation explained in the previous chapter, Scottish CRE schemes are 

presented as interesting configurations capable to bring positive changes in isolated rural 

communities. Therefore, this chapter will frame in detail CRE schemes on a national scale, 

illustrating CRE key concepts with a focus on the historical development of community benefits 

and their potential impacts, finalising with an exploration on participation matters, focused on 

community benefits and CRE schemes.  

 

 

2.2 Community Renewable Energy definitions 

 

 

2.2.1 Community Renewable Energy in Scotland 

 

Primarily, CRE are defined by the Scottish government by two categories, technology of 

generation or RETs and kind of ownership, firstly RETs consider seven different technologies: 

Wind, Biomass, Heat pump, solar thermal, energy from waste, solar PV and Hydro. By 2012 Wind 

and Biomass represent 74% of the CRE generation, for electricity and heating system (Scottish 

Government, Minister for Energy, Enterprise and Tourism 2013). However, if we only consider 

electricity input nowadays, wind energy generated in on-shore schemes represent more than 70% 

of the CRE generation (Scottish Renewables 2015). Being the most common community scheme 
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in Scotland, in this sense on-shore wind projects symbolize CRE schemes; hence this research 

is focused on that specific scheme. 

 

Secondly, ownership is not as simple as RET categorisation, due to a mixture of ownership 

models, where different layers or combination of owners are overlapped in the same project. 

Despite the overlapping ownership models existing in CRE initiatives, a broad categorisation can 

be utilised to simplify it, using three main structures: external ownership, local farmers’ ownership 

and community ownership (Phimister & Roberts 2012). 

 

2.2.2 Ownership categories and benefits 

 

The ownership model of CRE projects will define the great majority of the final outcomes attached 

to the community via community benefits, being those strictly proportional to the shares of 

ownership of the project. Hence, the community will benefit more from a 100% owned project, 

than from an external owned project. The financial benefits of a fully community owned project 

can be around £100,000 per MW per year. On the other hand, benefits from externally owned 

projects will be close to £5,000 per MW/year or less, acknowledging also a mixed share scheme 

between private and community ownership, where the benefits will be case dependent (Scottish 

Government, Minister for Energy, Enterprise and Tourism 2015). Figure 2.1 shows the distribution 

of financial benefits according to the ownership model, besides the risk associated. 
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Figure 2.1: Community financial revenue distribution in the 3 main forms of CRE  

 

Source: Scottish Government (2015) 

 

The previous figure represents what is underlying the ownership models, where externally owned 

schemes work on the business model of CRE and financial evaluations might overcome social 

factors. Thus, Mohan & Stokke (2000) express the narratives of decentralized energy projects 

work based in: “…a narrative of capital rather than a narrative of community” (2000, 250), where 

CRE is based on financial evaluation rather than social, leaving a social gap in governmental 

policies. 

 

2.2.3 Community renewable energy and policy 

 

Despite CRE being fully supported by the Scottish government, UK policies and legislation point 

in a different direction, supporting larger generation projects rather than small ones such as CRE 

initiatives, looking forward to achieve ambitious energy and CO2 reductions emissions targets. 

Hence, CRE schemes do not play a crucial role in achieving substantial generation increases one 

case at a time, but in the long-term they can signify an important influence. However, the Scottish 

parliament has another idea, pushing community schemes as an important part of their energy 

matrix for renewable energy goals, placing them as a key scheme to achieve national targets. 
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“By building close links with energy consumers through community-based organisations, we have the 

potential to maximise the value of energy generated and to create socio-economic benefits, as well as 

contributing to our climate change targets”.    

Fergus Ewing, Minister for Business, Energy and Tourism, 

September 2015 (Scottish Government, Minister for Energy, 

Enterprise and Tourism 2015) 

 

Moreover, optimistic energy generation projections show increasing figures for on-shore schemes 

in Scotland, where 2.657 MW are consented, 4.337 are in planning stage and 1.420 MW are 

under construction, adding more than 8.400 MW combined by 2020 (Scottish Government, 

Minister for Energy, Enterprise and Tourism 2015). By contrast, the previous figures for on-shore 

schemes are jeopardized by subsidy cuts from the central UK government, as the following 

statement expresses: 

 

” Government support is designed to help technologies stand on their own two feet, not to encourage a 

permanent reliance on subsidy”   

 

Amber Rudd, Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change, UK 

July 2015 (Department of Energy & Climate Change, UK 2015) 

 

Thus, the UK government proposals to cut support to onshore wind schemes in order to promote 

other renewable energies schemes, however, neglect the fact that onshore wind is the lowest 

cost route to generate decarbonised energy (Renewables UK 2015). Furthermore, this political 

decision affects one of the most delicate pillars of CRE. Figure 2.2 present a graph with the main 

hurdles to achieve CRE by communities, developers and others stakeholders, where the main 

three reasons are financial support, general support and lack of knowledge. This graph, illustrates 

the importance of renewable energy subsidies and government support for this technology. 
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Figure 2.2: Biggest hurdles in progressing CRE shared ownership projects 

 

Source: Scottish Government (2015) 

 

 

2.3 Community benefits  

 

 

2.3.1 History 

 

In addition to frame the dynamic political context, it is important to define community benefits in 

the most accurate form. However, community benefits derived from CRE can be material or 

financial, coming in many forms, so perhaps the community benefit definition stated in the 

community renewable energy toolkit from the Scottish government is a good place to start. 
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“Commercially developed projects often instigate a payment to a local community so there is 

some community wide benefit from a development. It should be recognised that there is no legal 

obligation to do this, but it is however becoming established as a norm and is generally known as 

'community benefit' payment. It typically involves payments to a local representative body to fund 

initiatives and actions that will benefit the whole community “ (Community Energy Scotland, 2011, 

73). 

 

However, as the process is not guided or audited by the government, the previous definition is 

ambiguous and vague, using terms as “generally”, “some”, and “whole community”, which give 

room for different interpretations presenting a content gap. It is important, then, to mention the 

history of community benefits was formed from different RETs projects, alongside CRE initiatives 

that shaped the actual system of community benefits from their results.  

 

Moreover, in UK the first large commercial wind farm that formally considered community benefits 

was developed in 1990. Since then, after fifteen years of development, every project was treated 

individually on a case by case basis, but lastly community benefits had been intended to be 

formalized by the government (Bristow, Cowell & Munday 2012). On the other hand, ambiguity 

and reactive measures triggered an uncontrolled growth in the community benefits market, 

attracting third sector intermediaries alongside the creation of governmental institutions to guide 

communities through the negotiation process and implementation. 

 

2.3.2 Value 

 

Beyond a lack of regulation or future political support for CRE initiatives, equally severe is the 

lack of financial analysis of the community benefits value. Considered as a side effect from CRE, 

community benefits are not properly monitored by the government, where general figures on 

community benefits are not fully acknowledged. 
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Intended to resolve the previous uncertainty outlined, in 2013 Foundation Scotland developed a 

report to value the community benefits in Scotland attached to on-shore wind CRE projects. The 

study based on the existing CRE projects in operation in 2013, a value of approximate £6.92 

million in community benefits were generated in 2012, which projected rise to £18.87 million in 

2017. By 2020 the value of CRE benefits may reach up to £50 million (Foundation Scotland 2013). 

Is important to bear in mind that this study only considered onshore wind farms schemes, 

discarding other RET schemes, thus the financial benefits might be higher than the previous 

prediction.  

 

2.3.3 Types of community benefits 

 

Firstly, it is necessary to identify different kinds of community benefits resulting from CRE projects, 

which will vary across a wide spectrum of ownerships forms, community drivers and community 

priorities among other factors. Hence community benefits can take multiple shapes; the following 

table 2.1 shows the main five kinds of community benefits from CRE. 

Table 2.1: Community benefits categories 

1 
Conventional economic 

benefits 

-The use of locally manufactured content, and local contractors for construction, operation and 

maintenance 

-Land rental income to landowners and any royalties 

-Local business rates and/or taxes 

2 
Flows of financial benefits to 

local communities 

-Some form of ownership/investment in the project among local people, either as equity or a form 

of profit share 

-Some form of community fund, with lump sum and/or annual payments, either focused on 

specific purposes (such as energy efficiency) or more open-ended 

-Cheaper electricity 

Sponsorship of local events 

3 
Contributions in kind to local 

assets and facilities 

-Landscape and ecological enhancement measures, perhaps that mitigate or compensate for any 

environmental costs caused by the wind farm. 

- Tourism/visitor facilities 

4 Provision of other local services -Educational visits or other educational programmes 

5 
Involvement in the 

development process 
-Various forms of liaison activity 

 

Source: Munday, Bristow & Cowell (2011) 
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2.3.4 Roots and drivers 

 

In addition to categorize community benefits, is equally important to review their history, which 

are equally acknowledge by European countries with similar CRE schemes to Scotland (Centre 

for Sustainable Energy & Hassan 2005). However, the drivers of those are completely different, 

as a comparison between UK with Denmark and Germany, Cass, Walker & Devine-Wright (2010, 

257) expresses: “… the other countries, benefits more naturally accrued to local communities due 

to different local and regional planning strategies which historically have delivered local taxes, 

jobs, investment opportunities for local individuals and cooperative local ownership modes as 

matter of course”. In contrast, the UK presents benefits as a voluntary action from the developer, 

mostly attached to local community acceptance and subsequent grant permission. 

 

In this sense Scottish communities perceive financial benefits as one of the key drivers to support 

CRE initiatives in their area, which are combined with others drivers of lesser importance. 

Moreover, a study conducted by Wiersma & Devine-Wright (2014) in nine different communities 

in UK in 2008, present the multiple drivers leading CRE in their communities, being financial 

motivation acknowledge by every individual in the research, table 2.2 shows the result of the 

study. 

 

Table 2.2:  Community drivers to lead renewable energy projects in their communities 

Ranking Driver Percentage of acceptance 

1 Financial motivations 96% 

2 Environmental concern 88% 

3 Social 73% 

4 Political 73% 

5 Infrastructural 68% 

 

Source: Bouke & Devine-Wright (2014) 
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2.3.5 Evolution 

 

Despite a lack of regulation, benefit packages or financial benefits in Scotland and UK has 

improved over the years, being a voluntary process between the developer and the community, 

being the certification or regulation not mandatory. As a response to the lack of benefit regulation, 

the UK government set a protocol to moderate the developer-community relationship over 

benefits for on shore wind farms through a certification scheme, which means a significant step 

forward to formalise the process, setting a minimum barrier for financial benefits negotiations 

between developers and communities, suggesting £1,000 per MW per year in the 2000s 

(Renewables UK 2011). 

 

However, the previous protocol is considered as a recommendation to limit minimum community 

benefits payments up to £1,000 per MW, per year, which regulate projects of 5 MW of generation 

or above, developed only in England. However, after the first protocol of 2011, Renewables UK 

developed an update in 2013, where the financial benefits were raised to £5,000 per MW per 

year, which kept the minimum scale project of 5 MW or above. Thus, a contradiction is produced, 

when the protocol express: “… that communities come in all shapes and size…” (Renewables UK 

2013, 2), but only consider projects of 5 MW or above, leaving behind micro generation project. 

 

Meanwhile, Scottish Renewables has followed the English lead on protocol, creating their own 

protocol in 2013 with the same financial parameter of £5,000 per MW per year in community 

benefits. However, the Scottish protocol has no bottom line for small scale projects, defining the 

benefit to every CRE project independent of the scale, thus the chief executive of Scottish 

renewables Niall Stuart expresses; “This protocol is an important step in the right direction as we 

move towards a position where as many new wind farms as possible, even small scale 

developments, are able to sign up to these commitments” (Scottish Renewables 2013). In this 

sense, the discrepancies between UK and Scottish protocols differ not only in the scale, but also 

in the final purpose. Where the Scottish promote community empowerment through benefits, the 
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UK looks to benefits as a recognition or a fare payment to communities that host RETs in their 

area. 

 

As a result of the inner scheme maturation process, alongside progress in regulation by the 

government through protocols, a stronger position for negotiation was created for communities, 

permitting better community benefits arrangements from developers. Resulting in growth of 

community benefits payments in the last twenty years, hence figure 2.3 presents the evolution 

this escalation. 

Figure 2.3: Community benefits payments evolution in Scotland 

 

Source: Scottish Government, Minister for Energy, Enterprise and Tourism (2015, 30) 

 

2.3.6 Perception  

 

Despite progressive increase of community benefits, this positive outcome is not easy to 

implement at local level, they may be perceived by the community as an act of bribery by 

developers, presenting these as tools to buy community acceptance of the new development; 

hence individuals perceive benefits attached to have a hidden motive beyond community 

development (Walker, Russel & Kurz 2015, 3).  
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However, the utilitarian vision of a trade-of between environment and financial benefits cannot be 

considered as a golden rule, where environmental values are not measurable due to their 

complexities and plurality. Hence, the impact to environmental value by a CRE project might 

determine the community perception of community benefits, undermining the acceptability of 

future initiatives forged in the previous development-environment trade off (Cowell, Bristow & 

Munday 2010). 

 

Furthermore, several academics agree in the complexities of the community benefits implications; 

Aitken (2010), Walker, Russel & Kurz (2015) and Munday, Bristow & Cowell (2011) show their 

concern over the benefit negotiation process, besides the complexity of multiples impacts among 

the community as result of the CRE development, highlighting the literature gap on the subject, 

 

 

2.4 Community participation 

 

 

2.4.1 What is Community? 

 

In that sense, community complexity is neither simple to approach or conceptualize, community 

is not a single unit defined by one attribute, it is a dynamic social structure with multiple 

dimensions, also defined through several attributes, such as: actor, scale, place, network, identity 

and process. This “polysemy of community” as Aiken (2014) expresses, represents a great asset 

on one hand and frustration on the other, frustration due the simplification of the concept to adapt 

it to national policies, in his words: “why is community narrowed when is governmentalized?” (Ibid 

2014, 2). 

 

Thus, communities can be analysed from multiple lenses, for example the Scottish government 

through one of their CRE supporter institutions, Climate Challenge Fund, this determines 
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community as an objective, being part of their vision (Climate Challenge Fund 2016). 

Furthermore, community development is a key part of the goals of their programmes, encouraging 

a stronger local community, capable of effectively managing financial resources through 

community decision-making processes.  

 

On the other hand, the UK government with a narrow approach defines community as “community 

of locality”, including residents established next to the CRE site, with no clear boundaries to limit 

individual households (Centre for Sustainable Energy & Hassan 2005). Furthermore, this 

contraction of community definition based on geographical boundaries may be a source of social 

pressure for overlapping communities of different kinds in the same geographical area. This 

different community approach compared to the Scottish one, could also isolate communities from 

broader economic and political structures, stationing communities in an imaginary bubble (Mohan 

& Stokke 2000).  

 

Hence, the Scottish approach of narrowing the community concept seems more connected to 

local realities than the UK general perspective, being the objective to empower communities. 

However, communities are not always collaborative, harmonious or homogenous, and potentially 

too complex to narrow down the definition of ‘community’ for technical or political reasons (Walker 

2011). 

 

                2.4.2 Participatory process 

 

Furthermore, the existing literature gap on the participatory process of community benefits,  

present different layers of complexities, which should aboard through one of the most important 

aim for community organisations: engage individual participation. Thus, Henderson & Vercseg 

(2010) express: “An important community function is that of providing local access to social 

participation” (2010,10), promoting democracy at local level, which might be the biggest challenge 

in most case studies presented in literature.  
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In that sense, participation process should be driven by genuine democratic goals, leaving behind 

shallow technocratic interventions guided by policies, which use participation as project 

instrument rather than a social methodology for community empowerment (Hickey & Mohan 

2004). Participation, then, is framed as another argument for development projects, regardless of 

the analysis of long-term social impacts, local engagement or representation. 

 

It is important to mention the relevance of representation over participatory process, where the 

former is strictly related to community engagement, where decisions over developments should 

be discussed among different community members, with possible different perception and 

conflicting interests also. Thus, it is important to highlight the impact of representation in the 

improvement of democratic governance in rural partnership models (Derzeken & Bock 2009). 

 

                2.4.3 Governance scheme 

 

More importantly, partnership models such as governance schemes are based in government-

community cooperation, for example partnership between local government and community trusts 

in isolated areas. This can be presented as an essential component in local government 

regeneration initiatives, providing communities an important role in collaborating with local 

government to face common challenges (Middlemiss & Parrish 2010). Moreover, the delivery of 

solutions at local level are better accomplished by local control over decision making attached to 

available funds, such as the improvement of energy savings through home insulation (Local 

Government Association 2009). 

 

However, the governance role assigned by the Scottish government to communities is not always 

obtainable, where communities are not capable of taking on higher responsibilities, proving 

simplistic government visions can overlook several community aspects. Then as Aiken (2014) 

noted, the governmental vision of community as having “unrealistic and excessively 
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high…expectations” (2014, 2), questions the effectiveness of one size fits all programme utilised 

by the government, which faces complex, variable at local realities. 

 

Above all mentioned previously, are not mention of governance supported by community benefits, 

or the implication of the former in public-community cooperative government, showing the existing 

gap on literature related to the topic, which present a huge opportunity for development.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

 

 

3.1 Introduction 

 

 

As the previous chapter draw the current literature on the research focus next to the existing gap, 

this chapter outlines the methodology applied in the case study analysed in this research, 

employed during the fieldwork. Firstly, the research strategy is presented, and the methodological 

approach of my qualitative social research process, which is supported by multiple approaches 

to frame the general situation in the area. Secondly, an exploration of the case study frames the 

socio-historical basis of Galson estate community, which is going through a participation process 

on community benefits, suiting impeccably to this research. As a final point, the details of the data 

collection process are explained to address ethical considerations of this sociological research. 

 

 

3.2 Research Strategy  

 

 

Consequently, the case study is utilized to examine in detail a social context, addressing an 

overall understanding of the situation (Yin 2003). It is important to understand how the 

participation works, rather than how much this works. Therefore, a qualitative research is more 

appropriate to identify community social features rather than a quantitative one, pointing to 

acknowledge individual behaviours in order to understand local cultural components (Silverman 

2013). 
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Being applied in practice, the qualitative research is a very flexible, in that sense Silverman (2013) 

express: “research does not follow an exact, uniform model” and “take advantage of opportunities 

when they present themselves, and be flexible” (2013, 83). Consecutively, I adopt a flexible 

strategy, approaching the research from different angles, obtaining information from multiples 

sources related to the Galson estate, the isle and the CRE specifically. 

 

 

3.3 Methodical approach selection 

  

 

To work on a flexible research strategy, I planned to utilise two structural methodologies, to be 

supported by secondary sets of information; hence, I consider acquiring data, firstly via semi-

structured interviews to community individuals, secondly through participant observation. 

However, the last one depends on the community trust meeting schedule, which regrettably did 

not coincide with my three weeks planned fieldwork. On the other hand, the selection of semi-

structured interviews method is based on theoretical purpose and relevance for the research 

(Glaser & Strauss 1967), which pointed to gather a broad community individual perception on the 

participatory process, looking for a deep social context insight.  

 

 

3.4 Case Study 

 

 

3.4.1 Background 

 

The case study selected to develop this research was the Galson estate community, located in 

the north west of Isle of Lewis, Scotland as figure 3.1 indicate. The community considered within 

Galson estate, stretches from the village Upper Bravas in the south to Port of Ness village up the 
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north, covering 55.800 acres and 22 villages, graphed in figure 3.2. The area considers 

approximately 2.000 inhabitants dedicated mostly to crofting, livestock, tourism and small 

business (Rennie & Billings 2015). 

 

Figure 3.1: Location of Isle of Lewis in Scotland, marked in red 

 

Source: Google maps 

 

The purchase of the land by the community was completed in 2007, possible due to the 2003 

Land Reform Act, which permits local people to acquire pieces of land for grazing and community 

interests. As result, an elected trust to manage the land was elected by the community, Galson 

estate trust or mostly acknowledge by their Gaelic name Urras Oighreachd Ghabhsainn (Urras). 

Now, after almost ten years of history, Urras count with a professional staff of seven employees 

dedicated to community and development projects in the area (Galson Trust 2016). 
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Figure 3.2: Urras land ownership in Galson estate area, marked in green 

 

Source: Google maps 

 

As part of their history, during year 2004, the Galson estate was unexpectedly involved in a 

massive private renewable energy project initiative. The proposed project considers 234 turbines, 

and approximately half of these would take place in Galson estate (Rennie & Billing 2015). From 

the project, the community were set to receive minimum benefits from the operation, as result the 

project was rejected by the general population of Galson estate (Riley 2008).  

 

Taking into consideration the previous negative experience, the community still have a positive 

opinion about RETs, affirming this position during a development consultation in 2013, where 

19% of respondent give a high priority to CRE initiatives. Thus, showing the critical importance of 

community perception to owned projects over external commercial company developments.  

 

After the mentioned situation, Galson Energy Ltd. Was formed in 2008, a subsidiary company 

owned by Urras, charged to develop energy projects to feed with income the community. In 2009 

the first energy project plan was approved, three wind turbines were planned in the village of 
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Ballanstrushal, being the first commissioned in 2014, the second and third where built later in 

2015. 

 

In summary, the financial revenue from the three on shore wind turbines in operation are 

estimated in £8.3 million over 20 years (Appendix I), between £100.000 - £200.000 per year, 

estimated to flow to the community on late 2016, being the trigger of the participation process, 

which is interesting to analyse from a social and environmental point of view, where the 

community funds should be discussed through community participation, aiming to allocate those 

in a fair and democratic way (Personal communication, 30/05/2016). 

 

3.4.2 Choice of case study 

 

Based in the previous context, Galson estate community might be a good case study for this 

research, due to two main reasons, firstly, Galson estate is located in an isolated and rural area 

of Scotland, presenting the need to self-development through community benefits. Secondly, the 

community is going through a participation process to decide community priorities for the next 

twenty years, which act as a guideline for future community benefits prioritisation. In their words, 

Urras defined the aim of actual participatory process as: 

 

Urras organisation1 

“The main outcome is to create a long-term strategy for the Urras and identify key objectives with 

an indication of the main initiatives, projects and actions…” 

 

This participatory process started in March 2016 and is planned to finalize in August the same 

year, being promoted among the community from their web site, appreciable in figure 3.3.  

Thereby, Urras schedule matched with this research timing, making possible to develop the 

                                                           
1 Definition of the consultation process develop by Urras during 2016 
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research in parallel to the different activities developed by Urras. Thus, the results from the first 

consultation meeting in March, combined with the participatory process developed during summer 

of 2016, present a good opportunity to explore the participatory process on community benefits. 

 

Figure 3.3: Community consultation promotion in Urras web site, indicated in red 

 

Source: Urras 

 

 

3.5 Data collection 

 

 

The data collection is supported in a flexible scheme, resulting in multiple information inputs from 

different sources over the fieldwork period, where the flexibility of the research leaves room to 

generate contacts and interviews from different stakeholder, presenting opportunities to fulfil the 

research framework from different approaches. Thus, four different sources were used, vary from 

formality and complexity, intended to get information from different individuals and organisations. 
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3.5.1 Semi-structured interviews 

 

As result of the research aim and strategy, semi-structured interviews are the main source of 

information, which may provide a broader set of data, and a more in-depth exploration of social 

realities was possible, than by using other methods (Flowerdew & Martin 1965). Due to the 

importance to the research, the interview questionnaire was analysed in-depth, being revised and 

filtered in cooperation with Urras, where the original questionnaire (Appendix II) was simplified in 

terms of number of question and complexity.  

 

The interview was divided in three sections intended to answer the main points of interest of the 

research: community benefits perceptions, previous participation process and future participative 

process expectative.  The first point addresses the community perception of community benefits 

presented by Walker, Russel & Kurz (2015), where those can be approach positively or negatively 

depending on their design, presentation and consultation. By contrast, the community 

participation process over community benefits is intended to fill the literature gap of the subject, 

in addition to address several authors future research proposed over community benefits 

presented in chapter one. 

 

The interviews were conducted face to face, at the interviewee properties, making feel 

comfortable during the interview process, since this were recorded, but exceptional cases 

requested to do not be recorded. As result, twenty-one interview were achieved (see Appendix III 

for an example), which were selected via random sample, reaching 12 villages out of 22 as figure 

3.4 presents (see Appendix IV for villages list and detailed pictures of the map), aiming to scope 

a broad socio-geographical vision of the community. Is important to mention, the first interview 

works as pilot, which gives important feedback to improve the questionnaire structure, as well as 

the approach and presentation of several questions, functioning as a second filter (Appendix V). 
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Figure 3.4 Picture of Galson area map, showing villages reached through semi-structured interviews  

highlighted in red circles 

 

Source: Urras organisation 

 

3.5.2 E-mail questionnaire  

 

As result from the random sample method, only two of the twenty-one interviewees participated 

in Urras, as it was necessary to approach a different method to collect data from other members. 

Is important to mention the necessary opinion of Urras members about the participatory process 

within Urras, thus compare their perception with those who do not. 

 

Then, in cooperation with Urras two active members were contacted via e-mail, gathering two set 

of answers to fill the information gap of Urras member opinions. Finally, 23 interviewees were 

collected as table 3.1 presents, which are categorised in five different groups for further analysis, 

which will be explained in chapter four. 
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Table 3.1: Distribution of Interviewees achieved divided by category  

Interviewees category Number of interviewees 

Retired 8 

Household 6 

Urras member 4 

Business 3 

Crofter 2 

 23 

 
 

3.5.3 Non-structured Interviews 

 

In addition to the semi-structured interviews, the use of non-structured interviews during the 

fieldwork plays a complementary information role, gathering data from informal conversations, 

which turns to provide interesting insights about the social context in the Isle and area. Non-

structured interviews provide the opportunity to follow up on comments made by interviewees, 

which directly relate to the research questions (Bryman 2016). Thus,  Informal conversations with 

local people provided an insight from different points of view, presenting unexplored approaches 

to the local community network.  

 

      3.5.4 Secondary data 

 

As part of the research, Urras cooperate with information in multiple ways. This is valuable to 

frame the situation in Galson estate, and to provide information of the running participatory 

process.  Hence, information gathered from the first participatory process developed by Urras on 

March 2016 is utilised to develop a workshop guided meeting with different activities (see 

Appendix VI for activity example). One example of the results of the first meeting is shown in 

figure 3.5, a graph urgency-importance outlined community priorities and needs, developed by 

approximately twenty Urras members (more pictures of meeting results in Appendix VII). 
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Figure 3.5: Example of results from Urras participation meeting March 2016 

 

Source: Urras Organisation 

 

Moreover, the secondary data gathered by Urras play two roles in this research, as context and 

basis for analysis, working as a complement for the primary data (Clifford & Valentine 2007). In 

addition, the literature from Rennie & Billing (2015) focused in the case study of Galson estate 

community, provided a strong insight of the actual social situation and historical context of the 

isle. 

 

 

3.6 Fieldwork results coding  

 

 

Resulting from the data gathered during the fieldwork, a wide ranges of topics appeared, which 

were approached trough a “general inductive” method (Thomas 2006), to explore key matters 

linked to community benefits. This highlight the most important research points, aiming for the 

“critical link” between the collection of data and their meaning explanation, following coding 

definition by Charmaz (2001) cited by Saldaña (2016,4). 
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As result of the coding process, ten different topics were addressed as different ways to approach 

community benefits from the community perspective, being listed in table 3.2. It is not possible to 

analyse isolated, since they are deeply inter connected at different levels. The following chapter 

will explore the necessity of a flexible data analysis approach. 

Table 3.2: Research analysis topics resulting from coding process  

Research analysis topics 

1 Culture implications 

2 Social tension 

3 Micro and Macro community 

4 Community benefit perceptions 

5 Old versus New 

6 Representation 

7 Regeneration 

8 Democracy 

9 Apathy 

10 Lack of information 

 

 

3.7 Ethical considerations 

 

 

A variety of ethical consideration played an important role during the research, where the 

anonymity of the interviewees became the most consideration to overcome. Thus the information 

shared with Urras and the information presented in this research was censored in specific cases 

to protect interviewees identity. Moreover, as part of the interview process, a letter was hand it to 

every interviewee, working as consent letter and research briefing paper (Appendix VIII), being 

explicit the interviewee identity protection.  

 

However, previous anonymity measures bring limitations attached to the research, restraining 

deeper analysis on small organisations. For example, since the number of active people in the 
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community is minor, might be possible to acknowledge the identity of a person by his 

simultaneous participation in several groups. This was overcome by replacing the name of the 

organisation with a letter, for example:   

 

Household #6 (Interview 08 of June 2016)  

“I am on the organisation -A-, I am a member of the organisation -B-, I attended everything its going on, if 

you said this, this interview will not be anonymous anymore”.2 

 

 

3.8 Limitations 

 

 

In addition to censoring restrictions, this research faced two main limitations, fieldwork scope and 

comparison analysis. Firstly, fieldwork scope was given by the social context of the research, 

where community apathy did not permit access to a larger number of crofter respondents. For 

this study, I was only able to secure two crofter interviews despite approaching several other 

individuals.  Moreover, the timing of the fieldwork coincided with a middle-high season of tourism 

in the area, making it difficult to approach people working in the industry. 

Secondly, a comparative analysis with other communities going through similar consultation 

process on community benefits was not possible, due to the specifics of the research 

requirements, besides a lack of community contacts. Lastly, limited time and a lack of appropriate 

community cases added additional limitations to the scope of this research.  

                                                           
2 At the expense of important information gathered about specific committees among the communities, the name 
of the organisations are censored to protect interviewees anonymity. 
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Chapter 4: Results and Analysis 

 

 

4.1 Introduction 

 

 

From the fieldwork detailed in the previous chapter, this chapter will outline the results and 

analysis, presenting several quotes to support different arguments, utilising those in two ways, 

firstly to introduce the subject of every subchapter and secondly as analysis argumentation. In 

addition, is important to mention the coding process, which approaches the topics dynamically 

from different points of view. 

 

This dynamic analysis approach, is graphed in the following Venn diagram presented in figure 

4.1, showing the overlapping areas of research resulting from the coding, being those: sense of 

place, power structures and participation.  
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Figure 4.1: Venn diagram of overlapped areas of research3

 

Source: Data coding  

As a response to the previous diagram, a combined analysis from different areas was the solution, 

as every topic related to the rest at different levels, framing key aspects to be analysed on the 

community benefits from the case study. Presenting the metaphor of “old versus new” as a 

common point of encounter, being related to every area of analysis and findings, and acting as 

the main tension point of this research. 

 

Consequently, this chapter is divided in three parts, firstly a general situation of the area is drawn 

through the subchapters of stakeholder analysis, fragile area and micro community and cultural 

relevance, analysing the geo-social situation in Galson estate and their impacts in participation. 

Secondly, the subchapters of participation and community awareness of benefits will present the 

community participation interests, besides the involvement between individuals and community 

benefits. 

                                                           
3 The Venn diagram is a result of the coding, combined with the inner social dynamics of Galson estate area 
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Lastly, the third part will presents a deeper analysis on community benefits in the subchapters of 

ownership and long-term perspective and governance through community. Then the results of 

this chapter, complemented with remarks from the literature review, will lead to a higher level of 

discussion over the findings in chapter five. 

 

 

4.2 Stakeholder Analysis 

 

 

Household #3 (Interview 08 of June 2016) 

“Religion or sheep are the main interest conflicts” 

 

Firstly, it is crucial to understand the power structures in the area to tackle further analysis, then 

a stakeholder analysis of the individuals amongst the Galson estate community was considered, 

where the stakeholders are defined as: “...any group or individual who can affect or is affected by 

the achievement of the organisation's objective” (Freeman 2010, 46).  

 

Thus, this stakeholder analysis pointing to locate resulting groups of individuals in an interest-

influence graph. Then, based on the analysis of the semi-structured interviews data, the 

inhabitants of Galson estate are considered in a category of individual stakeholders. Being the 

categorisation founded in three considerations: social position in the community, influence over 

community benefits and association to community benefits. As result, four groups of individuals 

where created plus a group of Urras members, whom are considered separately due their high 

influence and association to the community benefits, resulting five different interviewees 

categories as following table 4.1 presents.  
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Table 4.1: Interviewees categories  

Category Definition 

Household Employed and unemployed person at working age 

Retired Retired person 

Crofter Person dedicated to crofting related jobs as grazing, wool or similar 

Business Owner of local business such as shops and tourism related 

Urras Member Any person who is a member of Urras, independent of his participation level 

 

However, during the course of the fieldwork research new unexpected groups were discovered, 

giving them a theoretical relevance to the research, generating significant analysis of those 

(Glaser & Strauss 1967). Then, three actors were added to the analysis: the church, the grazing 

committee and numerous minor organisations, amplifying the community scope, being linked to 

several findings of the research. Presenting a strong cultural set of the isle, which set a social 

context linked to the community through multiple levels, affecting individual and organisations as 

well, which is key to consider in the qualitative research (Silverman 2013). 

 

Household #4 (Interview 02 of June 2016) 

“… religion is something big among the community” 

 

Retired #2 (Interview 02 of June 2016) 

“Here people take care more about the crofting” 

 

Household #6 (Interview 08 of June 2016) 

“Just in Ness area loads of social groups:  football club, cemetery society, community council, port ness 

harbour, sport centre, School parent, music house, charity, committee for everything, common grazing” 

 

Retired #5 (Interview 10 of June 2016) 

” The land is managed by Urras but the permission of the crofter is needed” 
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Then, based on the characteristics of the resulting eight stakeholders, three main attributes where 

considered to evaluate their influence on community benefits: power, legitimacy and urgency. 

This defined their influence possibilities over the future community benefit allocation (Ruggiero, 

Onkila & Kuittinen 2014). Consequently, a visual representation of the power structure of Galson 

estate community is presented in figure 4.2, being important to make a difference between groups 

of individual graphed in ovals and organisations graphed in rectangles.  Thus, the stakeholder 

analysis influence-power graph is based on Redd et al. (2009), representing the role of the 

stakeholders in the community. It deliberately subtracts governmental agencies and third sector 

organisations involved in the CRE development, focusing the research at community level. 

 

Figure 4.2: Stakeholder analysis interest-influence graph,  

on community benefits allocation of Galson estate community  

 

 

Source: Based on Redd et al. (2009) 
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As result, a spread distributed configuration is presented in the interest-influence graph. Firstly, 

those actors with low interest in community benefits set the environment, which is strongly 

attached to the church as a context settler, displaying their high power amongst the community. 

Then, retired and household represent the community crowd, being the majority of the population 

of the Galson area, aside from the crofter whom possess a higher amount of influence (Personal 

communication, 30/05/2016). 

On the other hand, representing actors with high interest on community benefits, firstly three 

stakeholders are presented as key players: Crofters, Urras members and the Grazing committee, 

showing the influence of Urras members through the organisation, which works as representative 

of the full community of Galson estate. Secondly, other organisations and business become 

subjects of the general situation, at the mercy of decision of key players, moving within the limits 

imposed by them. 

 

Lastly, the grazing committee supported by political and legal power over grazing areas is the 

most powerful stakeholder, limiting other organisations and individuals to make changes in the 

area. This is supported by individual crofters, resulting an over representation of crofters on the 

isle, being present at estate level through the grazing committee and at village level through local 

grazing groups, showing high levels of influence. 

 

 

4.3 Fragile area and micro community 

 

 

Retired #6 (Interview 08 of June 2016) 

“Three quarters of the houses are empty” 

 

In addition, examining the demographic conformation of Galson estate, in addition to the remote 

and rural context, this is considered a fragile area. The government defines fragile areas being: 
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“...characterised by weakening of communities through population loss, low incomes, limited 

employment opportunities, poor infrastructure and remoteness” (Granville, Mulholand & Staniforth 

2009). Moreover, a study developed by the Highland and Islands Enterprise in North Lewis area 

in 2011, reaffirm this fragile condition through demographic results, showing 57% of the 

respondents as over 60 years old as a representative figure (Snedden Economics 2011). 

 

Retired #2 (Interview 02 of June 2016) 

“…in the village is few young families and much older people, is so few men and woman in working age 

and are so busy” 

 

Furthermore, this condition of fragility can be tackled through community benefits, but an involved 

community with a sense of responsibility and enthusiasm is needed. In Galson estate the previous 

involvement is translated in a series of groups of interest or committees, which are covered mostly 

by a few enthusiastic people who are deeply involved in the community at different levels. Levels 

defined by scale and location, where communities are acknowledged by the immediate 

neighbourhood or village, or by a specific interest. 

 

Household #6 (Interview 08 of June 2016) 

“There is committee for everything, there are all doing a great job, some people are in several committees, 

there is lot of people doing work for the community” 

 

Moreover, an important meaning to the village community is granted by individuals, as they are 

likely to be more related to their immediate neighbourhood area, or micro community. This 

considers 10 to 100 inhabitants approximately, contrasted to the broader 2,000 people macro 

community of Galson estate, creating a thick line between both. As a consequence, a participation 

gap is generated at the geographical and scale levels between micro and macro community. 
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4.4 Cultural relevance  

 

 

Business #3 (Interview 10 of June 2016) 

“It is connected to the Gaelic roots, this are strongly in the community and they want to keep things like it 

is now. Keep the traditions” 

 

The previous is embedded in ancient communities from the Highlands and the Islands of 

Scotland, being strongly associated with agricultural activity, additionally the Isle of Lewis also 

shows deep roots on Gaelic culture and religious activity. Showing a strong cultural resilience, 

may be maintained by their isolation condition, resulting in a defined culture of place. However, 

globalisation and the growth of civil society, reduces the power of ancient organisations on 

community’s future (Mackelworth & Caric 2009). 

 

Moreover, beyond the simple vision of a culture with belief and values sets, reality presents a 

more complex situation, where cultures are actually a meeting point for different individuals with 

different influences, and traditions where forces overlap and interact. Thus, new cultures are 

shaped by the juxtaposition of cultural forces, suggesting than cultures are constantly catching 

up with other cultures, then culture and places are habitually highly dynamic (Clifford and 

Valentine 2007, cited in Hall 1995).  

 

Retired #8 (Interview 10 of June 2016) 

“Many people live here and work overseas, the sea or in Stornoway”. 

 

Household #5 (Interview 02 of June 2016) 

“My husband work on shifts in the oil industry, he lives here two weeks per month” 

 

Retired #4 (Interview 04 of June 2016) 

“I am being here not for long time, just feeling my way around, I am not such involve” 
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Consecutively, a broader conceptualisation of place is required to understand local realities, 

where places are constructed by dynamic flows of information, commodities, people and culture 

beyond a given locality. Being necessary to acknowledge “a global sense of place” (Hickey & 

Mohan 2004, 264), giving the place a political aspect as well, approaching the place as a 

dimension that forces individuals to interact (Massey 2012). 

 

Crofter #1 (Interview 02 of June 2016) 

“People is engaged with small communities, around crofting, we interact at that level but not with the general 

estate of Glason, there is interaction at the very local level. Social events to attend with the local people” 

 

Nevertheless, socio-cultural rooted behaviours remain in the area, presenting a sense of place 

bonding it to the micro community rather than the macro, showing the resilience of the old system 

to change their ways, mostly on those related to grazing organisations. Then a cultural change is 

imminent, necessary to achieve development democratically through participation, being strictly 

linked to the capabilities, knowledge and resources of the local development actors (Shucksmith 

2009).   

 

 

4.5 Participation  

 

 

Crofter #2 (Interview 04 of June 2016) 

Do you participate in community’s decision? 

“In the micro community in a practical way, I don’t get involve in committees, I do help my neighbours and 

the care of common grazing” 

 

Besides community capabilities, the history of participation of Galson estate is extensive, this 

experimented several participation processes, such as the land purchasing in 2004, the 

consultation gathered 72% of the estate population, with 85% of them in favour to buy the land. 
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Moreover, the community do participate actively in previous consultations during the threat of a 

large wind farm development in the area, followed by the consultation on the CRE project 

developed by Urras in 2013, which was strongly supported by the community (Rennie & Billings 

2015).  

 

By contrast, now participation levels on community benefits involved around 15% of the whole 

community, based in a mail letter consultation in 2013, showing no large interest in the subject. 

The retired population was the most visible case, where older adults do not feel part of the 

process, excluding themselves from the consultations, pressing Urras to make extra efforts to 

engage self-excluded community members in the process. 

 

Retired #3 (Interview 04 of June 2016) 

Do you consider yourself as an active member of the community? 

“No, I am too old for being active in the community” 

 

Household #5 (Interview 02 of June 2016) 

“I feel not very relate to Galson trust, also people from the village fell disconnected with the community. Is 

a feeling of exclusion among the village from the beginning of the process. Village are kind insular in the 

island, people are disconnected, now individuals are more individualistic, resulting in village more 

disconnected between each other” 

 

Beside elderly population engaging issues, Urras should address those active participative 

individuals at micro level, connecting them at macro level. In that sense, those inhabitants 

disconnected from the broader Galson estate community can be labeled as excluded amongst 

the community, overlooking other social processes where those groups are engaged and active 

(Shortall 2008).  
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4.6 Community awareness of benefits  

 

 

Urras member #3 (Interview 08 of June 2016) 

“… the first time in history, the community have the land and the income from the CRE to do things in the 

land. Is a complete change, is one of the most exciting times ever in the community” 

 

As the precious quote mentions, the new financial capacity of Urras as result of community 

benefits from the CRE presents a great opportunity for the community, and are exciting times for 

those who are involved in the decisions on the new resources. Nevertheless, from a community 

of 2,000 people, 900 are Urras members, but only 20 - 30 members participate actively on regular 

activities, such as the annual general meeting. However, the people that do participate at micro 

level, reflects the main problem of Urras: engaging those people at the macro level of the 

community. 

 

Perhaps one of the main reasons of the previous contrasted participation interest of the 

community is a lack of information, derived to low levels of awareness of those community 

benefits among the community. In this sense, it is crucial to present the potential of the benefits 

to the community, attached to development opportunity. 

 

Household #1 (Interview 31 of May 2016) 

 “I don’t know enough to be honest, I cannot say more than that” 

 

Retired #4 (Interview 04 of June 2016) 

“First of all the people have to have an understanding of what is going on, inform the people as first step” 

 

Household #4 (Interview 02 of June 2016) 

 “Lack of information to the people, also there is necessary to get people attention. Show the importance of 

the message, or how potentially important it is” 
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Furthermore, it is possible to relate uninformed people to uninterested people, making the 

community engagement process complex to be faced. Additionally, heterogeneous inhabitants of 

the area challenge communication channels, indicating multiple preferences to get their opinion 

during the consultation, presenting their responses in the following figure 4.3. 

Figure 4.3: World-cloud representation of communication channels preferences on future consultation 

 

Source: Worldclouds and interviews results 

The previous figure of a world-cloud is a representation of the several responses from the 

fieldwork research, where the most recurrent answers graphed on larger size and those less 

mentioned are represented in minor size. Meetings and emails were the most mentioned. 

Ironically, the most frequent answers are completely opposed, presenting contrasted individuals 

visions of participation channels preferences, challenging Urras process of information and 

participation.  

 

Additionally, several answers present an uninformed community, where those uninvolved in Urras 

consider one-way informative channels as web media, leaflets, mail letters and local newspaper, 

aiming to get informed firstly, rather than get involved in a consultation or participation process 

straight away. Hence, the efforts should be focussed primarily on informing the community, 

followed up by a consultation stage. 
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4.7 Ownership and long-term perspective 

 

 

Retired #8 (Interview 10 of June 2016) 

Community benefits should be focus in short-term goals or long-term one? 

“Long-terms, If the life span is 25 years, so will be a lot of money coming every year to the community. … 

in community you can have a lot of conflicts in between groups, but the important thing is to think forward” 

 

Certainly information is a key topic to empower a community, which being combined with 

community assets might represent a starter point to a development journey, being those able to 

trigger a perspective shift of development, helping the community to think more strategically 

(Callaghan & Williams 2014).  

 

In that sense, the Scottish government through land policy reforms intended to give to 

communities the opportunity to claim gains from public goods of their area. Combined with 

community benefits from the CRE might improve the quality life of rural remote areas (Bryden 

2010 cited by Bryden & Geisler 2010). Hence, CRE provides a larger potential economic 

opportunity to remote areas in Scotland, given long-term financial revenue intended to support 

local development. 

 

Retired #2 (Interview 02 of June 2016) 

Community benefits should be focus in short-term goals or long-term one? 

“Long-term, plant tree is for next generation not for this one, you don’t look for short-term with this 

development” 
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Urras member #3 (Interview 02 of June 2016) 

Community benefits should be focus in short-term goals or long-term one? 

 “Both, the really important thing is the community almost by definition is a long-term goal, because they 

own the land. Money is not the main reason to work in the community, is important to achieve goals, but 

the main reason is to create community and have a long-term vision” 

 

Consecutively, assets ownership promotes a long-term vision of development in the community, 

following the previous quotes it is possible to present an understanding from community 

individuals vision, where the majority share a long-term vision. However, long-term projects do 

not achieve social fabric improvements in the short perspective. For this reason, small community 

initiatives are encouraged to engage the broad community, as way to present and participate in 

a community long-term vision.    

 

 

4.8 Governance through community 

 

 

Urras Member #2 (Interview 15 of June 2016) 

“The benefits could be wide-reaching and life changing but they will need to be managed carefully” 

 

Moreover, as part of a long-term vision community perspective, organisations such as Urras had 

been approached during the last decades by the British central government, promoting a 

transition from government to governance in rural areas. Where governance captured the 

complexities of a new kind of government, presenting “…the connection between steering and 

the practice of freedom in a high modern world, where everyday life is growing increasingly 

complex, dynamic and differentiated” (Bang 2003 cited in Derzeken & Bock 2009, 75). 
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Furthermore, even considering positive cases of rural development, governance draws a thin line 

between public and private responsibility. Stoker (1996) expresses this as: “…governing styles in 

which boundaries between and within public and private sectors have become blurred” (Stoker 

1996, cited by Shucksmith 2009, 3), showing the negative side of cooperative governance. The 

previous situation brings the question of the effectiveness level of this scheme, being unclear who 

is involved and how, rising ambiguities on responsibilities (ibis 2009). 

 

Retired #2 (Interview 02 of June 2016) 

“Single turbine gave £11.000 to organisation in the Galson Trust area, I will like to enhance the environment 

in this village, provide trees in the road next to the Wind farm” 

 

Urras Organisation (Interview 30 of May 2016) 

“.., previous survey asked residents to generate their own priorities which meant that the results were 

inconsistent and identified types of activities that were not within the Urras responsibilities such as road 

improvements, public toilets, etc…” 

 

In addition, state agencies failed in the broader analysis of the social context, underestimating 

wider circuits of power led by community groups or agencies, which deeply influence rural 

governance processes, as is mentioned previously in the stakeholder analysis. Thus, researchers 

promote the alternative models of rural governance, focused on strengthening the social fabric of 

fragile areas, rather than on day-to-day technocratic governmental activities to fulfil a checklist 

forms (MacKinnon 2002).   

 

Nonetheless, social fabric development is an intricate and endless process, but also a milestone 

to develop solid community initiatives, being necessary to achieve substantial governance 

schemes and consistent changes. Thus, Urras can be approached as governance tool for the 

local government of the Isle of Lewis, but it is necessary to keep proportions and manage 

expectations, then define clear public and community responsibilities. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

 

 

5.1 Introduction 

 

 

This chapter will address the three research questions defined in chapter one, combining the desk 

based study from the literature review with fieldwork results and analysis presented in the 

previous chapter. Every subchapter title will signpost the issue and be followed by the research 

question in order to frame the discussion, which will outline the main implications of the research, 

together with the general findings and final recommendations. 

 

 

5.2 Main barriers on participation and fare distribution 

 

 

Question 1: How does individual and community perception of community benefits affect 

engagement and participation during the consultation process for benefit allocation? 

 

The first question of this research aims to explore the implication of the community benefits 

perception on their implementation, where a variety of visions among the community where 

expected to be analysed and compare with the literature review. Nonetheless, the case study 

presents an unexpected context setting to investigate, where different factors strongly influencing 

perception over community benefits. 

 

Moreover, in general the community have a positive perception of community benefits, however, 

the understanding of the general community benefits derived by the CRE was either superficial 
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or inexistent, reflecting a disconnect between the local people and the CRE scheme managed by 

Urras, and created a sensation of general apathy towards the CRE. This contrasted with the Urras 

members’ involvement and knowledge on community benefits, which has generated differentiated 

positions over community benefits within the community.  

 

These opposing positions can be seen as a metaphor of the old versus the new. In this sense it 

impacts the overall social fabric of the community, creating tensions between those informed 

participative people and those who are distanced from the general community. This lack of 

common vision threatens the community’s capacity to develop, and shows the incapacity of 

uninvolved communities to generate development, as seen from this case study. This conflict 

presents contrasting community visions of development, where changes proposed by new 

organizations like Urras, clashes with prevailing tendencies from ancient organisations still 

existing today.  

 

Retired #8 (Interview 10 of June 2016) 

Thinking about the general consultation coming in summer, what is a key aspect to consider for the future 

processes? 

“It has to be transparent, open and honest. … It is necessary to have a more open discussion about new 

ideas” 

 

In this context, this study recommends a broader and more transparent participation process, 

which is necessary to achieve social justice, representation and democracy. As Hickey & Mohan 

(2004) argue: “…citizenship analysis may also provide a means of transcending the distinction 

between imminent and immanent forms of participatory development, particularly as it seeks to 

situate participation within a broader political, social and historical perspective that draws attention 

to the politics of inclusion and exclusion that shape popular agency beyond particular 

interventions” (2004, 257). This argument is seconded by the members of the Galson estate 
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community, expressing the need for wider participation, with it being a key factor to achieve local 

development. 

 

This lack of engagement reflects a missed link between Urras and the community, which can be 

derived from the invisibility of the CRE energy generation, creating unawareness and lack of 

knowledge around community benefits. Therefore, it is also recommended that a stronger bond 

be created between the community and CRE results, by making their energy and financial 

revenue visible to the whole community. 

 

 

5.3 Polarized participation  

 

 

Question 2: What is the most appropriate process to conduct a community consultation 

over CRE benefit allocation within a community to address their needs?  

 

Firstly, acknowledging the social community configuration, in Galson estate case, is framed under 

an atomized scheme of micro communities associated geographically by villages, besides the 

political power structure headed by the broad grazing society and the church, a complex 

participatory situation is presented for Urras. In addition, narrow policies with high community 

expectations clash with realities, where historical and cultural context limit community 

acknowledgement about the process, showing governance schemes to be problematic in their 

application.  

 

Thus, the contrasted positions of community definitions drawn out in the literature review are 

made explicit in this case study. Micro and macro communities overlap in different layers of 

interaction, being deeply influenced by power dynamics and a strong sense of place by 

individuals, who are more likely to be engaged only at the micro level. This sense of place is in 
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conflict with the Galson estate wider area, where individuals feel the macro community of 22 

villages as a forced invention, connecting two disconnected areas, Ness in the north and west 

Lewis in the south. 

 

Hence, the main aim of Urras should be to focus on the generation of a social fabric among 

communities in the wider area, engaging with the general community to make the participatory 

process balanced. Currently, the organisation is over-represented by the members associated to 

Urras, and under-represents inhabitants connected to smaller organisations or who are isolated. 

This bi-polarity of participation is also present in the connection of several organisations to one 

person or family, giving them over representation in the community, leaving those with no voice 

behind, such as retired people. 

 

This unequal representation within the community is translated into a lack of democracy, where 

participation apathy limits the success of consultation processes, with a low number of active 

people which should be the main driver of the process. Moreover, on the democratic processes 

in public meetings are also questioned, as these work on the basis of the louder speaker being 

heard over the shiest one. This functions as filter of representations, showing the necessity of 

multiples channels to fully address the broad community opinion during participation processes. 

 

Household #5 (Interview 02 of June 2016) 

“I am not so keen in the meeting things, I have an opinion, but I am shy” 

 

Thus, the crucial function of the community, being the provision of local access to participation 

(Henderson & Vercseg 2010), is not well achieved. Furthermore, if Galson estate work on the 

basis of solely public meetings; democracy, representation and participation cannot be fully 

accomplished, present a weak point on the community participation effectiveness. Moreover, 

supported by the fieldwork results, where individuals from the community selected several 

participation and communication channels, reveals the need to fill a representation gap, by 
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utilising multiple consultation channels, as well as enforcing democratic practices and 

transparency over participation processes.  

 

Following in this direction, it would be interesting to practice further participation processes which 

combine community benefits priorities with community network discussion, and therefore address 

the construction of a stronger social bond among villages. Furthermore, reaching out to 

disconnected villages through local Urras delegates might shift historical power structures, 

empowering people to create a wider representation. Working in parallel to existing organisations 

and grazing committees, aiming to involve disconnected people in consultations processes and 

regular activities, in addition to rise village needs to Urras.  

 

 

5.4 Community benefits limitations 

 

 

Question 3: How participation issues limit development through community benefits 

allocation?  

 

As mentioned before in chapter four, community benefits can play a substantial role in 

communities located in fragile areas, giving financial alleviation and economic traction. However, 

community benefits have their own limitations, summarized under three main themes: 

government support, local power structures and community capabilities.  

 

Firstly, the Scottish government supports community self-development from a socio-geographical 

perspective and stimulates community empowerment and governance, promoting capacity 

building among communities (Skerratt & Steiner 2013). Thus, this government support in CRE 

initiatives and community empowerment provides a strong backing for these community benefit 

initiatives and addresses most of the limitations which could be attributed to this theme.  
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Secondly, existing power structures strongly limit or support development at local level, 

conditioning social acceptance or creating tension over different initiatives. In the case of Galson 

estate, this power role is played by the grazing society and the church, who strongly influence 

community decisions at an organisation level through grazing legislation and individual peer 

pressure on community initiatives.  

 

Thirdly, community capabilities are needed to lead development at community level. In this case 

study, those capabilities are present in the Urras organisation and in several interest organisations 

scattered among the 22 villages of Galson estate. However, those capabilities are not focused on 

a joint goal, but rather are atomized in multiple different goals, dividing social capacity for major 

changes, presenting participation difficulties. 

 

Nevertheless, the dynamics of culture combined with community participation have allowed for a 

CRE development in the Galson estate area after ten years of efforts, showing a shift in attitude 

from old to new ways in the community. In this context, an evolution in the rural communities of 

Scotland towards conservation and sustainable development through sustainable community 

schemes can be perceived. Presenting again the old versus new parallel, this socio-cultural 

transition is slow and contested by traditional methods, resulting in an opposition to changes that 

jeopardize the status-quo. 

 

Retired #8 (Interview 10 of June 2016) 

“…a lot of the older population want to keep the things how they are. Clashing with the new generation 

whom are trying to develop the area” 

 

In this case, this transition to a community with sustainable development is supported by the land 

ownership factor and the CRE project. Key community assets, which work as platform for strategic 

long-term sustainable decisions. In this perspective, Urras should encourage a gradual cultural 
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change combined with a steady growth in the scale of projects, with the construction of a stronger 

community social fabric as the main goal. This would provide long-term, democratically 

determined benefits for the community. In this sense, community benefits allocation is limited by 

cultural and social contexts, which are currently experiencing a transition process towards low 

carbon communities. This should be supported by Urras, and used to develop a stronger social 

contract between Urras, community individuals and community groups.  
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 

 

 

Understanding the potential social impact of community benefits applied at both the local level, 

and national scale, is crucial to fill policy gaps that support community empowerment attached to 

renewable energy targets, as part of CRE initiatives. As demonstrated from the research, 

community benefits appear as a driver to generate new CRE, however, are not a priority after 

CRE are approved, not considering the potential future development reachable through those. 

 

Furthermore, a naive community vision of the government with high expectations on community 

capabilities results in the narrowing of programmes designs, with limited community scope, 

presenting a gap on the participation process over community benefit. To address this gap, 

identified as lacking in both government policy and the literature, there should be special attention 

given to the exploration of the participatory process on community benefits, including an 

evaluation of the participation process to achieve development on government programmes. 

 

In that sense, rather than focusing on outcomes, policies that strengthen the participation process 

from the outset could fare positively in reinforcing a positive social fabric in the community. This 

has the potential to lead to a stronger likelihood that the community will be more amenable to 

distribution decisions leading to a less contentious experience. Ultimately, the process becomes 

more important than the result, which has strong implications for the overall community 

sustainable development in long-term.  

 

For example, the lack of community engagement existing in the case study  of Galson estate 

presents a complex participation process, which is ironically preceded by a high attendance on 

previous consultation process. It might be linked to crucial community matters, including both land 
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buyout and CRE approval. This might be due to a large disconnection between the majority of the 

community to the CRE, which do not present any benefit to the area yet, being the energy 

generated by the windfarms their benefits attached invisible for the community. Until there is a 

way to make energy and community benefits more tangible to the community, the community will 

remain disconnected, threating participation processes representation, showing polarized 

participations among the community. 

 

In advocating for CRE, community organisations should capitalise on the process of participation 

and see this as an opportunity to bring community cohesion to the forefront of the debate. Bearing 

in mind, there will always be some form of tension among the community, especially among 

supporters of old and new ways. There is a strong potential for these community organisations to 

act as a social catalyst, strengthening the social fabric of the community, joining different vision. 

 

Business #3 (Interview 10 of June 2016) 

“Is the traditional way to do things clashing with a new way of it” 

 

Lastly, the participation process on community benefits should be both the mean and the goal, 

placing the actual participatory process above the final results. In prioritising the participation 

process, a stronger, more informed, transparent and inclusive community will emerge surrounding 

the CRE debate. It will allow space for community members to more constructively challenge old 

and new community positions, limit polarization and lead towards joint community goals 

underpinned by social cooperation. 
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Appendix I: Estimated Urras CRE scheme income revenue  

 

Community Benefit 

  

Source: Urras Organisation 
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Appendix II: Questionnaire, First version 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Self-presentation  

Present brief letter  

Future consultation process framework 

Objectives of the interview and the research 

Explain anonymity to the interviewee 

Ask permission for record 

 

1. Are you in favour of the CRE developed? 

2. Do you consider yourself as an active member of the community? 

3. Do you participate in community’s decision? 

4. Do you feel listened by the community? 

I.BENEFITS PERCEPTION  

How CRE benefits design, presentation, distribution and consultation process impact 

individual’s perceptions of those benefits? 

1. Where they come, what is the history behind? 

2. How you perceive CRE benefits, what is your opinion about this? 

3. What are the main drivers for the outcomes/benefits of the projects?  

4. In one word, what should be the first priority of the benefit utilisation?  

5. What should be the main focus of the benefit, might be individual or community?  

Why? 

6. What will be the social results of these benefits utilisation? 

7. After run these initiatives you think your perception of the environment will change? 

8. The distribution of the benefits you think will be fare? 

9. This benefit can bring negatives outcomes attached? 

Why? 

If yes, which one? 

II.PREVIOUS NEGOTATION PROCESS PERCEPTION – CONSULTATION PROCESS 

1. Did you get involved in the consultation?  

2. Did you assist to the meetings? 

3. What is your opinion of the previous participation process? 

4. Biggest pro and cons of the previous process? 

5. After the previous experience are you willing to participate in the next one? 

More or less? 

Why? 

6. Do you think the community was well represented? 
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III.FUTURE PROCES EXPECTATIVES 

How CRE benefits allocation should be selected among the community? 

1. What should be the best process to decide the allocation of the CRE incomes? 

2. Why the previous one is the best one? 

3. What is a key aspect to consider in the future process? 

4. Which process should be avoided (the worse)? 

5. How engaged is the people with the community and the participatory process now? 

6. What are your first priorities areas to develop in your community as an outcome from the 

CRE? 

7. What are your first priorities areas to improve as individual? 

8. Who should be involved in the decision? 

9. Benefits should be considered from which stage of the project? In which moment should be 

decide 
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Appendix III: Interview results example 

Household #3  

08-06-2016 

The interview was not recorded due interviewee requirement – Interview time 

approximately 20:00 minutes. 

INTRODUCTION 

5. Are you in favour of the CRE developed (Three Wind turbines in Ballantrushal)? 

Yes 

6. Do you consider yourself as an active member of the community? 

I do 

7. What’s make you feel an active member in the community? 

I participate in everything is going on, play part as assistance in activities in organisation 

–A-, not in the committee but helping them, also I am part of the organisation –B- 

8. Do you participate in community’s decision? 

Depends, I been in the Urras meeting, I am not actively involved in decision I am 

definitely interested and I contribute. 

9. Do you feel listened by the community? 

Yes 

I.BENEFITS PERCEPTION 

10. What is your opinion about the benefits? 

Is great for the whole community 

11. In one word or concept, what should be the first priority of the benefit utilisation?  

Improving all the facilities in the community, I am fully behind the camper van site, they 

should pump money in to that, next to more accommodation in Ness. 

12. The benefits should be focus for individual or the community? Why? 

Principal community, maybe a mix I supposed 

13. What do you think will be the social results of these benefits? 

Will improve the community spirit, making it more alive, now is all about good community 

spirit 

14. Which might be the environmental impacts of the new developments in the community? 

If they are environmentally friendly will be good, obviously will be more tourist so more 

visitors to the area. I presume anything will be build will be environmentally friendly, 

specially in a place like Lewis 

15. You think the distribution of the benefits will be fare among the community? 

I don’t know, should be focused among children and elderly 

16. Community benefits should be focus in short-term or long-term goals? 

Long-term, we need to see for the future 

17. This benefit can bring negatives outcomes attached? 

Hope not, of course some people will see negatives things in everything 

Why? 

If yes, which one? 
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II.PREVIOUS NEGOTATION PROCESS PERCEPTION – CONSULTATION PROCESS 

7. Did you hear about previous processes of consultation among the community? 

If No, Explain the process run in March, Why you didn’t hear about the process any specific 

reason? 

No 

8. Did you get involved in the consultation?  

- 

9. Did you assist to the meetings? 

- 

10. What is your opinion of the previous participation process within the community? 

- 

11. Biggest pro and cons of the previous process? 

- 

12. After the previous experience are willing to participate in the next one? 

More or less? 

Why?  

- 

13. Do you think the community was well represented? (mandatory question, even if all above 

are no) 

Yes  

 

 

III.FUTURE PROCES EXPECTATIVES 

10. Are you informed about a future process of consultation in Galson estate? 

If no, explain the future process as general picture 

- 

11. For your case, what should be the best way to get your opinion during the future 

consultation? 

Questionnaire by mail or email 

12. Why that method is the best approach for you? 

Because people don’t say want they want to say in meeting, people is afraid to say things in 

meeting because are people who is louder, do it privately is better 

13. Thinking about the general consultation coming on summer, what it is a key aspect to 

consider for the future process? 

Should be fairly, they should do what the community say. 

Make sure the opinion of the people is taking in account, don’t make the consultation as a 

process to just to make it, a process of consultation over the secondary school in ness was 

run and everyone was against the close, but they took the decision before hand, so the 

process was a fake participation, the decision was already made it by them. 

14. What might be the biggest problem to get the community opinion during the consultation? 

Religion or sheep are the main interest in conflicts. 

15. Who should be involved in the decision? 

The whole community 
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Appendix IV: Villages list and detailed pictures of the Galson area map 

 

 

 N Village name 

R
E

A
C

H
E

D
 

1 North Galson 

2 Upper Bravas 

3 Ballanstrushal 

4 Skigersta 

5 Port of Ness 

6 Habost 

7 Upper Shader 

8 South Galson 

9 Melbost 

10 Eoropie 

11 Five Penny Ness 

12 Lionel 

N
O

T
 R

E
A

C
H

E
D

 

13 Lower Shader 

14 High Borve 

15 South Dell 

16 North Dell 

17 Cross 

18 Swainbost 

19 Five Penny Borve 

20 Knockaird 

21 Adabrock 

22 Eorodale 
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Source: Urras Organisation 

 

Source: Urras Organisation 
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Source: Urras Organisation 

 

Source: Urras Organisation 
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Source: Urras Organisation 

 

Source: Urras Organisation 
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Appendix V: Questionnaire, Second version 

 

INTRODUCTION 

10. Are you in favour of the CRE developed (Three Wind turbines in Ballantrushal)? 

 

11. Do you consider yourself as an active member of the community? 

 

12. What’s make you feel an active member in the community? 

 

13. Do you participate in community’s decision? 

 

14. Do you feel listened by the community? 

 

I.BENEFITS PERCEPTION 

18. What is your opinion about the benefits? 

 

19. In one word or concept, what should be the first priority of the benefit utilisation?  

 

20. The benefits should be focus for individual or the community? Why? 

 

21. What do you think will be the social results of these benefits? 

 

22. Which might be the environmental impacts of the new developments in the community? 

 

23. You think the distribution of the benefits will be fare among the community? 

 

24. Community benefits should be focus in short-term or long-term goals? 

 

25. This benefit can bring negatives outcomes attached? 

 

Why? 

If yes, which one? 
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II.PREVIOUS NEGOTATION PROCESS PERCEPTION – CONSULTATION PROCESS 

14. Did you hear about previous processes of consultation among the community? 

If No, Explain the process run in March, Why you didn’t hear about the process any specific 

reason? 

 

15. Did you get involved in the consultation?  

 

16. Did you assist to the meetings? 

 

17. What is your opinion of the previous participation process within the community? 

 

18. Biggest pro and cons of the previous process? 

 

19. After the previous experience are willing to participate in the next one? 

More or less? 

Why?  

 

20. Do you think the community is well represented? (mandatory question, even if all above are 

no) 

 

 

III.FUTURE PROCES EXPECTATIVES 

16. Are you informed about a future process of consultation in Galson estate? 

If no, explain the future process as general picture: 

 

17. For your case, what should be the best way to get your opinion during the future 

consultation? 

 

18. Why that method is the best approach for you? 

 

19. Thinking about the general consultation coming on summer, what it is a key aspect to 

consider for the future process? 

 

20. What might be the biggest problem to get the community opinion during the consultation? 

 

21. Who should be involved in the decision? 
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Appendix VI: Urras workshop meeting activity example 

 

 

STEP 1  

CREATING THE VISION 

YOU HAVE 10-15 MINUTES TO CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING 

QUESTIONS IN YOUR GROUP. USE THIS SHEET AND THE POST IT 

NOTES PROVIDED TO JOT DOWN YOUR THOUGHTS. WE WILL USE 

THE NOTES TO THEN CREATE A SERIES OF WORDS THAT WILL 

SUPPORT THE CREATION OF THE VISION STATEMENT, WHICH WE 

SEEK AGREEMENT ON. 

_________________________________ 

 

I. What would you expect the communities of the Galson estate should 

have achieved in 20 years’ time? 

 

 

II. How would you identify success in 20 years’ time? 

 

 

III. What are the key elements you would look for, the big issues for you 

and your families and local organisations? 

 

 

 

IV. What future would you like to offer a young person (either staying or 

returning)? 
 

 

 

Source: Urras Organisation 
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Appendix VII: Urras workshop meeting results 

 

Source: Urras Organisation 

 

Source: Urras Organisation 
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Appendix VIII: Consent letter and research briefing paper  

 

 

 

 

May – June 2016, Galson  

 

To whom my concern 

Interview by Nicolas Behar, MSc Environment and Development student from the University of 

Edinburgh. 

This is to confirm the holder of this letter is a postgraduate student at the University of Edinburgh. 

I would like to interview you as part of my MSc dissertation research on Community Renewable 

energy projects in Scotland. This exercise is to explore the participatory process among the 

representatives and stakeholders from the community of Galson, North Lewis. 

The information gathered will be used as part of the dissertation research information alongside 

other academic literature. The interviews will be used as a key set of data to contrast, compare 

and analyse the participatory process of community renewable energy projects. It is important to 

mention that every interview is anonymous, therefore no reference of names will be in the final 

report or any preliminary analysis, thus protecting interviewee’s opinions and privacy.  

The exercise will run in the Galson area from May 30th to June 20th in order to gain a representative 

number of interviews from the community. Afterwards, the results will be analysed and any 

findings will be shared with the Galson Trust as feedback.  

For any consultation or further information about this exercise, please contact me either by 

telephone or email. 

Finally, I would like to take this opportunity to thank you on my behalf and the University of 

Edinburgh for taking time to participate in this interview. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

Nicolas Behar 

Student number 1546575 

07510995126 

S1546575@ed.ac.uk 
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