-

View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk brought to you byf’f CORE

provided by Edinburgh Research Explorer

Edinburgh Research Explorer

What Is The Benefit Of Community Benefits? Exploring Local
Perceptions Of The Provision Of Community Benefits From A
Commercial Wind Energy Project

Citation for published version:

MacDonald, C, Glass, J & Creamer, E 2017, 'What Is The Benefit Of Community Benefits? Exploring Local
Perceptions Of The Provision Of Community Benefits From A Commercial Wind Energy Project' Scottish
Geographical Journal. DOI: 10.1080/14702541.2017.1406132

Digital Object Identifier (DOI):
10.1080/14702541.2017.1406132

Link:
Link to publication record in Edinburgh Research Explorer

Document Version_:
Peer reviewed version

Published In:
Scottish Geographical Journal

General rights

Copyright for the publications made accessible via the Edinburgh Research Explorer is retained by the author(s)
and / or other copyright owners and it is a condition of accessing these publications that users recognise and
abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights.

Take down policy

The University of Edinburgh has made every reasonable effort to ensure that Edinburgh Research Explorer
content complies with UK legislation. If you believe that the public display of this file breaches copyright please
contact openaccess@ed.ac.uk providing details, and we will remove access to the work immediately and
investigate your claim.

OPEN o ACCESS

Download date: 05. Apr. 2019


https://core.ac.uk/display/195267173?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
https://doi.org/10.1080/14702541.2017.1406132
https://www.research.ed.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/what-is-the-benefit-of-community-benefits-exploring-local-perceptions-of-the-provision-of-community-benefits-from-a-commercial-wind-energy-project(a6ba6f2e-e650-434f-8698-8b9654399e94).html

What Is The Benefit Of Community Benefits? Explorirg Local Perceptions Of The
Provision Of Community Benefits From A Commercial Wind Energy Project

CATRIONA MACDONALD?, JAYNE GLASS" & EMILY CREAMER?
1 School of Geosciences, University of EdinburghnBdigh, UK

2 Centre for Mountain Studies, Perth College, Uniitgrsf the Highlands and Islands, Perth,
UK

*Corresponding author (jayne.glass.perth@uhi.ac.uk)



What Is The Benefit Of Community Benefits? Explorirg local perceptions of the
provision of community benefits from a commercial vind energy project

Where community ownership of renewable energy pi®je not feasible, there remains
potential for residents to profit from locally-sit@rojects through a ‘community benefits’
package from a commercial developer, usually aararual cash payment to a community
organisation. Despite support from policymakers detelopers for community benefits
packages, the relationship between the benefitgggeknd acceptance of renewable energy
projects is not straightforward. Drawing on semiustured interviews with local residents
and other community actors near a wind developrnmeoéntral Scotland, this paper
examines the ‘process’ and ‘outcome’ dimensiorth®flesign and provision of community
benefits and considers how the relationship betvieese two dimensions affects local
perceptions of the benefit of community benefitgalysis of interviewees’ perceptions of the
community engagement ‘process’ at the planningestagl the community benefit package
‘outcome’ reveals how a poorly defined engagememtgss, combined with a benefits
package that is not deemed suitable for the neettecommunity, can lead to negative
associations with the project, even when initiaiceptions were positive. These findings
have implications for renewable energy policy iot®mnd, particularly as there is currently
no legal obligation for developers to consult comrtias on community benefit

arrangements.

KEY WORDS: community energy; community benefit; coomity engagement; wind

energy; renewables; Scotland.



Introduction

Despite the fact that public support for renewagld¢s national scale, is believed to be high
across the UK (Belkkt al2013), the rapid expansion of onshore wind enegegacity has

been controversial (Pollitt 2010). In additionctincerns regarding the particular impacts of
wind energy developments, such as noise and vissialrbance, and an uncertainty about the
merits of the technology itself (Devine-Wright 20 1those opposing large commercial
onshore projects have increasingly raised conaarespotential inequalities, in both the
process and the outcomes of the development. f&adyi the lack of power felt by local
communities to influence the decisions made aldmisize and siting of commercial wind
farms, coupled with the absence of tangible locallemal benefits from the projects, have
elicited objections to the level of government supor the onshore wind sector (Warren
and Birnie 2009). In response to these concerese tilas been an increasing awareness,
across policy, industry, and academia, of the ingmme of enabling ‘local communities to
become better informed about, and more closelylweebin, energy development in their
locality’ (Devine-Wright 2005, p.59).

Community ownership of energy projects has beeeroks to increase public
acceptance of specific developments (Warren andalligén 2010) and renewable energy in
general (Walker and Cass 2007). Full community oglmp maximises the potential
economic and social benefits for communities (VaeMn and Haggett 2016, Forman 2017),
but also carries significant risk and responsiiiiir communities, and requires significant
resources, both personal and financial. Securimanfie for the project can be particularly
challenging for community groups, due to a lackafateral with which to secure a loan
(Haggettet al2013). The economic challenges of community ownpreecame even greater
at the start of 2016 as a result of significanuctns to the rates of the UK Government’s
Feed-in Tariff (a scheme designed to support teldpment of small-scale renewable
energy projects) that rendered many traditional @sdf community energy no longer viable
(Community Energy England 2017).

In situations where communities do not deem anmfof (full or partial) ownership
to be a feasible option, there is still potental fesidents to profit from locally-sited projects
through a ‘community benefits’ package from a comuiat developer. This voluntary,
relatively informal arrangement between the devel@nd community can take many forms,
but is typically provided as an annual cash payrne@eatcommunity organisation (Strachetn

al 2015). For communities, these types of arrangémovide a means by which local



residents can capture some of the economic beafdfital renewable energy developments
without the demands of ownership. For developedspolicymakers, offering local
communities a share of the revenues of a developimenrpected to infer some form of
symbolic ownership and, thereby, help gain locakatance — and subsequently planning
consent — for proposed renewables infrastructuas$€t al 2010).

Increasing support for the provision of communignefits as a means of accelerating
the development of onshore and offshore wind enerfggstructure (Cowelkkt al2011) has
resulted in the publication of several sets of gomeent and industry guidelines and toolkits
(e.g. CSE 2009, Community Energy Scotland 2011 ¢eRebleUK 2013, DECC 2014,
FLOWW 2015, Local Energy Scotland 2015a, 2015b}ite this support from
policymakers and developers, previous researchiém®nstrated that the relationship
between community benefits packages and acceptdmeaewable energy projects is not
straightforward. For example, Castsal (2010) found that, whilst perceived personal bignef
was the most significant factor explaining locaidents’ support for projects, there was
widespread scepticism and dismissal of the benatfitsffer from developers. As Cowell
al (2011) highlight, in the UK, where national plamgipriorities appear to limit local
influence over development decisions, ‘the rolemhmunity benefits in fostering an
acceptable outcome is more complex’ (p.552).

Within the UK, the Scottish Government has ledwlag in actively encouraging
greater community involvement in the energy traosi{Markantoni and Aitken 2015), and
there are a range of Scottish policies that conoriinproving local engagement in planning
decisions and delivering greater local benefiteifrenewable energy developments (Scottish
Government 2015a, 2015b, 2016, 2017). The ScdBmrernment encourages developers to
offer communities a stake in the project wherewssible and they have championed the
establishment of a minimum rate of community banedyments ‘equivalent to at least
£5,000 per MW per year’ (Local Energy Scotland 2(q4.8). This, they believe, has
‘transformed industry practice across the UK’ (isbtGovernment 2015a, p.28). It is worth
noting, however, that in England the industry-depeld ‘Community Benefit Protocol’
commits wind developments over 5 MW to provide fess than £5,000 per MW per year or
benefits-in-kind to an equivalent value’ to the ecoumity (RenewableUK 2013, p.2) and that
some companies in Wales were exceeding the £500@\Wepayment before 2010 (Cowell
et al2012).

When considering community benefits within a Sebtttontext, it is interesting to

note that the most recent community energy poliatesnent from the Scottish Government
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(2015b) includes ‘community benefit from externadlywned projects’ alongside ‘100%
community-owned’ and ‘shared ownership’ projectthim the typology of ‘community
energy’. This inclusion of ‘non-ownership’ modesaform of community energy is
arguably at odds with traditional conceptions ahoaunity energy (Van Veelen 2017):
although there is the promise of some form of l@zanomic return, there is no guarantee of
active community involvement in the project. Walked Devine-Wright (2008) suggest
that, through distributing some of the economicdfigs locally, community benefits
payments may help to move ‘utility-developed’ patgecloser to conceptions of ‘community
energy’ in terms of their outcomes. They are skapthowever, that this would do anything
to address the ‘process’ dimension required forroomity energy projects, namely, who is
involved and has influence over the project. Tlas implications for engendering support for
projects (and renewable energy more generally) hyhiey argue, is more likely to
materialise ‘when projects are characterised bgtauiial levels of local involvement’
(Walker and Devine-Wright 2008, p.499).

With these points in mind, there remains a nee@fapirical evidence to examine
both ‘process’ and ‘outcome’ dimensions of the desigd provision of community benefits
and explicitly consider how the relationship betwégese two dimensions affects local
perceptions of the benefit of community benefits.cbntribute to existing theory explained
thus far and in the literature review that follows explore a case study of a commercial
wind energy project in Scotland in which the depeloprovided a community benefit fund
for distribution within the local community. We gent empirical evidence about the
‘process’ and ‘outcome’ dimensions in this case ewvaluate how local perceptions were
affected by the relationship between the dimensibnthe same way that Walker and
Devine-Wright express a concern ‘that there is gbimg significant and important about a
community approach to renewable energy that i$\Wdstn projects do not deliver both local
and collective outcomes amat open and participatory process (2008, p. 4B8)evaluation
of our case study data suggests that the valueofmaunity benefits package may be
diminished if the outcomes are not perceived ttobal and collective and the process

through which it was arranged is not considerechapel participatory.

The Relevance of ‘Process’ and ‘Outcomes’ for Undstanding Community Benefits

Historically, there has been no standard approadthet allocation of community benefits
from renewable energy developments (Aitken 2018d)arangements have been made on a

case by case basis (Bristetval 2012). As a result, the landscape of ‘communéydiits’ is
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highly diverse. In seeking to make sense of theaity of conceptions of ‘community
renewables’, Walker and Devine-Wright (2008, p.49&)ide a two-dimensional framework
that can be used to analyse a renewable energgcpinjterms of both the ‘process’ through
which decisions are made (‘who is involved andihfisence’) and the ‘outcomes’ of the
project (‘who it is that benefits particularly ic@omic or social terms’).

When considering a commercially-owned, large-soahewables project, the design
and delivery of a community benefits package igmtedded component of the broader
design and delivery of the development. Asking ‘idhdvolved and has influence’ ovire
benefits packagand ‘who it is that benefits particularly’ frothe benefits packages
distinct from — but potentially critical to — th@egstion of who is involved in, or benefits
from, the project as a whole. Due to the contexheir analysis, Walker and Devine-Wright
(2008) consider only the latter — the project aghale — and not the process or outcome
dimensions of the benefits themselves. As Bristvwal (2012) note, the focus is usually on
the ‘outcome’ dimension of community benefits, tlusive development processes may
be critical to realizing meaningful support and lpuibrust in development projects’ (p.1110).
They go on to suggest that ‘(t)here may also beegss dimension to ensuring an equitable
and agreed distribution of community benefitsisithis that we explicitly explore in this
paper, providing empirical evidence to improve ustinding of the relationship between
these two dimensions.

In this section we examine the existing literatirelraw out what is already known
about the relevance of process and outcome dinmengo community benefits
arrangements, and establish the theoretical cofaerur empirical analysis of the role of

community benefits in engaging the public in reneMa&nergy transitions.

Local Outcomes of Community Benefit Packages

The diversity of understandings of what commungnéfits packages should achieve
(Walkeret al 2010) has caused an element of uncertainty regawdnat kind of ‘outcomes’
can, and should, be expected by local communifies.wider practice of planning gain has
also always been of contested validity and this$aato debates about what community
benefits can consist of, where they stand in law, lrow they can be offered. Therefore, a
large diversity of community benefit packages hesrnbprovided by commercial developers
(Mundayet al2011). A typology of community benefits is shoimrirable 1, alongside

examples of where these are being delivered intipeain Scotland.



Categories of ‘community

benefit’ Example benefits Case studies

Financial payments to local

Some form of community fund, Meikle Cawere Wind Farm

communities with lump sum and/or annual (Aberdeenshire) developed a Local
payments. Electricity Discount Scheme for
e Reduced electricity prices. local residents and businesses.

e Direct sponsorship of local events

Contributions in kind to e Tolandscape and ecological Aikengall Community Wind Farm

local assets and facilities enhancement measures, perhaps|tfaast Lothian) provides funding
mitigate or compensate for any | for the enhancement of
environmental costs caused by theLammermuir Deans SSSI.
wind farm.

e To tourism/ visitor facilities.

Provision of other local e Educational visits or other Sneddon Law Community Wind
services educational programmes. Farm (East Ayrshire) aims to
create an educational/field centre.

Conventional economic e The use of local goods and serviceSolwaybank Wind Farm

benefits e Employment of local people. (Dumfries and Galloway) aims to
e Land rental income to landowners| create short and medium term jops
and any royalties. during the construction of the wind

e Local business rates and/or taxes| farm.

Involvement in the e Various forms of engagement Freasdail Wind Farm (Argyll and
development process activity. Bute) engages with schools and
young people.

Table 1: Typology of community benefits

The view that there should be a standard, minimewallof economic benefit for
communities within a certain proximity of a devatognt, regardless of the community’s
attitudes towards the development, implies thamicwnity benefits constitute a
compensation device for affected communities’ (Mayet al 2011, p.4). This assumes that
the costs of a wind development can be neutrabgeitie provision of commensurate local
benefits (Cowelkt al2011). Evidence has suggested, however, that&stg the relevant
losses and gains associated with a particular dpwrednt, and providing a lump sum to
compensate those affected, has mixed results (Muetda 2011), sometimes serving to
alienate those within communities who hold stroriggiples that are ‘not for sale’ (Bedt al
2005, p.473, Aitken 2010b). This is linked to alvekelcumented risk that offers of a cash
payment can lead to perceptions of developers pttegito bribe community members,
which undermine the potential for benefits paymentsngender local support for the project
(Casset al2010, Aitken 2010a, Walkat al 2017).



Previous research has found a dominant view amaleystiopers and communities
that they should be free to negotiate the levelratdre of the benefits between themselves,
rather than there being a standardised packagwolvement of a third party (Cowedl al
2011). In theory, this provides the developer & opportunity to identify the particular
needs and wants of the communities in question, auttsequently, devise a suitable benefits
package (Devine-Wrigtdt al 2001, Meacham 2012). However, as Cowehl (2011) state,
the concept of a benefits package being locallytatgd ‘raises questions about whether
just outcomes can be achieved through bilaterabtieggns between what are often large
corporations and small rural communities, givenitiegualities of power and resources
between them’ (p.554). As a result, frecesshrough which community benefit packages
are negotiated, and the extent to which commurstiesnvolved in and have influenced over
this, is an important for ensuring community betsedire of benefit to the community
(Warrenet al 2005, Aitken 2010a, Cowetdit al2011, Bristowet al 2012).

The Process of Arranging Community Benefit Payments

The lack of regulation of community benefits extenal the process through which the
benefits packages are determined. Currently, irJtkethe power to control and design the
benefits ultimately lies with the developers, rattian with the local communities (Munday
et al2011), and it is up to the developer to engagednemunity in that process.

In Scotland, under the terms of Planning AdviceeN®2010, all renewable energy
developers are required ‘to consult with relevamhmunity councils and hold at least one
public event which is advertised in the local préSsottish Government 2010, p.16), but
there is no additional specific legal obligation tommercial developers to consult
communities specifically on community benefits agaments. In the Scottish Government’s
‘Good Practice Principles’ on community benefitsyelopers are advised to discuss potential
benefit packages with communities in the early;qesent stages of the development,
through ‘flexible, well-planned consultation proses which are inclusive, meaningful and
which respond to the communities’ needs’ (Localrfggescotland 2015a).

A transparent process, which provides sufficiert timely information to the public
and enables the public to understand how and wbigides are being made, has been
identified as a key criterion for ‘good’ public piaipation in policy and planning (Rowe and
Frewer 2000). This is recognised within the contéxwind energy developments, where
local acceptance has been described as ‘cruciafigriient [upon] transparency from the

outset’ (Joberet al 2007, p.2759). Transparency can work towards mgldnd improving



relationships of trust between the developer amdngonities (Firestonet al2012),
alleviating suspicions that are often held towaroisimercial developers (Jones and Eiser
2009), and avoiding claims of hidden agendas atadiof motives.

If community benefits are to be viewed as a medifigstering public support, or as a
‘product of good neighbourliness’ (Cowell al2011, p.553), transparency and information
provision alone is arguably not sufficient. It Heesen observed that providing information
about the potential financial benefits of a profectlocal people before planning consent has
been granted can in fact increase the risk thati¢hrelopers are perceived as attempting to
‘buy planning permission’ (Aitken 2010a, p. 6074)his underlines the value of ensuring
that community benefits are arranged through agpaatory process that is ‘underpinned by
a philosophy that emphasises empowerment, equisst, and learning’ (Reed 2008, p.2422).
As Cowellet al (2011) have argued, the rationale linking commubénefit provision and
social acceptance can only be expected to holdfttbe community has the power to
determine the benefits being provided, and to blodievelopment in situations where they
are not satisfied. Previous research has suggtstedvhilst communities can sometimes
influence thdorm of the benefits, for example, as a lump-sum payraem-kind provisions,
they are rarely given control over tlewel of the benefits provided (Bristoet al2012). As a
result, it is questionable whether communitiesreaeessarily being empowered in the
process of arranging community benefits provisions.

A key issue in enabling the community to particgetfectively in decision-making is
the well-rehearsed problem of defining ‘the comntyir{Aitken 2010a, Mundagt al 2011,
Bristowet al2012). Due to the developer-led nature of comnyumainefits, it is typically the
developer who defines the community and, commadahlg,takes the form of a readily
identifiable, place-based community, representeddmge form of institutional body, such as
a community council (Bristowt al2012). This relatively arbitrary definition tfe
communitymay fail to encompass all those who feel that theeye a right to participate in
the process of determining the scope of the bengfdvided, including who should receive
the benefits.

In the next section, we introduce the case studywind energy project in Scotland,
through which we examine the way in which thessitars play out in practice. We
investigate local perceptions of the community iénerovided and the process through
which these were arranged, and draw out the kegegles of this case that provide lessons
for future policy and practice. Based on the revadterature presented thus far, the issues

of who is involved in and/or benefits from commuyrisenefits, the potential negative impacts
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of offering a community benefits package at alfj #me importance of engaging communities

in determining benefits packages are of particui@rest to our analysis.

Methodology

This paper presents an empirical examination afiglescase study in central Scotland. All
names have been removed from the subsequent @tserand analysis of data to ensure
participants’ anonymity, and the name of the dgwelent site (Glenburn) is a pseudonym to
prevent the locations of members of the communit@® being identified beyond doubt.

Case Study

Glenburn is a wind development surrounded by séegranining communities, with a total
population of approximately 28,000 residents. @Glen was chosen as the focus of the case
study as, although there are a number of operdtwind farms in the surrounding areas,
Glenburn has experienced the largest amount ofsafqo within the local community to
community benefits. It is this phenomenon that maeeGlenburn case attractive for in-
depth study as the opportunity arose to consideestent to which the relationship between
‘process’ and ‘outcome’ dimensions had affectedeheegative local perceptions of
community benefits. Situated in a landscape witistory of energy production (coal
mining), the area is relatively deprived and wodbkahefit from further investment in
community services and infrastructure. The inpilanning application for a wind farm on

the site was rejected by the local authority in&Qfiter information sessions were held
within the local communities and a statutory cotaidn was conducted with community
councils. This local rejection was subsequentlyraled by the Scottish Government in
2009 and the development received planning con$aetdevelopment has been operational
since 2012. Due to the timing of the developmermiteceded the establishment of the
Scottish Government’s ‘Good Practice Principles’tfee provision of community benefits
from onshore wind, including the recommended mimmpayment of £5,000 per MW per
year (Local Energy Scotland, 2015a).

The development at Glenburn has an installed cgpaic24 MW, and the developer
opted to provide a community benefit package o082 per MW per year (a decision made
without consulting the local community). As thssindex-linked, this sum increased to an
overall annual payment of £54,000 per year, batilisconsiderably lower than the current
Scottish Government recommendation. The commduitgt collected from these payments

is administered by Glenburn Community Trust (GGWade up of four representatives from
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the local area. In addition to the conventionahficial benefits provided, the developer has
sponsored a local youth sports team, and suppsitel@nts from a local college studying

subjects relevant to employment in the wind enémgystry.

Interviews

Semi-structured interviews were conducted withm¢hse study area during June and July
2014. Interviewees were identified and selectaadgus stakeholder analysis, with
‘stakeholders’ defined as those within the surrangdowns who affect or are affected by the
wind farm (Reed 2008). This avoided the identifimatof interviewees on aad hocbasis,
which can often marginalise certain community mersper add bias to the whole process.
As resource management typically deals with catirflicinterests of various stakeholders,
stakeholder analysis was used as it provides ddooécognising ‘multiple perspectives of
the ‘truth’ where ‘reality’ is socially constructe@Reedet al. 2009, p.1936). This type of
approach was considered appropriate in our studyevbinderstanding the local perceptions
of community benefits was paramount. Stakeholdengewategorised into stakeholder
groups, then classified and characterised throaghtarestversusinfluence matrix, in order
to identify the ‘key players’ who had both highargst and influence within the community
(Reedet al2009). The stakeholder analysis identified 3Betholder groups as ‘key players’
who were contacted and invited to take part innd@rview. A non-random purposive
sampling approach was employed to identify the rapptropriate interviewee(s) within each
group (Noy 2008), with initial contacts identifigch a local development trust, the
community council and the developer. Twelve stakiddrs agreed to be interviewed,
representing a range of roles in the surroundimgroanities, including: local politicians;
community council members; local councillors; aaddl residents. An interview was also
conducted with a representative of the wind farwetigoment company. Although the
interviews conducted in the study yielded in-degtdiba for analysis, it was a limitation of the
study that more interviews were not conducted.rimgvee recruitment was challenging with
many of those invited declining to take part witttie timeframe available for the research.
In order to mitigate this limitation and to triarigte data collected in the 12 interviews, two
local meetings were also observed: a GCT meetidggazommunity council meeting.
Observing these meetings helped to contextualsethbrviews, particularly through
observing the types of funding applications suleditb the GCT and the process via which

they were assessed.
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In the results section, quotes are attributed teriiewees using the reference codes
shown in Table 2. Interview questions focusedrwed themes, designed to draw on the
direct experience of the interviewees:

1) How the overall community engagement ‘process’ wawed by the community
(with regards to the planning process surroundiegdevelopment itself);

2) Community perceptions of the community benefit @ayek (the ‘outcome’) and how
it was agreed; and

3) Alternative ‘outcomes’ of interest to the community

The third theme was included to understand botlttimemunity’s preferences in terms of
benefits (the ‘outcomes’) and the extent to whiwh actual community benefits package
matched these preferences. The questions usecewgratory in nature, seeking to
understand each respondent’s views and reactiaeation to the wind farm and the
associated engagement strategy and benefits packaged. The questions followed a loose
guestion format similar to the stages of discuspimposed by Arthur and Nazroo (2003),
however, the questions were individually tailoreghending upon the identity of each

respondent, and their role within the case study.

Interviewee affiliations Codes

2 x Community Council Members| CC1-CC2
3 x Local Residents LR1-LR3
2 X MSPs mgﬁé

4 x Local Councillors LC1-LC4
1 x Developer DVP

Table 2: Interviewee codes

A visual aid was used as a prompt during the ime@rs to provide information which
would enable a greater level of specificity andttep discussions of alternative community
benefits arrangements (Theme 3) (Gillham 2000)e did (Figure 1) provided examples of
different forms of community benefits from wind @depments, based on Meacham (2012).
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. Wider Environmental and Social
Benefits: The developer can provide
improvements to local facilities (e.g.
community centre), environmental
improvements (e.g. regeneration), or
tourism and recreational

) improvements (e.g. mountain biking
\_ tracks, walking paths).

Cheaper Electricity: Local
communities can potentially receive a
discount on energy hills as a result of
living close to the wind farm.

Developer as grant maker: The
developer decides where the benefit
should be spent.

Local Energy Efficiency Schemes: The
benefit can be spent on improving the
insulation levels and heating efficiency
of local dwellings and public buildings,
installing small-scale renewable energy

equipment, energy advice and
education.

Third Party Involvement: The
developer appoints a third party
organisation to manage the benefit
fund. The community leads decisions
on how funds are spent and the third
party acts as a banker and
administrator.

Figure 1: Example of handouts used during intergié@Mieacham 2012)

Results

Process: Community Engagement

The community engagement process carried out by foEsed on the wind farm
development process and involved one informatiesiea with each of the community
councils and two information sessions for the wioléblic. During the community council
meetings, DVP gave a presentation about the proptseslopment, and asked for feedback
on behalf of the community. The community counedgh attempted to gauge community
opinion to form a response to DVP regarding theppsed Glenburn development, however
seven interviewees felt that this task was poaalyied out due to a lack of time and
resources on the part of the community councitlilegto ineffective canvassing of the
community opinion. Community information sessiomsikarly offered the community
information about Glenburn, however these sessiare poorly advertised, and as a result,

poorly attended.
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A recurrent theme during the interviews was thalloesidents’ lack of awareness of
the proposed development while it was in the ihgilanning stage. Described as going
‘completely under the radar of the wider commun{yR2), community members recounted
not ‘know[ing] anything about [the development] untilstarted going up(LR3). Relevant
information about the development was not dissetatheo the community directly. Instead,
information was distributed to community councifglgublished on the local authority’s
website. Althoughthe information was there if you wanted to go dind it' (LC4), the use
of community council consultations as the primamgmnel through which to disseminate
information and gauge community opinion was deemappropriate by nine interviewees.
One interviewee noted that certain residents liumgose proximity to the Glenburn site lay
outside the catchment areas of the community ctginthis area] wasn't really spoken to
at all because it's not got a community counciljitsobeen excluded, and its needs have
pretty much been excludg@SP2). Even in areas that were representeddoyramunity
council, engagement was perceived to be minimalisterviewees identified a need to
make‘community engagement more visible to the pulfliR®2). It was noted by seven of
the interviewees that, as volunteers, communityncibimembers often lacked the resources
to canvas community opinion or to disseminate imfation. The poor advertisement of
community engagement sessions was seen as a magj@r Ipreventing the local community

from engaging and participating in discussions alioel development:

‘A lot of people didn’t know it was happening, wesgou checked out the notice
board or checked out the wee clip in a [local auityd building... They could have
advertised it a lot better’ (LC4).

This bred negative attitudes towards the develapigh, interviewees expressing feelings of
distrust and dishonesty, particularly when they baein unaware of the community
consultation sessions that had taken placeras kind of kept hush-husfiLR3); ‘...it was
almost like they don’t want people to corieR2). Furthermore, interviewees suggested
that, when people were aware of consultation sesstbe timing of the sessions, often held
in the early evenings, prevented some residents &tbending the meetings due to work or
childcare commitments. The developer working iertblurn acknowledged that there were
low levels of attendance at community consultatessions, with those who did attend being
either vocally opposed the development or attendsgart of their role as a local councillor.
The information provided by the developer to comityumembers was also

described as inadequate and lacking impartial fotait the project’s construction and
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operational phases, insufficiently preparing laesidents for the reality of the development.
One interviewee described the community’s shockgeeing the scale of the completed
development, as théjst couldn’t quite believe what it wa@¥iSP1). The information that
was disseminated in the planning stages was regjasipromotional material, and
contributed towards decreasing trust in the dewalofhe developer acknowledged that the
information they provided about the design and tgraent process of the wind farm was
‘jJust positive glossy material [...] focusing on gneenergy, homes that the wind farm
supports and C&reductions’'(DVP), raising questions about the motivations béthe
design of the consultation process.

The consultation sessions were perceived to urigettee minimum requirement
necessary to achieve commercial goals, with ligtielence of the developer’s aspiration to
provide a platform for meaningful engagement whicduld canvas and incorporate the
opinions of community members. Many of the intemwees felt that local residents were
powerless to the actions of a large company, agcatitampt to participate in discussions was
futile: ‘I would say, every developer, they’ve only gotdeeeloper’s interests at heart along
with the person that's going to make money, noessarily the communityCC1). These
perceptions were supported by comments from theldpegr who accepted that they did not
attempt to engage with ‘outspoken’ community voicée just left the radicals to get on
with doing their own thing and did not directly exgg with them{DVP). Such a statement
guestions the meaningfulness of the community esgagt that was undertaken.
Community members felt their concerns were oftenacted upon or incorporated within the
development process. Through removing the alofityye community members to exercise
any actual power, interviewees often felt thatdbeeloper was undertaking the community
engagement process asiek-box exercise... for the [planning] applicatiom go forwards’
(LC4). As such, the process as a whole was wideklyed by local residents as a
‘commercial exercise"they were trying to... make some money and builtestirbines’
(LC2).

Overall, the community engagement process foculsedsa entirely on the wind farm
development process as opposed to specific issisgsgawith the community benefits
package. The benefits package was not discusseehotiated with the wider community,
with community councils antbcal councillors and MSPSDVP) being contacted by the
developer instead. This was particularly highlighite relation to the benefits provided to the
local college to support students studying subjestts/ant to employment in the wind energy

industry, as this was not seen dsa@nmunity decision [or] a community engagement
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process to come up with the decision [...] just @ussion with councillorLR2). Although
the local councillors had aimed féthe communities to be more involved in taking the
decisions [about] how the money is sp&htC3), the lack of awareness amongst the
interviewees of the different benefits offered bg tleveloper suggest that this was not

achieved.

Outcome: Community Benefits Package
Interviewees reported local dissatisfaction analc bf a sense of ownership of the
community benefits package delivered by Glenbumdwarm. The developer currently
issues an annual payment of £54,000 per year &b tesidents, managed by GCT. However,
the majority of the interviewees believed that¢benmunity fund wadnadequate and not
comprehensivglMSP?2) in relation to the size of the developreemd the extent of the
impact on local peopléwe had actually calculated it out, it's actuallyL £dd per person per
year if you take all the actual residents in thenoaunity’(LR2). The developer set up the
GCT and stipulated the rules for awarding fundingluding a restriction on the amount of
money that can be awarded to each project. Thissetaat a maximum of £1000, which
severely restricted the types of projects whichidte funded by the community benefit
fund. The large returns reaped by the developee @aksio noted in a number of the interviews
as a point of contempt. Comparisons were madedegtimassive profits... [and] very little
payback that communities are gettiriyISP1), demonstrating the discontent felt through t
lack of apparent balance of monetary benefitscoimtrast, the developer believed they had
offered‘a very generous community benefit fu(dVP), highlighting the gap between the
perceptions of the local community and the develope

Contrary to the opinion of the developer, sever@nviewees reported a lack of
understanding about what was actually being offésetie wider community. For example,
CC2 suggested that there was a common misconceptiongst local residents that the
electricity bills of local communities surroundi@enburn would have been reduced, once

the wind farm was constructed:

‘[The developers] said it would cover say [Commudi}, [Community 2]...and it
would power the whole place, and | think some peaggdpecially the elderly,
thought that their bills would come down... whatélderly people can't see is how
[Glenburn] is benefiting them’ (CC2).
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Echoing the criticisms of the developer's engagepertesses, it was widely reported by
interviewees that there was a lack of local awassmé the funding that was available for
community members from GCTThey [GCT] are not advertising. They're not puttimg
posters. They're not saying anything, at éllR1). Representatives of GCT acknowledged
the wider community’s lack of awareness about tierg of the funds available as a key
challenge that was restricting the benefits fronmdpéully experienced by all community
members'they don’t know how to apply to it, they don’t knarhere to get the application
form, they don’t know who would be eligible for grant’ (CC2).

Interviewees also expressed disappointment at #yeimwhich the benefit funds
were being awarded by GCT. Grant application fowase available through the GCT
website, which had been set up by the developer . gfants, each up to a value of £1000,
targeted community projects run by constituted geowithin the local communities
surrounding Glenburn. Successful grant applicatemiarded by GCT included trips for a
local Scout group, and a day trip for a local mgdiome. The projects that had been funded
were described by interviewees as short-term andrigpact:‘little jollies here and there...
[which would have] no actual benefit other than plets memories(LC3). Many stated a
preference for the funds to be consolidated intwgger pot of money(LC4) which could be

used for a larger, moréangible benefits(MSP2):

‘It would have been nice to see a plan for soméadegacy project, whether it's
sports or community facilities...it's not going tdider any of that. There’s going to
be nothing at the end that you can point to and“dat’s what we got” (MSP2).

Interviewees linked dissatisfaction with the allboa of the benefit fund to the fact the
decisions are made by GCT, an isolated group afdommunity representatives, with
minimal input from other community members.

The community benefits package was also descrigedtérviewees as not
compensating for the negative impacts on the amealtie of the area, caused by the
development. This perception of the ‘non-substiiility’ of the community benefit package
with the local negative impacts of a wind farm wa®current theme, which transpired to
suggestions of bribery on the part of the develdpeth within the planning process and in
exchange for local support of the project. Some thenprovision of a community benefit as
‘corruption of the planning procesfL.C2), whereby the community benefit wasished by
the developer(LC3), providing greater motivation for planningrpession to be granted:
‘the bigger the sweetener, the bigger the probl@R1).
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Connecting process and outcome

The findings from the interviews suggested thatct@munity engagement process and the
allocation of community benefits have not increatbexdlocal acceptance of the wind farm.
The developer believed th#he community were dividedDVP) in the initial stages of the
development, both in relation to wind farms gerlgraihd to Glenburn specifically. This was
supported by the interviewees, who themselves &edohge of views towards the
development, and suggested that the communitynd®ke was split in its attitudes towards
the development. Interviewees who were initiallpportive of Glenburn made a link
between the historicdhdustrial landscape(LC1) of the coal mining industry in the past
and théeindustrial structures’(MSP1) of wind turbines in the present. Those wkpressed
negative initial opinions of the development wefte found to have negative views in
relation to wind farms more generally, and theiinagm towards the specific development
was therefore likely to be derivativBiVell...I mean, we just didn’t want theii’R1). Most
interestingly, interviewees who expressed an imgautrality towards Glenburn
communicated a ‘hardening’ of their opinion ovenei, revealing a shift towards a more
negative view of the development, across a vadétgterviewee groups. Three of the
interviewees started neutral and became negatiwet dfve development, and another three of
the interviewees were initially negative and hamtetheir opinion over time. None of the
interviewees suggested that the community bengditkage had converted them from a
negative or neutral position to a supportive viélihere was evidence that this failure to
achieve a positive change in local opinion wasatliyenfluenced by the perceived failures of
the community engagement process undertaken byetredoper throughout the project:

‘The first that the community [had] known was wh&a were two months into

construction, and there was a press release totlsay had been approved and had
started work, and it was at that point that we tdrdoing our research, we were
neither opposed or supportive of the developmaritwe started looking into it, and

then we became opposed from what we had $eB?).

Discussion

In what follows, we discuss three key featureshef tase that enable us to consider an
answer to how local perceptions of community besefie affected by the relationship

between process and outcome dimensions.
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The Limitations of Representational Community Corigation

The results of this study revealed a feeling o$¢dnnect’ between the community benefits
package offered and the preferences of the comgnasito what they wanted and needed.
This issue may be attributed to the primary useooimunity councils as the vehicle for
community engagement. Whilst operating throughraroanity council is explicitly
suggested as a means of community engagementisBddtivernment 2010), in the
Glenburn case, employing such a narrow channehgdgement as a proxy for the
community removed the potential for community-wabenmunication and cooperation and,
therefore, for a ‘just’ outcome (Walket al2010). As Bristovet al (2012) identify:
‘Although developers and policy-makers might fihdanvenient for there to be clear, extant
communities “out there” ready to be the recipi@ftsommunity benefits, any assumption
that such communities exist is problematic’ (p.1109

Proactively recruiting a variety of different comnity members and welcoming a
diversity of individual and collective preferenazm enable a process of ‘needs-led planning’
(Richardset al 2007, p. 20). Through this process, communityagegent can reflect a
conscious effort to acknowledge and incorporaternanity preferences and requirements
into the design of community benefits or ownersdtipictures, thus encouraging opinion
through the creation of an open and inclusive ptatfto inspire creative solutions. Thisisin
stark contrast to the case in Glenburn, where dnswtation process adopted by the
developer was viewed locally as an instrumentatgaare to increase social acceptability
and ‘expedite the decision-making process’ (Coetll 2011, p.540).

A recurrent theme evident throughout the intervievas a perception of the
developer as ‘big business’ which held the mone/@ower to control and influence
participatory and planning decisions to suit itsaspecific commercial agenda. There was a
failure on the part of the developer to incorparateat least acknowledge, the concerns of
community members who voiced negative opinions. déaesloper’s initial assumption that
these community members were ‘radicals’ removedeg#imacy of their opinions from the
community engagement process, creating and congeah unjust process of exclusion
(Aitken 2010c). This echoes the warnings througmouth of the existing literature on
public engagement of the risk of an ‘us and thestdtronship forming between community
members and the developer, creating a significamtdy to collaborative participation
(Wolsink 2007).

Reed (2008), amongst others, has argued, ‘it ienotigh to simply provide
stakeholders with the opportunity to participatel@cision-making; they must actually be
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able to participate’ (p.2422). Empowering peopl@articipate can include interpreting
technical information or providing context to logdéns, with the key principle being that the
information is ‘presented in a way that the pubblhn understand and it must be easy for them
to obtain it’ (Bell et al 2005, p.469). The inteawees suggest that this was not achieved in
the Glenburn case, leaving local residents feadxguded from the decision-making

process.

The Community’s Trust in The Community Trust

In terms of the distribution of the benefit fundsGlenburn, applications by the community
were considered, and subsequently accepted otadjdry the four individuals running the
GCT. Described as an isolated community groups, likely that they have a nuanced
position within the community, which will evolve evtime as a result of the power they hold
as managers of the fund. These findings echo reteasrvations of Goedkoop and Devine-
Wright (2016), within the context of shared owndépstenewable energy projects. In
considering the justice implications of these prtgethey found that some of the developers
themselves expressed concerns regarding the (vedesgativeness of the community actors
with whom they worked, and noted the difficultyasfgaging with a diversity of local
residents. This highlights the importance of aeidedging that, as a small, self-selecting,
agenda-driven group, community groups such as Gil het necessarily be representative
of the geographic community in which they operateich links to wider, longstanding
debates around how ‘the community’ is framed andex@perational within this context
(Raco and Flint 2001, Bristoet al2012, Creamer 2015).

Although ‘[c]onsensus over how a community fundiwdbddoe managed and/or
allocated may never be fully possible’ (Aitken 2810.6073), the Glenburn case highlights
that there is significant scope for improvementhis regard. The diverse interests of the
community need to be incorporated into the managewofehis fund, through broadened
community participation and decision-making proesgMarkantoni and Aitken 2015).
According to the interviewees, the community ashele did not feel empowered, or feel a
sense of ownership over the community benefit era$sociated decisions being made.
Therefore, the way in which the benefits are belistyibuted, and the types of projects being
funded (described as intangible, invisible andfmrs-term, rather than legacy projects) has
served to highlight — rather than resolve — isafesjuity and powerlessness amongst those
members of the community who are not linked disegadith those involved in managing the

fund. These sentiments again highlighted feeliffgiseEmpowerment, both within the design
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of the community benefit and its administration @G&T, with the sense that final decisions
rested, in both contexts, with ‘outsiders’ (Hinskebd 2001). If local representatives had had
some influence in the design of the community bépettkage, there may have been more
legacy projects, which may have positively affedtesllong-term associations the residents
have with the development (Fast and Mabee 2015)eer, low levels of motivation to
engage in discussions with the developer and wittercommunity may have hindered such
a transition in practice (Kalkbrenner and Rooseb620

These findings support previous research thatdwasdf that, whilst the provision of
community benefits is now routine, they are rapghnned and implemented in a strategic
way that will have long-term local welfare or day@inent outcomes (Munday al 2011).
Moreover, it has been observed that — even where 1h a shared ambition for meaningful,
long-term benefits — developers and community mesfoeind it difficult to agree on what
this would mean in practice (Aitken 2010a). SimylaBristow et al (2011, p.1115) note that
‘small, highly localized bodies’ operating on ath hocbasis, may not be best placed to grasp
and manage the scale of the benefits presentatchbsaisingly large renewable energy
developments. This raises a significant challeoggélicymakers and developers who are
genuinely interested in delivering a positive lggiar local communities, in terms of the
mechanisms through which communities are engagtteidesign and delivery of

community benefits packages.

The Boomerang Effect

The provision of community benefits in Glenburn was linked with a positive participation
process, nor was the outcome (the benefit paclsage) as a positive result for the majority
of those interviewed, as the benefits provided wertewnell-advertised locally and were
generally considered inadequate. Instead, as \thigr @xamples in the literature (Catsl
2010, Aitken 2010a, Walkest al2017), the community benefits package in Glenhbvaea
viewed by many interviewees as a bribe, or as anmedh which to expedite and ensure a
successful planning application.

This was further underlined by the declining lev&isupport for the Glenburn
development amongst those who were initially pesitr neutral towards the project, which
rings alarm bells with regards to the negative iotp#hat the community benefits package
bestowed on local opinion. We suggested at theebafghis paper that the value of a
community benefits package in promoting suppodameptance of a renewable energy

project may be diminished in cases where the contgndaes not perceive the process or
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outcomes to be collectively fair. Our results irdecthat, under these circumstances, not only
can community benefits fail to engender additiaugdport, but can result in a ‘boomerang’

effect, whereby resistance to the development asae locally (Walkeet al 2014).

Conclusion

This paper has analysed the perceptions of comgnaaibrs towards a commercial wind
energy project in central Scotland. Our empiricgidhas highlighted the critical relationship
between the ‘process’ and ‘outcome’ dimensionsefdesign and distribution of community
benefits from wind energy developments. The in&vees reported local dissatisfaction
with the outcomes of the Glenburn developmenttierdommunity, with the most significant
cause of this dissatisfaction being an ineffectemmunity engagement process regarding
the project as a whole, and the benefits packag#.itOur findings support the observations
of Aitken (2010a), who found it was not possibleséparate people’s perceptions of how
‘fair the community benefits package was from thg@rceptions of the way in which the
planning process as a whole had been conductefailByg to achieve a satisfactory
engagement process, the potential positive outcarntee development for community
members have been significantly compromised. Dééommmunity energy’ under current
Scottish Government community energy policy, duthebannual community benefit
payment made to the local Community Trust to adsteniwithin the local area, the analysis
has also revealed a number of important factortshidnee limited the effectiveness of the
community benefit arrangement and the extent tehthe project could be termed
‘community energy’.

The findings highlight the inadequacies of curremnmunity energy policy and
associated wind developer practice in relatiorh®pgrocess of engaging communities in the
planning process and delivering a community berfiefitl. The lack of a legal obligation for
developers to consult communities on community bieagangement poses an important
challenge if community benefits are to tackle issokeequity and justice. However, issues
may also arise if there were to be a legal oblogato consult communities on community
benefits when the benefits packages themselveotaeregally mandated. In the case of
Glenburn, a poorly designed and delivered commuanityagement process, which relied on
the community council as the main vehicle of infatimn dissemination, led to negative
associations with the development amongst the camyn his negative association was

amplified by the nature of the community benefraagement, which was seen as ineffective
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and a vehicle for increasing the developer’s chateeceiving planning permission for the
development.

Further work is required to ascertain how far oae extrapolate from the Glenburn
case and, in particular, whether similar experisreast in other communities where
community benefit funds have been designed andetelil by developers. If similarities
exist, questions could be raised about the effentgs of community benefits as a positive

component of strategies to empower communitiesimvitie renewable energy transition.
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