Minutes of Carrick Community Councils’ Forum (CCCF) meeting held at 7pm on Tuesday 17th July 2007

Present:
Duncan Barr (DB - Barrhill CC), Pearl Barton (PB – Maybole CC), 

Frank Claytonsmith (FC-Barrhill CC), Peter Dale (PD – Barr CC), 

David Kiltie (Maybole CC), Jim Leil (JL – Barr CC), Peter Mason (Maybole CC), 

David McGettigan (DMcG – Maidens & Kirkoswald CC), Betty McQuiston 

BMcQ (Girvan CC), George Ritchie (GR -Maidens & Kirkoswald CC), 

Kay Siddell (KS – Pinwherry & Pinmore CC),

In Attendance: 
Martin Mathers (Scottish Power), Nick Larkin (South Ayrshire Council), Stuart Lindsay (SL-Girvan Horizons), Beverley Robb - Minutes (BR, Girvan Horizons) 

	Item
	Minute
	Action

	1
	Apologies

Cathy Collins (CC – Girvan Community Council), 

Keith Dawdry (KD - Pinwherry & Pinmore CC), 

Charles Ellis (CE – Colmonell & Lendalfoot CC), 

Clare Kennedy (CK – Barrhill CC) 

Helena Menhinick (HM – Dailly CC),

Peter Walker (PW – Pinwherry & Pinmore CC)

	

	2
	 Discussion of Community Benefit

In order to facilitate the rest of the business of the meeting PD asked Martin Mathers of Scottish Power (SP) and Nick Larkin from South Ayrshire Council (SAC) to make their presentations at the start of the meeting.  

Current Developments

Martin gave a brief update on SP’s two proposed windfarms in South Ayrshire - Dersalloch and Arecleoch.  As both developments are covered by Section 36 of the Electricity Act, it is the Scottish Executive, not SAC, who are responsible for giving planning consent.  The Scottish Executive has three options in respect to the developments - it can approve them, reject them or order a public enquiry.  Arecleoch is a “clean” application in that it has no outstanding objections against it from within the local community other than those raised by Community Councils.  Dersalloch however has an ongoing issue with respect to its effect on Prestwick Airport.  SAC has indicated that it will raise no objection to Arecleoch and will not do so for Dersalloch on the understanding that a solution is found to the problems at Prestwick. 

Martin noted that SP is keen to find a solution, which suits all concerned, and all costs relating to this will be borne by the company.  The Prestwick issue means that the Arecleoch development will go ahead sooner than Dersalloch.  Assuming a best-case scenario Arecleoch will go ahead in a year to 18 months with Dersalloch perhaps a year after that.  However, Martin cautioned that changes in the Scottish Executive and its personnel could affect timescales associated with this process.

Community Benefit

With respect to Community benefit, SP will at least match the £2000 per megawatt rate suggested by SAC and could possibly go to £2500 per mw.  For Arecleoch this would represent about £360K per annum in community benefit and £150K for Dersalloch.  SP will also use the concentric ring model developed by SAC for dissemination of funds to affected communities as a guide but would not be tied to it.  The company would seek to make sure that any dissemination of funds was equitable and took into account anomalies in Community Council boundaries and other factors it felt appropriate.  However, the company would not determine how any money should be spent, as this was a matter for the Community Councils to decide possibly in negotiation with SP and SAC. 

Martin advised that he did have some funds, which will be made available to affected communities in advance of any development.  He has already given £500 to Straiton CC and agreed a further £ 500 for Barrhill, both to support community fairs.  He will also make available some money to communities which will be affected by the transportation of equipment for the construction of the windfarm e.g. SP are already sponsoring the Girvan Cycle Race.  All communities will need to present proposals, which come from the community not individuals.

Good/Bad Practise in Community Benefit Spend 

Martin noted that there were examples of communities that had spent community benefit on high profile projects, which had obvious short-term benefits.  However such schemes would use up all the funding, have no long-term impact on the communities, and leave no tangible legacy.

Martin gave the examples of schemes such as the Breakfast Club in Carradale Argyll, the development of the Kintyre Way and the Scholarship Scheme in the Western Isles as projects that have used community benefit money wisely.  These schemes not only address existing issues but are also investing in the future of communities to allow them to be sustainable in the long term.

Structure of Organisations set up to administer Community Benefit Money    

Martin advised that the best model for this would be a trust or company set up with charitable status with aims and objectives that are wide ranging and enabling.  This is a tax effective way to deal with community benefit funds. He stressed that these funds are “clean” and could be used to attract match-funding from both statutory bodies and other funders. Martin also advised that SP would be happy to offer a staff member to sit on the boards of any organisations as a non-voting member who could offer advice and support.    

South Ayrshire Council’s Role

Nick advised that he had three areas of involvement with respect to windfarm development:

1. Negotiation of a reasonable kilowatt rate figure, which would be paid to communities.  

2. Responsibility for producing guidelines, which could be used for determining how money is split between communities.

3. Offering advice and assistance with respect to economic and tourism development in affected areas.

Nick also reminded the group that developers were in no way bound to offer any money although most were keen to foster good relations with communities.  He also noted that whilst SAC were happy to draw up guidelines these were also not binding on either the developer or the community.

Finally, he pointed out that whilst communities would inevitably want to do ‘quick fixes’ with initial money from windfarms they should also look at longer-term plans for economic growth.  He advised that his department and others within the council would be happy to help communities to do this.  It was agreed that Nick would be invited to a future meeting of the CCCF to discuss his department’s role and the potential help it could offer with economic development. 

PD thanked both Martin and Nick for their contributions and invited questions from the group. 

PD asked Martin what his advice would be to development trusts to ensure project sustainability.  Martin noted that a trust should have the flexibility to invest funds to build up a reserve to allow them to continue operating after windfarm money runs out.  He further advised that they should fund both capital and revenue projects, which would allow them to invest in e.g. educational projects. 

DB asked if community benefit money could be used to set up trust funds to look after community halls.  Martin advised that as long as this was what the community wanted it should not be a problem. 

KS noted that Martin’s comment about windfarm money being clean was misleading, as it did not take into account the detrimental effects windfarm developments had on some individuals.

KS also noted that SAC had apparently abrogated its responsibility with respect to negotiating with windfarm developers with some communities now doing this themselves and that the SAC guidelines with regard to community benefit money were not being used.  She noted that whilst this might be appropriate for some, many community councils would not have sufficient experience to do this.  

Nick refuted this claim and advised that there appeared to be some confusion over SAC’s role, possibly due to misinformation from some sources.  He reiterated that SAC was and would continue to negotiate with developers on behalf of communities with respect to kilowatt rates. Nick also advised that the guidelines were still in place but that these were not a set of rules and could not be enforced by SAC.  He confirmed that the Council would take a less proactive role in other elements of the process as a direct result of lessons learned from their experiences with Hadyard Hill.  The Council would continue to offer advice and assistance but would not make decisions on how or where the money was spent, as this was the responsibility of the communities affected.  He noted that SAC would be happy to work with communities to assist them with this process. 

DK noted that Maybole has been happy to negotiate with the Banks Group and Scottish Power in their area. 

DB noted that he might have contributed to the confusion over SAC role by some remarks he made at a previous CCCF meeting regarding Barrhill CC’s strategy in dealing with developers.  He suggested that all affected communities should start with a clean sheet with respect to future windfarm negotiations and learn from each other how to proceed. 

DMcG asked Martin to clarify the issues surrounding the delay in windfarms getting access to the national grid.  Martin explained that the relationship between energy suppliers and energy carriers is regulated by OFGEM, which has put in place a system of first come first served for access to the national grid.  This has resulted in grid space being booked for some projects, which will never receive planning consent but will remain ahead of some that already have it.  The regulator is currently looking at this situation so the situation could improve.

Martin reiterated his offer to organise a workshop for the communities at SP’s expense to advise them on potential models for dealing with community benefit funds.  PD will liaise with Martin on this on the CCCF’s behalf.

PM asked Martin to confirm that community councils were the bodies with whom SP would negotiate on community benefit money and Martin agreed that this was his preferred option.  

	PD

MM/PD

	3
	Declaration of Interests

None declared but there was some discussion on what constituted an interest whether this was solely financial or covered other areas.
	

	4
	Minutes of previous meeting  

Minutes approved subject to following changes.

DB added to list of apologies; Gerry McCoy added to list of those in attendance and Tricia Irving removed; under date of next meeting sentence should read  “Meeting will now take place …..”
	

	5
	Matters Arising

Awards For All – Application requires to be resubmitted due to office bearer changes within CCCF.

Consideration of Establishment of Working Group

DK pointed out that Carrick had seven new elected members not three as noted in the last minute.  This led to a discussion on the problems community councils have faced in dealing with the new councillors who are still getting to grips with a new system.  This had led to some frustration on the part of the community councils with respect to receiving feedback and progressing issues via the councillors.  Whilst the group agreed that this was a concern, they felt that all Carrick councillors should be invited to and kept appraised of the work of the CCCF.
	BR

	6
	Updated Strategy Development Timeline

SL gave a brief explanation of the updated development plan and noted the changes made with respect to the item on Vision & Mission.  It was agreed that as this was an important item for the group and that a workshop should take place to agree its format.  Rather than hold a separate meeting it was agreed this should take place at the 21st August CCCF meeting and SL agreed to provide a briefing paper on the subject for the meeting. (Attached)  
	SL



	7
	Economic Development – Immediate Action 

PD apologised for the reference to ‘South’ Carrick in the original briefing paper as the paper referred to the whole of Carrick.  He noted that the tourism potential of the area had featured highly in the SWOT analysis and invited the group to put forward ideas for quick projects, which could capitalise on this.

KS suggested commissioning a brochure or guide, which gave a short history of Carrick, as she had been unable to find any modern equivalent of this.  The copyright of the document would be retained by the CCCF with local organisations able to access excerpts for any publications they produced.  The larger version could be sold to tourists.   

DK advised that Maybole currently had funding for a similar idea for their area and suggested that other funding could be sought to match this and produce a comprehensive brochure for the whole area. PM suggested that KS work up the idea and bring a detailed proposal to the next meeting.

DK and PM will take the idea back to their community and Awards for All to get their agreement on the joint plan. 

SL noted that he had been approached by a tourism publication called Guide to Carrick offering him editorial space in return for an advertisement in the brochure. He agreed to supply details of the publication to CCCF members to pursue if they saw fit. (see attached)

DK asked if it would be possible to access some money for posters or a website. The group discussed the pros and cons of community websites in light of the experiences of both Maybole and Girvan.  It was agreed that a dedicated Carrick website was essential but that it is important to ensure that this was sustainable in the long term.  PM suggested that a subgroup be set up to look at website development and DK agreed to do some research on the subject. SL offered the services of Tricia Irving to assist with this as she has experience working with Girvan On Line.  

In order to facilitate communication between CCCF members PM asked if it would be possible to supply a list of all their e-mail addresses with the minute. (See attached)   
	KS

DK/PM

SL

DK/TI

BR

	8
	A.O.C.B.

KS advised the group that she had been approached by Richard Carr, who is involved in setting up a group to support the Stranraer rail link, to find out if he can come and talk to the CCCF. FC noted that Richard would be attending the next meeting of the Barrhill CC and the group agreed to await feedback from this meeting before extending an invitation from CCCF.     

DK advised the group that Maybole CC have received correspondence from SAC indicating they will be charged £8.40 per hour for meetings held in Maybole town hall.  The community council have called a public meeting to discuss this. DK has noted that other community councils may be faced with similar price increases.
	FC

	9
	Dates of Next Meetings

Tuesday 21st August

Tuesday 18th September

Tuesday 16th October

Tuesday 20th November  


	


