
LISMORE CHURCH FUTURES GROUP 

Draft Note of the meeting held on 20th September 2023 in the Church House 

 

Present 

Sebastian Tombs (ST), Clare Haworth (CH), Mandie Currie (MC), Douglas Breingan (DB), Jennifer Baker (JB), 

Stephen Green (SG), Rev Dugald Cameron (DC), Archie McGillivray (AM), Rosemary Barry (RB). 

Apologies 

Bob Hay 

Matter Arising 

• Boreholes – a letter has been sent to CoS regarding a possible site just on the edge of the garden at the 

church house. No response received yet. Mark Willis has completed the necessary site checks and a list of 

potential sites is being compiled for forwarding to Glensanda (Aggregates Ltd) 

• There was a query as to the direction of the pipe from the existing spring water supply as this will need to be 

identified prior to drilling for a borehole; also as to whether a borehole might be shared with the 

neighbouring house at the northern side. AP:MC to enquire further 

Consultants appointment 

Seventeen Invitations to Tender had been distributed to relevant companies and seven bids had been submitted 

by companies working in partnership. The selection panel (ST, MC, DB) identified the top three and opted to 

interview the top two candidates. This process has now completed and the panel made a recommendation to 

the Group, which was agreed. 

Funding 

Architectural Heritage Fund (AHF) have approved their max. grant for this phase (£10k). 

A bid for match funding (approx. 50%) has been submitted to the Heritage Lottery Fund and a decision may be 

made sometime in October. 

Consultants would prefer to wait for the full funding decision before progressing but a decision will need to be 

made on how to progress in October, following the HLF decision. 

It was agreed that in the meantime, MC will pursue other funding bids that may be flexible about the use of 

funds so that these could be used for the subsequent phases if the HLF funding is approved. This might include 

donations. A small sum to cover some study visits and to invite speakers would also be useful. Other Group 

members could usefully continue to make contact with other private sources. AP: MC to continue with funding 

bids. 

Timescales 

CoS have indicated that they can be flexible if the Group is serious about community ownership and is making 

progress. There is a six month exclusivity period but its start is not defined. Maintenance and related costs 

(insurances etc) would need to be covered in the meantime. 

DC advised that the kirk sessions of Appin and Lismore have agreed to the union on the basis that CoS agree to 

take responsibility for the assets prior to their disposal. Trustees have agreed verbally (zoom meetings) that CoS 

would take responsibility of buildings from 1st January but this has not been provided in writing yet. The Trustees 

would receive funds from the sale of buildings if they take responsibility; it will be in their interests to sell at a 

reasonable price.  



It was noted that while the church house is an asset, the church building is a liability. There are plenty of 

examples where church buildings have been sold for a nominal sum (e.g. £1). The group can make a strong case 

for the church house being necessary to run the church successfully.  

The feedback from architect consultants during the recent site visits and interviews was that the church house 

was essential for the viability of the church’s future. This would be useful to state in communications with CoS 

when discussing valuations. 

It might be useful to seek a face to face meeting with CoS but in the meantime, regular communications with 

CoS should continue, to provide updates and reassurance that the group is making progress. AP: DC to provide 

contact details for Trustees who should be copied into communications with CoS by MC. 

AP: MC to organise a meeting with CoS once the viability study is underway. 

Governance 

MC recommended a SCIO as being the most suitable structure. SCIOs report only to OSCR, so reporting is less 

complex but charity oversight is strong. SCIOs are easy to establish; they cannot be changed into another type of 

structure at a later date but can be dissolved and restructured quite easily. Accounts can be presented on a 

receipts or accruals basis depending on the level of income, whereas a company limited by guarantee with 

charitable status must prepare accounts on an accruals basis. Appin Community Development Trust is a SCIO 

and report that it was easy to establish and comply with the necessary regulations and reporting etc. Duror and 

Kentallen Community Centre and the Lismore Community Transport are further examples of local SCIOs. 

DB reiterated that a CBS has a more commercial focus and is not suitable for a heritage project with the range of 

uses proposed, which also include some continued worship and life events. He knew of no examples of heritage 

organisations that use this structure. The history of the church and its site and the heritage value in terms of 

remaining artifacts are important on a national and international scale and its profile will increase following the 

publication of the latest archaeological work. It will be essential to establish the right structure to meet the 

various requirements of funders, supporters and regulators. DB advised that church projects tend to be 

structured as SCIOs.  AP: DB to look at project examples and organisational structures provided by the various 

consultant teams. 

The group noted these reports and recommendations positively and was minded to pursue this route subject to 

further consideration. It was agreed that proposals be shared with the community via a newsletter once the 

viability study commences; further advice could be sought from the consultants on structures at that stage. 

Electric car charger 

This was discussed briefly – it had been suggested that a car charging point might be set up in the church house 

garden but the Trustees’ view was that it should be located in a public place, such as the Public Hall car park. 

Communications 

It was agreed that newsletters should be produced but that these should be as brief as possible – no longer than 

two A4 pages. These are usually placed on the island website with a link provided on Facebook. There should 

also be more regular brief updates – no more than a few lines – on Facebook, when there is information to 

communicate. It would be useful to have someone checking comments once these are posted – to enable the 

group to keep updated on feedback. AP: CH to check comments and update the group when necessary. ST to 

explore the potential to streamline website coverage of the CFG’s work, drawing together the separately 

reported sections, with an introductory note explaining the CFG’s function and area of activity. 

Date of next meeting 

7.30pm 19th October at the Church House 


