
KILMOLUAG LIOS MOR TRUSTEES AND LISMORE CHURCH FUTURES GROUP MEETING 

Minutes of meeting held on Sunday 11th February at 2.15pm at the Church House 

 

Present 

Sebastian Tombs (ST) Mandie Currie (MC) Rosemary Barry (RB) Rev Dugald Cameron (DC) Archie McGillivray 

(AMcG) Stephen Green (SG) Douglas Breingan (DB) 

Apologies 

Jennifer Baker and Clare Haworth 

 

Interim report 

Church building – general comments 

• Concerns were raised about potential impacts on the medieval graveyard – these should be avoided or 

minimised 

• The Moluag and Columba windows are high on the wall and wouldn’t be seen without the gallery – could 

the windows be relocated if the East end of the building is reconfigured and restored? 

• Can we see an option with minimum change? However, it was acknowledged that people get used to 

change, particularly if the beauty of the original building remains are revealed sympathetically. The view on 

what is tradition has changed over the years – embracing change is a bold step but can be very fruitful 

• Compliance with fire regulations and other current standards also need to be considered, if minimum 

changes are made 

• The building(s) need to be future proofed – leaving them in their current form is unsustainable – at the 

least, the roof needs replaced and the walls need to be allowed to dry out. Whatever options are 

preferred, the external harling and the internal paster need to be removed, to let the walls dry out and for 

the stonework to breathe long term 

• Heating will be easier when the building is dry, and far more comfortable 

• PV slates in the roof could be considered – to be pursued 

• It was agreed that the estimated income required to cover the Church costs (£12k) - as outlined in the 

report - is a reasonable estimate 

• A query was raised as to whether the glebe will be bought by the tenants after all. ST will raise this with 

them. MC will seek clarification from CoS. 

• The land would help resolve several issues and offer more opportunities. If not being bought by the tenant, 

the land East of the road might be scheduled. Ongoing grazing would be possible across much of the glebe 

ground 

• Questions were raised about the input of Clare Ellis (Argyll Archaeology) – it is thought the lead consultants 

will seek her contribution  once options have been identified for working up but it was felt that her input 

with key advice might influence some of the options so advice at this stage might be wise 

• Questions were raised about heating systems – these haven’t been addressed in the report but will be 

considered later  

• Water supply and drainage issues will pertain whatever options are preferred – modern regulations will  

place higher standards regarding protection of existing water supplies. Could biodiscs be sufficient? This 

should be highlighted in the interim report, as an issue to be addressed 

Church building – options 

• It was agreed that Option B would not be supported 



• Compliance of the current gallery was discussed – to meet fire regulations, accessibility and general safety 

/ stability; insurances will rely on compliance of the building following change of use 

• A replacement mezzanine would be high cost and design would need to seat 30, potentially, design to 

meet that capacity might mean the space not being suitable for many other purposes 

• It was agreed that the consultants’ should be asked to work up an option that includes retaining the gallery 

and making it compliant with minimum intervention – if that is possible 

• The entrance was discussed – entry via the East end with a long ramp required; or at grade through the 

graveyard to the West end. 

• Moving the main entrance to the West end would enable the medieval elements, which are particularly 

pronounced at the East end, to be revealed. The alters would have sat at the East end 

• The East end entrance is closer to the road but would require a ramp to meet accessibility compliance. This 

would be long, to reach the existing door height at the required gradient. Part of the ramp could be hidden 

by the porch if retained. But if the floor level was lowered, this would reduce any ramp length needed 

• If the main entrance was relocated to the West end, this should be single entrance only – approaching 

through the new graveyard. The current path would take minimal work to improve; a wider width could be 

achieved and suitable lighting could be installed at this side more easily than through the old graveyard. It 

could be surfaced with sealed gravel, with landscaped signposting to the entrance 

• It was agreed that if entry is to the West then this should be through the new graveyard only 

• The existing West end door could be reworked to create an impressive entrance, directly facing medieval 

features at the East end 

• An option that considers the impacts and costs of having a ramp leading to the East door should be 

included. 

• Lowering the floor was discussed – this would reduce any need for ramps and would enable the original 

medieval doors to be used or seen at their original heights but the relationship between the new internal 

floor height and the surrounding graveyard would need to be carefully considered. A trench would need to 

be dug, although need not be very wide – possibly covered with a grille – to enable the walls to fully dry 

and be allowed to breathe. Information is needed on current graves within a 1m vicinity of the church wall. 

Info may be available in the lair book or from A & B council. The session clerk has advised there is no 

record of modern graves within 1m of the church walls 

• The question of whether or not to lower the floor needs more research and thought. What are the 

implications in terms of cost, impacts on damp and relationship with the external ground?. But old door 

spaces to North and South could be shown to their full original height; though possibly only opening on the 

North side, avoiding risks of damage and wear due to the prevailing winds (these needs to be checked) 

• Increasing the footprint of the vestry (replacing or extending it) as in Option C would encroach on the nave 

and possibly the Ministers’ enclosure. But could this be on piles or beams to float the structure and span 

the space with minimum ground intervention? Replacing the vestry with a light modern structure would 

enable the integrity of the Church building to be revealed more easily? 

• A single accessible toilet could be installed at the West end / in the vestry area – if the structure would be 

suitable. Waste treatment and siting of septic tanks would require more research. Could such a structure 

support a single accessible toilet? 

• All options shown included a concealed tea prep area and this was desirable, wherever located, although 

provision could be made for it in terms of space and services, even if it is not installed initially 

• Storage for moveable furniture/chairs and exhibition material required careful consideration – whether 

incorporated in part in the church layout, or in the church house 

• It was felt that other than a disabled toilet, any other toilet provision should be across at the Church 

House; the road is quiet and there are many examples where this approach is used elsewhere 

• The consultants to be requested to provide commentary on the minimum provision of facilities required 

within the Church ‘footprint’, to future-proof the uses of that building if other assets were released 

• It might be possible to outline the footprint of the nave in turf mounds – providing visual clues to the 

original building as people enter the building or view it from the West end 



• Key elements within the church such as the pulpit and communion table could potentially be retained, 

relocated or repurposed 

• Cost/benefit analysis should be done comparing options of both lowering the floor and retaining the 

current floor height 

 

 

 

Church House 

• It was agreed that flexibility in the way the space could be used is important; opting for one specific use 

(e.g. residence for visiting artists, or crafting / retain space) was not favoured 

• Reconfiguring the existing space is preferred to extending or rebuilding. MC suggested a reworking of the 

option D might work – having retail space at the North end with closeable and lockable display cabinets 

that can be moved to one side to enable the space to be used for other purposes; with a retracting or 

folding door opening into a kitchen space with all kitchen elements hidden behind floor to ceiling doors. 

Two bedrooms with a jack and jill shower room could be moved to the South end with the office being 

longer and narrower, running along the roadside wall. This would create flexible space that would provide 

retail, modest accommodation for visiting speakers, meeting space, event space, crafting space etc etc at 

different times. A semi- permanent structure at the North gable would provide space for events, 

exhibitions etc. ST will redraw the rough sketch prepared by MC, with correct measurements 

• There was discussion as to whether the building could be split to provide long term accommodation in one 

part and back office/ storage/ retail in the other part. Was this needed? It was agreed that this might be an 

option in the longer term if other options proved unsuitable.  

• As a long-term asset, the building could be set against loans and there would always be an option to 

convert the building to housing or to sell it if Trustees in future thought this the best option at the time 

• In the short term, it was felt that the house would be a useful base for contractors working on the church 

as accommodation for workers can be difficult to secure on the island 

• It was agreed that a modest number of parking spaces were required taking into account parking across 

the site – between the two buildings 

• Toilets (other than probably a disabled access toilet in the Church) should be located in the Church House 

grounds, with a single WC provided in the retail space within the House 

 

Church and Church Building – summary of decisions and action points 

1. Church Option B is not supported 

2. Lowering the floor may be considered but requires more research and thought – input from the 

Archaeologist at this stage would be extremely useful. Futures Group will investigate presence of graves 

along the Church wall. Costs / benefits and feasibility should be prepared, comparing lowering the floor to 

retaining current height 

3. With a lowered floor, option should include glazed doors in the original North and South door spaces (once 

revealed to their original height) but to the South, this should be fixed (not opening) due to prevailing winds 

4. There was support for the main entrance being moved to the West end but this should be single entrance 

only, entering from the new graveyard – this option should be costed 

5. Retaining the entrance at the East end should also still be considered, particularly if the floor is lowered - 

meaning that a shorter ramp would be required. This option should be investigated and costed if it appears 

feasible 

6. It was agreed that either the existing gallery should be retained, or it should be removed altogether, rather 

than building a new mezzanine. The feasibility of retaining the existing gallery should be considered and 

costed, including comment on meeting current fire and safety regulations 



7. Confirmation from the consultants should be sought regarding: maximum capacity in the main room, in 

compliance with fire escape and related regulations; and minimum facilities on the Church footprint for a 

long-term future proofing option 

8. An option for extending the vestry (rebuild or extension?) – floated on piles should be explored and costed, 

incorporating a single disabled toilet and an entrance from the new graveyard (second entrance could be 

the original door through the new graveyard); and concealed tea prep area 

9. Futures Group to explore possibility of outlining the nave footprint with a turf mound 

10. Futures Group to clarify situation with the Glebe 

11. An option for the Church House that maximises flexibility will be prepared by ST, based on a rough sketch by 

MC, as discussed in the meeting 

12. Parking should be revisited, with modest provision that takes into account both buildings together 

13. Options and feasibility of toilet and storage provision in the Church House garden / external space should 

be considered 

14. Investigations needed on options for septic tanks / waste collection, given the proximity to the existing 

water supplies 

 

Community update 

• It was agreed that a newsletter should be circulated to every house, providing a progress update.  

• Community meeting to be held in March when the report is ready 

• Email to be sent to CoS on progress 

• New Presbytery clerk – Rory McLeod - is visiting the island on Wed 14th – Stephen, Douglas and Rosemary 

to meet him alongside Dugald 

 

Bank account 

MC had looked at various account options and provided a brief outline of key features. 

It was agreed that the SCIO should seek to open a Virgin Money Account for charities 

Signatories will be Sebastian Tombs, Mandie Currie, Stephen Green and Archie McGillivray 

 

Next Meeting 

It was agreed that an Ordinary General Meeting would be held in March, coinciding with the public event 

Membership forms will be made available at the event then promoted further following the event. 

The next Trustees / Futures Group meeting 7th March, with provisional public meeting and Kilmoluag Lios Mor 

OGM on 21st March.  

NB: the next Community Council meeting is scheduled for 7th March so proposal is to put back the next 

Trustees meeting to 14th March (7.30pm) and public meeting to 27th March. 

AOB 

Mary asked for other items of required spend before 31st March – suggested asbestos survey, rot survey and  

further interpretation. DB has emailed Mary and will follow up this week. 


