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Fiona MacIver - CE

From: Derek MacKay
Sent: 26 August 2020 19:40
To: Fiona MacIver - CE
Subject: FW: Asset Transfer of The Buth

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From:   
Sent: 21 August 2020 21:14 
To: Derek MacKay < > 
Subject: Asset Transfer of The Buth 
 
WARNING: THIS EMAIL CAME FROM OUTSIDE THE COMHAIRLE; PLEASE TREAT HYPERLINKS OR ATTACHMENTS WITH 
CAUTION. CONTACT THE IT HELPDESK IF IN ANY DOUBT. 
 
 
We are the producer of Scottish raspberry juice brand Bouvrage. 
We write in support of the appeal to allow the CAT and safeguard the future of Barra’s lifeline business. 
 
Regards, 

 
Sent from my iPad 



 
27 August 2020 
 
 
Mr Derek MacKay 
Comhairle nan Eilean Siar 
Sandwick Road 
STORNOWAY 
Isle of Lewis 
HS1 2BW 
 
 
Dear Mr MacKay 
 
REQUEST FOR REVIEW – COMMUNITY ASSET TRANSFER – BUTH BHARRAIGH LTD 
 
As a person who has made previous representations to CNES about the purchase of land 
through community asset transfer relating to the Old Coop Building in Castlebay to Buth 
Bharraigh Ltd – I wish to make a representation to the appeals process. 
 
My representation will deal with the Buth Bharraigh Ltd letter requesting the appeal dated 
28 July 2020.  In said letter from the “Manager” raises concerns but does not say why the 
decision should be changed. There are some wild generalisations and sweeping statements 
within that letter – which are not based on fact and should in my opinion contribute to this 
appeal being rejected. 
 
The “Manager” states that “securing the long-term future of the building will mean much 
needed stability for the organisation and enable us to move even further forward and 
develop further initiatives and services for the community and the visitors to their 
community.” This suggests the organisation is unstable and does not bode well for offering 
the promised delivery of “initiatives” for the community.  
 
Buth Bharraigh Ltd states that laundrette services would not be available on the island if it 
were not for the Buth. This statement from the Buth is categorically untrue. Little or no 
evidence has been presented through this process by the Buth to show that they provide 
volunteering opportunities or that they have been successful as an organisation, as claimed 
in the  letter, of managing and delivering previous projects.  
  



The letter of appeal from Buth Bharraigh Ltd also highlights the lack of funding to bring any 
redevelopment on this site to fruition and speaks of a “staged process” which would be 
completely unacceptable to my elderly disabled mother who lives adjacent to the Old Coop 
building. No one wants to live beside a permanent building site and whichever way you look 
at it – the site is unable to accommodate more car parking which would be needed for the 
increased number of visitors this the Buth’s proposals would wish to attract. . 
 
The issue of wider public support for the project on this site is indeed another issue which I 
suggest should contribute to the failure of this appeal and the upholding of the CNES 
original decision to refuse asset transfer to Buth Bharraigh Ltd..  
 
It is suggested in the appeal letter that the CNES could become a “project partner” when the 
Buth Bharraigh Ltd have achieved funding for the renovation. There is no mention of such a 
partnership before now and surly such a move should have been included on the original 
asset transfer request for land? 
 
The regulations governing the appeals process in summary suggest that other people must 
be asked what they think about the review or appeal.  One organisation which should 
definitely be consulted again is the Castlebay and Vatersay Community Council. It would 
appear from the description of the CVCC that Buth Bharraigh Ltd have are unhappy with the 
working practices of this organisation but are at the same time “willing to supply Castlebay 
Community Council with updates as the project progresses and work with them to solve any 
issues that may arise.” This last statement from the “Manager” shows that they anticipate 
the proposed project will not be straightforward and that they are unable to garner local 
support for their proposals on this site despite numerous attempts.  
 
Turning this site into a “destination” is not possible as increased traffic to the area will cause 
a bottleneck on one of the main arteries into Castlebay because whichever way you look at 
it you cannot increase the parking facilities at the Old Coop Building.  
 
Buth Bharraigh Ltd have not demonstrated throughout this process the clearly defined 
benefits – economic, health or social which they claim would arise from this community 
asset transfer request being reversed by appeal. Therefore, I  urge you to reject this 
proposal for this site at the Old Coop building in Castlebay.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration with this matter and please feel free to contact 
me should you have any further questions about my letter.  
 
Yours sincerely  

 



 

 

 

To whom it may concern 

I refer to Buth Bharraigh’s letter dated 28th July requesting an “appeal under the Community 
Empowerment Act” and wish to make some further representations on its contents.   I am proceeding 
on the basis that the author of the letter is referring to a review under S86 of the 2015 Act rather than 
an appeal under S85 which I submit would be premature.   

It is claimed by Buth Bharraigh that should the asset transfer request not be granted there would be 
“a great loss to the communities of Barra and Vatersay, in terms of employment, opportunities, 
goods and services” I can see no basis for this claim.  No evidence has been provided to show that 
Buth Bharraigh would be unable to operate in another building or why this building/site is so specific 
to the organisation’s existence.  I am aware that the council have previously offered the organisation 
alternative premises and no evidence has been presented to show that other suitable accommodation 
cannot be found. Similarly the claim that three jobs will be secured through the transfer is not 
substantiated, why does this employment rely on this particular site?  Again there is no published 
information to support this claim.    I don’t believe any individual or organisation opposing this transfer 
disputes that the Buth is an asset to the community, only that they should be located in a building 
more suited to their needs and that of the community around them.    

I am concerned that throughout the letter, the author refers to “minor details” omitted from its 
second attempt at an asset transfer request.   The letter dated 2nd July from Comhairle Nan Eile Siar 
clearly outlines a number of significant failures in providing sufficient information for consideration.   
This cannot fail but call into question the governance and ability of those promoting this asset transfer 
request.  Their interpretation that the CnES should have given them a chance to provide outstanding 
information clearly indicates a lack of insight into the level of detail and planning required for a project 
of this size. The review relies on section 8.5 of the guidance repeatedly.  It is not for the CnEs to write 
the asset transfer request for the applicant.  This guidance is in place to allow the council to approach 
the CTB to provide missing information, not to ask for the majority of detail required.  “the level of 
detail required should be proportionate to the scale and nature of the request”  Buth Bharraigh through 
their own admission are seeking to embark on a multimillion pound project and therefore again the 
level of detail required should be obvious.  The failure to provide detailed information in this regard 
should be fatal to the request.   

In terms of equality, the application fails to address the fundamental point of why this site is required 
for what they claim to provide, but more importantly it fails to address the clear physical access 
difficulties including parking going forward.  Ignoring a legitimate concern does nothing for their case 
or provide confidence in their management of a potential project going forward.   In addition the 
response to the viability issue is particularly concerning.  Having read the transfer request provided, 
to claim that anyone in the organisation at present has “experience delivering similar projects” is 
highly questionable: If this was the case something close to sufficient information would have been 
provided.    

The claim that this transfer is low risk again points to the naivety of those in charge of the project.  If 
the ATR was approved there is a strong possibility that it would be litigated against.  This doesn’t 



appear to have been considered.   Those considering this request cannot be expected to fill in the 
blanks for the Buth and I would argue that if they did so, they would not be fulfilling their own duties.   

The building in its present state is not fit for purpose, the Buth themselves want to build a new 
premises on the site so this point must be conceded.  There are no funds available for a new building.  
With the current financial climate and with the withdrawal of EU funding it has not been demonstrated 
where they will come from.  Identifying areas of potential funding is not a sufficient basis for CnEs to 
proceed upon, given that nothing is in place for the actual realisation of the project.  To state that 
there have been discussions with Triodos bank is far from adequate, I would expect the council to 
require to be informed of what basis those discussions have proceeded.  “Discussions with several 
funders” again, this is not the sufficient level of detail required, who? What amount? On what basis?  
The funding strategy should already be in place.   It is not sufficient to say it will be put in place after 
a transfer when so little information has been provided.  This leaves the ATR at with an unacceptable 
risk of failure.    

Finally, with reference to the community survey carried out over 5 years ago I would argue that very 
little, if any weight can be given to this.  The economic climate, the building condition, the volume of 
traffic & type of vehicles on the island have changed since the survey was conducted.  The majority of 
those signing the petition in 2016 were not island residents and would have been unaware of the 
complexities and strong community feeling surrounding this site.   The Buth’s insistence on pursuing 
this project despite incredibly strong objections from local community members and site neighbours 
clearly undermines their claim to be working for the benefit of the community as a whole.    There are 
other more appropriate accommodation solutions that should be pursued and I hope that should this 
AT review be unsuccessful the matter will be at a close for the benefit of all.       

Yours faithfully  
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Fiona MacIver - CE

From: Derek MacKay
Sent: 27 August 2020 14:46
To: Fiona MacIver - CE
Subject: FW: Bùth Bharraigh Asset Transfer Appeal

 
 

From:   
Sent: 27 August 2020 14:28 
To: Derek MacKay <  
Subject: Bùth Bharraigh Asset Transfer Appeal 
 
WARNING: THIS EMAIL CAME FROM OUTSIDE THE COMHAIRLE; PLEASE TREAT 
HYPERLINKS OR ATTACHMENTS WITH CAUTION. CONTACT THE IT HELPDESK IF IN 
ANY DOUBT.  

27 August 2020 
 
Dear Mr McKay 
 
Bùth Bharraigh Asset Transfer Appeal 
 
I would like to appeal against the decision by CnES not to allow the asset transfer of Buth Bharraigh.  
 
As a regular visitor to the island, I want to see this successful business continue to thrive in its present 
optimum location. I want it to continue to provide the range of services and opportunities that have been 
amply outlined in the original asset transfer request and in my previous letter.  
 
I simply cannot understand why CnES is not doing everything possible to support and encourage a 
community-enhancing business like Buth Bharraigh.  
 
I understand that the asset transfer was denied over minor details and this looks to an outside observer very 
similar to historical overlordship where the wishes of islanders are run over roughshod by the equivalent of 
an absentee landowner. CnES has been voted in by the people it is meant to serve, but appears to be 
behaving in this case like the traditional all powerful landlord with a personal agenda for island 
development, not listening to the voices of local people and obstructing all appeal and protest.   
 
Thankfully, we live in an era of community empowerment, backed by legal protections. I do hope that 
CnES will not need to be tackled through legislation and end up on the record, aping the role of historical 
overlords suppressing ownership and control of land and buildings on the island of Barra. 
 
I appeal to the collective sense of justice of CnES. I appeal for an overturn of previous decisions and the 
granting of the asset transfer to Buth Bharraigh. 
 
Yours sincerely 
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Fiona MacIver - CE

From: Derek MacKay
Sent: 26 August 2020 19:42
To: Fiona MacIver - CE
Subject: FW: Community Asset Transfer Review - Buth Bharraidh Ltd

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From:   
Sent: 26 August 2020 15:07 
To: Derek MacKay  
Subject: Community Asset Transfer Review - Buth Bharraidh Ltd 
 
WARNING: THIS EMAIL CAME FROM OUTSIDE THE COMHAIRLE; PLEASE TREAT HYPERLINKS OR ATTACHMENTS WITH 
CAUTION. CONTACT THE IT HELPDESK IF IN ANY DOUBT. 
 
 
Dear Mr MacKay 
 
I write in response to the request for a review of the decision by the Comhairle to refuse the original request for an 
asset transfer in relation to the old Co-op, Castlebay.  In my view the original decision to refuse should be upheld, on 
the following grounds: 
 
1.  The building is, and always was, an eyesore and should never have been granted planning permission in the first 
place. 
 
2. The location in a blind corner and on a steep hill in a busy part of Castlebay lacking in pavements leads to conflicts 
between road users and pedestrians. 
 
3. There were earlier legal and community commitments given that the building would be demolished, and to do 
otherwise would be unethical. 
 
In conclusion, I see no grounds for the Comhairle changing its original decision to refuse the request. 
 
Kind Regards 
 

 
Sent from my iPad 
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