
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
8th November 2019 
 
Dear  
 
This Decision Notice relates to the asset transfer request made by the Kinloch Castle 
Friends Association on 12 April 2018 and validated on 28 April 2019 in relation to 
Kinloch Castle, surrounding policies and byre/steading buildings on the Isle of Rum. 
 
We welcome your contribution to finding a sustainable future for Kinloch Castle and 
appreciate the significant amount of work and effort you have invested in your 
proposal. We recognise that your aims are broadly in line with our own aspirations 
around seeking a new owner who would benefit the castle, the community and the 
NNR.   
 
However, having carefully considered all the evidence presented, we consider that 
the request falls short of the necessary requirements for a successful asset transfer 
application, and we have therefore decided to refuse the asset transfer request. The 
reasons for this decision are as follows: 
 

1. the funding required to support the proposal has not been identified; and 
2. based on a review of your business case by independent experts, we 

consider that there is a high level of risk that the business case will fail. 

Enclosed is a copy of our Board paper which includes the Appraisal paper. This 
gives details of the assessment undertaken on your business case. As this contains 
information which we consider to be commercially sensitive, we will not be making it 
publicly available in its current form. However we will be publishing on our website 
this letter (without your personal details) plus the Board paper with a redacted 
Appraisal paper. 
 
Right to appeal 
You have a right to appeal this decision to the Scottish Ministers.   
 
Any appeal must be made in writing to Community Empowerment Team, Area 3F 
North, Victoria Quay, Edinburgh, EH6 6QQ by 6th December, which is 20 working 
days from the date of this notice. 
 
Guidance on making an appeal can be found on the Scottish Government website.  



 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Nick Halfhide 
Director of Sustainable Growth 
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Title:  Kinloch Castle Asset Transfer Request 

Date: 29 October 2019 

Purpose:    
 

For Decision  

Summary: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In 2018 we received an asset transfer request under the 
Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 for Kinloch 
Castle on the Island of Rum from the Kinloch Castle Friends 
Association (KCFA).  The castle is a redundant asset for which 
we no longer have an operational need. We have actively 
assisted KCFA to prepare their proposal. This paper covers the 
support given to KCFA and outlines the process we undertook 
to assess their proposal.  
 
This paper also presents to the Board the conclusions of the 
assessment.  
 
The Board are asked to approve the recommendations and in 
particular that the asset transfer request be rejected.    

Last discussed:  Previously considered at April 2017 Board meeting 
Regular verbal updates in 2018 & 2019 
 

Agreed outcomes:   N/A 
 

Relevant to Corporate 
Priorities: 

Contribute to Outcome 4: We have transformed how we work 
by being collaborative and listening to our partners. 
 

Fits with Government 
Priorities: 
 

Please specify which NPF indicators this topic contributes to 
NPF Indicators  
 
None 
 
 

Risks/Opportunities: 
 

Risks: 

 Negative reaction from KCFA to a decision to reject; 

 KCFA successfully appeal a decision to reject; 

 We continue to own a category A listed building which is 
likely to continue to decline in condition; 

 Continued resources spent on a redundant building;  

 Continued liability of declining asset; and 

 The castle continues to contribute little to the economic 
prosperity of the island. 
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Opportunities: 

 Rejection of this asset transfer request allows us to 
pursue other options to seek investment in the castle 
and the local economic benefits it could provide. 

 

Resource/Staffing: 
 

Staff time and resource necessary for ongoing reactive 
maintenance and pursuing an alternative disposal option. 
 

Implications: 
 

We retain ownership of the castle and we would now have to 
find an alternative option for disposal, and in the mean time we 
have a continued responsibility for a category A listed building. 
 

Equality Impact:  Screened out 

Recommendations: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1. That the Board rejects KCFA’s asset transfer request; 

 
2. That the Board rejects KCFA’s request for gifting them 

the contents of Kinloch Castle; 
 

3. That the Board agrees to staff investigating other means 
for disposing of Kinloch Castle. 

Report Author(s): 
Sponsor: 

Stewart Sandison, Dominic Sargent & George Hogg 
Nick Halfhide 
 

Appendices: Appendix 1.  Relevant extracts from Community Empowerment 
(Scotland) Act 2015 and associated guidance; 
Appendix 2. KCFA Business Plan Summary;  
Appendix 3. Recommendation Appraisal Paper. 
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Purpose 

1 For the Board to make a decision under the Community Empowerment 
(Scotland) Act 2015 in response to an asset transfer request that we have 
received from the Kinloch Castle Friends Association (KCFA); 

2 For the Board to make a decision on KCFA’s request to gift them the contents 
of Kinloch Castle; 

3 For the Board to agree that staff should now pursue a disposal of Kinloch 
Castle to a beneficial new owner if they are minded not to transfer the asset to 
KCFA.  

 

Background  

4 We acquired Kinloch Castle (hereinafter referred to as ‘the castle’) in 1957 
when the Nature Conservancy purchased the island of Rum as a National 
Nature Reserve. Previously the castle was used as a hotel, bar/bistro and 
hostel and continues to be a visitor attraction with castle tours during the 
summer season. The hostel closed in 2015 and since then we have had no 
operational need for the building. In line with the Scottish Government Public 
Finance Manual we were considering options for disposal of the castle when a 
proposed community (of interest) group, namely KCFA, intimated to us that 
they were going to submit an asset transfer request for the castle under the 
terms of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 (hereinafter 
referred to as ‘the Act’). As Section 84 of the Act prohibits the disposal of an 
asset subject to an asset transfer request we suspended the disposal process 
and focussed our efforts on supporting them with their request.  

5 The current market valuation placed on the castle, its policies and the 
redundant byre/farm steading buildings by the Valuation Office Agency is the 
nominal figure of £1. This is because the cost of required works considerably 
exceeds the market value it would be expected to realise once the works have 
been implemented. The contents of the castle are not included in this 
valuation. 

 

The KCFA Proposal 

6 KCFA is a registered charity (SC030201) with over 100 members. It was 
formed in 1996 to stimulate interest and raise funding to help care for the 
castle and its contents and policies. Members pay an annual fee and receive 
regular e-newsletters and the opportunity to partake in regular work parties. 
KCFA has limited funds and engages in fundraising activities to meet its 
costs. KCFA was not formed to take on a project of this scale and we fully 
acknowledge the considerable commitment and effort that has gone into 
developing their proposals to this point. 

7 KCFA has yet to reconstitute itself to become an eligible transfer body under 
the Act, but has set out in the business case how it proposes to do this.   

8 KCFA proposes to develop part of the castle into 51 bed B&B accommodation 
in the initial years and use the income from this business to develop the 
remaining parts thereafter. These would be used as a combined museum 
area with high end accommodation.  
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The Asset Transfer Process & Assessment 

9 The Act requires public authorities to assess asset transfer requests 
transparently and to agree the request unless there are reasonable grounds 
for refusal. Requests must be validated by the public authority. The decision 
on whether to grant the request (in full or in part) or not should be relayed to 
the requesting body within 6 months of the validation date; we have agreed a 
short extension until 8th November.  

10 The legislative context for assessing an asset transfer request is set out in 
Appendix 1. The Board’s attention is particularly drawn to part 10.13 of the 
Guidance which refers to the need to assess the likelihood of the benefits set 
out in the business case being achieved. 

11 In making an asset transfer request, the ‘community transfer body’ must, 
amongst other requirements, describe how it intends to use the asset and 
outline how it proposes to fund the venture. In making its decision, the 
relevant authority to which the request has been made must have regard to 
such aspects as the proposal’s possible benefits, the ability of the community 
transfer body to deliver the proposal, and the nature of community support for 
the proposal.  

12 KCFA’s asset transfer request (dated 12th April 2018) was for Kinloch Castle 
and its policies and had two other associated elements:  

a. a request to gift KCFA the contents of the castle; and  

b. a request for an upfront financial contribution of £2M to carry out the 
building works needed to create a modern B&B facility within the 
castle.  

13 The contents of the castle cannot form part of the asset transfer request under 
the Act and therefore fall to be considered separately. However, a key 
element of the castle’s heritage value is in its contemporary contents. The 
castle and its contents together form a ‘time capsule’ and should be 
considered in this context. The contents are currently valued on our asset 
register at  

  

14 Whilst we were developing our thinking on options for the future of Kinloch 
Castle, KCFA brought forward their initial proposals. These proposals were 
broadly in line with our aspirations around seeking a new owner for the castle 
who would benefit the castle, the community and the NNR. For more details 
see attached KCFA Business Plan summary at Appendix 2. 

15 Following the original intimation from KCFA of its intention to request an asset 
transfer of the castle, we actively engaged with them, providing support 
through the provision of advice and information. We have been liaising with 
them regularly and have met on numerous occasions. Key elements of our 
support throughout include:  

a. Providing access to key staff and information in our South Highland 

Area, Property and Finance teams; 

b. Funding an independent consultant to work to KCFA to produce their  

first business case; 
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c. Coordinating with Highlands & Islands Enterprise, Historic Environment 

Scotland, The Highland Council and Scottish Government and putting 

KCFA in contact with key personnel. 

d. Facilitating access to the castle for KCFA’s property advisor and 

potential contractors 

e. Helping KCFA explore funding opportunities across Scottish 

Government. 

16 Through an iterative process, KCFA developed several draft business cases 

culminating with its final business case to underpin the asset transfer request 

received on 28th April 2019. We validated this request in terms of the Act with 

effect from that date. During the iterative process the request evolved to: 

a. Request the transfer of the Castle, surrounding policies and redundant 

byre/steading buildings nearby;  

b. The gift of the Castle’s contents; and 

c. The sum of £6.9M of public sector funding to create the B&B facility.  

17 Working closely with colleagues in sister agencies we started our assessment 

of the business case on which the asset transfer request was predicated. The 

assessment process was jointly undertaken between ourselves and HIE 

following HIE’s established procedures for undertaking assessments of 

proposals of this nature, size and complexity. The elements of the 

assessment were undertaken by specialist consultants and experienced HIE 

staff who had not been previously involved in the asset transfer request and 

who could therefore be seen as objective. 

18 It was agreed early on between the agencies that, provided the first phase 

(making the castle wind and water tight, arresting its deterioration and 

bringing it into commercial use as a B&B) was viable in the medium to long 

term, then the robustness of the second phase (renovating the front of house 

of the castle) did not need to be assessed at this time. 

19 The assessment therefore focussed on the first phase and covered the 

following aspects: Strategic fit, Additionality, Displacement, Economic impact, 

Social wellbeing and reducing inequality, Equality impact, Low carbon impact, 

Market and marketing assessment, Financial review, Legal structure, 

Management capability, Procurement, State aid, and Costs (Project 

Management, Energy provision, Wind and watertight works and 

Accommodation and food & drink establishment). 

20 In parallel with the above assessment, consideration of the availability of 

public sector funding as requested was undertaken by senior colleagues and 

officials in SNH, HIE, HES and respective sponsor departments in SG. There 

was frequent engagement between the partners but available public funds 

were not identified other than a sum of  which we had offered KCFA 

when they first approached us. 
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21 The above assessment undertaken on the business case found that this 

project has a high risk of failure (see Appendix 3 - Recommendation Appraisal 

Paper). This is because: 

a. KCFA’s business case is predicated on a £6.9M funding contribution 

from the public sector and, as this is not available, the business case, 

and the public benefits it promises, cannot be delivered; 

b. Market and marketing assessment – Overall, whilst provision is 

included in the projected figures for advertising and promotion, it is 

unclear who the target market comprises of or what level of spend that 

market will bear. It is not therefore possible to be confident that the 

marketing plan can be implemented as described within the case or will 

be successful. 

c. Commercial viability – The overall commercial viability of this proposal 

is extremely marginal. There are challenges of securing a level of 

market demand for the product described; transportation capacity; 

break-even sensitivities, staffing, and lack of provision for costs of 

finance. A small increase in costs (5%) or a 4% drop in occupancy (4% 

equates to a drop of 2 bed nights per night or 30 bed nights per month 

over the 7 months of operation in the first two years) will change it from 

profit to loss making.  

d. Project Funding - The cash flows presented are not sufficiently detailed 

to be properly assessed and they do not identify how working capital 

will be available. 

e. Building costs summary: 

i. There is insufficient information provided by KCFA to properly 

substantiate the funding package request within the Business 

Case. 

ii. The funding package requested within the Business Case is 

understated in the amount claimed. 

iii. There is a medium risk that the money requested in the 

Business Case will not bring the entire property into a wind and 

watertight stage as claimed; and a high risk that the money 

spent will not bring the 51 bed operating facility into operation 

and be sustained beyond the short term.  

iv. Procurement – Given the project is expected to be 100% 

publicly-funded public procurement tender rules will have to be 

followed. Specific procurement expertise will be required to 

facilitate and manage this process. A provision for such an 

exercise is not within the plan and it is likely to lead to increased 

costs. 
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f. Community buy-in and involvement – We have a long history of 

engagement with the Rum community and, throughout the duration of 

the asset transfer assessment process, we have been in contact with 

community members through their representative bodies and as 

individuals. From this it is our understanding that whilst the community 

is generally supportive of something positive being done with the 

castle, there is not support for becoming actively involved in this asset 

transfer request. The likelihood of the community playing the role in the 

governance arrangements set out in the business case is therefore 

very low. 

22 In conclusion the findings from the assessment outlined above demonstrate 

that there are reasonable grounds for refusal as the request has a high risk of 

failure of either implementation or of its ongoing viability. 

  

Risk mitigation 

20. The identified risks are centred on potential adverse publicity, and our 

continued ownership and responsibility for an operationally-redundant 

category A listed building. We will address the first risk through our 

Communications Plan. A key message will be to explain the rationale for our 

decision. Our commitment to supporting KCFA allied with the robustness of 

our assessment process significantly reduces the risk of a successful appeal. 

We will mitigate the remaining risks by demonstrating our intention of finding a 

beneficial owner who will ensure the castle contributes to local prosperity, and 

through continuing to address any reactive maintenance concerns within 

budget constraints.  

 

Communications 

21. We will prepare a plan setting out our overall approach. We would look to 
have a suitably worded statement drafted and ready for immediate use once 
the Board has made its decision. We will also produce a Q&A in anticipation 
of further media questions on specific issues. Staff will be available for 
interview when our decision is made public.  

 
 

Recommendations  

22. We recommend rejection of the KCFA’s asset transfer request because: 

a. the funding required to support their proposal has not been identified; 

b. even if the funding were available, there is a high level of risk that the 

Business Case will fail. 
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23. It should be noted that under the Act, should the request be refused, KCFA 

has the right to appeal against this decision to Scottish Ministers within 20 

working days of receipt of the refusal. 

24. In light of the above recommendation we further recommend rejection of 

KCFA’s request to be gifted the contents of Kinloch Castle.  

25. We finally recommend that the Board agrees to staff investigating an 

alternative solution to the future ownership, management and liability for the 

castle including the possibility of a beneficial owner. This would commence 

after the period for any appeal to be submitted or following the outcome of the 

appeal - if still appropriate. We would intend to pursue this in discussion with 

stakeholders, particularly the Isle of Rum Community Trust and KCFA, and in 

association with colleagues in HIE and HES. Before taking any next steps we 

will wish to obtain further views from the Scottish Government, including on 

the District Valuer’s valuations, and on our proposed next steps. 
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Appendix 1. Relevant extracts from Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 

2015 and associated guidance. 

 

 

Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015.  

 

Extract of legislation dealing with matters to be considered by a relevant authority 

when considering an asset transfer request made by a community transfer body.  

 

 

Decisions 

82 Asset transfer requests: decisions 

(1) This section applies where an asset transfer request is made by a 

community transfer body to a relevant authority. 

(2) The authority must decide whether to agree to or refuse the request. 

(3) In reaching its decision, the authority must take into consideration the 

following matters— 

(a) the reasons for the request, 

(b) any other information provided in support of the request 

(whether such other information is contained in the 

request or otherwise provided), 

(c) whether agreeing to the request would be likely to 

promote or improve— 

(i) economic development, 

(ii) regeneration, 

(iii) public health, 

(iv) social wellbeing, or 

(v) environmental wellbeing, 

(d) whether agreeing to the request would be likely to reduce 

inequalities of outcome which result from socio-economic 

disadvantage, 

(e) any other benefits that might arise if the request were 

agreed to, 

(f) any benefits that might arise if the authority were to agree 

to or otherwise adopt an alternative proposal in respect of 

the land to which the request relates, 

(g) how such benefits would compare to any benefits such as 

are mentioned in paragraphs (c) and (e), 
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(h) how any benefits such as are mentioned in paragraph (f) 

relate to other matters the authority considers relevant 

(including, in particular, the functions and purposes of the 

authority), 

(i) any obligations imposed on the authority, by or under any 

enactment or otherwise, that may prevent, restrict or 

otherwise affect its ability to agree to the request, and 

(j) such other matters (whether or not included in or arising 

out of the request) as the authority considers relevant. 

(4) The authority must exercise the function under subsection (2) in a 

manner which encourages equal opportunities and in particular the 

observance of the equal opportunity requirements. 

(5) The authority must agree to the request unless there are reasonable 

grounds for refusing it. 

 

 

Extract from Guidance for Relevant Authorities 

 

Matters to be considered 

10.6. Section 82 of the Act states that, ―where an asset transfer request is made by 

a community transfer body to a relevant authority … the authority must decide 

whether to agree to or refuse the request. Under subsection (5), ―the authority must 

agree to the request unless there are reasonable grounds for refusing it. 

 

10.7. It is not possible to give detailed guidance on what may be reasonable grounds 

for refusal, as this must be determined in the circumstances of each individual case. 

However, they are likely to include cases where the benefits of the asset transfer 

request are judged to be less than the benefits of an alternative proposal, where 

agreeing to the request would restrict the relevant authority‘s ability to carry out its 

functions, or where another obligation on the relevant authority prevents or restricts 

its ability to agree to the request.  

 

Benefits 

10.8. In reaching its decision the authority must consider the reasons for the request 

and the information provided in the request and in support of the request, and 

compare the benefits of the community transfer body‘s proposals with the benefits 

that might arise from any alternative proposal. Alternative proposals may be another 

asset transfer request, or another proposal made by the authority, or by any other 

person. If the relevant authority does not consider the property to be surplus, 

continuing the existing use would be treated as an alternative proposal; if the 

property has been identified for disposal, disposal on the open market could be an 

alternative. 
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10.9. In assessing the benefits of the request the relevant authority must consider 

whether agreeing to it would be likely to:  

 promote or improve 

 economic development 

 regeneration 

 public health 

 social wellbeing 

 environmental wellbeing, or 

 reduce inequalities of outcome which result from socio-economic 

disadvantage 

 

10.10. The authority must also make the decision in a manner which encourages 

equal opportunities and the observance of the equal opportunities requirements. 

While some of this may come under the heading of promoting or improving ―social 

wellbeing it provides a focus for considering activities which may benefit particularly 

disadvantaged groups, or promote inclusion and understanding between different 

groups.  

 

Asset Transfer Guidance for Relevant Authorities 

10.11. When comparing the benefits of other proposals to the benefits of the asset 

transfer request, the non-financial benefits of the other proposals should be 

considered, where possible, as they are for the asset transfer request. The price 

offered for the transfer should also be considered alongside the non-financial 

benefits. In its simplest form, you should consider what outcomes could be achieved 

with any profit or savings that might be made, or what impact any financial loss might 

have, compared with the benefits offered by the community project or alternative 

proposals. 

 

10.12. Further guidance on the assessment of benefits and price is provided in 

chapter 13. 

 

Ability to deliver  

10.13. Considering whether a proposal is likely to achieve the benefits set out is not 

only a matter of whether the planned activities would lead to the suggested 

outcomes. It also requires an assessment of whether the community transfer body is 

able to successfully deliver the project, and make it sustainable. This should cover 

both funding and the capacity and governance of the organisation. Some issues to 

be considered might be: 

 

 has the community transfer body identified all the relevant costs of the  

project or activities? 

 have they identified appropriate and realistic sources of funding – for 

example, will they be eligible for any suggested grants, are any fees for 

activities affordable for their target market, do they have a viable business 
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plan for any proposed commercial activities? 

 where relevant, have they identified how the project will be funded in the 

longer term? 

 do members have appropriate skills, experience and qualifications to deliver 

the project, or does the body have a plan for engaging people who do? 

 does the community transfer body have suitable governance arrangements 

for the scale of the project? 

 where relevant, do they have succession plans in place for recruiting new 

Board members / Trustees in future? 

 

10.14. Consideration of these issues should always be proportionate and appropriate 

to the scale and type of project involved. A proposal to buy and redevelop a building 

to provide new facilities for a range of users will be a complex and long-term project 

which requires clear planning for several years and a range of professional skills. A 

proposal to provide sport activities for young people in school grounds in the evening 

may not need long-term planning, but the community body will still have to consider 

whether people with appropriate skills are available and potential additional costs 

such as affiliation to governing bodies or Disclosure checks. 
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Appendix 2. KCFA Business Plan Summary.  

 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

•  Kinloch Castle on the island of Rum is a Category-A listed building. The 

castle, built in 1897, is a monument to late Victorian/early Edwardian 

craftsmanship, constructed to exacting standards, and with the original 

contents largely intact. The castle has been called the most complete 

example of an Edwardian shooting lodge that there is, with the exception of 

Balmoral. 

•  Kinloch Castle Friends Association (KCFA) has applied for asset transfer of 

the castle and policies from the current owners, Scottish Natural Heritage 

(SNH), who have no further operational need for the castle and no resources 

to maintain it. The castle has been on the Buildings at Risk Register since 

2004. Subsequently, KCFA requested that the Steading building also be 

transferred. 

•  This Revision of the Business Plan submitted in August 2018, has been 

prepared to provide the further details required to support KCFA’s request for 

asset transfer of the castle and surrounding policies. Since August 2018 

future power supply to the castle has become an urgent issue, which has had 

to be addressed in this update. This has significantly increased the capital 

costs of Phase I of the project. 

•  Part of the accommodation within the castle was previously run as hostel 

facilities, but the hostel closed in 2013, and the castle has been unoccupied 

since then, with only seasonal museum tours taking place. Since 2013 the 

building has deteriorated significantly. 

•  This business plan builds on numerous previous studies, in particular the 

Prince's Regeneration Trust study of 2014 and the April 2016 Savills report. 

•  The business plan contains a heritage strategy setting out recommendations 

for conservation of the collection. At the time of making the request for asset 

transfer, KCFA requested that the contents be gifted to the organisation, 

being firmly of the view that the castle and contents should not be separated. 

•  KCFA is currently established as a registered charity, but recognises that, to 

be eligible for asset transfer, it needs to set up an alternative governance 

model. Legal experts have been commissioned to draft the necessary 

documentation to set up 2 Scottish Charitable Incorporated Organisations 

(SCIOs). One SCIO would acquire ownership and lease the asset to the 

second SCIO which would be responsible for raising funds, carrying out the 

restoration, and running the facility. 
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•  A report to KCFA by Smith & Garratt, surveyors with expertise in heritage 

projects, estimates the cost of Phase I of the restoration of the castle at £6.9 

million. 

•  There is a clear lack of sufficient indoor accommodation on Rum, in particular 

a lack of accommodation for large groups of students, and also bedrooms 

suitable for families. This has been highlighted in previous reports and is 

supported by unmet demand figures collected by the manager of the existing 

20-bed bunkhouse on the island. 

•  Numbers of tourists visiting Scotland, and the Highland area in particular, are 

rising, and this increase is likely to continue. 

•  KCFA plans involve a phased programme of works to the castle, the first 

phase being to address urgent building works and also works to enable the 

former hostel accommodation to re-open as a bed and breakfast business 

with initially 51 beds, bar and bistro facilities. 

•  There is political will for an asset transfer to a suitably competent community 

organisation, and public sector support has been offered in principle to enable 

this to happen. SNH is currently working in partnership with Historic 

Environment Scotland and Highlands and Islands Enterprise to this end. 

•  KCFA's plans for the castle are broadly supported by the small resident 

community on Rum, who are keen to attract more visitors to the island and to 

work in partnership with KCFA to achieve this. However, the community do 

not want to be heavily involved in the project as they already have a full 

agenda. In addition, all are agreed the castle project should complement, 

rather than compete with, existing tourism-related businesses on the island. 

•  It is proposed to apply for funding from a variety of sources, including Heritage 

Lottery Fund and charitable trusts, to enable the second phase of the works to 

be undertaken. The second phase will comprise further structural repairs to 

the castle building and restoration of the "museum" 5 rooms. KCFA 

recognises that the current funding landscape is one of continued austerity, 

and that other potential sources of funding, including private sector partners 

will be identified. 

•  Initial marketing of the first phase will focus on Rum's abundant wildlife, 

remoteness and natural attractions, and potential use by the educational 

sector. Following successful completion of the second phase, it will be 

possible to market events, such as celebrations, weddings and parties and 

the castle as a high standard tourist destination. 

•  A marketing plan has been produced. This includes the following elements: 

extensive use of social media; building relationships with partner businesses 

such as boat companies and tour operators; participation in events aimed at 

stimulating tourism run by Visit Scotland and Visit Britain; and contact with 
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educational establishments and special interest groups e.g. walking, 

ornithology, archaeology, heritage, outdoor sports, historical. 

•  Projections of recurring costs and estimated income show an operating 

surplus of just under  in the first year of commercial operation, rising to 

 in the 2nd year and around  in the 3rd year with the availability of 

an additional  beds (assuming successful completion of Phase II by then). 

•  The key impact of the project is socio-economic benefit to Rum, the Small 

Isles and the wider Lochaber area. 

•  Beneficiaries of the project are principally the local community (through 

ownership of the asset, employment opportunities, increase in population, 

increased number of visitors to the island, and subsidiary business 

opportunities), tourism-related businesses across Lochaber, and also 

educational and other groups and individuals visiting the Small Isles. 
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