
MINUTE 
of
APPLECROSS COMMUNITY FORUM
Date: 10th February 2021,  7.00pm
Venue: Online, Zoom meeting
Attendees: (28)
KECM Sheriff Kathrine EC Mackie (Forum Chair) 
JB Julie Baird
RHJ Rodger Harvey Jamieson (Chair Applecross Trust) 
LK Leslie Kilbride
OK Owen Kilbride (Chair Applecross Community Company) 
TK Tom Kilbride
SK Sean Kilbride
AG Alan Gillies
BG Barbara Gillies
DM David Mackie
JW Jess Whistance (Applecross Trust) 
VM Valerie Macpherson
JF Judith Fish
KG Kenny Gillies
RC Roslyn Clarke (Applecross Community Company) 
SV Saara Viitanen (Applecross Community Company)
GM Gerry McPartlin
FM Fiona MacKenzie
DH David Howard
AM Archie Maclellan (Applecross Trust) 
AM Anne Macrae
KW Kalie Wilkinson
CW Chris Ward
FW Frankie Ward
TM Tery McCowan (sports group) 
MP Melanie Page
JG Jon Glover (Chair Applecross Community Council) 
JM Jack Marris
1. Welcome and Apologies
The Forum Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting, and advised that the Meeting was being recorded to assist with the preparation of a Minute.  The Chair acknowledged and thanked Elaine Glover for all the work carried out by her during her period as Secretary.
Apologies were tendered on behalf of Arthur Macdonald.  It was noted that his internet had let him down tonight and he apologised for not attending.
2. Minute of the Meeting held on 18th November 2020
 The Minute of the previous Meeting was proposed by Gerry McPartlin and seconded by Fiona Mackenzie .
3. Action Tracker and Matters Arising
Items 2&3 relating to Church Chairs and Redevelopment of Paths were removed from the action tracker, to be taken forward as previously indicated. 
In relation to road issues KECM confirmed that she had been in discussion with Mackenzie Sutherland. Road damage near to the Hydro project would be considered with regard to the details of the Contract and could be referred to the council. The old Tornapress sign was in the possession of the owner of the Bealach Cafe, and this matter had been referred “up the line”.
At the last Meeting under AOB , the issue of outstanding payments to EG and JW for secretariat services was raised, and  the Chair advised that this matter was now resolved.
After some discussion in relation to any surplus buildings, the Trust confirmed that the full list had been included in the Minute and that it did not intend to provide further details on the condition of specific buildings at this point. It would be happy to discuss the matter further with individuals enquiring about specific buildings.
4.Update Reports
The Report of the recent Community Council AGM was noted.
The Report from the Community Company was also noted. 
On the question of the possible interest of the Company in Camusterrach Church, it was agreed that FM would speak to OK outwith the Meeting to make him aware of the recent discussion at the local Church Board on this subject.
The Applecross Trust Report was also noted. 
In relation to the issue of the Farm Steading RHJ clarified that the Trust was interested in exploring any community interest in the development of this area, ideas for which were welcome. 
The Chair asked for clarification on the issue of the attendance at Trust Meetings of the Forum Chair and another Forum representative. Invitations hadn’t been received to any Trustee Zoom Meeting , nor to the last on site Meeting of the Trust in Applecross in the Autumn. RHJ confirmed that he would take this matter away for consideration.
The Trust Report mentioned that the anticipated payment for the new Hydro project would be expected shortly and clarification as to where the payment might be directed was sought. In due course such a payment would routinely go into the soon to be established Community Fund.  During discussion it became clear that at this time the payment was likely to be in the region of £10,000, being the expected payment but also a proportion of compensation for the disruption. It was unclear how this matter might be handled. It was agreed that further clarification on this should be made before reporting back to the Forum.
The Helipad Report was noted.
CW clarified that work on the site had commenced in recent days. Additionally AM clarified that all stone would be sourced locally reducing transport pressures, which was much appreciated by the community.
Tourism Group
The Report was noted, and the full draft Strategy is on the website, and has been shared on Facebook. JW updated on the matter and encouraged comments to enable the document to be finalised. To enable this, in addition to the document, there would be a Webinar available in due course. The Strategy is just that, high level and directional, but below it working plans would be prepared for the more immediate local issues. The Chair asked for clarification as to where people should direct their comments. Comments would be welcome by the Community Council or to JW directly or indeed via Facebook pages.
Additionally, JW emphasised that, with the next season about to descend upon us, decisions would have to be taken very shortly  about how to manage things best. Regardless of what some people’s aspirations might be it was clear that we ought to expect to manage a situation quite similar to last year.
JW also advised that the issue of Applecross’s inclusion on the NC 500 route is something that the Community’s views would be sought on in due course. However, even if removed from the formal route and its marketing material, it was noted that this may not actually provide a substantial reduction in peak season numbers. JB enquired how far the Group had had contact with other Highland community tourism groups on the route? JW reported that she was part of the North Highland Initiative which includes members from relevant communities, but the challenges faced locally and the single issue of asking to be removed from the route had not specifically been raised by them. KW reported that she had recently learned that the Wester Ross Biosphere was intending to recruit part time Tourism Officers who would be able to link in locally on these matters. Specifically JW added  that the Biosphere  group would also be looking at Rangers for the area.
The Chair thanked all for the considerable work that had been undertaken and encouraged feedback on all of these issues.
5.Community Fund
Before turning to the paper DM made it clear that absolutely no decisions had been taken about how the funds might be used, all of these issues are for the Trustees to consider in due course. Specifically he emphasised that, if what he had said at the last Meeting of the Forum had given the impression that the focus was on long term investment, this was certainly not intended. At present the Group (DM,FM,TM,JG) is attending  solely to activities associated with the set up of a Scottish Charitable Incorporated Organisation (SCIO).
The paper, which is available on the website, was presented. DM explained that the Group had met with Corra Irwin, Director at Macleod & MacCallum. There were two particular areas flowing from that meeting that the views of the forum were sought on. 
In relation to Purposes for the SCIO, CI had advised that we adopt standard wording which meets with the Regulator’s requirements, and the Group recommend that this wording is now adopted rather than the initial draft produced in house.
DM outlined the second major issue regarding the need for the SCIO to have a separate formal Membership. It was possible to have a single structure whereby Trustees and Members were in fact the same, people acting in different capacities, however, particularly where this SCIO will be holding funds on behalf of the Community, a more widely based Membership was highly desirable. Again, this was something which the Group recommended to the Forum. The structure of the Membership could take different forms. It could be the general community, but this would cause massive administrative issues, and therefore rather impracticable, and therefore the Group did not recommend it. Organisations and the Trustees could be the Membership, for example the Membership could consist of the Trustees and the Community Council as a body. While the Forum itself is not constituted, it would still be possible for the Chair or a nominee to also be a Member. Further bodies, for example those that were core to the formation of the Forum, could also be included in the Membership. It was desirable to get the views of the Forum on this key matter before proceeding further.
The role of the Membership was explained to be very important, for example they will appoint Trustees and set general direction, but they will have no Executive responsibility for management of the Fund. An AGM would be the main event for the Membership.
JM asked about the issue of conflict of interest and it was confirmed that this had been considered and it was felt that the issue, a common one in many organisations, could be effectively managed.GM asked for clarification as to how an organisation could be a Member. DM explained, that in effect the organisation would have to identify an individual to express their views. The Chair asked for clarity on the issue of constituted bodies versus a group f or example like the Forum. DM explained that there was a difference however in practical terms it was suggested that the issue could be managed but clearly guidance would be sought through our Solicitor.
Using the voting mechanism that had been used at a previous Meeting to aid decision taking, the Form responded as follows.
In response to the proposed Purposes of the SCIO, 14 people voted all in favour.
In response to the question “Does the Forum agree to a Membership comprising at least the Trustees, the Community Council, the Chair or nominee of the Forum?” 14 people voted, all in agreement.
In response to the question ”Should other community organisations be invited to join as Members through their Chairs or nominees?” 14 people voted, 93% agreeing and 7% disagreeing.
Following the responses, DM confirmed that the Group would now take this forward in line with the Forums’ views. The Chair thanked the Group for their work.
6.Any other Business
a) Hydro Funds
Bearing in mind the progress above the Chair asked for clarification on the issue of the timing of the proposed receipt from the Hydro. DM suggested that it might be practicable to ask the developer to hold the money until such times as the Fund is established or else to add the money to the funds being held by the Trust on behalf of the Community at this point.
AM suggested that the Forum give guidance as to where they wish the Trust to direct the funds at present. RHJ offered in any event to hold the funds meantime and this was agreed.
b) Votes at Meetings
OW asked that it was made clear in advance that votes would be taken. The Chair replied that the questions to be asked were clear from the Paper and the voting system was purely to aid the Zoom mechanism and it was used as an alternative to asking for a show of hands which was less satisfactory using this platform. However, this could be made clearer in future.
c) Issues with BT open reach
It was noted that issues were around at the present time. It was noted that the fibre roll out plan was unclear which causes problems for Applenet forward planning.
d) Forum Expenses
FM asked for clarification on this matter. After debate it was agreed that the Trustees once appointed would approach the Trust for support of administrative costs by way of a payment to the Fund.
7. Date of Next meeting
It is planned to meet again on April 21st, subject to Covid restrictions this may again have to be on Zoom.

