
OCHDA Management Committee Meeting 6th September 2024 (via Zoom)

Present: Sandra Melville, Craig Dalgliesh, Duncan Martin, Phil Hamerton (Chair), Ross 
Wilson, Frank Roberts, Donald Robertson, Robert Kincaid, David Vass

Apologies: Peter Tosh, John MacAlister, Rob Barlow, Mike Thoms

Welcome

Phil welcomed everyone to the meeting and thanked them for their participation. 

 1. Minutes of the previous meetingThe minutes of the previous meeting were accepted
as an accurate record. Proposed: DR, Seconded: CD.

 2. Matters arising from the minutes

 2.1. All actions have been completed. It has been confirmed that all objections not 
withdrawn will be maintained. Correspondence with Douglas Hendry confirms that the 
revised draft HRO is not expected to come back to the Harbour Board.

 2.2. No other matters arising.

 3. Correspondence with MSPs & MP & Council Members

 3.1. There has been extensive communication between OCHDA and various elected 
representatives. Limited responses have been received from MSPs, possibly owing to 
parliamentary break etc.

 3.2. Invitations to Councillors to support direct meetings between OCHDA/OCC and 
Officers have been rejected. In addition PH described recent attempts to get the HRO 
on the agenda for the Area Committee which have also not been successful.

 3.3. Some surprise was expressed re the recent MSP letter with the suggestion that a 
Trust Port could still be a viable option within 2025. It was confirmed that the same 
process would be required to draft & submit an HRO but the issue of objections would 
not be expected to arise to the same extent.

 3.4. There has been recent discussion of a possible visit by Jenni Minto (MSP) on 12 th 
October and the possibility of meeting with representatives of OCHDA & OCC. The 
meeting agreed that we should try to get appropriate reps to meet her. Action: PH

 4. FOIs and complaints

1 of 3



 4.1. Phil summarised the current position.
 a) The Information Commissioner is looking at the Council’s refusal to publish all 

objections. No timescale for the response has been given.
 b) Outstanding requests for information have been made in regard to the 

objection from CMAL and the Council’s response re moorings, and for 
clarification of the wording in the Council’s Consultation Policy (beneficiaries) 
and Use Policy (children).

 c) A further request has been made to correct the Council’s Municipal Harbour 
page statement about OBMG support for the Council’s proposals; no 
response yet.

 d) There is also an outstanding FOI in regard to full accounts for each of the A&B
statutory harbours. This is due on 24th September.

 4.2. The Committee considered the use of FOIs and it was agreed that, where possible 
and as is our usual practice, ‘ordinary’ requests for information should be made in the 
first instance. FOIs will be appropriate when there are time constraints and when 
information has not been provided following ordinary requests.

 5. Website update/revision

 5.1. Phil discussed the revision of the website, expressing gratitude to Donald for funding 
the revision and maintenance. Committee members consider that the website's 
navigation and content have been improved.

 5.2. Phil also requested a committee member to take some responsibility for posting 
updates on the website, which could be done easily now. Action: All

 5.3. Robert suggested requesting a hit counter. Phil agreed to discuss the idea of a hit 
counter with Iwan. Action: PH

 6. Harbour Board papers

 6.1. The Committee considered the new policies presented to the Harbour Board. 
Members expressed concerns about the lack of consultation with stakeholders and 
“beneficiaries”, and questioned whether  harbour staff had been involved in drafting 
these policies. Members were concerned by the inclusion of the collection of fees in 
the marine safety policy.

 6.2. The Committee noted that the policies, if passed, would not become byelaws, but 
could be changed without the protection of statute. Committee was concerned that 
certain policies were impractical and poorly thought out (e.g. photography and 
supervision of children).

 6.3. The Committee suspected that the Council's representation to Transport Scotland 
might include all new policies and be a device to dismiss objections. RW pointed out 
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discrepancies between the HRO and the new policies. The group agreed that the HRO
needs to reflect the new policies explicitly, where relevant, and that they should not 
consider withdrawing their objections until the HRO is fully revised .

 6.4. The Committee discussed the Harbour Board meeting and the need to persuade the 
board to send the policies back for proper consultation. Phil emphasized the need for 
constructive campaigning to ensure proper consultation and authority when the 
policies are finally endorsed by the Harbour Board.

 6.5. The Committee discussed the need to improve the attention-grabbing opening of an 
email to be sent to Harbour Board members to make the email more concise and 
impactful. They also discussed the need to correct a link in the email and the 
importance of anonymizing objections. The team was encouraged to provide 
suggestions for improvement. Action: All. CD offered to review the objections folder 
for any identifiable authors. Action: CD

 6.6. The Committee considered making a deputation at the Harbour Board meeting. It was 
agreed that direct communication with Harbour Board members would be appropriate 
on this occasion, rather than a deputation.

 6.7. Phil raised the topic of getting the business of the harbour onto the agenda of the Area
Committee, noting how difficult that has been but the establishment of the Harbour 
Board requires “area representation”.

 7. Date of next meeting

 7.1. The group agreed to set a meeting for Tuesday 24th of September, 18:30 to allow for 
the Council’s representation to have been received by objectors. Action: PH

 7.2. Phil thanked everyone for their input and asked for suggestions on a letter to members
of the Harbour Board. 
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