










does not say why. It failed because the RMWG refused every offer, from FTCH and from the 
Executive. The Committee is entitled to ask why an applicant felt able to refuse, at every 
stage, the collaboration the Council kept asking for, and section 5 below identifies the 
records that bear on that question. 

4. Reasonable grounds for refusing the RMWG's request 
4.1 The Act requires a request to be agreed unless there are reasonable grounds for refusing it. 

FTCH submits that the following grounds exist, individually and together. 

(a) Impact on other community groups. The guidance requires the Committee to 
consider the potential impact on other community groups (paragraph 10.20) and the 
views of local residents who are not part of a community of interest (paragraph 10.23). 
Before the licence the Centre served 16 groups and around 346 regular weekly users, 
disproportionately disabled, older, living with mental ill health or brain injury, in 
recovery, or from minority ethnic and faith communities. Under the RMWG's control, six 
of the twelve established protected groups have gone. Two of those that remain have 
told FTCH they will leave if the RMWG's request is agreed, and a third has raised 
concerns about its future at the Centre. 

(b) No enforceable protection for existing users. The RMWG's assurance that all lets 
will be honoured and none displaced (Council report, paragraph 4.22) is not a condition 
of transfer, and no group can enforce it. At its public meeting on 27 March 2026 its only 
answer was that lets would be honoured unless a group did not pay; FTCH has been 
told, verbally only, that the protection would last twelve months. Its own proposal 
moves current lets to the pavilion whenever its activities require the kitchen (paragraph 
5.22), and its Operational Rules can be changed by the RMWG alone. Its Review 
Submission says nothing about how the Centre's existing groups would be protected. 
The Council's equality assessment rates the impact of the RMWG's request as low only 
because of that assurance. When the licence and sub-licence end on transfer, the 
protections in the sub-licence end with them. 

(c) Deliverability. The pavilions to which groups would be moved are currently used for 
storage and are not fit for purpose. The RMWG's own Enablement Fund request is to 
alter the pavilion to create a base for its core work. The pavilions have no kitchen, yet 
the groups that would be moved are the ones that rely on the kitchen at every session, 
many of them older, disabled or vulnerable users. The same proposal says the RMWG 
will run its own core activities from the pavilion, so it cannot also be the place existing 
groups are sent. No accommodation exists today for the groups the RMWG proposes 
to move, and the Committee has no specification, timetable or funding certainty for it. In 
practice the proposal means that the RMWG's needs come first and the existing groups 
take what is left. 

(d) The greater benefit of the alternative proposal. FTCH's request serves every group 
at the Centre, keeps the RMWG at the Centre on a defined anchor let that it could 
enforce as a contract, brings back groups that have left, and brings in new groups that 
have said they will come only under FTCH or an equal governance model. A transfer to 
FTCH displaces no one; the RMWG keeps its other venues. A transfer to the RMWG 
ends FTCH's service at its only venue and leaves established groups with no 
equivalent alternative. 

(e) Equal opportunities and good relations. The Council must decide in a manner which 
encourages equal opportunities (guidance, paragraph 10.10). The RMWG has 



repeatedly alleged racism against FTCH: in correspondence copied to the Council's 
Chief Executive, at the Council-facilitated meeting of 26 November 2025, and other 
occasions it relies on. It has never supplied any evidence, although FTCH has asked 
for it every time, and it has never withdrawn or answered a single allegation; its review 
is silent on them. It has also made false statements about FTCH in public during this 
process: that FTCH had paid only one invoice, that FTCH removed the Centre's 
cameras, and, in February and March 2026, that it had been running the Centre for 18 
months; and when FTCH replied publicly, the RMWG deleted FTCH's reply. On 21 
September 2026 it refused a faith group's one-off event within FTCH's protected hours 
by reference to its invoice dispute with FTCH, a dispute to which that group has no 
connection, and told FTCH to stop describing the group as faith based because the 
RMWG is "an equalities rooted organisation and do[es] not discriminate". FTCH's 
trustees are volunteers and professional people; statements of this kind, made publicly 
by a body that does not know them, damage their professional reputations as well as 
the charity's. FTCH holds screenshots of each of the RMWG's posts referred to in this 
representation and will provide them to the Committee on request. Unsubstantiated 
allegations of that kind against a volunteer charity, made during a competitive process, 
bear directly on which applicant can manage a shared building fairly for everyone. 

5. Matters the Committee should resolve before relying on the recommendation 

5.1 Section 12 of FTCH's Statement of Case sets out matters of process and impartiality on 
which the Council holds records that FTCH does not: how the licence came to be granted to 
the RMWG in September 2025, a week after the Council wrote that doing so would look like 
pre-determining the transfer; the case officer's recusal from the assessment and her 
continuing role as case officer for both applicants; a Council officer's assertion that FTCH is 
in breach while stating that it is not the Council's role to review the evidence; the Council's 
part, if any, in the RMWG's Operational Rules; and the letter of support written for the RMWG 
by the Council's own  team and relied on twice in the Council's report. FTCH 
relies on that section and does not repeat it here. 

5.2 The RMWG's review asks the Committee to rest its decision on the recommendation. FTCH 
asks the Committee to obtain those records under regulation 8 before it does so. 

6. The RMWG's conduct towards the wider community 

6.1 The guidance asks the Committee to consider the views of local residents who are not part of 
a community of interest, and the impact on other community groups (paragraphs 10.20 and 
10.23). Several matters, some of them arising since FTCH lodged its own review, show how 
the RMWG treats the wider community while it holds only a licence. 

6.2 On 30 September 2026 a member of the community posted publicly that the RMWG had put 
restrictions on the area between the Centre and the Harriers hall, so that the public can no 
longer smoke or vape, or walk or sit, anywhere in that area, although it has been used by the 
public without restriction for many years. On occasions earlier this year the RMWG cordoned 
off the Centre's car park during its own events so that others could not park, and it has been 
reported to FTCH that "no dogs allowed" signs have been put up by the RMWG in Victoria 
Park, a public park. The RMWG holds a licence of the Centre; it does not own the car park, 
the surrounding land or the park, and it has already recharged FTCH for a pothole repair kit 
for land outside the licensed property (Statement of Case, section 8). FTCH asks the 
Committee to establish exactly what land the RMWG's licence covers and on what authority 
each of these restrictions was imposed. How the RMWG treats the wider public's use of the 



land around the Centre while it holds only a licence is relevant to what ownership would 
mean. 

6.3 This week, during the representation period, the RMWG published new hall prices on 
Facebook: £15 an hour for regular lets and £18 an hour for non-regular, ad hoc lets, with no 
charge for the kitchen. That differs from the £15 an hour plus £10 for the kitchen it has 
charged during the licence, and from its asset transfer request, which proposed a kitchen 
charge on top of the hire charge and on which its business plan and sustainability were 
assessed. FTCH asks the Committee to require the RMWG to explain whether the change 
applies equally to every let, including regular community groups and groups that use the 
kitchen, or only to those that do not; what each regular group will now pay; why the change 
has been made now; and how its business plan stands on the new charges. A request is 
assessed as it was made, and the Centre's groups are entitled to know what they would 
actually pay. 

6.4 Earlier this year several members of the public contacted FTCH to say that they had tried to 
book the Centre for birthday parties and family events and received no reply, or a reply too 
late to be of use, some after trying more than once by email and phone; members of FTCH's 
protected groups reported the same. FTCH's protected groups also raised with FTCH 
whether events at which alcohol is served, which the Centre has always hosted responsibly, 
would be permitted under the RMWG. The RMWG's request contains no policy on it. Private 
parties and events have always been part of this Centre's community use and its income, 
and FTCH asks the Committee to require the RMWG to state its position. 

6.5 At the RMWG's public meeting on 27 March 2026, its representatives filmed those attending 
without their consent. When FTCH's Chair asked for the footage of attendees to be deleted, 
they went into the kitchen and shut themselves in rather than discuss it. At the same meeting 
one of the RMWG's representatives referred to FTCH's Chair, in front of the whole hall, as 
"Alice in Wonderland". What was done with the footage has never been explained. 

7. Procedure and publication 

7.1 FTCH asks for a hearing session under regulation 7(3)(b) and the Hearing Session Rules, 
and a site visit that includes the pavilions. FTCH consents to any record of the July 2026 joint 
mediation session being made available to the Committee, subject to the mediator's 
confidentiality requirements, and asks the Committee to invite the RMWG to give the same 
consent. 

8. Conclusion 

8.1 The RMWG's review rests on three propositions: that the officers' recommendation is the 
starting point; that collaboration was tried and failed; and that nothing since has changed the 
position. None of them holds. The Committee must make the comparison itself. Collaboration 
was offered by FTCH at every stage and declined by the RMWG at every stage, including 
when the offer came from the Executive. And almost a year of the RMWG's control of the 
Centre has shown what its assurance to the existing groups is worth in practice. 

8.2 FTCH asks the Committee to find that there are reasonable grounds for refusing the 
RMWG's request as made, and to agree FTCH's request, which keeps Thornhill Community 
Centre for the whole community, including the RMWG. 

For and on behalf of the Board of Trustees 
Falkirk Thornhill Community Hall SCIO (SC047801), 30 September 2026 



Strategic Property Review Team 
Falkirk Council, Falkirk Stadium, Stadium Way, Falkirk FK2 9EE 
By email: StrategicPropertyReview@falkirk.gov.uk 

From:  
Date: 30 September 2026 

Thornhill Community Centre: personal representation on the application for review by the 
Rainbow Muslim Women's Group SCIO 

Dear Strategic Property Review Team, 

1. I make this representation in my personal capacity on the Rainbow Muslim Women's Group's 
("the RMWG's") asset transfer request in March 2026, and I ask the Committee to consider it 
again alongside this letter. 

2. I am the Secretary of Falkirk Thornhill Community Hall SCIO ("FTCH") and have been closely 
involved in the running of the Centre and in FTCH's dealings with the RMWG and the Council 
throughout this process. FTCH has made its own representation, which I support and do not 
repeat. I am writing because the RMWG, in its review and in the earlier representations it has 
put in its evidence bundle, makes claims about FTCH's conduct that concern things I did and 
saw personally. They are not true, and the Committee should hear from the person involved. 

The handover of the Centre 

3. The RMWG's representation of 26 March 2026, which it relies on in its review, says that 
FTCH "withheld basic operational knowledge despite previously managing the facility". I 
carried out the handover of the Centre to the RMWG myself. 

4. On 1 October 2025 I took the RMWG's representatives on a full walk-round of the building, in 
the presence of Council representatives. I showed them every compliance folder: the 
management folder, the risk assessments, the asbestos records, the contractor signing book 
and the other compliance records, as well as the weekly checks required to be in place. I 
referred them to the community centre management folder retained in the cupboard. I 
showed them where the keys for every area of the building were kept, and I explained which 
checks had to be done every week. I went through the folders with the RMWG on two 
separate occasions as I noted they hadn’t been completing this paperwork. When I was 
asked how long I could stay to help, I explained how long I could stay at that point, said I 
knew it was a lot to take in, and asked whether they were comfortable managing. They told 
me they could manage. 

5. Nothing was withheld. Every record needed to run the building safely was handed over and 
explained, and I offered my help. 

The RMWG has never wanted to collaborate 

6. The RMWG's review tells the Committee that "collaborative working was not refused". That is 
not my experience. In 2025, before the licence, the RMWG told FTCH that it did not want to 
collaborate with anyone because its own plans were too far advanced. In September 2025 
FTCH offered it a long-term anchor let of around a third of the Centre, with plans our 
architect had redesigned around its needs. The RMWG rejected the whole idea of sharing 
and took the licence of the whole Centre instead. 

7. The meeting of 26 November 2025. I attended the meeting the Council arranged at the 
RMWG's request. I heard the RMWG's representatives say that FTCH's groups should pay 



the RMWG directly, that there was no point in FTCH being at the Centre, and that the Centre 
was theirs. Allegations of racism were made against FTCH, and we were not given a fair 
opportunity to answer them. 

8. Since then FTCH has put forward an equal governance model and accepted the Executive's 
own three-month extension to explore joint governance. The RMWG refused the extension 
and announced its refusal in the Falkirk Herald. The Council itself asked for collaboration at 
every stage. Collaboration did not fail because it was tried; it failed because the RMWG 
refused it every time. 

What I have seen at the Centre 

9. An emergency call-out. In late 2025, I had to attend the Centre for a contractor during an 
emergency while the RMWG was in the building. The RMWG's representatives did not 
introduce themselves to the group using the hall at the time, and when they left, they left the 
building open. I was left to lock up the building, and was late home for my own childcare 
arrangements. Under the licence was the RMWG's responsibility, not mine to support the 
contractor visit and ensure the building was secure.  

10. The water leak. In February 2026 I was with FTCH's Chair when she found water dripping 
from the light fitting in the disabled toilet, with water pooling on the floor and a wet floor sign 
beside it. We recorded it on video and FTCH reported it to the RMWG and the Council that 
day. I work as a nurse. Water coming through an electrical fitting, in the only accessible toilet 
in a building used by disabled and elderly people, is a serious risk to life, and it had been 
known about for months. 

11. The private meeting of 9 March 2026. FTCH held a closed information session for its own 
groups' representatives. Two people from Westfield Park Community Centre attended 
uninvited and said that the RMWG had asked them to come. There was also an undercover 
journalist present. This individual gave a false name and reason for being there. When I 
questioned him for his reasons for attending a closed private meeting, he became anxious. 
Later we confirmed he was a journalist and he was secretly recording the meeting. It was 
confirmed there was no reason for him to being there. I escorted him from the premises at 
that point for recording the meeting. All the groups were uncomfortable with him being there.  
The RMWG had never approached our groups itself, and it did not tell FTCH it was sending 
anyone. 

The RMWG's public meeting of 27 March 2026 

12. I attended the RMWG's public meeting at the Centre. I repeatedly asked the RMWG directly 
why it needs this particular hall, when it operates across the Falkirk area from other venues 
and its own request describes the building as a base for its own operations. The RMWG only 
response was that they “needed a base” in a more “central location” to provide their services 
for their community. That question matters, because the RMWG's case rests on needing this 
building, and it has never explained why this building rather than any other, or why it cannot 
share it with FTCH and the groups already here. 

13. At the same meeting the RMWG was asked whether it could displace a let at any time. Its 
only answer was that lets would be honoured unless a group did not pay. One of the 
RMWG's representatives leading the meeting referred to FTCH's Chair, in front of the whole 
hall, as "  in Wonderland". RMWG representatives at the back of the hall filmed those 
attending without asking for consent, and when we asked them to delete the footage they 
went into the kitchen and shut themselves in rather than discuss it. That is not how a charity 



asking to be trusted with a community centre should treat the community that came to ask it 
questions. 

FTCH speaks for the groups 

14. The RMWG says FTCH "declined multiple invitations to meet" and was "combative". As 
Secretary I was closely involved in FTCH's correspondence. Every email reported a specific 
matter under the sub-licence, and every one was raised on behalf of FTCH's groups: the 
heating at elderly and vulnerable users' sessions, a protected group's concern about CCTV 
audio recording, an unsafe floor before an exercise class, an hour for a mental health 
service, a booking for a faith group, and invoices that trustees are required to check before 
spending charitable money. The Council was copied in because it asked to be. FTCH never 
refused to meet. We asked for an agenda in advance; on 10 November 2025 we told the 
RMWG that we had already confirmed to the Council that we would attend a Council-
facilitated meeting; and we attended it on 26 November 2025. Any other meeting had to be 
rescheduled only because of holiday periods. 

15. Yet the RMWG has treated the groups' concerns as FTCH complaining for the sake of it, 
calling them "hostility" and, in its Operational Rules, "vexatious conduct". Most recently, on 
21 September 2026, it refused a one-off event by an established faith group within FTCH's 
protected hours by linking it to its invoice dispute with FTCH, a dispute that group has no part 
in, and told FTCH to stop describing the group as faith based because the RMWG is "an 
equalities rooted organisation". A body that dismisses the existing groups, and the charity 
that speaks for them, while a sub-licence is in place to protect them, will not protect them 
once it owns the building. 

The RMWG has also stated on social media that meetings between the two groups were 
cancelled, and blamed FTCH. That is not true either. Very few meetings were ever actually 
arranged. The one meeting that was definitely arranged was cancelled by Falkirk Council 
itself, on 14 November 2025, not by FTCH. The RMWG notified us of the same on 10 
November 2025. The RMWG's public account of who cancelled meetings is another 
statement that the record does not support. 

The allegations of racism and the RMWG's public statements 

16. I work as a nurse with people from many different communities. The RMWG does not know 
me. The allegations of racism made against FTCH, and so against its trustees, are false. 
They have never been supported by any evidence, though FTCH has asked for it every time, 
and they have never been withdrawn. 

17. The RMWG has also made false statements about FTCH in public during this process: that 
FTCH had paid only one invoice, when FTCH had paid every properly evidenced, undisputed 
charge; that FTCH had removed the Centre's cameras, when they remain in place, 
disconnected as the sub-licence provides; and, earlier this year, that it had been running the 
Centre for 18 months. When FTCH replied publicly, the RMWG deleted the reply. FTCH 
holds screenshots. FTCH's trustees are volunteers and professional people. Statements like 
these, made publicly by a group that does not know us, damage not only the charity but our 
professional reputations, and in my case my standing in a profession built on trust. That goes 
far beyond a disagreement between two charities. 

What I ask 

18. The RMWG asks the Committee to accept its account of the last year on paper. Much of that 
account concerns things I did and saw myself, and it is wrong. I ask the Committee to hold a 



hearing, and I am willing to attend and answer questions. I ask the Committee to refuse the 
RMWG's request as made and to agree FTCH's request, which keeps the Centre for the 
whole community, including the RMWG. 

19. Please redact my home address and contact details if this representation is published. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 
30 September 2026 



Strategic Property Review Team 
Falkirk Council, Falkirk Stadium, Stadium Way, Falkirk FK2 9EE 
By email: StrategicPropertyReview@falkirk.gov.uk 

From:  
Date: 30 September 2026 

Thornhill Community Centre: personal representation on the application for review by the 
Rainbow Muslim Women's Group SCIO 

Dear Strategic Property Review Team, 

1. I make this representation in my personal capacity under regulation 4(4) of the Asset 
Transfer Request (Review Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2016, in response to the 
Council's notice of 17 September 2026. I made a personal representation on the Rainbow 
Muslim Women's Group's ("the RMWG's") asset transfer request on 13 March 2026, and I 
ask the Committee to consider it again alongside this letter. 

2. I am a regular user of Thornhill Community Centre and run a group there on Monday 
evenings. I am also Chair of Falkirk Thornhill Community Hall SCIO ("FTCH"). FTCH has 
made its own representation on behalf of the charity and the groups it serves. I support it and 
do not repeat it. This letter sets out what I have seen and heard myself, because the 
RMWG's review describes the last year in terms I do not recognise. 

The RMWG has never wanted to collaborate 

3. In May 2025, when FTCH first met the RMWG, and again on more than one occasion later 
that year, the RMWG told us plainly that it did not want to collaborate with anyone, because 
its own business plan was already well advanced and did not involve anybody else. 

4. I was at the meeting at the Centre on 3 September 2025 at which FTCH showed the RMWG 
and Council officers our plans for the Centre, which our architect had revised around the 
RMWG's needs, and offered the RMWG a long-term anchor let. The RMWG said it wanted 
its own space, and it proposed that FTCH hold the licence while both requests were 
assessed. The Council agreed in writing the next day. 

5. On 19 September 2025 I asked  about an email 
a Council officer had sent FTCH three days earlier about finding alternative accommodation 
for our groups from 1 October. He told me and a fellow trustee that the email should never 
have been sent. Within a week the licence had gone to the RMWG instead. FTCH signed its 
sub-licence at the Council's offices on 30 September 2025 because we were told the Centre 
would close if an arrangement could not be reached, and we were not prepared to let that 
happen to the many people who depend on it weekly. 

6. In September 2025 the RMWG agreed with us face to face that it would take an anchor let of 
around a third of the Centre from FTCH. It then rejected that arrangement and, after meeting 
Council officers on 23 September 2025 without FTCH present and without telling us, took the 
licence of the whole Centre itself. 

7. The RMWG's review now tells the Committee that "collaborative working was not refused", 
and that it took part in the mediation "fully, professionally and in good faith". The record, step 
by step, is this: 

(a) May 2025, and more than once that year: it told us it did not want to collaborate with 
anyone, because its own plans were too far advanced; 



(b) 3 September 2025: it rejected the whole concept of sharing the Centre with FTCH, 
including plans our architect had redesigned around its needs (given the RMWG were 
going to be an anchor let);  

(c) They agreed to take a third of the Centre as our anchor let, then rejected it and took the 
licence of the whole Centre after meeting officers without us; 

(d) 26 November 2025: at a meeting it had asked the Council to arrange, it said that 
FTCH's groups should pay the RMWG directly, that there was no point in FTCH being 
at the Centre, and that the Centre was theirs; 

(e) 2 March 2026: it imposed its own Operational Rules on FTCH, without agreement, 
after the Council had repeatedly stated the two groups should collaborate; 

(f) July 2026: FTCH put a legally enforceable equal governance model to the 
independent mediator; no agreement was reached; 

(g) 13 to 17 August 2026: the Executive voted for a three-month extension to explore joint 
governance. FTCH accepted it in writing. The RMWG refused it, and announced its 
refusal in the Falkirk Herald on 17 August 2026; and 

(h) September 2026: it lodged a review asking to be given the whole Centre, telling the 
Committee that collaboration was tried and failed. It does not say why it failed. It failed 
for one reason: the RMWG refused every offer, from FTCH and from the Executive 
itself. 

8. That is not my opinion. It is the record, and the documents show every step. At no point, from 
the first meeting in 2025 to the Executive's own offer in August 2026, has the RMWG been 
willing to share this Centre with anyone on equal or protected terms. It cannot now tell the 
Committee that it acted in good faith towards collaboration, or that collaboration failed 
through no fault of its own. Collaboration was offered by FTCH at every stage, and refused 
by the RMWG at every stage. 

9. The Council asked for collaboration at every stage. This was not only FTCH's wish. The 
Council itself has repeatedly said the two groups should work together. Its report to the 
Executive records that, where requests compete, the guidance seeks that groups work 
collaboratively (paragraph 3.5). After the meeting of 26 November 2025 its case officer wrote 
that "the groups should be able to work together to agree a set of written operational rules". 
On 18 June 2026 the Executive deferred its decision so that collaboration could be tested 
through mediation. On 13 August 2026 it voted to extend the process specifically to explore 
joint governance. At every one of those stages, the RMWG went against what the Council 
had asked for. 

10. The Committee needs to ask why. Why did an applicant that depends on the Council's 
recommendation feel able to refuse, again and again, the collaboration the Council itself kept 
asking for? FTCH's Statement of Case, section 12, sets out the questions the Committee 
should answer before it relies on anything that came out of this process: how the licence 
came to be given to the RMWG in September 2025, a week after the Council said that doing 
so would look like pre-determining the transfer; the role of the case officer after her recusal; 
the letter of support written for the RMWG by the Council's own  team and relied 
on in scoring; and the Council's funding of the RMWG every year since 2022. I ask the 
Committee to obtain the Council's records on each of those matters and to look at them 
before it decides. 



What I have experienced at the Centre since October 2025 

11. Heating. At my own Monday evening group the heating has repeatedly gone off between 
8.30pm and 9pm and not come back on until just after 10pm, as the session is closing. On 
Monday 27 October 2025 it went off at about 8.30pm and some of those attending had to 
leave early because of the cold. My group has many vulnerable and elderly participants. We 
have had no way to adjust it ourselves. Through the winter the thermostat was kept in a 
locked box to which FTCH was given no key. It has since been replaced by a Hive control 
that only the RMWG operates, remotely. 

12. The water leak. In February 2026 I found water dripping from the light fitting in the disabled 
toilet while I was using it, with a pool of water on the floor and a wet floor sign beside it. 
FTCH's Secretary was with me and we recorded it on video. FTCH reported it to the RMWG 
and the Council the same day. The RMWG had known of the defect since October 2025, 
and the only measure taken was the sign. Water in an electrical fitting, in the only accessible 
disabled toilet in a building used by disabled people, is a risk to life. They publicly tried to turn 
this fact to blame on FTCH, however, prior to 1 October, the council would have been 
responsible.  

13. The mediation meeting of 26 November 2025. I attended the meeting at Falkirk Stadium 
that the Council arranged at the RMWG's request. I heard the RMWG's representatives say 
that FTCH's groups should pay the RMWG directly, that there was no point in FTCH being at 
the Centre, and that the Centre was theirs. When we pointed out that a competitive asset 
transfer assessment was under way, they said they did not know what that was. Allegations 
of racism were made against FTCH at that meeting, and our opportunity to answer them was 
restricted. We warned the Council that access to the heating controls was an emergency 
requirement for our elderly and vulnerable users. Five days later, on 1 December 2025, one 
of our protected evening sessions for those users found the building without heat. 

14. The private meeting of 9 March 2026. FTCH held a closed information session for its own 
groups' representatives. Two people from Westfield Park Community Centre attended 
uninvited and said that the RMWG had asked them to come. Why would a competing 
applicant send people into a private, closed meeting of FTCH's groups? I allowed them to 
stay so that their questions could be answered. The RMWG had never approached FTCH or 
our groups itself, and it never told us it was sending anyone. 

15. The RMWG's public meeting of 27 March 2026. I attended. The RMWG was asked 
whether, since it could impose Operational Rules that FTCH had never agreed to, it could 
also displace a let at any time. Its only answer was that lets would be honoured unless a 
group did not pay. No answer was given about what protection groups would have after the 
first twelve months, nor about alcohol, men, or individuals of the LGBTQ community. One of 
the RMWG's representatives leading the meeting referred to me as "  in Wonderland", in 
front of the whole hall. It is disgraceful for a charity seeking to own a community centre to 
speak in derogatory terms, in public, about the chair of another charity, in front of members 
of the public and the groups who use the Centre. This remark was made because I asked a 
question on behalf of the community regarding displacement. 

At the same meeting, RMWG representatives at the back of the hall were filming those on no 
less than two mobile phones, of us who attended, without asking our consent. When I went 
over and asked them to delete the footage of us, they went into the kitchen and shut 
themselves in, so that I could not speak to them. I do not know what was done with that 
footage, who it has been shared with, or whether it has ever been deleted. The RMWG has 
never said. Filming members of the public at a community meeting without consent, and then 



refusing to discuss it, is not how a body that wants to own a community centre should treat 
the community. 

16. Allegations of racism. As Chair I received the RMWG's letter of 28 October 2025, which 
spoke of "hostility directed toward RMWG, which appears to extend beyond procedural 
disagreements", and its letter sent on 30 October 2025, which said that "as a well-
established minority ethnic women's organisation, our assumption of the principal licence 
appears to have triggered resistance rather than cooperation". On 10 November 2025 the 
RMWG copied the Council's  and the  into correspondence about 
"how a marginalised community organisation is being treated", in reply to FTCH's report of a 
protected group's concerns about CCTV audio recording, an unsafe floor and the heating. In 
March 2026 an anonymous account called "Racists Out", with no followers, posted on 
FTCH's Facebook page calling us racist. I cannot prove who created it. But it appeared at the 
same time as the RMWG's own derogatory posts about FTCH, which the RMWG has since 
deleted and all of which FTCH captured by screenshot, and I do not believe the timing is a 
coincidence.  

17. In almost a year no one has told me what I, or FTCH, are supposed to have said or done that 
was racist. I have asked. No evidence has ever been given. The only explanation ever 
offered was a post an individual made on her own private Facebook page. She is not a 
trustee of FTCH, and neither I nor any of our trustees are even friends with her on Facebook. 
FTCH cannot be held accountable for what a private individual posts on her own social 
media. The RMWG has never withdrawn any of these allegations, never apologised for them 
and never answered them. Its review does not mention them at all, and the representations it 
relies on carry the same theme forward, describing FTCH's campaign as "divisive". These 
allegations have been deeply distressing to me and to my fellow trustees, all of whom are 
volunteers giving their time to keep a community centre open for everyone and to run or take 
part in groups there. They have been used in place of answers to straightforward questions 
about keys, heating and invoices.  

Most recently, on 21 September 2026, when FTCH asked to move some of its own protected 
hours for a one-off event by an established faith group in our timetable, the RMWG refused 
the booking and told FTCH to stop describing the group as faith based, because the RMWG 
is "an equalities rooted organisation and do[es] not discriminate". Describing a church as a 
faith group is simply accurate. The implication that FTCH was accusing the RMWG of 
discrimination by saying so, or that FTCH was the one discriminating, has no basis at all. It is 
the same pattern again: an ordinary request on behalf of one of our groups answered with an 
insinuation about race and religion instead of a booking.  

The invoices are a dispute between FTCH and the RMWG. They have nothing to do with that 
church or its members, who have no part in it, yet it was their event that was refused 
because of it. It is the same pattern again: an ordinary request on behalf of one of our groups 
answered with a refusal linked to money, and an insinuation about race and religion, instead 
of a booking. 

18. The account. In September 2026 the RMWG posted on the Centre's Facebook page that in 
almost a year FTCH had paid only "one invoice of just over £200". The post left out that 
FTCH had paid a further £2,385.38 on 18 September, days before, covering every charge 
that was properly substantiated and not in dispute. When FTCH posted a short reply saying 
there were two sides to the story and inviting anyone who wanted clarity to contact us, the 
RMWG deleted our comment. We have asked the RMWG to acknowledge receipt of our 
payment. It knows it has been paid, yet at the time of writing it has still not acknowledged it, 



and it has not corrected its post. The RMWG only began supplying supporting documents 
after we raised the matter in our deputation to the Executive on 13 August 2026, and the 13 
points we raised about the invoices on 15 and 22 May 2026 have still not been answered. 

19. The RMWG's false public statements about FTCH. That post was not a mistake about one 
figure. In its public statements on Facebook in September 2026, published to the whole 
community in the middle of a statutory process for this building, the RMWG told people: 

(a) that FTCH had paid one invoice, when FTCH had paid every properly evidenced, 
undisputed charge days earlier; 

(b) that the Council "had to step in to confirm that FTCH was responsible for its 31% 
share", when FTCH has never disputed its 31 per cent share, or its willingness to pay, 
and the Council's email of 25 May 2026 dealt with a single cleaning charge only, which 
FTCH accepted; and 

(c) that FTCH had removed the Centre's cameras, when FTCH's CCTV equipment is still 
in place, disconnected for the licence period exactly as the sub-licence provides. 

20. Earlier, in February and March 2026, during the statutory representation period, the RMWG 
posted that it had been running the Centre for 18 months, when it had held the licence for 
about five. It later deleted those posts. FTCH holds screenshots of every one, and of each 
RMWG post and the community member's post referred to in this letter, and will provide them 
to the Committee on request. At its public meeting on 27 March 2026 it told the community 
that FTCH had "bullied" it. None of these statements is true. Every one was made in public, 
during a competitive process for this building, and every one has damaged the reputation of 
FTCH and of its volunteer trustees in the community we serve. FTCH's trustees are 
professional people, with careers built over many years on their integrity and good name. 
Public statements of this kind, made by a group that does not know us personally and knows 
nothing of our work, damage not only our standing as volunteers but our professional 
reputations and livelihoods. That goes far beyond a disagreement between two charities, and 
it is not acceptable conduct from any organisation, let alone one asking to be trusted with a 
community's building.  

When FTCH tried to correct the record, the RMWG deleted our reply. That is not how a body 
that intends to serve the whole community behaves towards the charity that speaks for the 
Centre's existing groups. 

Dismissing the groups, and the charity that speaks for them 

21. Every issue FTCH has raised with the RMWG has been raised on behalf of the Centre's 
groups and the people in them: the cold at elderly and vulnerable groups' sessions, the 
unsafe floor before an exercise class (more than one occasion), a protected group's concern 
about CCTV audio recording, being monitored entering and leaving the building, an hour for 
a mental health service, a booking for a faith group, and invoices that FTCH's trustees must 
check before spending charitable money that comes from those groups' lets. FTCH has no 
programme of its own. It is a management committee, speaks for and supporting the groups, 
users, and local people; that is what it is for. 

22. Yet each time, the RMWG has treated those concerns as FTCH complaining for the sake of 
it. It has called them "hostility", described them to  as the 
mistreatment of a "marginalised community organisation", written them into its Operational 
Rules as "vexatious conduct", and told the community FTCH "bullied" it. That has never been 
the case. If the RMWG can dismiss the Centre's existing groups, and the charity that is their 



voice, while a sub-licence is in place to protect them, it shows me it does not truly care about 
the existing community. I cannot see why it would start once it owned the building. 

23. Birthday parties and private bookings. Earlier this year, several members of the public 
contacted FTCH to say that they had tried to book the Centre for birthday parties and family 
events and received no reply, or a reply so late that it was no use, and members of FTCH's 
own protected groups told us they had not been able to book it either. Several said they tried 
more than once, from different email addresses and by phone. That is not one person's 
experience or a message lost in spam. Private parties and events have always been part of 
what this Centre is for, and part of its income. 

24. Alcohol at private events. The Centre has always hosted birthday parties, celebrations and 
fundraisers at which alcohol is served responsibly, and they are a normal part of community 
life in Falkirk. Earlier this year, FTCH's own protected groups raised the issue of alcohol at 
events under the RMWG with us. The RMWG's request contains no policy on whether such 
events will be permitted, and the RMWG has never said. Families and groups planning 
events are entitled to know, and I ask the Committee to require the RMWG to state its 
position. 

Treating public land as its own 

25. The area between the Centre and the Harriers hall. On 30 September 2026 a member of 
the community posted publicly, "to let the community of Falkirk know", that the RMWG had 
put restrictions on the area between the Centre and the Harriers hall, so that people can no 
longer smoke or vape there, or walk or sit anywhere in that area. She wrote that the area 
"has been used by the public for countless years and there's never been restrictions", and 
that she considered it an abuse of individual rights. 

26. The car park. The RMWG has cordoned off the Centre's car park during its own events, so 
that other people could not park there, on occasions earlier this year. The car park does not 
belong to the RMWG. It is used by the public, and every week by the Connect2 recovery bus, 
which parks there to support people in recovery. Connect2 are a fundamental service for its 
users, use the centre weekly, and also sit on our board.   

27. Victoria Park. It has also been reported to me by several individuals that "no dogs allowed" 
signs were put up by the RMWG in Victoria Park during a play event they held. Victoria Park 
is a public park. The RMWG does not own it and cannot dictate who can and cannot use the 
park.  

28. The RMWG holds a licence of the Centre. It does not own the Centre, the car park, the land 
between the Centre and the Harriers hall, or the park, and it has no right to restrict the 
public's use of land outside its licensed boundary. It has already recharged FTCH for a 
pothole repair kit for land outside the licensed property. I ask the Committee to establish 
exactly what land the RMWG's licence covers, and on what authority each of these 
restrictions was imposed. If the RMWG treats public land around the Centre as its own while 
it holds only a licence, the Committee should consider what it would do as owner? 

Changing its prices in the middle of the review 

29. This week, in the middle of the review, the RMWG posted new hall prices on Facebook: £15 
an hour for regular lets and £18 an hour for non-regular, ad hoc lets, with no charge for the 
kitchen. Until now it has stated in its applications charges are £15 an hour plus £10 for the 
kitchen, which groups have told FTCH they cannot afford. Its asset transfer request proposed 
charging for the kitchen on top of the hire charge, and I raised that in my representation of 13 



March 2026. The officers assessed its business plan and its sustainability on the charges in 
its request, not on the ones it has now posted. 

30. I ask the Committee to require the RMWG to explain: whether the removal of the kitchen 
charge applies equally to every group, including the Centre's regular community groups and 
groups that use the kitchen, or only to groups that do not need it; what each regular group 
will now actually pay; why it has changed its charges now, during the review; and how its 
business plan still stands if the charges it was built on have changed. A request is assessed 
as it was made. The RMWG should not be able to change the basis of its proposal part way 
through the review without explanation, and the Centre's groups are entitled to know what 
they would pay. 

The community is tired, but not of waiting 

31. The RMWG's review, and its statements to the Falkirk Herald, rest on the claim that the 
community is tired of delay and that the RMWG should now be given the Centre. But the 
RMWG declined the Executive's three-month extension to explore joint governance, which 
FTCH accepted, and announced its refusal in the Falkirk Herald on 17 August 2026, before 
the process had been allowed to run its course through the proper channels. It then told the 
Committee that no jointly governed proposal emerged. The delay it complains of is the result 
of its own refusal to share the Centre. 

32. The community is tired, but of something else: a year of heating failures, locked controls, 
refused bookings, unanswered questions, false public posts, and restrictions on land and a 
car park the RMWG does not own. It is no wonder to me that six of the Centre's twelve 
established groups have left, and that two more have said they will leave if the RMWG takes 
the Centre. FTCH's survey of 126 responses showed 98.4 per cent support for FTCH's 
plans. FTCH's petition, "Protect the Whole Community", gathered 631 signatures in less than 
three weeks. It was closed on 27 September only so that it could be included in FTCH's 
review. People were still signing, and a number of supporters told us the platform would not 
accept their signature. I have no doubt it would have gathered many hundreds more had it 
stayed open. The RMWG wants the Centre as a base for its own operations; that is what its 
request says. FTCH wants it kept for everyone, including the RMWG, and that is what the 
community has asked for. 

Why this matters to the review 

33. The RMWG tells the Committee that shared occupation "tested collaborative working in 
practice". I have lived that year at the Centre. What it tested was whether the RMWG would 
look after people who are not its own members. The heating, the leak, the lock change, an 
hour refused to a mental health service, a booking refused to a faith group, entering and 
interrupting protected group sessions, sending people into a private meeting of our groups, 
restricting land and a car park it does not own, publishing false statements about FTCH and 
deleting our replies, and a meeting at which we were told the Centre was theirs: none of that 
is collaboration. 

Moving groups out to the pavilion. The RMWG's own proposal, as the Council's report 
records it, is that "where RMWG activities require the kitchen, the pavilion will be offered as 
alternative accommodation to current lets" (paragraph 5.22). In other words, whenever the 
RMWG wants the kitchen, the existing groups are the ones who move. The pavilions are 
currently used for storage. They have no kitchen, and they are not fit for the groups that use 
the Centre, many of whom are older, disabled or vulnerable and rely on the kitchen for tea, 
coffee and basic hospitality at every session. The same proposal says the RMWG will run its 



own core activities from the pavilion, and its Enablement Fund request is to alter the pavilion 
as a base for its own work. It cannot be both the RMWG's base and the place existing groups 
are sent. What this means in practice is that the RMWG's needs come first, and the groups 
that have used this Centre for decades take whatever is left. That is not honouring existing 
lets. It is displacing them, on the RMWG's terms and at the RMWG's convenience. 

34. I do not believe my group, or any of the Centre's other groups, would be secure if the RMWG 
owned the building. That view comes from what has already happened while a sub-licence 
and protected lets were in place to protect us. On transfer, those protections end, and 
nothing enforceable has been offered in their place. 

35. I ask the Committee to refuse the RMWG's request as made, and to agree FTCH's request 
for ownership, or a legally binding equal position, both options keep the Centre for everyone, 
including the RMWG. 

  
  

 

Yours faithfully, 

 
30 September 2026 






