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1. Introduction
Falkirk Thornhill Community Hall SCIO ("FTCH" or "the SCIO") submits this formal response to the single representation received in connection with our Community Asset Transfer request, dated 2 March 2026, as invited by Falkirk Council's letter of 9 April 2026.
FTCH notes the following at the outset:
• This is the only representation received in response to FTCH's CAT application.
• The representation appears to originate from, or be closely aligned with, the competing CAT applicant. It should be weighted accordingly, not as independent community feedback, but as advocacy from an interested party. The Council has confirmed it will not identify the representation as originating from a competing applicant. FTCH considers this a significant omission that risks misleading the public and elected members.
• By contrast, FTCH understands that multiple representations were submitted by community users, members and individuals in response to the competing applicant's CAT application. FTCH addresses this disparity separately in correspondence to the Council.
• The representation contains serious allegations regarding FTCH's governance, conduct, community relationships, public communications and organisational capability. FTCH does not accept these allegations. Many are unevidenced, subjective, or arise from the position of a competing applicant seeking to discredit FTCH's application.
Where the Council intends to rely on any of these allegations in its assessment, FTCH asks that the underlying evidence is identified and disclosed, and that FTCH is given a fair opportunity to respond to that evidence specifically.
FTCH further notes that the Council's letter states the representation and this response will be published on the Council's website. The Council has confirmed that it will not intervene on "opinions based within representations" and will not scrutinise the content of the representation before publication. FTCH has serious concerns about this approach. The representation does not contain opinions. It contains serious, specific and reputationally damaging allegations presented as fact, without supporting evidence. Publishing these allegations on a Council website, without scrutiny, without qualification, and without identifying them as coming from a competing applicant, risks presenting them to the public and to elected members as though they have been verified or accepted by the Council. We address this further in Section 9 below.
2. FRI Licence Status and Context
FTCH accepts that the competing applicant became the principal FRI licence holder in October 2025. However, this requires important context that the representation omits entirely.
FTCH's original proposal to Falkirk Council was for a partnership arrangement in which FTCH would retain primary management of the building with the competing applicant as an anchor tenant. This proposal was rejected. A second partnership offer was also rejected. The competing applicant made clear from the outset that it did not want to collaborate with anyone because it already had its business plan underway and it did not involve anybody else. Collaboration was not explored and later broke down. It was declined outright.
The competing applicant then became the FRI licence holder in circumstances where FTCH SCIO was left with a choice between accepting a sub-licence arrangement or risking the building closing to the existing users who depended on it. Falkirk Council's own Head of Strategic Property Review, Paul Kettrick, confirmed to FTCH that the hall would close if an arrangement could not be reached. FTCH accepted the sub-licence arrangement solely to prevent the building closing on 1 October 2025 and to protect the existing community groups. That is the only reason FTCH is in this position.
The interim FRI licence arrangement does not confer any superiority in the CAT process. FTCH is a formal sub-licensee with protected lets and defined contractual rights. The CAT assessment must evaluate each application on its own merits, including the quality of the proposal, community benefit, governance and deliverability, not simply prefer the current licence holder.
The representation claims the competing applicant has "ensured the centre remained open, functional and inclusive." FTCH does not accept this characterisation. During the shared licence period, FTCH has documented:
• Heating failures during protected lets affecting vulnerable users, including brain injury rehabilitation and addiction recovery groups, during winter months. The heating has been switched on and off at the competing applicant's sole discretion using a remotely controlled Hive system that FTCH has no access to, with no notice given to FTCH.
• Unauthorised lock changes to internal doors in shared spaces, with access refused to FTCH in breach of the sub-licence agreement.
• Disconnection of broadband and WiFi services.
• Denial of access to a Health and Social Care Partnership programme (Caledonia Services) for a period of 6 whole weeks – only by pointing out the Equality Act with council intervention this was overturned.
• Surveillance of community members using the centre during FTCH's protected lets, including individuals observed monitoring the car park.
• The competing applicant stating its intention to be present during FTCH's protected let periods, directly contrary to the shared arrangements and agreed framework.
• A serious safety incident involving water leaking through a light fitting area in the disabled toilet, which was already known to the competing applicant but treated as a routine matter. The competing applicant subsequently publicised that they used their own money to address the issue, putting a positive spin on a serious health and safety situation that they had failed to address until it was raised.
• As recently as 18 May 2026, the competing applicant sent an individual to interrupt a protected FTCH let session, using the pretext of collecting a water bottle. This is the latest in a sustained pattern of intrusion into FTCH's protected time.
A building in which heating fails during winter lets for vulnerable groups, locks are changed without consent, access is denied, users are monitored, safety issues are minimised, and protected sessions are repeatedly interrupted is not "functional and inclusive."
The representation also claims over 20 years of continuous service to Falkirk. FTCH does not dispute that the competing applicant has a history of service delivery elsewhere in Falkirk. However, their presence at Thornhill Community Centre specifically dates from October 2025, a period of approximately seven months. The competing applicant has also publicly claimed "18 months of operation" at Thornhill, which is factually inaccurate and is itself an example of the misinformation the representation attributes to FTCH. The competing applicant has also publicly claimed to have a caretaker and to have been opening and closing for FTCH's lets, neither of which reflects the reality of how the building has been operating.
The representation claims the competing applicant has "delivered significantly more activity at the centre during the shared licence period." This claim is misleading without context. Under the FRI and sub-licence arrangement, the competing applicant controls approximately 69% of the available timetable while FTCH holds approximately 31%. Comparing activity volumes when one party controls nearly 70% of the available time is not evidence of superiority; it is a reflection of the timetable split.
The representation also claims "strong, established partnerships with the Council, NHS and local agencies." FTCH notes that the competing applicant's relationship with the Council must be considered in the context of the undisclosed conflict of interest identified in Section 9.2 of this response, specifically, that an individual connected with the competing applicant is employed by Falkirk Council, and that the Council officer directly involved in the CAT process may have connections with individuals who have actively opposed FTCH's application. A partnership that benefits from undisclosed conflicts of interest should not be presented as evidence of organisational strength.
FTCH also maintains strong, established partnerships with a wide range of agencies, public and private sector bodies, and community stakeholders. These relationships have been built up over many years and through sustained community engagement. These partnerships are evidenced within FTCH's CAT application and through the ongoing delivery of services at the centre.
The representation references the competing applicant's work during the COVID-19 pandemic as evidence of community benefit. FTCH does not dispute that many organisations contributed during the pandemic. However, pandemic response work was undertaken across the community by a wide range of individuals, groups and organisations, including individuals now serving as FTCH trustees. It is not exclusive to any single applicant and is not directly relevant to the assessment of which organisation is best placed to deliver a sustainable Community Asset Transfer for Thornhill Community Centre going forward.
3. Cooperation, Conduct and the Sub-Licence Period
The representation alleges that FTCH declined multiple invitations to meet, withheld operational knowledge, adopted a combative approach, escalated procedural matters, referenced breach clauses early, and communicated that the competing applicant should "give notice" on its FRI licence.
FTCH does not accept this characterisation. The documented record demonstrates the opposite.
3.1 Partnership offers and meeting requests
FTCH made two documented partnership proposals to the competing applicant, both of which were rejected. The competing applicant made clear from the outset that it did not want to collaborate. FTCH also submitted a formal meeting request regarding outstanding invoice queries, which remains unanswered. The allegation of non-cooperation should be tested against this record.
Any discussion about "giving notice" arose in the context of FTCH's original partnership proposal, a 67%/33% arrangement with FTCH as principal operator and the competing applicant as anchor tenant. That proposal would have served all existing community users. It was rejected. It remains an open invitation as documented in our own CAT application.
3.2 The unilateral Operational Rules and Code of Conduct
The competing applicant issued a unilateral document entitled "Operational Rules and Code of Conduct" which had no basis in the FRI licence, the sub-licence agreement, or any mutually agreed arrangement. This document attempted to:
• Strip FTCH of its right to audit shared costs and charges.
• Remove FTCH's right to challenge invoices, operational decisions or building management.
• Reframe legitimate governance correspondence from FTCH as "vexatious conduct."
• Assert regulatory and operational authority over FTCH that has no contractual foundation.
• Threaten FTCH with loss of its right to occupy the building if it continued to raise concerns or challenge decisions.
• State that the competing applicant would be present in the building during FTCH's protected lets, directly contrary to the shared arrangements.
The practical effect of this document is to restrict, or attempt to restrict, a registered charity from exercising its legal rights and governance obligations under a signed sub-licence agreement. FTCH has not accepted or operated under it. The Council is aware of this document and the competing applicant has acknowledged its existence.
When FTCH has raised legitimate complaints, about invoicing, access, heating, operational decisions or sub-licence compliance, the competing applicant has not resolved the underlying issue. Instead, the complaint has been recharacterised as harassment or vexatious conduct. This pattern of deflection, rather than resolution, is directly relevant to the question of which party has acted cooperatively and in good faith.
3.3 Invoice disputes and financial conduct
FTCH has documented serious concerns about the competing applicant's financial management of the shared arrangement, including:
• Duplicate invoices issued with differing amounts, including two invoices issued under the same invoice number (Invoice 002) with different inclusions and different totals.
• Invoices amended after issue without explanation or agreement.
• Invoices containing out-of-scope charges, including charges for lock changes to internal shared-space doors. These locks were changed without FTCH's consent and FTCH was refused access, in breach of the sub-licence agreement.
• Charges for insurance already covered under the competing applicant's FRI licence fee.
• Charges for cleaning supplies that FTCH never agreed to and was not consulted on, despite Clause 10.3 of the sub-licence making each party responsible for cleaning after its own use.
• Gas charges for periods when the heating system was non-operational.
• Charges relating to the installation of a Hive heating control system that FTCH did not agree to, which itself constitutes an unauthorised alteration in breach of the licence agreement. The heating system has been switched on and off at the competing applicant's sole discretion, without notice to FTCH, and FTCH has then been charged for usage it did not control or agree to.
• PAT testing charges that appear to include items not relating to equipment within Thornhill Community Centre.
• Roof repair charges incurred without prior consultation, without contractor quotes being shared, and without FTCH's agreement.
• Energy bills showing inconsistent VAT rates (some at 5%, others at 20%) with no explanation, and supporting documents that do not consistently appear to be in the format of supplier-issued utility bills.
• Missing invoices.
On 15 May 2026, FTCH submitted a detailed, clause-referenced letter to the competing applicant identifying 11 specific categories of disputed charges and requesting supporting documentation. This letter was copied to Falkirk Council. The competing applicant's response, also copied to the Council, did not address a single one of the 11 queries raised. Instead, it:
• Called FTCH "disreputable."
• Accused FTCH of "material breach" without identifying which clause of the sub-licence had been breached.
• Threatened to contact FTCH's community groups directly to tell them that FTCH had not passed on money they had paid, despite the fact that the invoices are formally disputed with specific queries unanswered.
• Asked the Council "what is going to be done about this?" as though the Council were an enforcement arm of the competing applicant.
• Provided no supporting documentation, no explanation, no clarification, and no response to any of the specific concerns raised.
This exchange, which is on the Council's own copy trail, is live, dated evidence of the pattern described throughout this response. When FTCH raises legitimate, clause-referenced financial queries, the competing applicant responds with personal insults, threats and counter-accusations, while providing no substantive answers.
The threat to contact FTCH's community groups is particularly serious. FTCH considers this to be an attempt to interfere with a registered charity's relationships with its own community network, to undermine confidence in the SCIO, and to redirect charitable income that is protected under FTCH's 31% allocation in the sub-licence agreement. This mirrors the conduct already described in Section 3.5 below, where groups have been told to pay the competing applicant directly.
The representation claims the competing applicant has "strong financial management and audited accounts." An organisation claiming strong financial management should not be issuing duplicate invoices with differing amounts under the same invoice number, amending charges without explanation, billing for services never agreed, charging for systems installed without consent, or responding to legitimate financial scrutiny with personal insults and threats rather than evidence. The documented invoice record raises serious questions about the competing applicant's financial controls during the shared licence period that are directly relevant to the CAT assessment.
These matters are currently the subject of legal advice and have been raised with senior officers within Falkirk Council due to the level of concern. FTCH's communications on these matters have at all times been grounded in the terms of the signed sub-licence agreement. Every query raised by FTCH is legally supported by that agreement. Raising legitimate financial queries about charges to a charity is not "adversarial conduct"; it is a governance obligation.
3.4 Contractual scrutiny is not non-cooperation
The representation frames FTCH's reliance on contractual protections as evidence of poor governance. FTCH fundamentally rejects this characterisation. Where FTCH has queried invoices, protected lets, heating arrangements, access, operational rules or contractual obligations, it has done so as a responsible charity trustee body managing its legal rights and duties under the sub-licence agreement. This is precisely the conduct expected of a well-governed charity.
3.5 Impact on existing community groups
The cumulative effect of the competing applicant's conduct during the shared licence period has caused significant discomfort and concern among existing community groups. Groups have reported being:
• Directly contacted by the competing applicant and informed that the building is under "new management," misinforming groups that are part of FTCH's established network under the sub-licence.
• Told that they should pay the competing applicant directly, a position stated at mediation, which would effectively cut out a registered SCIO and redirect charitable income that is protected under FTCH's 31% allocation in the sub-licence agreement.
• Harassed regarding storage items, with notices posted directing groups to contact the competing applicant directly.
This pattern is now escalating. On 16 May 2026, the competing applicant stated in writing, on the Council's copy trail, that it intends to "contact all the groups which have paid FTCH for the use of the hall" to tell them that FTCH has not passed on money. This is a direct threat to interfere with a registered charity's community relationships, made while invoices are formally disputed with 11 specific queries unanswered. It is an attempt to weaponise a billing dispute to undermine a competing CAT applicant.
The effect of these actions, taken together, has been to attempt to displace a registered Scottish charity from its established role, redirect its income, undermine confidence among its community groups, and disperse its community network. This raises serious questions under Scottish charity law and the principles of the Community Empowerment Act.
The level of discomfort caused by the competing applicant's approach is evidenced by the fact that at least one community group established under the competing applicant's management has approached FTCH directly and asked to be managed by FTCH instead, citing concerns about how they have been handled.
FTCH notes that under the current FRI arrangement, it has been reported that Councillor Cecil Meiklejohn has confirmed that existing community groups are protected for 12 months. There are no guarantees of continued access beyond that period. At the competing applicant's own public meeting, the competing applicant was directly asked what safeguards would be in place for existing groups beyond 12 months should they secure the hall. They refused to answer the question. This refusal is directly relevant to the representation's claim that the competing applicant is committed to long-term community stewardship.
The competing applicant has also publicly displayed proposed plans and a future vision for the hall without consulting any of the existing groups who currently use it. None of the established lets, including brain injury rehabilitation, addiction recovery, mental health support, elderly fitness, youth and family programmes, or faith groups, were approached for input. A user from one of the existing exercise groups has stated publicly that they were not consulted. If the competing applicant genuinely intended to serve the whole community, it is difficult to understand why they have never sought to consult the people who already rely on the building.
3.6 Conduct at the competing applicant's public meeting
The competing applicant held a public meeting at which their conduct raised further serious concerns. At this meeting:
• The Chair of FTCH SCIO was publicly ridiculed and called a name in front of the assembled community. This was unprofessional, demeaning and entirely inappropriate at a community forum.
• Community members were spoken down to, told to behave and be quiet, in a manner more suited to addressing children than adults participating in a discussion about the future of their community hall.
• The competing applicant refused point-blank to answer legitimate questions about unilateral changes to the sub-licence agreement and the absence of safeguards for existing community groups beyond the initial 12-month protected period.
• The competing applicant video-recorded attendees without consent. When challenged and asked to delete the footage, individuals associated with the competing applicant retreated into the kitchen area and closed the door while attempting to send on video footage and to avoid the conversation.
• The competing applicant publicly stated that FTCH had bullied them and that they held email evidence to prove it. What was not mentioned is that every communication from FTCH has been grounded in the signed sub-licence agreement and is legally supported by that document.
• The competing applicant used the meeting to repeatedly reference their COVID-19 pandemic work as evidence of community credentials, while failing to address any of the substantive concerns raised by attendees about the current arrangements at Thornhill.
This conduct is directly relevant to the representation's claim that the competing applicant is "calm," "inclusive," "community-centred" and committed to "collaboration." The documented reality at their own public meeting does not support that characterisation.
3.7 Ongoing pattern of intrusion and intimidation
The conduct described above is not historic. It is ongoing and escalating.
• On 18 May 2026, during a protected FTCH let session, the competing applicant sent an individual to interrupt the session, using the pretext of collecting a water bottle. This is the latest in a sustained pattern of intrusion into FTCH's protected time at the building.
• On 16 May 2026, the competing applicant threatened in writing, on the Council's copy trail, to directly contact all groups paying FTCH and inform them that FTCH has not passed on money, while the invoices remain formally disputed.
• On 9 March 2026, two uninvited individuals attended FTCH's closed community meeting and stated they had been sent by the competing applicant. A further individual attended without identifying himself and was later found to be recording the meeting, at which point he was removed.
These incidents, taken together, demonstrate a sustained and escalating campaign of intimidation, intrusion and interference directed at FTCH SCIO, its trustees, its community groups and its users. This is not collaboration. This is not the conduct of an organisation that should be entrusted with the long-term stewardship of a community asset.
4. Public Campaigning, Misinformation and Community Division
The representation alleges that FTCH facilitated misinformation, hostile online narratives, and discriminatory commentary. It acknowledges that FTCH did not author "all such posts" but claims FTCH's messaging and tone "enabled a climate" in which such narratives flourished. It further claims this created an environment contrary to the Public Sector Equality Duty.
FTCH strongly rejects these allegations in their entirety.
• No specific posts, dates, authors, screenshots, wording or evidence have been provided linking FTCH to any discriminatory commentary, misinformation or hostile narratives.
• FTCH cannot in any way be held responsible for third-party comments that it did not author, endorse, direct or control.
• FTCH has encouraged community members to engage through the formal CAT representation process established by the Council. That is legitimate civic participation, not misinformation or division.
• Disagreement with a competing CAT application is not misinformation. Raising governance concerns about the management of a public asset is not divisive campaigning.
The representation invokes the Public Sector Equality Duty without identifying any specific breach, any specific conduct, or any specific evidence. This is a serious legal assertion made without foundation. If the Council intends to give weight to this allegation, FTCH asks that the specific evidence is identified and disclosed.
The representation states that "a successful CAT organisation must foster cohesion, not profit from division." FTCH agrees that community cohesion is essential. However, FTCH has not profited from division. FTCH has raised legitimate concerns through proper governance channels and encouraged community members to participate in the formal representation process. The suggestion that exercising democratic and governance rights constitutes "profiting from division" is both misleading and inappropriate.
4.1 The documented reality of who has conducted hostile public campaigning
While the representation accuses FTCH of facilitating hostile narratives, the documented record tells a very different story. FTCH holds screenshot evidence of the following, much of which the competing applicant has since deleted from the public domain:
• A Facebook account or page titled "Racists Out" posted publicly on FTCH's Facebook page in response to factual, CAT-related information posted by FTCH. The comment challenged FTCH's position and referred to FTCH as a "competing" applicant in a way that suggested detailed knowledge of the asset transfer process. Screenshots have been retained.
• Repeated unsubstantiated allegations of racism directed at FTCH SCIO and its trustees, made not only on social media but also directly via email, during the mediation meeting in the presence of Falkirk Council, and in a letter sent to the Chief Executive of Falkirk Council. These allegations have been made on at least three separate occasions. None are grounded in any action or position of the SCIO. Falkirk Council are aware of each incident. 
• The competing applicant used the Falkirk Herald Facebook post to announce a public meeting and invite FTCH's existing groups to contact them directly, bypassing FTCH SCIO in a manner that was inappropriate in the context of the current sub-licence arrangements and designed to insert themselves between the SCIO and its established community network.
• Multiple public posts and comments that have since been deleted by the competing applicant from the public domain. FTCH has retained screenshots of all relevant material.
FTCH SCIO's Facebook page has contained only factual, process-related information, including the dates for representations. There is nothing on FTCH's public communications that is racist, hostile or inappropriate. The public information shared by FTCH has been factual. Yet the response from, or associated with, the competing applicant has been to portray FTCH in an extremely negative light through the channels described above.
The practical impact has been serious. It has created fear, reputational harm, and an atmosphere in which legitimate challenge is recast as prejudice or hostility. That is especially troubling given that FTCH SCIO is itself a Scottish charity that has, throughout this process, been trying to operate within the agreed sub-licence and protect the community groups relying on the building.
4.2 The bullying accusation
The representation accuses FTCH of bullying. This mirrors a claim made publicly by the competing applicant at their own community meeting. FTCH categorically rejects this allegation. Every communication from FTCH during the shared licence period has been grounded in the terms of the signed sub-licence agreement. Where FTCH has raised concerns, about invoices, access, heating, operational rules or governance matters, it has done so within its contractual rights and its obligations as a charity trustee body.
The competing applicant's response to legitimate scrutiny has been to ridicule, dismiss, ignore, or recharacterise concerns as bullying or harassment rather than address the substance of the issues raised. The most recent example is the competing applicant's response of 16 May 2026 to FTCH's detailed, clause-referenced invoice query letter, in which the competing applicant called FTCH "disreputable" and "presumptuous," threatened to contact FTCH's groups directly, provided zero substantive answers to 11 specific queries, and asked the Council to intervene against FTCH. That response is on the Council's own copy trail and speaks for itself.
If the Council is assessing which party has engaged constructively during the shared licence period, FTCH invites the Council to compare FTCH's documented, sub-licence-compliant correspondence with the competing applicant's pattern of deflection, counter-accusation, personal insult, unilateral rule-making, threats, and refusal to engage with legitimate governance queries.
FTCH further notes that if the Council is assessing whether either party has contributed to community tension or misinformation, the documented record, including the material the competing applicant has since deleted from the public domain, raises serious questions about the competing applicant's own conduct that should be examined with equal rigour.
5. Experience, Continuity and Organisational Capacity
The representation alleges that FTCH has misrepresented its experience, that the current committee "only assumed control in early 2025," and that FTCH's application rests on "an inflated projection of experience."
FTCH does not accept this characterisation.
FTCH's CAT application is submitted by the SCIO as a registered community transfer body. It is based on the organisation's legal status, current governance arrangements, community role, established relationships with user groups, trustee and member skills, business planning, financial forecasting, community engagement evidence, and the validated application itself. The application does not claim that the current trustees personally managed the building for decades. It describes the organisation's history, the community groups' long-term presence at the centre, and the current board's capacity to deliver.
Trustee succession is normal charitable governance. The current board was constituted through proper processes. The SCIO's continuity as an organisation is not invalidated by changes in its board membership, any more than it would be for any other registered charity in Scotland.
The community groups currently served by FTCH include established services in brain injury rehabilitation, addiction recovery, mental health and wellbeing support, elderly fitness, youth and family programmes, church, faith and cultural services, and health and social care partnership delivery. These are complex, ongoing community services being managed and delivered under FTCH's stewardship now.
The representation repeatedly draws attention to the fact that the current FTCH board was constituted in early 2025, as though this diminishes the organisation's capability. FTCH's current trustees are all professionals with accredited qualifications and experience both professionally and within the community spanning collectively well in excess of 20 years across community settings, community empowerment, community wealth building, professional practice and governance. The collective professional experience and qualifications of the current board are directly relevant to FTCH's capacity to deliver, and exceed the benchmarks implied by the representation.
The CAT assessment should consider what the current board brings in terms of skills, qualifications, professional standards and community commitment, not simply how long specific individuals have been associated with one building.
6. Alleged Former Trustee Testimony
The representation relies heavily on alleged statements from former trustees, describing them as "powerful, independent evidence" and "independent testimony" in support of the competing applicant.
FTCH has not been provided with a copy of this letter or statement. The Council has confirmed that all representations submitted during the statutory period have been provided to FTCH. If the former trustee testimony was submitted as a separate document or as supporting material to the representation, it has not been disclosed. This is therefore an opinion from the offer of the only representation made as FTCH cannot respond meaningfully to material it has not seen. 
FTCH does not accept the characterisation of this testimony as "independent." Former involvement with the hall does not make a statement independent, particularly where it is being used to support a competing CAT applicant and where the individuals concerned may have their own interests, prior disputes, or connections that are relevant to the weight the Council should attach to their views.
If the Council has received the former trustees' statement and intends to rely on it as part of its assessment, FTCH requests:
• A copy of the statement in full.
• Confirmation of the identity and former roles of the signatories.
• Confirmation of whether any conflicts of interest or ongoing disputes involving those individuals have been declared or considered.
• A fair opportunity for FTCH to respond to the specific content of the statement.
Without disclosure, this material should not be treated as evidence and should be given no weight.
7. Governance, Financial Projections and Deliverability
The representation alleges that FTCH's CAT application contains an over-ambitious development programme, unrealistic financial projections, heavy dependence on volunteers, and a limited track record. No detailed analysis, specific figures, benchmarks or evidence are provided to support any of these assertions.
7.1 Governance
FTCH operates as a registered SCIO with governance arrangements that have been confirmed through engagement with OSCR (the Office of the Scottish Charity Regulator). FTCH maintains:
• A fully operational SCIO bank account with appropriate multi-signatory controls, ensuring that no individual can unilaterally access or direct charitable funds.
• A formal Conflict of Interest Policy with Declaration of Interests, confirmed with OSCR.
• Regular minuted committee meetings.
• A full invoicing system for all hall hire income.
• Membership of SCVO, with access to professional and governance support.
• A professional trustee board with all details registered with OSCR and publicly available, as is the case with any registered SCIO.
The representation raises questions about FTCH's governance while providing no evidence of any governance failure. FTCH's governance has been subject to regulatory scrutiny and has been confirmed as compliant.
7.2 Development programme
FTCH's development plans are phased, with essential compliance and safety works prioritised. Not all works are proposed to be delivered simultaneously. The approach is supported by professional survey evidence, drawings and costings. A phased capital plan is responsible planning, not overambition.
7.3 Financial projections
FTCH's financial forecasts are based on established letting income from active community groups, realistic pricing, known demand, and community engagement evidence. If the competing applicant challenges specific figures, it should identify which figures are disputed and on what basis. A blanket assertion of "unrealistic" is not evidence.
7.4 Volunteer model
Volunteer-led delivery is the standard model for community-managed assets across Scotland and is the model anticipated by the Community Empowerment Act. FTCH's volunteer model is consistent with established practice in the sector.
7.5 Track record
FTCH currently manages lets and services for established community groups. The community groups' presence at the centre predates the current FRI arrangement. FTCH's track record should be assessed on the basis of what it is delivering now, not on a competing applicant's subjective view.
8. Alignment with the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015
FTCH agrees that the principles of the Community Empowerment Act are central to the CAT assessment. FTCH's application is expressly built around those principles, including:
• Community-led governance through a registered SCIO with local membership.
• Community consultation and engagement, evidenced in the application.
• Inclusive, affordable pricing maintained at a stable rate with inflation-only reviews.
• Protection of existing community lets serving vulnerable and underserved groups.
• Wellbeing, mental health, rehabilitation and social inclusion programming.
• Heritage protection.
• A transparent and accountable governance model.
FTCH does not accept the competing applicant's unsupported conclusion that legitimate scrutiny of interim licence arrangements, governance, invoices, access, heating, operational rules or protected lets places FTCH in conflict with the Act. On the contrary, exercising proper governance over the management of a community asset is precisely what the Act expects of a community transfer body.
The representation presents a binary narrative: that the competing applicant represents stability and inclusion while FTCH represents division and risk. This is advocacy, not evidence. Both applications must be assessed against the same criteria, tested against the same evidence, and subject to the same standards of procedural fairness.
FTCH fully understands the responsibilities that come with asset ownership. Once a CAT is completed, the receiving organisation assumes long-term stewardship of a community asset that is no longer council-managed. FTCH's application is designed with this in mind, including phased development plans, sustainable financial forecasting, established community relationships, governance controls, and a commitment to maintaining the building's community purpose for the long term. FTCH is not seeking ownership lightly. It is seeking ownership because the existing community users deserve the stability, continuity and protection that FTCH's governance model is designed to provide.
9. Procedural Fairness, Publication and Process Concerns
9.1 Publication concerns
The Council's letter states that all representations and responses will be published on the Council's website. The Council has confirmed that it will not identify the representation as originating from a competing CAT applicant and has stated that it is "not for the Council to intervene on opinions based within representations."
FTCH has serious concerns about this approach. The representation does not contain mere opinions. It contains serious, specific, reputationally damaging allegations presented as fact, including allegations of governance failure, misinformation, discriminatory conduct, bullying, non-cooperation and organisational unsuitability. These are not opinions that can be left to stand without scrutiny. They are allegations that, if published on a Council website without qualification, will carry the implied authority of that platform.
FTCH is not seeking to prevent publication. FTCH is asking the Council to ensure that publication is fair, contextualised, not misleading, and not conducted in a way that presents unverified allegations as established fact. FTCH is particularly concerned that once the representation and response are placed on the Council's website, members of the public may not distinguish between verified findings, applicant advocacy and disputed allegation. The Council therefore has a responsibility to ensure that publication does not give unsupported allegations the appearance of Council endorsement.
FTCH specifically asks:
• That the representation is clearly identified as originating from, or being aligned with, the competing CAT applicant.
• That FTCH's response is published simultaneously alongside the representation so that the public and elected members see both sides.
• That the Council does not present the representation in any way that implies the allegations have been verified or accepted.
9.2 Procedural fairness and the Council's inconsistent approach
FTCH has broader concerns about procedural fairness in the CAT process, which have been compounded by the Council's own conduct during this process.
The Council has stated that it will not intervene on "opinions based within representations" and will not scrutinise the competing applicant's representation before publication. However, the Council applied a different standard to FTCH's own submissions.
When FTCH's Chair submitted a personal representation in relation to the competing applicant's CAT application, the Council read that representation in detail, identified specific paragraphs that it considered to be directed at the Council, extracted those paragraphs, treated them as a complaint, and wrote a formal response. The Council intervened in FTCH's representation. It scrutinised the content. It identified material it wished to respond to. It took action.
Yet when a competing applicant submits a representation containing unevidenced allegations of governance failure, misinformation, discriminatory conduct, bullying, and organisational unsuitability against FTCH, the Council's position is that it is not its role to intervene.
FTCH considers this to be an inconsistent and selective approach to representation content that raises serious questions about procedural fairness. The Council scrutinised and responded to content in FTCH's representation that it found uncomfortable, while declining to scrutinise or assess content in the competing applicant's representation that contains serious, unevidenced, reputationally damaging allegations against a registered Scottish charity. FTCH asks the Council to explain how this approach is consistent with the principles of fairness, impartiality and equal treatment that should govern the CAT process.
FTCH is also aware of information that raises questions about potential bias, one-sided engagement and undisclosed conflicts of interest in how the two competing applications have been handled. Specifically:
• An individual connected with the competing applicant is also employed by Falkirk Council. This was not disclosed to FTCH or, to FTCH's knowledge, to any party involved in the CAT process.
• FTCH has concerns that the Council officer directly involved in the CAT process may have connections with individuals who have actively opposed FTCH's application. If accurate, this would represent a significant conflict of interest that has not been declared or managed, which FTCH has previously raised.
FTCH is seeking independent legal advice on these matters and reserves its position in respect of any procedural challenge that may be necessary.
9.3 Parity of treatment
FTCH received one representation in response to its CAT application, this document, which appears to originate from the competing applicant.
By contrast, FTCH understands that the competing applicant's CAT application received multiple representations from community users, members and individuals raising a range of concerns. The Council has confirmed that the competing applicant responded to the Council within the 20-working-day statutory timescale. However, to FTCH's knowledge, none of the individuals who submitted representations have received any direct communication from the competing applicant, and none have had sight of whether the substantive concerns they raised have been meaningfully addressed. Several have raised this concern directly with FTCH.
The Council must apply consistent procedural standards to both applications. Where the competing applicant's response does not address all substantive concerns raised, the Council should identify this within the committee report and ensure that elected members are aware of any gaps.
10. Conclusion
FTCH does not accept the allegations contained in the representation. The document is not independent community feedback. It is a submission from, or closely aligned with, the competing CAT applicant, and should be treated as such.
The representation contains serious accusations, including allegations of misinformation, discriminatory conduct, governance failure, bullying and non-cooperation, that are not supported by specific evidence. Where evidence is claimed to exist, including the alleged former trustee statements and the alleged documented correspondence, it has not been disclosed to FTCH.
Since the representation was submitted, the competing applicant's conduct has continued to escalate, including threatening to directly contact FTCH's community groups, calling FTCH "disreputable" in correspondence copied to the Council, interrupting protected let sessions, and refusing to answer any of the 11 specific invoice queries raised by FTCH. This conduct, documented on the Council's own copy trail, speaks directly to the question of which organisation has the governance maturity, values and collaborative behaviour to be entrusted with the long-term stewardship of a community asset.
FTCH has set out its position on each substantive point. Where the Council has further specific questions or requires additional evidence, FTCH will respond promptly and fully.
FTCH asks the Council to:
• Treat this representation as originating from an interested competing party, not as independent community evidence, and identify it as such in any publication.
• Require specific evidence before giving weight to any allegation.
• Disclose any supporting material relied upon, including the alleged former trustee statements, so FTCH can respond fairly.
• Assess both CAT applications on their merits against the same criteria and with the same procedural rigour.
• Ensure that publication of the representation does not present unverified allegations as established fact.
• Explain the inconsistency between the Council's intervention in FTCH's personal representation and its refusal to scrutinise the competing applicant's representation before publication.
• Consider the documented escalation of the competing applicant's conduct, including the invoice response of 16 May 2026 and the session interruption of 18 May 2026, as evidence directly relevant to the CAT assessment.
• Consider the undisclosed conflict of interest and confirm what steps will be taken to ensure the assessment process is, and is seen to be, impartial, procedurally fair and free from unmanaged conflicts of interest.
• Consider whether the competing applicant's response to the multiple representations submitted against its own application addresses all substantive concerns raised, and identify any gaps within the committee report.
FTCH remains committed to the CAT process and to delivering a sustainable, inclusive and community-led future for Thornhill Community Centre.
 
[REDACTED]
Chair, Falkirk Thornhill Community Hall SCIO
On behalf of the Board of Trustees
19 May 2026

