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Blended Meeting - Council Chamber, 6th Floor, Fife House, 
North Street, Glenrothes 

Thursday, 21 September, 2023 - 10.00 a.m. 

AGENDA 

  Page Nos. 

1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE   

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST   

 In terms of Section 5 of the Code of Conduct, members are asked to declare 
any interest in particular items on the agenda and the nature of the interest(s) 
at this stage.  

 

3. CIVIC BUSINESS BULLETIN  4 - 5 

4. MINUTE – Minute of the meeting of Fife Council of 22 June 2023. 6 - 18 

5. MINUTES OF COMMITTEES AND SUB-COMMITTEES   

 Minutes of meetings of the Council's committees and sub-committees, as 
contained in the volume of minutes uploaded to the intranet and Fife Council 
website, are submitted for accuracy. 

Available 
on website 

6. LEADERS REPORT  19 - 29 

7. QUESTION TIME   

 In terms of Standing Orders, copies of these questions will be emailed to 
members and available on intranet and Fife Council website. 

 

8. STANDARDS COMMISSION DECISION – Report by the Executive Director 
Finance & Corporate Services.  

30 - 51 

9. TAY CITIES JOINT COMMITTEE - CHANGE OF MEMBERSHIP – Report by 
the Head of Business & Employability.  

52 - 53 

10. 2023 REVIEW OF UK PARLIAMENTARY CONSTITUENCIES – Report by 
the Head of Legal and Democratic Services.  

54 - 61 

11. FIFE COUNCIL APPOINTMENTS  – Report by the Executive Director 
Finance & Corporate Services.  

62 - 63 

12. NOTICE OF MOTIONS – Report by the Head of Legal & Democratic 
Services. 

64 - 66 

13. BUSINESS BROUGHT FORWARD BY THE PROVOST AS A MATTER OF 
URGENCY  
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Members are reminded that should they have queries on the detail of a report they 
should, where possible, contact the report authors in advance of the meeting to seek 
clarification. 

Lindsay Thomson 
Head of Legal and Democratic Services 
Finance and Corporate Services 

Fife House 
North Street 
Glenrothes 
Fife, KY7 5LT 

14 September, 2023 

If telephoning, please ask for: 
Emma Whyte, Committee Officer, Fife House 06 ( Main Building ) 
Telephone: 03451 555555, ext. 442303; email: Emma.Whyte@fife.gov.uk 

Agendas and papers for all Committee meetings can be accessed on 
www.fife.gov.uk/committees 
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BLENDED MEETING NOTICE 

This is a formal meeting of the Committee and the required standards of behaviour and discussion 
are the same as in a face to face meeting.  Unless otherwise agreed, Standing Orders will apply to 
the proceedings and the terms of the Councillors’ Code of Conduct will apply in the normal way 

For those members who have joined the meeting remotely, if they need to leave the meeting for any 
reason, they should use the Meeting Chat to advise of this.  If a member loses their connection 
during the meeting, they should make every effort to rejoin the meeting but, if this is not possible, the 
Committee Officer will note their absence for the remainder of the meeting.  If a member must leave 
the meeting due to a declaration of interest, they should remain out of the meeting until invited back 
in by the Committee Officer. 

If a member wishes to ask a question, speak on any item or move a motion or amendment, they 
should indicate this by raising their hand at the appropriate time and will then be invited to speak. 
Those joining remotely should use the “Raise hand” function in Teams. 

All decisions taken during this meeting, will be done so by means of a Roll Call vote.  

Where items are for noting or where there has been no dissent or contrary view expressed during 
any debate, either verbally or by the member indicating they wish to speak, the Convener will assume 
the matter has been agreed. 

There will be a short break in proceedings after approximately 90 minutes. 

Members joining remotely are reminded to have cameras switched on during meetings and mute 
microphones when not speaking. During any breaks or adjournments please switch cameras off.  
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Fife Council 
21 September 2023 

  

Civic Business Bulletin 
 

 
Apprentice Awards 
 
The APSE National Seminar takes place between 12 – 15 September and Fife Council 
has two teams short-listed for awards. 
 
The Apprentice of the Year Awards will be held on Friday 15 September. 
 
Members will be updated with the outcomes at the meeting. 
 
 
Civic Events 
 
A Civic Reception was held on August 30th to celebrate Dunfermline’s City Status.  The 
reception was attended by 155 guests with representatives from local businesses, 
charities, voluntary organisations, sports organisations, public services and religious 
organisations. 
 
During the reception the winner and runners up of the tartan competition were announced, 
all three are pupils at Queen Anne High School.  The winning design was created by 
Savannah Mortimer and is now in production.  The runners up were Willow Gunn and 
Rohan Mitchell and it is proposed that their designs are produced and used in the kilt 
maker’s hire catalogue. 
 
 
Young Person’s Guarantee 
 
Fife Council has signed up to support and deliver the Young Person’s Guarantee and has 

been awarded status as a Young Person’s Guarantee employer. The Young Person’s 

Guarantee aims to give all young people aged 16-24 the opportunity of a job, 

apprenticeship, further or higher education, training or volunteering.  Signing up to support 

the guarantee allows employers to develop a strategy for engaging young people and 

provides the opportunity to plan and prioritise activity.  

In signing up to the Young Person’s Guarantee, there are 5 asks we have agreed and 

taken steps to support:    

Ask 1 - Prepare young people for the world of work    
Ask 2 - Help all young people to achieve their potential   
Ask 3 - Invest in a skilled workforce   
Ask 4 - Create jobs, volunteering and training opportunities   
Ask 5 - Create an inclusive and fair workplace   

 

There are also several future development areas that we have pledged to support 
including:   

• Supporting mentoring across the organisation – including the promotion of MCR 
mentoring being set up in secondary schools   
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• Making use of the YPG Opportunity Finder and advertising opportunities suitable for 
young people   

• Working with employability colleagues to develop pathways to support young people 
who have undertaken work placements and Foundation Apprenticeships to secure 
longer term employment opportunities   

• Continuing our engagement with schools and DYW Fife and continued pupil 
engagement sessions    
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THE FIFE COUNCIL - FIFE COUNCIL – BLENDED MEETING 

Council Chamber, 6th Floor, Fife House, North Street, Glenrothes 

22 June, 2023 10.00am – 12.00pm 

  

PRESENT  Councillors Jim Leishman (Convener), Tom Adams, David Alexander, 
Blair Allan, Naz Anis-Miah, Lesley Backhouse, Alistair Bain, 
Lynn Ballantyne-Wardlaw, David Barratt, Auxi Barrera, John Beare, 
Aude Boubaker-Calder, Patrick Browne, James Calder, Ken Caldwell, 
Alistair Cameron, Ian Cameron, Alex Campbell, Rod Cavanagh, 
Al Clark, Eugene Clarke, Altany Craik, Colin Davidson, 
Dave Dempsey, Sean Dillon, Graeme Downie, Gavin Ellis, 
Linda Erskine, Julie Ford, Derek Glen, Brian Goodall, David Graham, 
Peter Gulline, Jean Hall-Muir, Judy Hamilton, Alycia Hayes, 
Cara Hilton, Stefan Hoggan-Radu, Gary Holt, Andy Jackson, 
Margaret Kennedy, Louise Kennedy-Dalby, Allan Knox, 
Robin Lawson, James Leslie, Kathleen Leslie, Rosemary Liewald, 
Carol Lindsay, Jane Ann Liston, Mary Lockhart, Donald Lothian, 
David MacDiarmid, Julie MacDougall, Lea McLelland, Lynn Mowatt, 
Sarah Neal, Derek Noble, John O’Brien, Nicola Patrick, Gordon Pryde, 
Bailey-Lee Robb, David Ross, Sam Steele, Alistair Suttie, Jonny Tepp, 
Ann Verner, Ross Vettraino, Craig Walker, Darren Watt, 
Daniel Wilson, Jan Wincott and Conner Young. 

APOLOGIES FOR 
ABSENCE: 

Councillors John Caffrey, Fiona Corps and Andrew Verrecchia. 

 

71. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

 Councillors Lockhart, Pryde, Erskine, Hayes, Davidson and Caldwell all made 
transparency statements relating to Para 79 – Religious Representatives’ Voting 
Rights and Appointment – by reason of their membership of a relevant religious 
organisation. 

Councillor Kennedy declared an interest in Para 79 – Religious Representatives’ 
Voting Rights and Appointment – as she is an elder in a local church and knows 
one of the appointed religious representatives personally. 

Councillor Campbell declared an interest in Para 81 - Revised Contract Standing 
Orders Scheme of Tender Procedures – as the owner of a local business which 
carries out work on behalf of the Council. 

72. CIVIC BUSINESS BULLETIN 

Decision 

The council noted the Civic Business Bulletin. 
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73. DEPUTATION - VOTING RIGHTS OF RELIGIOUS REPRESENTATIVES 

 The council considered a Deputation from Margaret Barton, Religious Education 
Advisor for Secondary Schools and Archdiocese of St Andrews and Edinburgh. 

 Decision 

 The council noted the Deputation. 

74. MINUTE 

 The Provost, seconded by Councillor Graham, moved that the minute of the 
meeting of 11 March, 2023 be approved.  

 Decision 

 The council approved the minute. 

75. MINUTES OF COMMITTEES AND SUB-COMMITTEES 

 Minutes of the undernoted committees and sub-committees, as contained in the 
volume of minutes were submitted for accuracy:-    

(1)     West & Central Planning Committee of 10 May and 7 June, 2023.   

(2)     North East Planning Committee of 3 May and 31 May, 2023.   

(3)     Fife Planning Review Body of 12 June, 2023.  

(4)     Regulation and Licensing Committee of 11 April and 16 May, 2023.  

(5)     Cabinet Committee of 4 May and 1 June, 2023.  

(6)     Standards, Audit & Risk Committee of 25 May, 2023. 

(7)     Glenrothes Area Committee of 24 May, 2023.   

(8)     Levenmouth Area Committee of 31 May, 2023.    

(9)  City of Dunfermline Area Committee of 6 June, 2023   

(10)   Kirkcaldy Area Committee of 6 June, 2023.   

(11)   North East Area Committee of 26 April, 2023.  

(12)   Education Scrutiny Committee of 23 May, 2023.   

(13)   Fife Health & Social Care Integration Joint Board of 31 March, 2023.  

 Decision 

 The council noted the minutes.  
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76. LEADER'S REPORT 

 The council considered a report by the Leader of the Council on a number of 
strategic issues.  The Leader provided updates on a number of issues in 
response to questions from members.  

 Decision 

 The council noted the report.  

77. QUESTION TIME 

 In terms of Standing Order 1.7, the questions put by members to the meeting, the 
written answers and supplementary questions are contained in Appendix 1 to the 
minute.  

Councillor Hilton, Spokesperson for Education answered Question 1.   

Councillor Hamilton, Spokesperson for Housing and Buildings Services answered 
Question 2. 

78. CAPITAL PLAN REVIEW 2023 - 2033 

 The council considered a report by the Executive Director, Finance and Corporate 
Services providing information for consideration by members in setting a capital 
plan for 2023/2033 and a motion from the Administration moving the 
recommendations in the report.  

 Decision 

 The council:- 
  
(1) noted the report by the Executive Director, Finance and Corporate 

Services presenting the proposed Capital Investment Plan 2023-33; 
 
(2) approved the Capital Strategy at Appendix 1 of that report; 
  
(3) agreed the revised Capital Investment Plan 2023-33 at Appendix 2 of that 

report; 
 

(4) approved the terms of the Administration’s statement and the circulated 
investment proposals to commit £19m available one-off funding; 

  
(5) approved the prudential indicators at Appendix 3 of the report; and  

  
(6) agreed that a further review of the capital plan be carried out during  

2024-25.  

Councillor Kennedy left the meeting prior to consideration of the following item, having 
earlier declared an interest.  
 

 

 

 

 

8



 2023 FC 92 
 
79. RELIGIOUS REPRESENTATIVES’ VOTING RIGHTS AND APPOINTMENT 

 The council considered a report by the Executive Director, Finance and Corporate 
Services asking the council to determine its position in relation to religious 
representatives' voting rights at committee and to appoint a new representative to 
the Church of Scotland position. 

Motion 

Councillor Craik, seconded by Councillor Adams, moved as follows:- 

“It is recommended that council:  

Deletes paragraphs 2 and 3 of the report’s recommendations and substitutes with 
the following:-    

2.        note that at its meeting held on 9th June 2022 it agreed, by approving 
Committee Powers, that each of the religious interest representatives 
should have voting powers in connection with the Council’s education 
functions but that they would not be able to vote at a scrutiny committee on 
any education matter which the scrutiny committee has called in from the 
Cabinet Committee;  

3. resolve that, as this was agreed by the Council in June 2022, Fife Council 
should abide by that decision and carry the voting rights of the appointed 
religious representatives through to the end of this Council term in 2027.  It 
would be for the next Council to consider this matter again when agreeing 
its future governance arrangements.” 

Amendment 

Councillor Barratt, seconded by Councillor Steele, moved as follows:- 
 
“Amend recommendation 2 to read:-    
  
2.  Council agrees to remove the voting rights of religious representatives.” 
 
Roll Call  
  
For the Motion – 32 votes  
  
Councillors Tom Adams, Mary Bain-Lockhart, Patrick Browne, Ken Caldwell, 
Alistair Cameron, Ian Cameron, Alex Campbell, Altany Craik, Colin Davidson, 
Dave Dempsey, Graeme Downie, Gavin Ellis, Linda Erskine, Julie Ford, 
David Graham, Peter Gulline, Judy Hamilton, Cara Hilton, Andy Jackson, 
Robin Lawson, Jim Leishman, James Leslie, Kathleen Leslie, Donald Lothian, 
Julie MacDougall, Lea McLelland, Derek Noble, Gordon Pryde, David Ross, 
Darren Watt, Jan Wincott and Conner Young. 
  

For the Amendment – 36 votes   
  

Councillors David Alexander, Blair Allan, Naz Anis-Miah, Lesley Backhouse, 
Alistair Bain, Lynn Ballantyne-Wardlaw, David Barratt, Auxi Barrera, John Beare, 
Aude Boubaker-Calder, James Calder, Rod Cavanagh, Al Clark, Eugene Clarke, 
Sean Dillon, Derek Glen, Brian Goodall, Jean Hall Muir, Alycia Hayes, 
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Stefan Hoggan-Radu, Gary Holt, Louise Kennedy-Dalby, Allan Knox, 
Rosemary Liewald, Carol Lindsay, Jane Ann Liston, David MacDiarmid, 
Lynn Mowatt, Sarah Neal, Nicola Patrick, Bailey-Lee Robb, Sam Steele, 
Alistair Suttie, Jonny Tepp, Ross Vettraino and Daniel Wilson.   
 

Abstained – 3 votes 

Councillors John O’Brien, Ann Verner and Craig Walker. 

The amendment was accordingly agreed. 

 Decision 

 The council:- 

(1) noted that it is a legal requirement to appoint three religious 
representatives to a committee advising the authority on, or discharging, 
functions of the education authority;    

 
(2) agreed to remove the voting rights of religious representatives; 
   
(3) delegated authority to the Head of Legal and Democratic Services to make 

any consequential changes to Standing Orders (includes those approved 
at this meeting) and the List of Committee Powers, following council’s 
determination; 

 
(4) noted the resignation of Mr Brian Blanchflower effective from 26 May 2023 

and the subsequent nomination of Ian Macaulay as the Church of Scotland 
religious representative; and   

 
(5) agreed the appointment of Ian Macaulay.    

The meeting adjourned at 11.30am and reconvened at 11.40am. 

Councillor Bain left the meeting during the recess and Councillor Kennedy rejoined the 
meeting. 

80. GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS - STANDING ORDERS 

 The council considered a report by the Executive Director, Finance and Corporate 
Services which presented a revised set of Standing Orders for consideration and 
approval. 

Motion 

Councillor Beare, seconded by Councillor Barratt, moved as follows:- 

“Amend Draft Standing Order 11.0 (Removal from Office) 

Delete: 

11.0 Removal from Office 

11.1  The Council may remove the Provost, Depute Provost(s), Leader, Depute 
Leader, Convener (excluding Area Conveners), Depute Convener or 
Spokesperson, where a Notice of Motion is submitted to the next Council 
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meeting, in accordance with Standing Order No. 10. This will form the first 
item of business at the next applicable meeting. Following debate, a 
decision as to whether to remove from office the Provost, Depute Provost(s), 
Convener, Depute Convener or Spokesperson will be decided by not less 
than two-thirds of members present and entitled to vote at the meeting; or 

11.2  Any motion for removing an Area Convener or a member of a Committee or 
Subcommittee- (excluding Area Committee) may be brought forward at a 
relevant meeting of the Area Committee, Committee or Sub Committee as 
appropriate and be carried by a majority vote by those members present and 
eligible to vote at the meeting at which the motion is put. If a majority 
decision cannot be reached the matter will be referred back to full Council 
for determination. 

11.3  If the matter was deemed urgent, a special meeting of the Council could be 
called in accordance with Standing Order No.6. 

Add: 

11.0  Removal from Office 

11.1  The Council may remove the Provost, Depute Provost(s), Leader, Depute 
Leader, Convener, Depute Convener, Spokesperson, Area Convener or a 
member of a Committee or Sub-Committee, where either: - 

(1)  A Notice of Motion to remove the Provost is submitted to the next 
Council meeting, in accordance with Standing Order No. 10. This will 
form the first item of business at the next applicable meeting. Following 
debate, a decision as to whether to remove from office the Provost will 
be decided by not less than two-thirds of members present and entitled 
to vote at the meeting; or 

(2)  A Notice of Motion to remove the Depute Provost(s), Leader, Depute 
Leader, Committee Convener/Depute Convener, Spokesperson, or a 
member of a Committee or Sub-Committee, is submitted to the next 
Council meeting, in accordance with Standing Order No. 10. This will 
form the first item of business at the next applicable meeting. Following 
debate, a decision as to whether to remove from office a Depute 
Provost(s), Committee Convener/Depute Convener, Spokesperson, or 
a member of a Committee or Sub-Committee may be carried by a 
majority vote by those members present and eligible to vote at the 
meeting at which the motion is put; or  

11.2  Any motion to remove an Area Convener may be brought forward at a 
relevant meeting of the Area Committee and be carried by a majority vote by 
those members present and eligible to vote at the meeting at which the 
motion is put. If a majority decision cannot be reached the motion will fall. 

Or 

11.3  If the matter was deemed urgent, a special meeting of the Council could be 
called in accordance with Standing Order No.6.” 
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Amendment 

Councillor Craik, seconded by Councillor Graham, moved as follows:- 

Item 11 - Governance Arrangements – Standing Orders.  

“Amend Draft Standing Order 11.0 (Removal from Office)  

11.0  Removal from Office   

11.1  The Council may remove the Provost, Depute Provost(s), Leader, Depute 
Leader, Convener (excluding Area Conveners), Depute Convener or 
Spokesperson, where a Notice of Motion is submitted to the next Council 
meeting, in accordance with Standing Order No. 10. This will form the first 
item of business at the next applicable meeting. Following debate, a 
decision as to whether to remove from office the Provost, Depute Provost(s), 
Convener, Depute Convener or Spokesperson will be decided by not less 
than two-thirds of members present and entitled to vote at the meeting; or   

11.2  Any motion for removing an Area Convener or a member of a Committee or 
Subcommittee- (excluding Area Committee) may be brought forward to be 
discussed at the next meeting of the Area Committee, Committee or Sub 
Committee as appropriate and be carried by a majority vote by those 
members present and eligible to vote at the meeting at which the motion is 
put. If a majority decision cannot be reached the matter will be referred back 
to full Council for determination. 11.3 If the matter was deemed urgent, a 
special meeting of the Council could be called in accordance with Standing 
Order No.6.” 

Roll Call 

For the Motion – 33 votes  

Councillors David Alexander, Blair Allan, Naz Anis-Miah, Lesley Backhouse, 
Lynn Ballantyne-Wardlaw, David Barratt, Auxi Barrera, John Beare, Ken Caldwell, 
Rod Cavanagh, Julie Ford, Derek Glen, Brian Goodall, Jean Hall Muir, 
Alycia Hayes, Stefan Hoggan-Radu, Andy Jackson, Louise Kennedy-Dalby, 
Rosemary Liewald, Carol Lindsay, David MacDiarmid, Lea McLelland, 
Lynn Mowatt, Sarah Neal, John O’Brien, Nicola Patrick, Bailey-Lee Robb, 
Sam Steele, Alistair Suttie, Ann Verner, Ross Vettraino, Craig Walker and 
Daniel Wilson. 

For the Amendment – 38 votes   

Councillors Tom Adams, Mary Bain-Lockhart, Aude Boubaker-Calder, 
Patrick Browne, James Calder, Alistair Cameron, Ian Cameron, Alex Campbell, 
Al Clark, Eugene Clarke, Altany Craik, Colin Davidson, Dave Dempsey, 
Sean Dillon, Graeme Downie, Gavin Ellis, Linda Erskine, David Graham, 
Peter Gulline, Judy Hamilton, Cara Hilton, Gary Holt, Margaret Kennedy, 
Allan Knox, Robin Lawson, Jim Leishman, James Leslie, Kathleen Leslie, 
Jane Ann Liston, Donald Lothian, Julie MacDougall, Derek Noble, Gordon Pryde, 
David Ross, Jonny Tepp, Darren Watt, Jan Wincott and Conner Young. 

The amendment was accordingly agreed. 
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 Decision 

 The council:- 

(1) approved the proposed changes to the Council’s Standing Orders as set 
out in the Appendix to the report, to come into effect on Friday 23 June 
2023, (subject to any changes required by the council’s determination on 
the voting position of religious representatives);  

 
(2) agreed to amend Standing Order 11 – Removal from Office wording to that 

agreed in the amendment; and 
 
(3) noted that it is intended that updated Lists of Committee and Officer 

Powers will be submitted to the meeting of Fife Council, on 21 September 
2023 for approval.  

 
81. REVISED CONTRACT STANDING ORDERS SCHEME OF TENDER 

PROCEDURES 

 The council considered a report by the Head of Revenue and Commercial 
Services seeking approval to adopt the proposed revised Contract Standing 
Orders Scheme of Tender Procedures. 

 Decision 

 The council agreed to adopt the proposed new Contract Standing Orders Scheme 
of Tender Procedures. 

82. APPOINTMENT OF RETURNING OFFICER 

 The council considered a report by the Executive Director, Finance and Corporate 
Services seeking approval to appoint Ken Gourlay, Chief Executive Officer as the 
Returning Officer for Fife Council. 

 Decision 

 The Council agreed to appoint Ken Gourlay, Chief Executive Officer the Returning 
Officer for Fife Council from 3 July, 2023. 

83. FIFE LICENSING BOARD APPOINTMENT 

 The council considered a report by the Head of Legal and Democratic Services 
seeking approval of a change of membership of the Fife Licensing Board. 

 Decision 

 The council agreed to:- 

(1) note the resignation of Councillor Ballantyne-Wardlaw; and 

(2) appoint Councillor Kennedy-Dalby to the Fife Licensing Board. 
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84. FIFE LICENSING FORUM MEMBERSHIP 

 The council considered a report by the Head of Legal and Democratic Services to 
increase the number of members on the Fife Licensing Forum from fifteen to 
eighteen. 

 Decision 

 The council approved the increase of membership of the Fife Licensing Forum 
from fifteen to eighteen. 

85. NOTICE OF MOTIONS 

 In terms of Standing Order 8.1, no motions were submitted. 

86. BUSINESS BROUGHT FORWARD BY THE PROVOST AS A MATTER OF 
URGENCY 

 It was noted that there was no business to be brought forward under this item.  
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FIFE COUNCIL 

22 JUNE 2023 

 

ITEM 8 – QUESTION TIME 

 

Question 1 from Councillor Margaret Kennedy  

In December 2019 a motion put forward by the Liberal Democrat Group secured, 
following amendments, unanimous support. This was in relation to the provision of CPR 
training for out of hospital management of Cardiac Arrest including the use of Public 
Access Defibrillators in all our Secondary Schools.  
  
Whilst the impact of COVID is respected it is not clear as to how well this agreed activity 
has been embedded.  
  
Can Council be advised of the following: 
 

• Is the activity formally integrated into the curriculum? 
• Are there any secondary schools where it has been introduced?  
• If minimal or no progress has been made what is the proposed date for this to be 

fully introduced? 
 

Answer 

CPR Training is delivered within all our Secondary Schools within at least one year 
group stage through a variety of different methods including; 

PSE Curriculum 

Alternative Curriculum 

Duke of Edinburgh Awards 

Young Leaders Programmes 

Physical Education 

Extra Curricular Activities 

At present we are reviewing the delivery and content of personal and social education 
(PSE) in secondary schools. PSE addresses the learning outcomes within the Health 
and wellbeing indicators in Curriculum for Excellence. Although CPR training is not 
included as part of the curriculum, we will review the possibility of inclusion where 
possible. 
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We are currently in the process of gathering data with regards the use of Public Access 
Defibrillators in all our Secondary Schools. We hope to have this information by the end 
of this school session. 
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FIFE COUNCIL 

22 JUNE 2023 

 

ITEM 8 – QUESTION TIME 

 

Question 2 from Councillor Brian Goodall  

What action has been taken by the Housing Service since the full Council meeting on 
16/03/23 to address the backlog on Housing Functional Needs Assessments (HFNA)?   

What is now the longest time someone has been waiting for their HFNA in Fife?  

What percentage of people waiting for a HFNA in Fife have now been waiting from 
longer than the four week maximum waiting time set out in the Council’s Housing 
Allocations Policy? 

 

Answer 

Housing Service is working hard to address the backlog issues in the Housing 
Functional Needs Assessment. As outlined previously there has been a focus on 
streamlining processes to ensure a smooth flow through for the application. Since 
March 2023. Managers have focussed on putting additional resources into the medical 
assessment process – this has been in the form of Community OT Assistants and 
support from Senior Practioners (OT) in Social Work Service. There has also been 
additional support from the Fife Housing Register Team of Housing Officers. 
 
The significant absences from work has significantly improved and the Housing OT’s  
have now returned to work. (5 Staff) 
 
The additional staff resources outlined above and streamlined processes will result in a 
significant improvement in performance to reduce backlogs. 
 
The Head of Housing has initiated a service review into the Housing OT Role and this 
aims to complete by September 2023.  
 
Work is underway to identify and examine systems in use by other Local Authority 
landlords and transplant simplified and streamlined practice into Fife with the agreement 
of the Fife Housing Register Partnership. 
 
Due to the backlog in processing applications the oldest group of applications date back 
to October 2022.The oldest applications have been waiting for 38 weeks. 
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There are a very small number of applications that are slightly longer than this (late 
September 2022 - this is not due to processing delays. In these cases, the applicants 
have not responded to multiple attempts to make contact. This has always been the 
case with Fife Housing Register applications. 
 
79% of applicants have been waiting longer than the Fife Housing Register target of 28 
days. 
 
The Housing Service and Housing Associations have a Fastrack process in place where 
Housing Allocating Officers can seek urgent updates on medical assessment when 
applicants are actively being considered for a vacant house or flat.  By using this 
process, we can ensure that applicants can be considered for eligible vacancies. 
 
The Housing Service will be providing a full report and performance update to the 
People and Communities Scrutiny Committee on 31st August 2023. 

Supplementary 

What assessment has been done on the equality impact of the ongoing delays in 
assessments?   

Answer 

Head of Housing has indicated a review of the service.  
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Fife Council Leader’s Report 
Thursday 21st September 2023 

 
 

1. Reinforced Autoclaved Aerated Concrete 
 
Significant concerns have been raised across the UK concerning the use of 
Reinforced Autoclaved Aerated Concrete (RAAC) in schools and other buildings. 
 
Fife Council’s properties are subject to continuous review for condition, including 
structural issues. Our property maintenance staff and condition surveyors are briefed 
on RAAC. In February 2020, the School Estate was specifically reviewed for RAAC 
and no RAAC was identified.  
 
Likewise, no issues have been raised in relation to the presence of RAAC in our 
wider estate.  
 
In light of recent media interest, we have initiated further precautionary reviews 
across all our buildings.  This includes double-checking the School Estate as well as 
the remainder of the Council’s public buildings including those used by the Trusts 
and Cireco.  
 
A precautionary review of council houses has also been initiated by colleagues in 
Housing and Neighbourhood Services. Although at an early stage, it is not 
anticipated that the review will identify any significant challenges with RAAC in the 
Council’s housing stock. 
 
2. Pay and Industrial Action 
 
Pay discussions between COSLA and the SJC trade unions are continuing but 
following the statutory ballot procedures, the Council has had notification from 
Unison and Unite that their members in schools will be taking industrial action on 26th 
to 28th September. At time of writing the impact on schools and whether any school 
closures will be required is unclear.  Further briefings to elected Members and 
information to parents and carers will be produced by the Education Service in due 
course. 
 
3. Cabinet Committee Issues 
 
The reports considered by the Cabinet Committee since the last Council meeting 
include an approach to developing a trauma informed workforce, aiming to equip our 
workforce to deal sensitively and appropriately with individuals suffering from some 
form of trauma, including adverse childhood experiences.  Importantly it was also 
agreed to encourage and support Elected Members to undertake appropriate training 
in this area as well and a number of workshops have already taken place for Elected 
Members. 
 
The Committee has agreed to the siting of the replacement for Inverkeithing High 
School at the Fleet Grounds in Rosyth following the statutory consultation process 
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and has tasked officers to undertake an options appraisal exercise in relation to 
swimming and community use provision in South and West Fife. 
 
The Committee agreed the new Fife Tourism Strategy for 2023-30 and agreed to 
sign the Glasgow Declaration on Climate Action in Tourism.  The new strategy is 
based on the four priorities of Place, People, Businesses and Sustainable Tourism. 
 
The Committee also agreed a response to the Scottish Government/COSLA 
consultation on increases to the multiplier for council tax for properties in bands E to 
H which could see increases of bills between 7.5% and 22.5% for these properties.  
It was agreed unanimously to submit a response opposing these rises given the 
current cost of living crisis, rising energy and mortgage costs.  If the Scottish 
Government did decide to proceed with such rises then the Council suggests they 
should be phased over a number of years. 
 
4. Fife Partnership Board 
 
Fife’s Community Planning Partnership Board met in August for a constructive 
meeting covering a range of important topics.  The Scottish Government Lead for 
Community Planning Policy attended the meeting for a discussion on future 
approaches to community planning and the Scottish Government’s response to 
recommendations to improve community planning made by the Scottish Parliament’s 
Local Government, Housing and Planning Committee. 
 
The Director of Public Health presented her Annual Report to the Board linked to a 
discussion on the ambitions contained in the Plan for Fife.  The Board also 
considered the Annual Report on Tackling Poverty and Preventing Crisis and a 
further report on priorities for the coming Winter Programme. 
 
The Board endorsed the revised Fife Economic Strategy and received a presentation 
on the developing GOSESTRAN transport information system. 
 
Full papers from the meeting are accessible through the Council website. 
 
5. Edinburgh and South East Scotland City Region Deal 
 
The City Region Deal Annual Report was presented to the Joint Board on 1st 
September and tells a very positive story regarding the progress of the Deal 
programme.  Fife’s major Industrial Innovation Investment programme (3i) is well on 
track with good take up and occupancy of those units already completed.  In addition 
to this housing infrastructure investment in the Dunfermline area is clearly going to 
be a major contributor towards the targets for new house building, including 
affordable housing, across the region. 
 
The ongoing Integrated Regional Employability and Skills programme continues to 
help drive inclusive growth.  Across the region the programme has already supported 
over 100,000 people to improve their skills and over 4,500 people to secure 
employment. 
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The Benefits Realisation work that is being developed through the City Region Deal 
is recognised as good practice as is helping Scottish Government to issue guidance 
to other deals on developing and implementing a benefits realisation plan.   
 
The Benefits Realisation analysis to date shows that of the construction projects 
within the City Deal programme, 78% of labour and 75% of spend has been from 
within a 40 mile radius.  It is also worth highlighting that the Fife 3i projects have 
100% labour from within a 40-mile radius. This is outstanding and a real show that a 
concerted effort has been made to practice inclusive, community focused 
employment practices. 
 
6. Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (COSLA) Leaders Issues 
 
COSLA Leaders meetings have continued to discuss the ongoing pay negotiations 
and a Special Leaders meeting was held on 5th September on this subject. 
 
Other key issues discussed by Leaders have included pressures on the Scottish 
Welfare Fund (SWF) and whether Scottish Government should be approached to 
increase the funding for the SWF or the criteria should be tightened to stretch the 
funding currently available. 
 
Discussions with the Scottish Government are continuing on a Fiscal Framework for 
local government which is a crucial part of the Verity House Agreement.  Two 
options have been identified as possibilities, broadly speaking one taking a baseline 
based on current levels of expenditure and the second based on a proportion of the 
Scottish Budget.  Modelling of these options is now being undertaken and the 
commitment is for an agreed Fiscal Framework to be in place before the next 
Scottish Budget is set in December. 
 
It has been agreed with Scottish Government that a Joint Health and Social Care 
Winter Planning will take place this year following the confusion over this that 
happened last year. 
 
There continues to be work and discussion going on in relation to Ukrainian 
Displaced Persons and Asylum Seekers, and COSLA continues to press the case for 
a more joined up and co-ordinated approach that takes account of other 
homelessness pressures and resettlement plans. 
 
7. Methil Care Village 
 
The official opening ceremony for the new Methil Care Village is scheduled for 19th 
September. 
 
As well as the Care Home, the Village includes a nursery within the same building, 
providing groundbreaking opportunities for inter-generational work, and 35 retirement 
bungalows managed by the Housing Service on the same site. 
 
The care home and the nursery are now both fully operational and the staged 
occupancy of the retirement housing is now underway. 
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8. Economic Co-operation Agreement with Kujawsko-Pomorskie 
 
On Monday 28th August, Fife Council and the Kujawsko-Pomorskie Voivodeship of 
Poland signed the Economic Co-operation Agreement approved by Cabinet 
Committee last year and Polish Government’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs approval 
this summer. This agreement sets out areas for joint working in trade and business 
collaboration and will include opportunities for a joint presence at trade events, 
learning journeys for sectors and developing relationships on a sectoral basis 
(including food and drink, advanced manufacturing, digital technology and plastic 
products). It is intended that following this signing an action-focused  plan will be 
developed covering short term and longer-term business activities. The scope of the 
co-operation agreement also covers opportunities to collaborate in areas such as 
culture, scientific links (between HE and FE organisations and businesses), sport 
and education. Fife representatives also met with the newly-formed European Corps 
of Councillors to engage with smaller local authorities in Poland on shared areas of 
economic interest.  
 
Fife Council representatives have engaged with cultural organisations in the region 
to explore activity based on the strong heritage and cultural links between Fife and 
the Kujawsko-Pomorskie region. 
 
A delegation of businesses from Poland will visit Fife in October to learn more 
around economic development and community wealth building in the rural economy, 
and next year Fife companies will engage in a trade fair focused on the polymers 
supply chain. This agreement forms a pilot for Fife using its links to European and 
global partner regions, across a number of sectors. The Council is working with 
Scottish Development International and academic partners to build links which 
enhance Fife’s economy as one which is stronger, greener and fairer. Officers are 
discussing future activity, including investment promotion at the UK Real Estate 
Investment Forum 2024.  
 
The relationship between Fife and Kujawsko-Pomorskie has been developed over a 
number of years through civic, cultural and heritage links including support for an 
exhibition of the Silent Unseen, who trained at Silverburn Park, and delegations 
regularly visiting Fife. The residential element of the Rising Stars programme for care 
experienced young people in Fife was held in the region in 2018 and 2019, with the 
2023/2024 programme due to visit in coming months. The Provost of Fife and 
elected members have visited Kujawsko-Pomorskie to enhance these links.  
 
   
9. Dunfermline City Status 
 
The planned conference to explore building on the opportunities opened up by the 
formal designation of city status for Dunfermline took place at the end of June.  The 
event was very well attended by local community groups and individuals, local 
organisations and businesses and elected representatives.  There was tremendous 
enthusiasm evident from all participants and work is now underway to develop the 
ideas and actions generated at the conference. 
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A celebratory event was held on 30th August to mark the designation and showcased 
performances by local young people.  The result of the competition held to choose a 
new Dunfermline City tartan designed by pupils from local secondary schools was 
also announced. 
 
10. St Andrews University Liaison 
 
The formal annual liaison meeting with St Andrews University was held earlier this 
month helping maintain the close links that exist between the Council and the 
University. 
 
Discussion took place on a range of topics including student housing, HMOs and the 
implications of new legislation on short term lets.  There was a progress report on 
developing positive relationship between the University and the new Madras College, 
and discussion on the new Fife Economic Strategy and on University engagement in 
the Fife Partnership’s approach to addressing the climate emergency. 
 
There was also a very positive presentation by University colleagues on their 
approach to widening access and participation in admissions and the work that is 
going on with schools in Fife. 
 
In addition to this meeting Cllr Hamilton and myself had a call with the outgoing 
President of the University Students Association regarding student housing in both 
the short and long term. 
 
11. Annual Apprentice Awards 
 
The annual Apprentice of the Year Awards take place on 15th September.  This 
event recognises the efforts put in by our apprentices and those who support them 
and demonstrates our commitment to skills and training and the development of our 
workforce. 
 
 

Progress and Priorities 
 
Just over one year into the new Council Administration it is appropriate to report on 
progress so far and set out key priorities for the coming year. 
 
The Administration’s overarching priorities, reflected in the Plan for Fife, are: 

• Tackling Poverty and Supporting Vulnerable People 

• Supporting the Local Economy 

• Addressing the Challenge of Climate Change 
 
These three priorities are underpinned by a Community Wealth Building Approach 
and a Commitment to Decentralisation. 
 
There has been a significant level of activity aimed at tackling poverty and supporting 
people in crisis, particularly over the last winter period.  This relied to some extent on 
one off funding available for recovery from the pandemic so there will be a need to 
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direct the available funding on areas that have been shown to have the maximum 
impact.  The coming winter programme will therefore focus on: 

• Benefits maximisation 

• Supporting active communities and overcoming barriers to participation in  
sports and leisure through a concessions approach 

• Energy support and advice 
 
A refreshed Economic Strategy has been agreed focusing on: 

• Supporting Businesses 

• Investing in Business Premises and Infrastructure 

• Delivering Skills, Training and Fair Employment 
 
Extensive work is currently underway to renew Fife’s Climate Change Strategy.  This 
is likely to be based around the themes of: 

• Waste and Recycling 

• Energy 

• Transport 

• Buildings 

• Flooding 

• Bio-diversity and environment  
The revised strategy is likely to be presented to the Cabinet Committee in 
November. 
 
In support of these priorities significant progress has been made in embedding 
Community Wealth Building within the Council’s strategies and operations with initial 
work progressing on procurement, fair work and employment practices including 
recruitment.  Not only has progress been made within the Council but also in 
collaboration with our partners within Fife and through the two city region deals. 
 
Similar progress has been made with our decentralisation approach.  Each Area was 
allocated significant additional fund of around £1m as a local community recovery 
fund.  A series of workshops were held over the first part of this year focussing on 
identifying further service areas which would lend themselves to greater influence 
and decision making by Area Committees.  Discussion has centred on service areas 
such as Housing, Greenspace, Town Centre Regeneration and monitoring of local 
capital projects. 
 
Further work is currently underway to refine specific proposals arising from these 
workshops and this is being combined with the Council’s approach to No Wrong 
Door and the People and Place agenda.  A report setting out future direction on 
these issues is expected by the end of this year. 
 
Progress on the Administration’s key objectives: 
 

1. Fix Fife’s Roads 
 
An additional £3.5m invested this year. 
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The network has been fully inspected for safety defects and a substantial 
number of customer enquiries have been attended to, with orders for 
rectification either programmed or repaired. 
 
Additional resources have been allocated to tackle the defects and deal with 
the backlog accumulated through winter last year. Over 10,000 safety issues 
were picked up by the inspection teams leading to the repair and 
improvement of nearly 40,000 square metres of carriageway surface across 
Fife. The majority of this work is carried out by in-house resources, allowing 
swift completion of immediate safety hazards and increased efficiency relating 
to co-ordination and execution of larger programmed repairs. 
 
The current position is positive, with the majority of the safety defects being 
picked up since the beginning of this financial year and completed within 
timescales alongside the backlog carried over from last year. Operational 
teams have reduced the number of outstanding defects significantly with only 
9 annual repairs currently beyond target. The small number of outstanding 
Priority 3 repairs are currently being addressed through a Velocity Patching 
Programme before the end of October. 
 
The primary goal has been to clear the backlog, whilst at the same time 
ensuring the budget is spent in the best way targeting the worst affected 
areas. The cycle of annual inspections is now starting again allowing any 
defects relating to the maintenance of the network to be picked up, which 
should reduce the number of customer enquiries. 
 
2. Scrap Charges for Bulky Uplifts 
 
The new free collection system has been in place since the spring.  There is a 
four fold increase in demand but the scheme is working well and a substantial 
drop in fly tipping is being recorded. 
 
3. £10m Recovery Fund for Local Communities 
 
£9m has been allocated to Areas to meet local recovery priorities.  Corporate 
funds are being directed at supporting the coming winter programme and in 
particular: 

▪ Benefits maximisation 
▪ Supporting active communities and overcoming barriers to 

participation in  sports and leisure through a concessions 
approach 

▪ Energy support and advice 
 
4. A Permanent Teacher for Every Class 
 
This will be a focus for the coming year in combination with other key 
education priorities. 
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5. Build More New, Warm and Well Insulated, Council Housing 
 
The two year transitional programme is well underway with almost 400 of the 
planned 1200 houses completed or on site.  Another 500 are at contract and 
negotiation stage with a further 360 at design and planning stage. 
 
The next 5 year programme has been agreed with a review of funding at the 
end of year 2.  This is targeting the completion of 1,250 council and 2,500 
housing association affordable homes over the 5 year period. 
 
6. Support Low Carbon Heating Schemes and Local Community 

Climate Projects 
 
Specific proposals will be developed as part of the refresh of the Climate 
Change Strategy due to report in November. 
 
7. Expand Holiday Meals for Fife’s Children and Families 
 
Almost 200,000 meals have been provided this year through Café Inc.  It is 
hoped to further develop wrap around activities in conjunction with food 
provision next year. 
 
8. Invest in Town Centres 
 
Nearly £5.5m has been invested in town centre and associated vacant and 
derelict land projects this year including in Kirkcaldy, Lochgelly and 
Cowdenbeath and on-going work in Inverkeithing is drawing in external 
funding from Historic Environment Scotland and the National Lottery, and the 
development of the Leven Rail Link and the Levenmout Reconnected project 
will have a positive impact in that area.  
 
More responsibility for the direction of Town Centre regeneration should be 
part of the approach to decentralisation to be reported by the end of the year 
but it is recognised that there is a significant resource issue to progressing 
this. 
 
9. At Least 50% of Council Contracts to Local Firms 
 
This forms part of the actions under Community Wealth Building and already 
sits at well over 40%.  Further progress is being monitored and will be 
reported in due course. 
 
10. Invest in Skills and Training 
 
Project commissioning has been reported and agreed through the Cabinet 
Committee with over £10m invested in employability and skills, including 
funding through No-one Left Behind and the UK Shared Prosperity Fund this 
year.  Outcomes will be reported in due course. 
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11. No Privatisation of Council Care Homes 
 
The renewal of the Council’s care homes is progressing well with the Methil 
Care Village opening on 19th September and plans for replacement homes for 
Cupar and Anstruther progressing well. 
 
12. Fair Pay and Conditions for Care Workers 
 
This is largely dependent on national agreements but enhanced local 
measures are also looked at.  The Council will continue to advocate for 
enhanced pay and conditions for care workers through COSLA and directly to 
Scottish Government. 
 
13. Reduce Waiting Times for Social Care Packages in the 

Community 
 
Significant progress has been made in this area through strong collaborative 
work between the Council, Health and Social Care Partnership and NHS Fife 
together with 3rd and independent sector partners. 
 
Number waiting for an assessment or a care package in the community have 
been reduced to around 125 down from levels of around 400 last year.  
Delayed discharge from hospital has seen a similar level of decrease. 
 
14. Refurbishment and Replacement of Schools 
 
The new combined Dunfermline Learning Campus is well on the way to 
completion and the statutory consultation for the replacement for Inverkeithing 
High School has been completed so this project will now proceed to 
construction. 
 
We still await a Scottish Government announcement on funding for the 
replacement of Glenrothes and Glenwood High Schools which was originally 
meant to be announced by last December but after several delays is now 
supposed due by the end of this month. 
 
15. No Workplace Parking Levy 
 
The Administration’s policy position is not to impose a workplace parking levy 
in Fife. 

 
Work will continue on the agreed priorities highlighted above over the coming 
year.  In addition to this, there will be a focus on a number of key areas 
including the following: 

 
Housing 
 
The turnaround time for void properties is still well above the pre-pandemic 
level.  Recovery has been slower than expected with a range of factors 
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contributing to this.  The Housing Service, together with Building Services, are 
committed to reducing this turnaround time over the coming year. 
 
Housing Functional Needs Assessment times are also too long and there has 
been a significant backlog built up.  Arrangements and a new approach are 
being put in place to speed up the assessment process and to tackle the 
backlog. 
 
There continues to be significant pressure on homelessness that is having a 
knock on impact for other allocations.  Part of this pressure has been due to 
the Sheriff Cort ruling on temporary accommodation.  The stock of temporary 
accommodation has now been reprovisioned and work is continuing to reduce 
the pressures built up.  The provision of additional accommodation is key to 
tackling this problem and five areas of action will help achieve this: 

• Continuing the transfer led approach to the allocation of the substantial 
number of new build properties coming on stream which will meet 
multiple needs by creating allocation chains. 

• Acquisition of properties to meet specific needs and pressures on an 
area basis. 

• Reduction of void turnaround times.  Regular reports to Ward meetings 
as part of our decentralisation approach will help keep a focus on 
progress with this element. 

• Work to bring empty properties back into occupation. 

• Investigation of reinstituting a private sector leasing scheme to provide 
the council with access to private rented accommodation for 
allocations. 

 
Progress will also continue to be made on addressing the issue of damp and 
mould in properties. 
 
Education 
 
The priorities for improvements in education will focus on: 

• Attendance 

• Attainment 

• Positive Destinations 
 

Attention will also be given to addressing issues of pupil behaviour and work 
is already underway in this area. 
 
Figures suggest that more pupils are leaving to go into employment rather 
than staying on for further and higher education and this raises a concern that 
they are having to take low paid low skilled employment due to the cost of 
living crisis impacts on families. 
 
We will also move forward on the provision of 1:1 devices for pupils as there 
seems to be little prospect of the expected funding from the Scottish 
Government coming forward soon. 
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Sport, Leisure and Culture 
 
The recovery of our Sports and Leisure and Cultural Trusts from the impact of 
the pandemic has been slower than expected.  We had hoped to have new 3 
year service level agreements in place by now but this has not been possible. 
 
Provision and opening hours of the Sports and Leisure Trust facilities is now 
reported to be back to the equivalent of pre-pandemic levels and the 
reopening of the refurbished Adam Smith Theatre in Kirkcaldy will allow the 
Cultural Trust to return to full operating capacity. 
 
Work is ongoing to develop a new cultural strategy looking beyond the 
activities of the Trust and this will be brought forward during the coming year. 
 
Further work is underway to look at the use and condition of the estate 
operated by the Trusts and a review of leisure and cultural services and 
facilities will be undertaken across Fife to inform future strategy and service 
delivery.  In particular an options appraisal will be carried out on swimming 
and community use provision in South and West Fife. 

 
 
 
Councillor David Ross 
Leader of Fife Council 
Fife House, North Street, Glenrothes 
13th September 2023 
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Fife Council 

 

 21 September 2023 

Agenda Item No. 8 

Standards Commission for Scotland Decision 

Report by:  Executive Director, Finance & Corporate Services 

Wards Affected:  All 

Purpose 

The purpose of the report is to fulfil the Council’s obligation to consider the findings 
of the Standards Commission for Scotland decision concerning former Councillor 
Linda Holt.  
 

Recommendation(s) 

It is recommended that the Council consider the findings of the Standards 
Commission in terms of the Ethical Standards in Public Life etc. (Scotland) Act, 
2000. 

 

Resource Implications 

There are no resource implications arising from this report.    

 

Legal & Risk Implications 

 The Council is required, in terms of the Ethical Standards in Public Life etc. 
(Scotland) Act, 2000, to consider the findings of the Standards Commission in such 
cases within three months of receiving them.  The Act makes clear that this 
requirement cannot be fulfilled solely by a committee or sub-committee but must be 
considered by full Council. 

 

Impact Assessment 

 An EqIA is not required as this report does not propose a change or revision to 
existing policies and practices. 

 

Consultation 

None. 
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1.0 Background 

1.1 A complaint was received by the Commissioner for Ethical Standards in Public Life 
in Scotland (the CESPLS) concerning alleged contraventions of the Councillors’ 
Code of Conduct by former Councillor Linda Holt. The conduct forming the basis of 
the complaint occurred between June and September 2021.  In line with the usual 
procedures, the complaints were investigated by the CESPLS, who then referred 
the matter to the Standards Commission for Scotland. 

2.0 Hearing 

2.1 A hearing took place on 11 July 2023 in Fife House, Glenrothes. The Hearing Panel 
comprised of three members of the Commission.   

 
           Having heard all the evidence, the Panel determined that former Councillor Holt had 

breached paragraph 3.2 of the 2018 version of the Councillors’ Code of Conduct. 
The Commission issued their written decision to the Chief Executive on 17 July 
2023.   This is attached as Appendix 1, and Members will note the reasons for the 
decision given by the Commission.   

 
           Members will also note that the sanction applied by the Commission was to censure 

former Councillor Linda Holt. 
 

3.0 Conclusions 
 
3.1 The legislation requires the Council to consider the terms of Standards Commission 

decisions which relate to its Members.  
 
 
 
   
 
List of Appendices 
 

1. Standards Commission decision dated 17 July 2023  
 

Background Papers 
 
The following papers were relied on in the preparation of this report in terms of the Local 
Government (Scotland) Act, 1973: 
 
Ethical Standards in Public Life etc. (Scotland) Act 2000 
Councillors’ Code of Conduct (2018 version) 
 
Report Author 
Lindsay Thomson  
Head of Legal & Democratic Services and Monitoring Officer 
Email- lindsay.thomson@fife.gov.uk 
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Decision of the Hearing Panel of the Standards Commission for Scotland following the 
Hearing held at the Council Chambers, Fife House, North Street, Glenrothes on Tuesday, 
11 July 2023. 
 
Panel Members: Ms Anne-Marie O’Hara, Chair of the Hearing Panel 
 Mrs Helen Donaldson 
 Ms Suzanne Vestri 
  
The Hearing arose in respect of a report referred by Mr Ian Bruce, the Ethical Standards Commissioner (the 
ESC), further to complaint reference LA/Fi/3614, concerning an alleged contravention of the Councillors’ 
Code of Conduct (the Code) by former Councillor Linda Holt (the Respondent). 
 
THE REFERRAL 
 
Following an investigation into complaints received from four complainers on 27 August, 6 and 27 
September, and 4 October 2021 about the conduct of the Respondent, the ESC referred a report to the 
Standards Commission for Scotland on 28 April 2023, in accordance with the Ethical Standards in Public Life 
etc. (Scotland) Act 2000 (the 2000 Act).  
 
The substance of the referral was that the Respondent had failed to comply with the provisions of the 2018 
version of the Code, being in place at the time of the events in question. The relevant provisions of the Code 
are outlined at Annex A.   
 
The ESC advised that he had identified and investigated the following issues of complaint: 
 
Issue 1: The Respondent failed to treat council officers with respect in emails of 15 June 2021, by calling into 
doubt the efficacy of their efforts to engage in a meaningful community consultation. 
 
Issue 2: At public meetings of St Monans and Abercrombie Community Council on 21 June 2021 (held online) 
and 16 August 2021 (held in person), the Respondent attributed untrue statements and false accusations 
towards the Community Council Secretary (the Secretary) in relation to misrepresenting a resident (Mr A). 
 
Issue 3: At the community council meeting on 16 August 2021 the Respondent behaved disrespectfully by: 

a) speaking to the Secretary in a disrespectful and aggressive manner; 
b) raising her voice and speaking in an angry fashion to various members of the public, and treated them 

with contempt; and 
c) ignoring attempts by the Acting Chair to silence her. 

 
Issue 4: At the Community Council meeting on 16 August 2021, the Respondent disclosed the contents of a 
private email between ward councillors, the Secretary and council officers. 
 
Issue 5: On 20 September 2021 the Respondent published an “Open Letter to St Monans” on her constituency 
Facebook page, which contained several misleading and inaccurate statements about the Secretary, and the 
Respondent used provocative language to malign him. The Respondent also misleadingly summarised the 
private email exchange between the Secretary and the Council on her Facebook page. 
 
On receipt of the referral report, the Standards Commission noted that the ESC had found that the 
information in the email was not of a confidential nature and had concluded, therefore, that the Code had 
not been breached in respect of Issue 4. The Standards Commission considered it had no evidence before it 
that would lead it to depart from this conclusion. As the Standards Commission was not satisfied that there 
was evidence, on the face of it, of a breach of the Code, it determined that it was neither proportionate, nor 
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in the public interest, for it to consider Issue 4 at a Hearing. The Standards Commission determined, 
therefore, to take no action on the referral in relation to Issue 4. 
 
THE HEARING 
 
Preliminary Matters 
The Hearing Panel noted that the Respondent had advised the Standards Commission that she did not intend 
to attend the Hearing. The Panel was satisfied that the Respondent had been given proper notice of the 
Hearing, in accordance with Section 20 of the 2000 Act and, as such, was content to proceed in her absence. 
 
No other preliminary matters were identified. 
 
Documentary Evidence 
In respect of the emails that are the subject of Issue 1, the Panel noted that the ESC advised, in his report, 
that on 15 June 2021: 

• The Secretary sent an email to members of the community council in response to the Respondent’s 
suggestion that Mr A be invited to a meeting with council officers regarding the cutting of an area of 
grassland known as ‘the Mair’. The Secretary questioned whether Mr A should be invited as he was “not 
a member of the community council, nor any other community group”. The Secretary stated that Mr A 
“does not speak for the community in any official capacity. In fact, other than stirring up local residents 
through his Facebook account, he has no right to be there”. The Secretary suggested that it would be 
more appropriate to invite the Chair of the local residents’ association and / or another member of the 
community council. The Secretary concluded his email by asking other community councillors for their 
views. 

 

• The Respondent sent an email (email 1) to the Council’s Service Manager, copying in the Chair of the 
community council, and other council officers and councillors. The Respondent said she thought it was 
a mistake to exclude Mr A from the meeting. The Respondent stated that “previous consultations by the 
service were flawed and unsuccessful in that they self-evidently did not reach significant sections of the 
community who use the green spaces in question”. The Respondent further stated that “part of the 
failure is down to the service – the first consultation was poorly constructed and executed”.  The 
Respondent stated that “it seems crazy now to ration contact with the community”, and that “it’ll do no 
good – and possibly more harm in terms of stoking more antipathy and criticism, and therefore making 
more work for officers – to deliberately exclude community voices now”.  

 

• The Service Manager responded and advised he did not agree with the Respondent’s statement that the 
consultation was ‘flawed and unsuccessful’. The Service Manager suggested taking some of the heat out 
of the ongoing conversation, and advised that he could see no benefit in extending the list of those 
invited to the meeting, given everyone already knew the community’s views and given any decisions 
about what to do with the grassland would be taken by councillors and council officers. 

 

• The Respondent then replied to the Service Manager (email 2) advising she disagreed strongly with his 
“desire to limit this discussion”. The Respondent stated: “I find it frankly shocking that you do not 
recognise how flawed the consultation process has been”, and “you do not take the heat out of a 
situation which has arisen because of flawed and unsuccessful consultation by refusing to engage with 
the very people who should have been consulted. On the contrary – there is no better way of enflaming 
the situation.” The Respondent further stated that as an elected member, she had “no hesitation in 
repeating these things publicly”. The Respondent contended that the Service Manager’s attitude “makes 
a mockery of Fife Council wishing to work with communities, and will damage the standing of Fife Council 
in St Monans.” 
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The Panel noted that, on 13 June 2021, Mr A had published a post on Facebook calling for “action on the 
Mair”. In his post, Mr A contended that the Council’s re-wilding policy was hazardous and that it was “causing 
severe anger”. Mr A called for local people to come along the next day with lawnmowers, strimmers and 
rakes so that they could cut the grass back, regardless of the Council’s views or policy. 
 
In respect of the community council meeting held online on 21 June 2021, the Panel noted that the ESC 
advised, in his report, that: 

• The minutes of the meeting record that Mr A had stated that “the Secretary had prevented him from 
attending” the meeting about the grassland, and that the Respondent had stated that the Secretary 
“was being disingenuous and that he had implied the resident [Mr A] was a rabble rouser and trouble-
maker in the email exchanges”, which she did not consider to be fair. 

 

• Complainer 2, a member of the community council, stated that Mr A noted that he had been ‘tipped off’ 
that the Secretary had blocked him from attending the meeting with council officers. Complainer 2 
further advised that when the Secretary responded saying he had not done so, the Respondent falsely 
accused the Secretary of “misleading” Mr A about his involvement with council officers. Complainer 2 
stated that the Respondent had added that the Secretary had defamed Mr A by describing him as a 
“trouble-maker” and “rabble rouser” in his email of 15 June 2021.  

 

• Witness C, a member of the community council, stated that Mr A had asked the Secretary why he had 
prevented him [Mr A] from attending the proposed meeting. Witness C said it was almost as though the 
Respondent had been waiting for that point “to pounce on” the Secretary, and contended that to 
describe the Respondent’s tone as “very aggressive was an understatement”, particularly given that, in 
his email of 15 June 2021, the Secretary had only indicated that he did not consider Mr A should be 
invited to the proposed meeting. Witness C recalled that the Respondent stated that the Secretary had 
referred to Mr A as a “rabble rouser” and a “trouble-maker”.   

 

• Witness D, who was observing the meeting, advised that she only moved to the area before the Covid-
19 lockdown and was not, therefore, aware of any previous relationships between those involved. 
Witness D explained that she sent the Chair and Secretary an anonymous letter after the meeting as she 
was so shocked about how it had been conducted. Witness D advised in her letter that she had been 
disturbed to hear one of the Fife Councillors in attendance verbally attacking and publicly criticising the 
Secretary. Witness D advised that she was concerned about the way in which the Respondent had 
behaved as she found it “very unprofessional”, and it had made her feel uncomfortable. Witness D 
stated that after Mr A had raised the matter of the Secretary’s email, the Respondent had started 
shouting about what the Secretary had said and accused him of calling Mr A a ‘rabble rouser’. Witness 
D contended that the Respondent had shouted over the Secretary and had not let him reply. Witness D 
stated that the Respondent had continued to shout even when other members of the community council 
had tried to intervene.  
 

• The Acting Chair of the Community Council recalled there had been several unpleasant exchanges 
between the Respondent and the Secretary at the meeting, in relation to the Secretary’s email of 15 
June 2021. The Acting Chair indicated that both the Respondent and Mr A were upset as they considered 
that the Secretary had insinuated to Fife Council that Mr A was unsuitable as a village representative 
and should not attend the proposed meeting. The Acting Chair said that the Respondent used a more 
“graphic description” when referring to how the Secretary had described Mr A in his email. The Acting 
Chair confirmed that, following the June meeting, she received the anonymous letter complaining about 
how the Secretary had been treated.  

 

• In a Facebook post of 20 September 2021, the Respondent referred to her contribution at the June 
meeting. The Respondent contended that she had been “careful to say - as the minutes suggest” that 
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“the impression the Secretary’s email to Fife Council was that [Mr A] was a rabble-rousser [sic] which 
had led to managers to refuse him a meeting”. 

 
In respect of the community council meeting held in person on 16 August 2021, the Panel noted that the ESC 
advised, in his report, that:  

• The Secretary (Complainer 1) recalled that the Respondent did not retract the “misleading statement” 
she made at the June meeting. Instead, the Respondent had stated that she wished to clarify that she 
believed the Secretary had “misrepresented” Mr A in his email of 15 June 2021. The Secretary advised 
that the Respondent had again suggested that he had tried to deny attempting to exclude Mr A from 
the meeting or of giving the impression that Mr A stirred up trouble. The Secretary noted that the 
minutes of the August meeting supported his version of events, albeit these were yet to be formally 
approved.  
 

• Complainer 2 advised that the Respondent had “doubled down” on her conduct at the June meeting by 
continuing to assert that the Secretary had misrepresented Mr A. Complainer 2 advised that, in 
response, the Secretary had attempted to read aloud his email of 15 June 2021 to show that , he had 
not blocked Mr A’s attendance at the proposed meeting and had not used the words “trouble-maker,” 
or “rabble rouser,” to describe Mr A. Complainer 2 advised, however, the Respondent interrupted the 
Secretary and stated that he had had long enough to respond. Complainer 2 said that the Respondent 
became “more animated and combative” and had raised her voice towards the Secretary and other 
members of the public in attendance. Complainer 2 contended that, “once it was noted by another 
member of the public that she was raising her voice, the Respondent angrily replied that she has hearing 
loss, implying her hearing loss entitled her to raise her voice in anger at meeting”. Complainer 2 noted, 
however, that the Respondent had been able to speak with an appropriate tone and volume at other 
meetings. Complainer 2 advised that he was of the view that the Respondent’s conduct was 
unprofessional, petty and vitriolic and that she had behaved in a bullying manner towards the Secretary. 
Complainer 2 noted that the Respondent had multiple opportunities to raise her concerns directly with 
the Secretary, as the correspondence and the minutes had been circulated in advance of the meeting. 
Complainer 2 noted that the Respondent had chosen instead to use a public arena to continue to make 
misleading accusations and that she had dismissed the Secretary’s comment that a more constructive 
approach would have been to raise the issue in private beforehand.  
 

• Complainer 3, a member of the community council, stated that the Respondent was extremely 
aggressive to some members of the audience and that she had defended the fact that she had been 
shouting by saying she was deaf. Complainer 3 advised that was an affliction that only seemed to affect 
the Respondent when her views were challenged. Complainer 3 recalled that the Respondent had been 
“vitriolic in her attack” on the Secretary.   

 

• Complainer 4, a member of the community council, accepted that the Respondent may have had a 
legitimate grievance. Complainer 4 advised, however, that she had been very disturbed about the 
aggressive manner in which the Respondent had spoken to the Secretary and considered that she had 
shown him little respect. Complainer 4 felt the meeting on 16 August 2021 had got “out of hand” and 
was “embarrassing”. Complainer 4 stated that the Respondent had ignored attempts by the Acting Chair 
to silence her and while the Acting Chair could potentially have been more forceful, she had asked the 
Respondent to stop speaking more than once, before she had felt compelled to stand up to interrupt. 
Complainer 4 confirmed that the Respondent stopped speaking when the Acting Chair had eventually 
stood up in order to attract attention.  

 

• The Acting Chair advised that there had been nearly 40 people in the audience, and that the venue’s 
acoustics made it difficult to hear everything that was being said. The Acting Chair stated that everyone 
present had been respectful until the Respondent questioned the Secretary about his email. The Acting 
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Chair noted that at one point the Respondent had apologised for talking loudly and explained it was 
because she could not hear and was therefore unaware of how loud she sounded. The Acting Chair 
advised that she considered that much of what transpired, and the Respondent’s behaviour, was due to 
her hearing difficulties. The Acting Chair recalled that towards the end, when the Respondent’s partner 
tried to add his comments, the audience was “almost out of control” and she had to stop the whole 
meeting and say that she would not permit the issue to be raised in public again. The Acting Chair advised 
that she regretted not closing down the topic immediately. 

 
The Acting Chair stated, nevertheless, that she did not consider the Respondent had been disrespectful 
to anyone. The Acting Chair advised that the Respondent had made her points in a passionate manner, 
as she did about any cause she felt strongly about. In this case, the Acting Chair felt that the Respondent 
was trying her best to stand up for Mr A. The Acting Chair confirmed that the draft minutes of the August 
meeting were not agreed, as there were concerns that they were not sufficiently objective. 

 

• Witness B, who was observing the meeting, recalled the Respondent as being “really really aggressive”, 
towards the Secretary, “screaming him down” and “going for him”. Witness B said that members of the 
public were challenging the Respondent, and were also asking the Acting Chair to take control of the 
meeting. Witness B recalled that when challenged, the Respondent said that she was not being 
aggressive, but that she was shouting because she was deaf. Witness B advised that they considered the 
Respondent’s behaviour was shocking and unbelievable, and that they would not expect such conduct 
from anyone, let alone an elected member. Witness B stated that they thought the Respondent’s 
“bullying tactics were disgraceful, talking over anyone who was trying to give their opinion” and, in 
particular, the Secretary, who was trying to point out that the Respondent had completely 
misunderstood something, “which she then blew out of all proportion”.  

 

• Witness C stated that the Respondent had accused the Secretary of preventing Mr A from attending the 
meeting about the grassland. Witness C stated the Respondent’s tone was aggressive, and that she had 
shouted at, and talked over, the Secretary, and that it had felt like an attack. Witness C recalled members 
of the public saying to the Acting Chair that the meeting was not the time or place for such a discussion. 
Witness C explained that the Respondent would not admit she was in the wrong and that the discussion 
on the matter went on for far too long. Witness C advised that the Acting Chair had finally stood up and 
put a stop to it. Witness C said that the Respondent tried to defend her tone by saying she was deaf and 
had to shout. Witness C noted, however that there was a difference between talking loudly and 
aggressively shouting, and that she considered the Respondent was shouting “aggressively”. 

 

• Witness D advised that a member of the public had been forced to intervene during the interaction 
between the Respondent and the Secretary, and described the situation as “embarrassing”. Witness D 
recalled that the Respondent stated she was shouting because she was deaf. Witness D noted, however, 
that the Respondent had not shouted at other points in the meeting and contended that there was a 
marked difference between when she had been speaking and shouting. Witness D considered that the 
Respondent had a loud voice anyway, but that she had a raised this during the interaction with the 
Secretary. Witness D described the Respondent’s contribution as a “rant”. Witness D stated that the 
Respondent had spoken over the Secretary and been aggressive, and advised that she found her conduct 
to be “highly unprofessional”. 

 
Witness D provided a copy of the letter she had sent to the Community Council’s Vice Chair following 
the meeting on 16 August 2021, in which she said she was writing to express concern that another 
community council meeting had descended into chaos after the Respondent had “once again verbally 
attacked… the Secretary”. Witness D stated that she considered the Respondent had “behaved totally 
unacceptably” by “shouting at the Secretary and then shouting over him when he was attempting to 
reply”. 
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• Witness E, who was observing the meeting, stated that it was clear from how the Respondent had 
behaved and spoken to the Secretary at the meeting that she did not have much respect for him. Witness 
E noted that this was different to how the Respondent had spoken to others at the meeting. Witness E 
explained that they felt the Respondent had been dismissive, and that her tone towards the Secretary 
had been disrespectful.  

 

• The draft minutes recorded that the Respondent raised concerns about the Secretary’s conduct and, in 
particular, that he had misrepresented his email of 15 June 2021 at the meeting on 21 June 2021. The 
draft minutes further record that the Respondent had again suggested the Secretary had tried to deny 
that he had attempted to exclude Mr A from the meeting with Fife Council “by giving the impression 
that [Mr A] stirred up trouble”. The draft minutes recorded that the Secretary had noted that the words 
the Respondent had attributed to him, about Mr A, at the meeting of 21 June, were not in fact ones he 
had used or implied in his email of 15 June 2021. The minutes record that, to prove this, the Secretary 
had then read aloud his email. The Panel noted that it was unclear whether the draft minutes were 
approved by the community council. 

 
Turning to the Facebook post that was the subject of Issue 5, the Panel noted that the ESC advised, in his 
report, that: 

• On 20 September 2021, the Respondent published an email (of the same date) to community council 
members on her Facebook page as an “open letter” and stated she was doing so in order to put her 
position in writing.  

 

• The Respondent stated in her post that while the reasons given by the Secretary for his email of 15 June 
2021 may be largely factually true, the clear implication from it was that Mr A had no standing or backing 
in the village. The Respondent stated that it had been untrue for the Secretary to say that Mr A did not 
belong to any community group and the Secretary’s contention that Mr A was “merely someone who 
stirs people up in a disreputable forum” had been designed to present him in such an “unfavourable 
light”, that council officers would exclude him from the proposed meeting. The Respondent stated that 
the Secretary could “deny as much as he likes that this was his intention”, but that he could not deny 
that he sought to have Mr A excluded from the meeting. The Respondent advised that the Secretary had 
misled Mr A when he denied that he had sought to exclude Mr A’s entry to the proposed meeting. The 
Respondent contended that the Secretary’s email gave the impression that Mr A was a “rabble-rouser” 
and contended that this had resulted in council officers refusing to meet with him. 

 

• The Respondent further stated in her post she considered it was her professional duty to uphold the 
truth and support her constituent. The Respondent contended that she had a duty to represent her 
constituents, rather than the community council or Fife Council. The Respondent further contended that 
it was her professional duty “to hold community councils accountable just as much as it is to hold Fife 
Council accountable”. The Respondent advised that she considered that both the Secretary and 
community council owed Mr A an apology for the Secretary’s behaviour, both in trying to exclude Mr A 
from the meeting with council officers by disparaging him, and in then seeking to mislead Mr A. 

 

• The Respondent copied most of the content of the Secretary’s email of 15 June 2021 into her post, albeit 
she omitted the last paragraph in which the Secretary had invited other community councillors to give 
their views about who should be invited to the proposed meeting. 

 
Submissions made by the Respondent  
The Panel noted that the Respondent had advised the ESC that she considered the complaints to be vexatious 
and part of a sustained campaign against her. The Respondent contended that this stemmed from the fact 
that she had confronted the Secretary publicly “for lying about trying to exclude” Mr A from the proposed 

37



FORMER COUNCILLOR LINDA HOLT 
FIFE COUNCIL 

 

7 

 

meeting with council officers because she had consequently refused to apologise for or retract her 
statement. The Respondent argued that “in not colluding with” the Secretary “in his public lie”, she had been 
“upholding the standards of honesty and integrity expected of elected officials”.  The Respondent accepted 
that the community council meeting on 16 August 2021 had been unruly, but advised that the reason she 
had spoken with a loud voice was because she was partially deaf. 
 
EVIDENCE PRESENTED AT THE HEARING 
 
Submissions made by the ESC 
By way of background, the ESC advised that the Respondent had first been elected in 2017, but had not been 
re-elected in 2022, meaning she was no longer a councillor. The ESC advised that the Council had confirmed 
that the Respondent had been an ex officio member of St Monans Community Council (meaning she was a 
member as a result of her status as a ward councillor), at the time of the events that were the subject of the 
complaints under consideration.  
 
The ESC explained that the Council’s decision to include the grassland in question in a council rewilding 
scheme had been controversial, with some members of the local community wanting it to be cut back. The 
ESC noted that one resident, Mr A, had either cut it back or organised for it to be cut back the previous year. 
The ESC advised that when the Respondent had suggested to council officers that a meeting be arranged to 
discuss what was to be done with the grassland, the Secretary had suggested, in his email of 15 June 2021, 
that it might not be necessary to invite Mr A, and that this had led to friction and heated exchanges involving 
the Respondent and Secretary at the two community council meetings on 21 June and 16 August 2021. 

 
Issue 1: The ESC noted that, in her emails of 15 June 2021 to the Council’s Service Manager about the 
proposed meeting, the Respondent had been critical of the previous consultation process and the Council’s 
efforts to engage with the local community about the grassland.  
 
The ESC advised that the Service Manager’s position was that while he had been frustrated by the tone and 
language used by the Respondent in the emails, he had considered her criticisms were about the service, 
rather than him as an individual. As such, the Service Manager had not considered the Respondent’s 
comments to be personal or disrespectful. The ESC noted, nevertheless, that the Service Manager had felt 
compelled to escalate the matter to a more senior colleague. 
 
The ESC noted that it would not be unusual for a councillor to disagree with an approach taken by a council 
officer or a council service. The ESC advised that he considered it was likely that the Respondent had not 
intended to be disrespectful in her emails and indicated that her comments simply reflected how 
passionately she felt about the matter. The ESC noted, nonetheless, that the Respondent had been critical of 
the Service Manager’s attitude in an email that she had copied to various other individuals, including 
community council members, other councillors and council officers. The ESC contended, therefore, that the 
Respondent had, on the face of it, failed to treat the Service Manager with courtesy and respect as required 
by paragraphs 3.3, 3.5 and Annex C of the Code. 
 
The ESC noted that the Service Manager had described his communications with the Respondent as a “private 
email exchange”. The ESC accepted, however, that as the Respondent had copied in various parties, including 
individuals who were not officers or elected members of Fife Council, it was arguable that her criticisms of 
the Service Manager had been made in public.  
 
The ESC argued, in any event, that the Respondent would attract the enhanced protection afforded to 
politicians to the right to freedom of expression under Article 10 of the European Convention on Human 
Rights (ECHR) when discussing a matter of public concern; namely the Council’s approach to community 
engagement about the grassland. The ESC argued that as the Respondent’s criticisms had not been overtly 
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personal or abusive, they were not so shocking or egregious as to justify any restriction on her enhanced 
right to freedom of expression. The ESC suggested, therefore, that a formal finding of a breach of the Code 
should not be made in respect of issue 1.  
 
Issue 2: The ESC noted that the community council meeting on 21 June 2021 had been held some eight days 
after the Respondent had been copied into (and had received) the Secretary’s email of 15 June 2021. The 
ESC contended, therefore, that despite having had an opportunity to raise any concerns about it with the 
Secretary or council officers in private beforehand, the Respondent chose to do so publicly at the meeting 
on 21 June and again at the meeting on 16 August 2021. 
 
The ESC advised that it was evident from the various witness testimonies, the minutes of the meetings and 
her subsequent Facebook post that the Respondent had accused the Secretary, at both meetings, of having 
tried to exclude Mr A from the proposed meeting with council officers about the grassland and had attributed 
statements to the effect that Mr A was a ‘trouble-maker’ or ‘rabble rouser’.  
 
The ESC noted that the Secretary contended the Respondent’s accusations were untrue and that she had 
known them to be false, given he had not used any such words to describe Mr A in his email of 15 June 2021, 
and had not prevented him from attending the proposed meeting. The ESC noted that the Secretary further 
contended that the Respondent had accused him of dissembling, when he had tried to deny her accusation 
at the meeting on 21 June 2021.  
   
The ESC noted that he had been unable to establish exactly the words the Respondent used at the meetings 
since no recordings had been made. The ESC advised that while the majority of witnesses recalled the 
Respondent having used the words ‘rabble rouser’ and ‘trouble-maker’ to describe how the Secretary had 
referred to Mr A in his email of 15 June 2021. The ESC noted, however, that the Respondent’s position was 
that she had qualified her accusation by saying that the Secretary’s email had ‘given the impression’ that Mr 
A was a rabble rouser. The ESC noted that the minutes of the June meeting, which had been drafted by the 
Secretary, supported this version of events. 
 
The ESC advised that he had therefore concluded, on the balance of probabilities, that the Respondent had 
contended that the Secretary’s email had ‘given the impression’ that Mr A stirred up trouble and was a rabble 
rouser; rather than her having stated that the Secretary had referred to Mr A as a trouble-maker or a rabble 
rouser.  
 
The ESC argued that the Secretary’s reference, in his email, to Mr A having ‘stirred up’ local residents through 
his Facebook account and of him having “no right to be there”, could be reasonably interpreted as him having 
given the impression that Mr A was a rabble rouser and trouble-maker, and of him not wanting Mr A to be 
present at the proposed meeting. The ESC noted he could understand why the Secretary objected to the 
Respondent’s interpretation of his email. The ESC advised, however, that he did not consider the 
Respondent’s reporting of the content of the Secretary’s email to be so unreasonable as to be disrespectful, 
particularly given she had qualified her interpretation by referring to the impression she considered it had 
made.   
 
The ESC accepted that it may have been inflammatory and inappropriate for the Respondent to have 
repeatedly raised the matter at meetings in circumstances where, by her own admission, she was aware the 
community was already divided. The ESC noted, however, that the manner in which the Respondent had 
voiced her concerns was the subject of issue 3. 
 
Issue 3a: The ESC advised that all witnesses accepted that the community council meeting on 16 August 2021 
had been very unruly and that a large number of members of the public had been in attendance. 
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The ESC noted that the Acting Chair had advised that she did not consider the Respondent had behaved in a 
disrespectful manner at the August meeting, although she had acknowledged the Respondent had become 
very passionate and that it had been evident she felt strongly about the matter. The ESC noted, however, 
that the majority of witnesses interviewed had contended that the Respondent had again raised the issue of 
the Secretary’s email and had behaved in an angry, aggressive and inappropriate manner towards him, both 
in manner and tone. The ESC advised that a number of witnesses also contended that the Respondent had 
raised her voice and been dismissive of the Secretary and that she had talked over him. The ESC noted that 
this included Witness D who, as someone who was new to the area, appeared to be entirely independent of 
any existing faction. The ESC noted that Witness D had felt compelled to write to the Chair with her concerns 
after the meeting. 
 
The ESC acknowledged that the Respondent may have found it hard to hear what was being said especially 
if, as noted by the Acting Chair, the venue’s layout and acoustics had caused difficulties. The ESC noted, 
however, that a number of witnesses had advised that the Respondent appeared to be able to hear and 
contribute at a normal level at other points during the meeting. 
  
The ESC accepted that the Respondent may have felt passionately about the issue and may not have intended 
to be disrespectful. The ESC noted, however, that the majority of witnesses had confirmed it was the 
Respondent who had again raised the matter and that, when doing so, she had behaved in an aggressive and 
inappropriate manner towards the Secretary. The ESC therefore concluded, that, on the balance of 
probabilities, the Respondent had, on the face of it, been disrespectful towards the Secretary (being a 
member of the public), in breach of paragraph 3.2 of the Code. 
 
The ESC again contended that the Respondent would attract the enhanced protection afforded to politicians 
under Article 10 of the ECHR as the issue being discussed, being how the community council addressed the 
matter of who should attend a meeting with council officers about local grassland, was a matter of public 
concern. The ESC advised that he had not identified any personal verbal abuse or hate speech directed by 
the Respondent towards the Secretary, and noted that just left the manner and tone in which she had 
addressed him. The ESC advised that he was of the view that, in the circumstances, the tone of the 
Respondent, while aggressive, would not amount to relevant and sufficient reason to justify any interference 
with her enhanced right to freedom of expression. The ESC suggested, therefore, that a formal finding of a 
breach of the Code should not be made in respect of issue 3a. 
 
The ESC contended that while the Respondent’s comments had been directed towards the Secretary, there 
was no suggestion that they had been personally offensive or threatening. The ESC noted that the Secretary 
had not indicated, in his complaint, that he felt bullied, harassed, intimidated or frightened as a result of the 
Respondent’s conduct at the meeting. The ESC advised that he had concluded, therefore, that it was not 
sufficiently serious as to amount to bullying or harassment, in breach of paragraph 3.6 of the Code. 
 

Issue 3b: The ESC noted Complainers 2 and 3 stated that the Respondent had raised her voice, been 
aggressive and behaved inappropriately towards members of the public in attendance at the meeting. The 
ESC noted that this was supported by Witness B, who contended that the Respondent had talked over anyone 
who had tried to voice an opinion on the matter. The ESC acknowledged, however, that all the witnesses 
seemed to agree that when the issue of the Secretary’s email was raised, the meeting had become chaotic, 
unruly and out of control, and that there was evidence that members of the public in attendance had also 
raised their voices. 
 
The ESC advised that, having taken into account all of the evidence, including the acoustics and layout in the 
venue; the size of the audience; and the likelihood that members of the audience had also raised their voices, 
he was of the view that while it was probable the Respondent raised her voice at the meeting on 16 August 
2021, it was likely that she had done so in order to be heard. The ESC advised that he did not consider there 
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was sufficient evidence to determine, on the balance of probabilities, that the Respondent had addressed 
other members of the public present in an angry manner or that she had treated them with contempt. The 
ESC advised that he had concluded, therefore, that issue 3b could not be upheld. 
 
Issue 3c:  The ESC noted that Complainer 4 had stated that the Respondent had ignored attempts by the 
Acting Chair to silence her and had been forced to ask her to stop speaking on more than one occasion. 
Witness E also recalled the Respondent speaking over the Acting Chair. The ESC again noted, however, that 
while a number of witnesses described the meeting as having been chaotic, noisy and disruptive; no one else 
had referred to the Respondent having ignored the Acting Chair. The ESC noted that the Acting Chair had 
indicated as a result of a personal issue, she had not felt up to chairing on the day and, further, that she 
considered much of what transpired had been due to the Respondent’s hearing difficulties. The ESC advised 
that given this, he had been unable to conclude the Respondent had deliberately spoken over the Acting 
Chair or ignored attempts by the Acting Chair to silence her. The ESC concluded therefore, that he did not 
consider it had been established, on the balance of probabilities, that the Respondent had been disrespectful 
towards the Acting Chair. The ESC advised that, as such, he did not consider issue 3c could be upheld.  
 
Issue 5: The ESC noted that the Respondent had stated in her accompanying narrative that she was posting 
her email to community council members on Facebook “in the interests of openness, transparency and 
accountability”. The ESC noted that the Respondent had not, however, included information about the 
Secretary’s position that he had referred, in his email of 15 June 2021, to Mr A having stirred up local 
residents through his own Facebook post and by the fact that he had taken matters into his own hands, the 
previous year, by arranging for the grassland area to be cut. The ESC further noted that the Respondent 
copied into her post all but the last paragraph of the Secretary’s email, which was the part where he had 
invited other community councillors to give their views on who should attend the proposed meeting. The 
ESC advised he had concluded that the Respondent had omitted the paragraph deliberately, to make it 
appear as though the Secretary had blocked Mr A’s attendance, as she had alleged, when in fact he had 
sought the views of other community councillors on his view that Mr A should not be invited. 
 
The ESC advised that he had concluded, therefore, that the Respondent had intentionally provided, in her 
post, an inaccurate representation of the Secretary’s position in his email of 15 June 2021. The ESC advised 
he considered the wording and language used by the Respondent to be provocative, particularly given that 
while the email had been addressed to the St Monans Community, it was a public post that could be viewed 
by anyone and given that the Secretary had no public right of reply. The ESC contended that the effect of the 
post had generated some personal comments about the Secretary by other Facebook users. As such, the ESC 
considered the Respondent’s conduct in publishing the post was disrespectful and amounted, on the face of 
it, to a breach of paragraph 3.2 of the Code. 
 
The ESC advised that while he had found that the Respondent’s post contained inaccurate statements and 
some provocative language that appeared to exaggerate and misrepresent what the Secretary had said in his 
email of 15 June 2021, she had not directed any personal abuse or hate speech towards him. The ESC advised 
that he had concluded, therefore, that the Respondent’s conduct was not so egregious as to justify any 
interference with her enhanced right to freedom of expression. The ESC noted that, in reaching this 
conclusion, he had also noted that the Respondent had been expressing a value judgement about the 
Secretary’s conduct. The ESC contended, therefore, that a formal finding of a breach of the Code could not 
be made in respect of Issue 5. 
 
In response to questions from the Panel, the ESC confirmed that the Respondent attended meetings of the 
community council in an ex officio capacity and, as such, was there as a representative of Fife Council. The 
ESC further confirmed that it was not the role of a councillor to hold a community council to account. 
 
Witness Evidence 
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The Panel heard from the Community Council Secretary. 
 
The Community Council Secretary advised that he and the Chair had been copied into correspondence 
between ward councillors and council officers about the potential meeting regarding the future of the 
grassland. The Secretary advised that he had queried, in his email of 15 June 2021, whether Mr A should be 
invited to the meeting as although Mr A had taken it upon himself to cut the grassland back in the previous 
year, he did not represent the local community in any official capacity. The Secretary confirmed that the 
proposed meeting with council officers did not go ahead. 
 
The Secretary advised that the reference he had made, in his email, to Mr A having stirred up local residents 
through his Facebook account, had been based on the post Mr A had published on Facebook on 13 June 
2021, in which Mr A had called for members of the public to take action to clear the grassland.  
 
The Secretary advised that he had not considered that his email gave the impression that he was describing 
Mr A as a trouble-maker or ‘rabble rouser’. The Secretary advised that with hindsight, and in the knowledge 
of how toxic the issue would become, he would have taken more care when drafting his email. The Secretary 
noted, however, that it had never been his intention for his email to be publicised widely. 
 
The Secretary advised that the community council meeting held online on 21 June 2021 had proceeded as 
normal until Mr A asked to speak and then proceeded to accuse the Secretary of defaming him and of 
blocking him from attending the proposed meeting with council officers. The Secretary advised that he had 
been taken by surprise by this intervention both because he did not consider it to be an accurate reflection 
of his email and also because he had been unaware that his email had been seen by anyone other than the 
council officers and elected members to whom it had been directed and copied. 
 
The Secretary advised that before he could defend himself, the Respondent had immediately “jumped in” 
and had accused him of being both “disingenuous” and of trying to block Mr A’s attendance at the proposed 
meeting. The Secretary indicated that he felt like the Respondent and Mr A had agreed, in advance, to take 
him by surprise by raising the issue, and that the manner in which they had done so felt like an ambush. The 
Secretary accepted, however, that the Respondent had qualified her accusations that he had called Mr A a 
trouble-maker and a ‘rabble rouser’, by saying that was the impression given by his email. 
 
The Secretary stated that the Respondent had not afforded him the opportunity to explain or defend himself 
and that he had left the meeting feeling upset and disappointed. The Secretary advised that he considered 
the Respondent had been deeply discourteous by raising the issue in public, without warning, in the manner 
she had.   
 
The Secretary explained that the community council meeting on 16 August 2021 was the first one held in 
person after the Covid-19 pandemic and, as social distancing guidelines were still in place, the community 
council sat at one long table. The Secretary advised that the Respondent’s partner and another family 
member came in with her and took up seats in the public gallery directly opposite him and the Acting Chair. 
The Secretary advised that when the community council was asked to approve the draft minutes of the 
previous meeting, on 21 June 2021, the Respondent had read out a pre-prepared statement, in which she 
again accused him of having blocked Mr A from attending the proposed meeting about the grassland and of 
implying that Mr A was a ‘rabble rouser’ and a trouble-maker. The Secretary noted that the Respondent had 
not raised the matter with him after the June meeting on, so it appeared she had been waiting for another 
opportunity to do so in public.  
 
DECISION 
The Hearing Panel considered the submissions made both in writing and orally at the Hearing.  It concluded 
that:  
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1. The Councillors’ Code of Conduct applied to the Respondent, former Councillor Holt.  
 
2. The Respondent had breached paragraphs 3.2 of the 2018 version of the Code, being the version in 

place at the time of the events in question. 
 

REASONS FOR DECISION 
 
Application of Code 
Issue 1: The Panel was satisfied, and noted it was not in dispute, the Respondent was emailing using her 
Council email account to send emails to, amongst others, a council officer concerning a Council related 
matter. As such, the Panel concluded the Respondent was acting as a councillor at the time of the alleged 
conduct. 
 
Issues 2 and 3: The Panel was satisfied, and noted it was not in dispute, that the Respondent attended the 
Community meetings on 16 June and 21 August 2021 in her capacity as a councillor.  
 
Issue 5: The Panel noted that the Respondent had signed off her correspondence to community council 
members, of 20 September 2021, as a councillor. The Panel further noted that the Respondent then 
published the correspondence on her Facebook page where she was also, at the time, identifiable as a 
councillor.  
 
The Panel concluded, therefore, that the Code applied to the Respondent in respect of all four issues of 
complaint under consideration. 
 
Stage 1: Whether the Respondent’s conduct amounted, on the face of it, to a breach of the Code 
In reaching its decision as to whether there had been a breach of the Code, the Panel took the following 
three-stage approach, as outlined in the Standards Commission’s Advice Note on the Application of Article 
10 of the ECHR.  

• First, it would consider whether the facts found led it to conclude, on the balance of probabilities, that 

the Respondent had failed to comply with the Code.  

• Second, if so, it would then consider whether such a finding in itself was, on the face of it, a breach of 

the Respondent’s right to freedom of expression under Article 10.  

• Third, if so, the Hearing Panel would proceed to consider whether the restriction involved by the 

finding was justified by Article 10(2), which allows restrictions that are necessary in a democratic 

society. 

 
Issue 1: The Panel noted that the Service Manager had advised the ESC that while he had felt frustrated about 
the tone and language employed by the Respondent in her emails, he had concluded that she had been 
expressing disapproval about the service and the way the previous consultation had been conducted, rather 
than directing any personal criticism towards him. The Service Manager indicated, therefore, that he had not 
felt the Respondent had been disrespectful towards him. 
 
The Panel agreed that the Respondent was entitled to raise issues about decisions made by officers and to 
scrutinise the way a service was provided. The Panel found, however, that the Respondent had been directly 
critical of the Service Manager’s attitude in her second email, which she had copied to other councillors, 
council officers and members of the community council. The Panel further found that, in effect, the 
Respondent had accused the Service Manager of enflaming the situation and of damaging the Council’s 
reputation. The Panel was of the view, that in doing so, the Respondent had failed to treat the Service 
Manager with courtesy and respect and had failed to work with him in an atmosphere of mutual trust and 
respect. As such, the Panel concluded that, on the face of it, the Respondent had breached paragraph 3.3 
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and paragraph 2 of the Protocol for Relations between Councillors and Council Officers at Annex C (and 
therefore paragraph 3.5) of the Code. 
 
The Panel noted that there was a suggestion that the Respondent’s criticisms of the Service Manager’s 
conduct had been made in a private email exchange. The Panel noted, however, that the Standards 
Commission’s Guidance on the Code recognises that the concept of a public statement is wide and can cover 
a variety of scenarios. The Panel recognised that this could include the published minutes of a meeting, a 
comment on social media, being overheard in a public area, and even a private meeting where other, more 
junior, council officers were present. The Panel noted that the Respondent had copied various other 
individuals, including members of the community council (being individuals who did not work for, and were 
not elected members of, Fife Council). The Panel concluded, therefore, that the Respondent’s criticisms of 
the Service Manager’s conduct had been made publicly. The Panel determined, as such, that the Respondent 
had also, on the face of it, contravened paragraph 20 of Annex C of the Code, which prohibited councillors 
from criticising the conduct, performance or capability of an identifiable officer in public. 
 
Issue 2: The Panel noted that as no recording of the meeting on 21 June 2021 had been made, it was unable 
to determine, conclusively, the exact words used by the Respondent when describing how the Secretary had 
referred to Mr A in his email of 15 June 2021. The Panel noted that the majority of witnesses interviewed by 
the ESC recalled the Respondent having used the words ‘rabble rouser’ and ‘trouble-maker’, when conveying 
how the Secretary had described Mr A in his email. The Panel accepted, however, there seemed to 
discrepancies between the witness accounts as to whether the Respondent had qualified this by saying that 
the Secretary had given such an impression, or whether she had asserted they were the words he had used 
to describe Mr A. The Panel noted, however, that the minutes, as drafted by the Secretary and the Secretary’s 
own evidence, supported the Respondent’s contention that she had simply stated that the Secretary had 
given such an impression. 
 
The Panel questioned whether it was helpful or indeed appropriate for the Respondent to have commented 
on the conduct of the Secretary (being a member of the public) in public, particularly given she had previously 
noted in her email to the Service Manager of 15 June 2021 that the issue of the grasslands was contentious. 
The Panel noted that the Respondent could have raised any concerns with the Secretary at an earlier stage, 
and in private. 
 
The Panel nevertheless concluded, on balance, that it was more likely than not that the Respondent had 
qualified her assertions by stating that the Secretary’s email had given the impression that Mr A stirred up 
trouble and was a ‘rabble rouser’. The Panel agreed with the ESC that the Secretary’s references, in his email, 
to Mr A having stirred up local residents, and his objection to Mr A being invited to the proposed meeting, 
could be interpreted objectively as giving the impression that the Secretary considered Mr A was something 
of a mischief-maker or agitator. The Panel considered that Respondent’s use of the terms ‘rabble rouser’ and 
‘trouble-maker’ to describe what the Secretary had said was somewhat dramatic. The Panel nonetheless was 
of the view, in the circumstances, that outlining a reasonable, if somewhat exaggerated interpretation of the 
Secretary’s description of Mr A’s conduct, could not be said to be objectively disrespectful. The Panel 
concluded, therefore, the Respondent had not breached paragraph 3.2 of the Code. 
 
Issue 3a: The Panel noted the accounts of various witnesses who had been present at the community council 
meeting on 16 August 2021 and the consistency of their descriptions of the Respondent’s behaviour towards 
the Secretary. In particular, the Panel noted that the Respondent’s conduct had been described as aggressive, 
combative and inappropriate. The Panel observed that both Complainers 2 and 3 had described the 
Respondent’s behaviour as vitriolic. The Panel further noted that various witnesses had described the 
Respondent as having talked or shouted over the Secretary, and of her failing to afford him an opportunity 
to respond. 
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The Panel noted, however, that the Acting Chair had contended that much of what transpired could be 
attributed to issues with the layout and acoustics in the venue and the Respondent’s hearing difficulties. The 
Panel considered, however, that there was a difference between having to speak loudly in order to be heard 
in a noisy environment, or to counter any hearing difficulties, and the raising of a voice in an aggressive 
manner. The Panel noted that the latter interpretation had been advanced by all other witnesses interviewed 
by the ESC, including one member of the public who was moved to submit a formal written complaint about 
the Respondent’s conduct towards the Secretary to the Acting Chair after the meeting. The Panel accepted 
the evidence of witnesses to the effect that the meeting had been disrupted entirely as a result of the 
Respondent’s conduct, with the Chair having to stand and demand an end to the discussion on the matter. 
 
The Panel was of the view that the fact that the Respondent then published a lengthy Facebook post about 
the matter, in which she repeated her accusations about the Secretary’s email, indicated that she remained 
upset or angry about the issue. The Panel considered this suggested that it was likely she had felt the same 
at the meeting on 16 August 2021 and had behaved accordingly.    
 
The Panel acknowledged that the Respondent clearly felt strongly about her perception of how the Secretary 
had referred to Mr A in his email of 15 June 2021. The Panel again noted that the Respondent could have 
raised any concerns with the Secretary in this regard at an earlier stage and in private. The Panel noted that 
the matter had already been discussed at the meeting on 21 June 2021. While the Panel accepted that the 
Respondent may have been dissatisfied with the explanation provided by the Secretary, it considered that it 
had been wholly inappropriate, disproportionate and discourteous for her to have raised the matter, yet 
again, at the public meeting on 16 August 2021, particularly in the knowledge that the discussions about the 
issue at the meeting on 21 June 2021 had caused upset and discord.  
 
The Panel concluded that the Respondent had shouted at the Secretary, being a member of the public, and 
behaved in an aggressive, disparaging and dismissive manner towards him at the meeting on 16 August 2021. 
As such, the Panel found that the Respondent had failed to treat the Secretary with courtesy and respect, as 
required by the Code. The Panel concluded that, as a result, the Respondent had, on the face of it, breached 
paragraph 3.2 of the Code.  
 
The Panel noted that bullying is inappropriate and unwelcome behaviour which is offensive and intimidating, 
and which makes an individual or group feel undermined, humiliated or insulted. The Panel further noted 
that bullying usually arises as a result of an individual misusing their power (usually derived from status or 
some other position of strength) and that while it tends to be a pattern of behaviour or course of conduct, it 
can also be a one-off serious incident that becomes objectionable or intimidating. The Panel agreed that it 
was the impact of any behaviour rather than the intent that was the key.  
 
In this case, the Panel noted that while it had found that the Respondent’s comments were directed towards 
the Secretary, they had concerned her understanding and interpretation of his alleged conduct towards Mr 
A, rather than being personal or abusive towards him as an individual. The Panel noted that there was no 
evidence or suggestion that the Respondent had made any derogatory or offensive comments, or that she 
had engaged in threatening behaviour. The Panel further noted that the Secretary had not indicated that he 
had felt bullied, harassed, intimidated or frightened. In the circumstances, the Panel agreed with the ESC that 
the Respondent’s conduct towards the Secretary did not amount to bullying or harassment. 
 
Issue 3b: The Panel noted that three witnesses had advised the ESC that the Respondent had behaved in an 
inappropriate manner towards members of the public in attendance at the meeting.  The Panel noted that 
both Complainers 2 and 3 stated that the Respondent had raised her voice and had been aggressive, while 
Witness B contended that she had talked over anyone who had tried to contribute to the discussion.  
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The Panel noted, however, that it seemed to be accepted by various witnesses, one of whom was the Acting 
Chair, that the meeting had been severely disrupted, with various attendees, including the Respondent, 
having raised their voices. The Panel noted that several witnesses indicated that the meeting had been 
chaotic and noisy, with the Acting Chair having advised that she considered the layout and acoustics of the 
venue had made it difficult to hear.  
 
The Panel agreed that the Respondent may well have raised her voice and talked over members of the public 
in attendance. Given the evidence before it to the effect that the meeting was noisy and that the Respondent, 
due to both the acoustics of the hall and her hearing difficulties, may not have been able to hear all other 
contributions, the Panel was unable to conclude, on the balance of probabilities, that the Respondent had 
deliberately ignored others present or had addressed them in a rude or aggressive manner. The Panel agreed, 
therefore, that it had not been established that the Respondent had been disrespectful to other members of 
the public present at the meeting. The Panel concluded, therefore, that issue 3b had not been established 
and should not be upheld.  
 
Issue 3c: The Panel noted that both Complainer 4 and Witness E had contended that the Respondent ignored 
attempts made by the Acting Chair to prevent her from speaking, which had included specifically asking her 
to stop on more than one occasion. The Panel noted that Witness E had stated that the Respondent had 
spoken over the Acting Chair. The Panel again noted, however, that while other witnesses had indicated that 
the Respondent had been disruptive, and that the meeting had been chaotic and noisy, none had contended 
that Respondent had ignored the Acting Chair.  
 
The Panel noted that the Acting Chair had confirmed that she had been forced both to end the discussion 
about the Secretary’s alleged conduct towards Mr A and to state that she would not allow the subject to be 
raised in public again. The Panel noted, however, that the Acting Chair had indicated that her chairing of the 
meeting had not been as robust as might normally be expected, and had suggested that the layout and 
acoustics of the room meant it may have been difficult for everyone present to hear her. The Panel further 
noted that the Acting Chair had advised the ESC that she did not consider the Respondent to have acted 
disrespectfully. In the circumstances, the Panel was unable to conclude, on the balance of probabilities, that 
the Respondent deliberately ignored attempts by the Acting Chair to silence her. The Panel determined, 
therefore, that issue 3c had not been established and should not be upheld.  
 
Issue 5: The Panel noted that the Respondent, in her Facebook post, had advised that she was making the 
post in order to be transparent and accountable. The Panel further noted, however, that the content of the 
post was not a fully accurate representation of what the Secretary had said in his email of 15 June 2021, and 
agreed with the ESC that certain aspects of the phrasing and language used in the post could be considered 
provocative. The Panel agreed with the ESC’s assertion that the Respondent had omitted a paragraph 
deliberately, to make it appear as though the Secretary had blocked Mr A’s attendance when that was not, 
in fact, the case.  
 
The Panel noted that while the Respondent had addressed her post to the community, it was ‘public’ (in 
terms of its visibility on Facebook), meaning it could have been viewed by anyone. The Panel noted that it 
had generated some personal comments about the Secretary and was satisfied that the Respondent would, 
or should, have known that this was a likely outcome.   
 
The Panel noted that the Respondent, as an elected politician, would have had a following on Facebook, and 
as such, an audience. The Panel contrasted this position with that of the Secretary, a member of the public 
carrying out an unpaid and voluntary role, who had no public right of reply to the Respondent’s assertions 
and accusations.  
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The Panel concluded, therefore, that the Respondent’s conduct in posting such inaccurate information, in 
public and in the circumstances, amounted on the face of it to a breach of the respect and courtesy provision 
at paragraph 3.2 of the Code.  
 
Stage 2: Whether any findings that the Code had been contravened would be a breach of the Respondent’s 
right to freedom of expression under Article 10 of the ECHR 
The Panel noted that enhanced protection of freedom of expression under Article 10 of the ECHR can apply 
to all levels of politics, including at a local government level. The Panel further noted that the Courts have 
held that political expression is a broad concept and that there is little distinction between political discussion 
and discussion of matters of public concern.  
 
The Panel noted that the Courts have also held that any interference with the right of free speech, which 
impedes political debate, must be subjected to particularly close scrutiny but that simply indulging in 
offensive behaviour was not to be regarded as expressing a political opinion, which attracts the enhanced 
level of protection1. 
 
The Panel noted it had found, on the face of it, that in her email of 15 June 2021, the Respondent had been 
disrespectful towards the Service Manager and had criticised his conduct in public (issue 1). The Panel noted 
that of the Respondent’s remarks related to how the Council engaged with the local community in respect 
of the land in question. The Panel agreed that this was a matter of public concern and, as such, the 
Respondent would attract the enhanced protection in respect of her Article 10 rights, as a politician 
discussing a matters of public interest. 
 
The Panel noted it had found, on the face of it, that the Respondent had been disrespectful towards the 
Secretary at the community council meeting on 16 August 2021 and in her Facebook post of 20 September 
2021 (issues 3a and 5).  
 
The Panel noted the Respondent’s contributions at the meeting and comments in the Facebook post 
concerned the Secretary’s email of 15 June 2021 and who should be invited to attend a proposed meeting 
with council officers to discuss the local community views on what should happen to the grassland. The Panel 
agreed, again, that this was a matter of public concern and, as such, the Respondent would attract the 
enhanced protection in respect of her Article 10 rights, as a politician discussing a matter of public interest. 
 
Stage 3: Whether any restriction on the Respondent’s right to freedom of expression involved by a finding 
of a contravention of the Code would be justified by Article 10(2) of the ECHR 
The Panel noted, nevertheless, that the right to freedom of expression is not absolute. Article 10(2) allows 
restrictions, such as the imposition of a sanction for a breach of a regulatory code of conduct, to be imposed 
to protect the reputation and rights of others and to ensure that council officers are free from undue 
perturbation so they can perform their duties. Restrictions aimed at protecting the mutual bond of trust and 
confidence between councillors and officers, to enable local government to function effectively, are also 
allowed. The Panel noted there must be relevant and sufficient reasons for any restriction and that it must 
be proportionate to the legitimate aim being pursued. 
 
The Panel noted it was required to undertake a balancing exercise, weighing the right to freedom of 
expression enjoyed by the Respondent (and particularly the enhanced right to which they were entitled in 
this case in respect of any remarks and questions on matters of public concern), against any restriction 
imposed by the application of the Code and the imposition of any sanction.  
 

 
1 Livingstone v Adjudication Panel for England (2006) EWHC 2533 
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The Panel noted the Courts, in interpreting Article 10, have held that the less egregious the conduct in 
question, the harder it would be for a Panel, when undertaking its balancing exercise, to justifiably conclude 
that a restriction on an individual’s right to freedom of expression is required2. 
 
The Panel further noted that the Courts have determined that public servants, such as council officers, are 
subject to wider levels of acceptable criticism than other members of the public when matters of public 
concern are being discussed. The limits are not as wide, however, as they are for elected politicians3. 
 
The Panel noted, with regards to the emails sent to the Service Manager, a council officer, that the 
Respondent may have felt she had legitimate concerns about the Council’s approach to engaging with the 
community. The Panel agreed that there was no reason why the Respondent could not have raised her 
concerns in a respectful manner, without resorting to being disrespectful and criticising the officer’s attitude 
and conduct in a public forum. The Panel noted, nevertheless, that the Respondent had not been aggressive 
or abusive and had not used any profanities or personal slurs. As such, the Panel was unable to conclude that 
a restriction on the Respondent’s enhanced right to freedom of expression, in respect of the emails, could 
be justified in the circumstances.  
 
The Panel noted, in respect of the Respondent’s Facebook post, that it had found the language used by the 
Respondent to be provocative and that her conduct in publishing the post was disrespectful. The Panel 
further noted that the post was public, and appeared to have generated some personal comments from 
others about the Secretary. The Panel nevertheless accepted that the post itself did not contain any 
gratuitous personal comments, abuse, hate speech or profane language directed towards the Secretary. The 
Panel further accepted that while the Respondent could reasonably have foreseen that her post would 
encourage other Facebook users to make negative comments about the Secretary’s conduct, she could not 
be held responsible for any personal attacks or threats others made towards him. 
 
While the Panel noted it had found that the Respondent’s post contained a degree of exaggeration and 
misrepresentation, it acknowledged that she was attempting to clarify her position on what had become a 
contentious local issue. The Panel agreed with the ESC that the Respondent was expressing a value 
judgement about her interpretation of the Secretary’s email of 15 June 2021 and conduct thereafter. The 
Panel noted that the Courts have held that comments made in a political context or about a matter of public 
concern, which amount to value judgements, are tolerated even if untrue, as long as they have some or any 
factual basis. Even a statement of fact will be tolerated if what was expressed was said in good faith and 
there is some reasonable (even if incorrect) factual basis for saying it4. In the circumstances, the Panel did 
not, therefore, consider that a restriction on the Respondent’s right to freedom of expression, in relation to 
the Facebook post, was justified in the circumstances.  
 
The Panel accepted that there was a difference of opinion between the Respondent and the Secretary on 
how the Secretary’s email of 15 June 2021 should be interpreted. The Panel noted it had found, however, 
that the Respondent had behaved in an aggressive, disparaging and dismissive manner towards the Secretary 
at the meeting on 16 August 2021, and had not afforded him the opportunity to respond properly when the 
matter was discussed. The Panel further noted that it had found that the meeting had been disrupted entirely 
as a result, with the Chair having to stand up and demand an end to the discussion on the matter. 
 
The Panel considered there was no reason why the Respondent could not have sought clarity on what the 
Respondent meant in his email or raised concerns with him about it, either in private or public, without being 
argumentative, discourteous and disrespectful, and without causing undue disruption. The Panel 

 
2 Calver, R (On the Application Of) v The Adjudication Panel for Wales (Rev 2) [2012] EWHC 1172 (Admin) 
3 Heesom v Public Services Ombudsman for Wales [2014] EWHC 1504 (Admin) 
4 Lombardo v Malta (2009) 48 EHRR 23 
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determined, therefore, that the Respondent’s conduct towards the Secretary at the meeting on 16 August 
2021 had been wholly unnecessary and entirely inappropriate. The Panel was of the view that the 
Respondent’s conduct towards the Secretary had been entirely egregious, and sufficiently offensive and 
gratuitous as to justify a restriction on her right to freedom of expression.  
 
The Panel, therefore, was satisfied that a restriction on the Respondent’s right to freedom of expression was 
relevant, sufficient and proportionate and was required to:  
• Protect the reputation and rights of a member of the public; 

• Help ensure confidence in elected members and the council itself; 

• Ensure that the conduct of public life at the local government level, including public debate, does not 
fall below a minimum level of acceptable standard.  

 
The Panel concluded, therefore, that it was satisfied that the finding of a breach of the Code in relation to 
the Respondent’s conduct towards the Secretary at the meeting on 16 August 2021 and the subsequent 
application of a sanction, would not contravene Article 10. 
 
SANCTION 
 
The decision of the Hearing Panel was to censure the Respondent, former Councillor Holt. 
 
The sanction was made under section 19(1)(a) terms of the Ethical Standards in Public Life etc. (Scotland) Act 
2000. 
 
Reasons for Sanction 
In making its decision on sanction, the Panel had regard to the Standards Commission’s Policy on the 
Application of Sanctions. A copy of the policy can be found on the Standards Commission’s website, here: 
https://www.standardscommissionscotland.org.uk/cases/hearing-rules. The Panel began by assessing the 
nature and seriousness of the breach of the Code.  
 
The Panel was concerned the Respondent had behaved in an inappropriate and disruptive manner towards 
the Secretary of the community council, being a member of the public carrying out an unremunerated and 
voluntary role. The Panel noted that the community council meeting on 16 August 2021 had been disrupted 
entirely as a result of the Respondent’s conduct. The Panel noted that such behaviour towards members of 
the public is serious, given that it has the potential to erode public confidence in the council and its elected 
members. The Panel noted that it also could prevent a community council from functioning and discharging 
its duties effectively. 
 
Having considered the nature and seriousness of the breach, the Panel considered the aggravating and 
mitigating factors as set out in the Policy on the Application of Sanctions, beginning with those in mitigation. 
The Panel noted that mitigating factors are those which may lessen the severity or culpability of the breach. 
 
In terms of mitigation, the Panel accepted that the Respondent’s intention had been to defend a constituent.  
The Panel noted that it had determined that a formal finding of breach of the Code could be made in respect 
of the one meeting only (meaning the conduct that was the subject of the breach finding had occurred over 
a short period of time, with limited impact). The Panel further noted that there was no evidence or suggestion 
of any personal gain or benefit to the Respondent. 
 
The Panel then proceeded to consider the aggravating factors; being ones that may increase the severity or 
culpability of the breach.  
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The Panel noted that the Respondent had agreed, as part of her acceptance of office as a councillor, that she 
would abide by the terms of the Code, which clearly included the requirement to behave with courtesy and 
respect towards members of the public. The Panel noted that this requirement applies regardless of the 
nature of any concerns she may have had and may have wished to raise.  
 
The Panel acknowledged that councillors have a vital scrutiny role. The Panel noted, however, that such a 
role can be discharged effectively and robustly, in a manner that is compliant with the respect and courtesy 
provisions of the Code.  
 
The Panel was concerned to note that the Respondent had brought up the issue of what the Secretary had 
said in his email of 15 June 2021 again at the meeting on 16 August 2021, in the knowledge that the discussion 
about the matter at the meeting on 21 Jun 2021 had caused concern and upset.  The Panel was concerned 
the Respondent had not demonstrated any insight into her behaviour and noted that she had described the 
complaints made against her as “vexatious” and a “witch-hunt”. The Panel was disappointed to note that the 
Respondent had not appeared to give any consideration to the question of whether raising the issue yet 
again, at the meeting on 16 August 2021, was disproportionate and would be likely to lead to further upset 
and / or the business of the community council being disrupted. In addition, the Panel noted that the 
Respondent had decided not to engage with the Standards Commission’s adjudicatory function.  
 
Having considered and weighed up all the mitigating and aggravating factors, and in particular, that the 
conduct in question had occurred over a relatively short period of time, the Panel concluded that in the 
circumstances of the case a disqualification was neither warranted nor justifiable, particularly when the 
Respondent’s Article 10 rights were considered. 
 
The Panel noted, however, that the Respondent was no longer a councillor and, as such, the option to 
suspend her was not available. The Panel therefore censured the Respondent. In doing so, the Panel noted 
that a censure is a formal recording of its severe and public disapproval of the Respondent’s conduct.  
 
The Panel emphasised that the requirement for councillors to behave in a respectful and courteous manner 
towards members of the public is a fundamental requirement of the Code, as it ensures public confidence in 
the role of an elected member and the council itself is not undermined. The Panel was clear that a failure by 
politicians to adhere to the minimum standard of conduct expected when in public serves only to reduce the 
standard of public debate. 
 
RIGHT OF APPEAL 
 
The Respondent has a right of appeal in respect of this decision, as outlined in Section 22 of the Ethical 
Standards in Public Life etc. (Scotland) Act 2000. 
 
Date:  17 July 2023 

 
Anne-Marie O’Hara 
Chair of the Hearing Panel 
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Annex A: Relevant Provisions of the 2018 Version of the Councillors’ Code of Conduct 
 
Relationship with Council Employees (including those employed by contractors providing services to the 
Council) 
3.2 You must respect your colleagues and members of the public and treat them with courtesy at all times 
when acting as a councillor. 
 
3.3 You must respect all Council employees and the role they play, and treat them with courtesy at all times. 
It is expected that employees will show the same consideration in return. 
 
3.4 Whilst both you and Council employees are servants of the public, you have separate responsibilities: 
you are responsible to the electorate but the employee is responsible to the Council as his or her employer. 
You must also respect the different roles that you and an employee play. Your role is to determine policy and 
to participate in decisions on matters placed before you, not to engage in direct operational management of 
the Council's services as the latter is the responsibility of the Council's employees. It is also the responsibility 
of the Chief Executive and senior employees to help ensure that the policies of the Council are implemented. 
 
3.5 You must follow the Protocol for Relations between Councillors and Employees attached at Annex C. A 
breach of the Protocol will be considered as a breach of this Code. 
 
Protocol at Annex C: 
Paragraph 2 Councillors and employees should work in an atmosphere of mutual trust and respect, with 
neither party seeking to take unfair advantage of their position. 
 
Paragraph 20 councillors should not raise matters relating to the conduct or capability of employees in public. 
Employees must accord to councillors the respect and courtesy due to them in their various roles. 
 
Bullying and Harassment 
3.6 Bullying or harassment is completely unacceptable and will be considered to be a breach of this Code. 
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Fife Council 

d Co-ordination Committee 

21 September 2023 
Agenda Item No.   9 

Tay Cities Region Joint Committee – Changes to 
Membership  

Report by:  Gordon Mole, Head of Business and Employability Services 

Wards Affected:  Wards 16-20: Howe of Fife & Tay Coast; Tay Bridgehead; St. Andrews; 
East Neuk and Landward; and Cupar 

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to approve a change to the membership of the Tay Cities 
Joint Committee. 

Recommendation(s) 

The Council is asked to approve the change to the membership of the Tay Cities Joint 
Committee which will allocate a vacant voting membership to Tactran.  

Resource Implications 

None   

Legal & Risk Implications 

The Council agreed to enter into a Minute of Agreement to establish a Joint Committee 
under Section 57 of the Local Government (Scotland) Act 1973 for the purposes of 
progressing and implementing the Tay Cities Deal on 5th October 2017. The Council 
needs to approve the proposed change in membership which will allocate a vacant voting 
membership to Tactran.  

Impact Assessment 

An Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA) is not required at this stage as there are no 
changes to existing policy and practices.  

Consultation 

The existing members of the Tay Cities Joint Committee have been consulted on the 
proposal to change the voting membership on the Tay Cities Joint Committee. 

Head of Legal and Democratic Services and the Head of Finance have been consulted 
during the preparation of this report. 
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1.0 Background 

1.1 Fife Council, at its meeting on 5th October 2017, agreed to the establishment of a Joint 
Committee under Section 57 of the Local Government (Scotland) Act 1973 with Perth & 
Kinross, Angus and Dundee City Councils, representatives from the Tay Cities Higher 
Education and Further Education forum, third sector interface organisations and Tay 
Cities Regional Business Forum to oversee the governance arrangements for Tay Cities 
Deal. The Council also approved the Minute of Agreement establishing the Joint 
Committee. The report noted that further iterations of the Joint Committee and its 
functions would be the subject of further reports to constituent Councils.  

2.0  Current Position   

2.1 The Joint Committee for the Tay Cities Region acts as a Regional Economic 
Development Partnership including, but not restricted to, the approval and oversight of 
investments to be funded through the Tay Cities Deal. Its remit also includes Regional 
Transport Planning and Public Transport. The Joint Committee has operated successfully 
since its establishment.  

2.2 The Committee is a partnership between the four Tay Cities Region local authorities, with 
three members appointed from each authority in terms of the 1973 Act. The Act restricts 
the number of non-elected voting members on the Joint Committee. 

2.3 In the current Joint Committee Agreement, the Business Forum have two non-elected 
voting positions (Chair and Vice Chair).  However, since March 2021 the Forum have 
only been using one position at the Joint Committee. In May 2022 when the Forum 
confirmed its new Business Forum chair, no vice chair was nominated or confirmed. 
Subsequently, the Business Forum have confirmed that they do not require both 
positions on the Joint Committee.  

 2.4  Tactran, which in accordance with the Transport (Scotland) Act 2005, is responsible for 
the Regional Transport Strategy, a key component of the remit of the Joint Committee, 
have a co-opted or non-voting membership in terms of the 1973 Act. The Tay Cities 
Management Board have recommended that the vacant voting membership is allocated 
to Tactran. The Tactran Regional Transport Strategy does not include North East Fife as 
Fife is part of the SEStran Regional Transport Partnership. However, Elected Members 
and Officers are consulted on the Regional Transport Strategy and its deliver. 

3.0 Conclusion 

3.1 Following the recommendation from the Tay Cities Region Management Group that the 
vacant voting membership on the Tay Cities Joint Committee is allocated to Tactran, the 
Council is asked to approve this change to Membership of the Joint Committee. 

Background Papers 

The following papers were relied on in the preparation of this report in terms of the Local 
Government (Scotland) Act, 1973:- 

• Fife Council, 5 October 2017, Item 11 Governance for the Tay Cities Deal 

Report Contact  

Morag Millar, Programme Manager – Strategic Growth & City Deals 
Fife House West, GlenrothesTelephone: 03451 55 55 55 (44 24 37) Email:  
morag.millar@fife.gov.uk 

53

mailto:morag.millar@fife.gov.uk


 

Fife Council  

 

21 September 2023  

Agenda Item No.  10 

2023 Review of UK Parliament Constituencies 

Report by: Lindsay Thomson, Head of Legal & Democratic Services  

Wards Affected: All wards 

Purpose 

The Boundary Commission for Scotland’s final recommendations for new UK Parliament 
constituencies were laid before Parliament on 28 June 2023. This report summarises the 
changes affecting the Fife Council local government area.  

Recommendations 

Council is asked to:-  

(1) note the final recommendations for the new UK Parliament constituencies as 
approved by Ministers;  

(2) approve the amendments to Fife Council polling districts arising from the new 
boundaries;  

(3) note that a statutory review of all polling districts and polling places will commence 
on 1 October 2023; and     

(4) note that the electoral register due to be published on 1 December 2023 will 
reflect the changes outlined in this report.  

Resource Implications 

None 

Legal & Risk Implications 

None.   

Impact Assessment 

An EqIA is not required as the report does not propose a change or revision to existing 
policies and practices.  

Consultation 

Elected members were kept up to date with the Boundary Commission consultation 
process.  The Elections Manager updated Cross Party Leaders in December 2022 
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following publication of the consultation document. A summary of the proposed changes 
was provided in a development session open to all elected members in February 2023.   
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1.0 Background 

1.1 The Boundary Commission for Scotland began its review of UK Parliament 
constituencies in Scotland in January 2021. The review was carried out under the 
Parliamentary Constituencies Act 1986, as amended and the legislation allowed for 57 
constituencies in Scotland, two less than the current 59.  

1.2 In addition to consulting local authorities, the Commission conducted a public 
consultation on its initial proposals between October and December 2021, held a number 
of local public enquiries across Scotland and conducted a further public consultation on 
revised proposals in November/December 2022 before submitting their final 
recommendations to the UK Parliament on 28 June 2023.   

1.3 These final recommendations require to be implemented prior to the next UK Parliament 
election which is due to be held no later than 28 January 2025.  

2.0 Issues and Options 

2.1 The final recommendations resulted the previous constituency boundaries being 
amended to create 4 new constituencies within the Fife Local Government area:  

• Cowdenbeath and Kirkcaldy  

• Dunfermline and Dollar  

• Glenrothes and Mid Fife  

• North-East Fife  

For information the current UK Parliament constituencies are shown in Appendix 1, with 
the new parliament constituencies shown in Appendix 2.  

Members should note that where the previous UK parliament constituencies were 
coterminous with the Fife local government boundary, the Dunfermline and Dollar 
constituency now includes part of Ward 5 from the Clackmannanshire local government 
area.  

2.2 The new boundaries have resulted in a number of polling districts moving in their entirety 
to a new UK parliament constituency and a summary of these changes are shown in 
Appendix 3.  

2.3 In addition to the changes detailed in 2.2 above, the polling districts boundaries of 028 
BAI and 025 BAF around the area of Kingseat, North of Dunfermline, is required to be 
amended slightly to be coterminous with the new UK parliament boundaries. 

2.4  The proposals are for the areas highlighted in green on the map in Appendix 4 from 
polling district 025 BAF to transfer to polling district 028 BAI and for the area highlighted 
in orange from polling district 028 BAI to transfer to polling district 027 BAH. The total 
number of residential properties affected by these proposed amendments is 4. 

3.0 Conclusions 

3.1 Council is asked to note the revised UK parliament constituencies and approve the 
polling district amendments as detailed in 2.4 above.    
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List of Appendices 

1. Map of existing UK Parliament constituencies 
2. Map of new UK Parliament constituencies 
3. Summary of polling districts constituency changes 
4. Map of Kingseat area showing proposed amendments  

Background Papers 

The following papers were relied on in the preparation of this report in terms of the Local 
Government (Scotland) Act, 1973:- 

Boundary Commission for Scotland – 2023 Review of UK Parliament Constituency 
Boundaries in Scotland – Final Recommendations  
 
Report Contact 
 
Shona Cameron  
Democratic Services Manager – Electoral Services  
Fife House, Glenrothes, KY7 5LT 
Telephone: 03451 55 55 55  Ext No. 474962 
Email:  shona.cameron@fife.gov.uk  
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Appendix 1
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Dunfermline and Dollar

North East Fife

Cowdenbeath and 
Kirkcaldy

Glenrothes and Mid Fife

Appendix 2
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UK Parliamentary Boundary Review 2023 - Summary of Polling Districts Constituency Changes 

Polling District Current Constituency New Constituency 

368 UAA Linnwood Glenrothes North East Fife 

369 UAB Mountfleurie Glenrothes North East Fife 

370 UAC Montrave Glenrothes North East Fife 

371 UAD Kennoway South Glenrothes North East Fife 

372 UAE Kennoway North Glenrothes North East Fife 

373 UAF Kennoway East Glenrothes North East Fife 

374 UAG Windygates Glenrothes North East Fife 

207 IAG South Dundonald Glenrothes Cowdenbeath and Kirkcaldy

212 JAC Chapel Glenrothes Cowdenbeath and Kirkcaldy

113 GAI Kelty & Oakfield Kirkcaldy and Cowdenbeath Glenrothes and Mid Fife 

120 HAA Ballingry and Lochore Kirkcaldy and Cowdenbeath Glenrothes and Mid Fife 

121 HAB Crosshill Kirkcaldy and Cowdenbeath Glenrothes and Mid Fife 

122 HAC Lochgelly North Kirkcaldy and Cowdenbeath Glenrothes and Mid Fife 

123 HAD Lochgelly South Kirkcaldy and Cowdenbeath Glenrothes and Mid Fife 

009 AAI Kelty West Kirkcaldy and Cowdenbeath Dunfermline and Dollar

078 FAA North Queensferry Dunfermline and West Fife Cowdenbeath and Kirkcaldy 

079 FAB Inverkeithing West Dunfermline and West Fife Cowdenbeath and Kirkcaldy 

080 FAC Inverkeithing East Dunfermline and West Fife Cowdenbeath and Kirkcaldy 

081 FAD Fordell Firs Dunfermline and West Fife Cowdenbeath and Kirkcaldy 

105 GAA Crossgates & Mossgreen Dunfermline and West Fife Cowdenbeath and Kirkcaldy 

106 GAB Hill of Beath Dunfermline and West Fife Cowdenbeath and Kirkcaldy 

107 GAC Cowdenbeath & Mossside Dunfermline and West Fife Cowdenbeath and Kirkcaldy 

Appendix 3
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Fife Council 

 

21 September 2023 

Agenda Item No.   11  

Fife Council Appointments  

Report by: Head of Legal & Democratic Services 

Wards Affected: All wards 

Purpose 

To make the following appointments (1) St Andrews Links Trust, replacing the 
Provost as an elected member representative; (2) Spokesperson for Health and 
Social Care (to be the Council's representative on Board of NHS Fife and to act as 
Chair/Vice-Chair of the Integrated Joint Board); and (3) Fife Alcohol and Drug 
Partnership. 

 

Recommendation(s) 

 The Council is asked to:-  

(1) note the resignation of the Provost from the St Andrews Links Trust and 
appoint a replacement for the remainder of the three year term to 31 

December 2024;  

(2) appoint a Spokesperson for Health and Social Care (to act as Council's 
representative on the Board of NHS Fife and to act as Chair/Vice-Chair of 
the Integrated Joint Board); and 

(3) appoint an elected member representative to the Fife Alcohol and Drug 
Partnership. 

 

Resource Implications 

There are no direct resource implications arising from this report. 

 

Legal & Risk Implications 

There are no legal or risk implications arising from this report. 

 

Impact Assessment 

An EqIA is not required because the report does not propose a change or revision 
to existing policies and practices. 

 

Consultation 

The respective organisations confirmed at the last review of External Organisations 
that they still require Council representation. 
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1.0 Background 
 
St Andrews Links Trust – Elected Member Representation 
 
1.1 The St. Andrews Links Trust consists of eight members who are Trustees of the 

Links Trust, three of whom are appointed by Fife Council.  
 
 Appointments to the Links Trust are for a 3 year period. 
 
1.2 The Provost was appointed by Fife Council on 9 June 2022 (for a three year period 

backdated to 31 December 2021) until 31 December 2024.  The Provost had 
agreed to stay on as a representative until after the Local Government election in 
May 2022. 

1.3 The Provost has tendered his resignation from the St Andrews Links Trust and a 
replacement requires to be appointed. 

1.4 In terms of Section 4(10) of the 1974 Act the replacement trustee appointed will 
continue in office only for so long as the Provost would have been a trustee (to 31 
December 2024). 

1.5 The other two council representatives are Councillor Ann Verner whose term of 
appointment ends on 31 December 2025 and Mrs Sandra Tuddenham, a 
representative from the local golf clubs, whose appointment ends on 31 December 
2023. 

 
1.6  It should be noted that members cannot be appointed to the St. Andrews Links 

Trust if they are already members of the St. Andrews Links Management 
Committee (or vice versa).  

Spokesperson for Health and Social Care (to act as Council's representative on the 
Board of NHS Fife and to act as Chair/Vice-Chair of the Integrated Joint Board). 

 
1.7 The council agreed at its meeting of 19 May 2022 to appoint a Spokesperson for 

Health and Social Care which included appointments as the council’s 
representative on the Fife Alcohol & Drug Partnership, Board of NHS Fife and to act 
as Chair/Vice Chair of the Integrated Joint Board) and the council is asked to 
appoint an elected member to this position and associated appointments. 

 
Fife Alcohol and Drug Partnership 
 
1.8 The council are asked to appoint an elected member representative to the Fife 

Alcohol and Drug Partnership. 
 
 
Report Contact 
Emma Whyte 
Committee Officer 
Legal & Democratic Services 
Fife House 
Glenrothes 
 
Telephone: 03451 555555  ext. 442303;  e-mail – emma.whyte@fife.gov.uk  
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Fife Council 
 

21 September 2023 

Agenda Item No.   12 

 

NOTICE OF MOTIONS 

Report by: Head of Legal and Democratic Services 

Wards Affected: All 

Purpose 

In terms of Standing Order 10, the attached notice of motions have been submitted. 

Recommendation(s) 

Council is asked to consider the motions. 

Resource Implications 

Not applicable. 

Legal & Risk Implications 

Not applicable. 

Impact Assessment 

Not applicable. 

Consultation 

Not applicable. 

 
 

 
Lindsay Thomson 
Head of Legal and Democratic Services 
Fife House, North Street, Glenrothes 
 
03451 55 55 55 Ext No 442180 
lindsay.thomson@fife.gov.uk 
 
 
 
 
 
 

64



 
Motion 1  
 
School Crossing Patrol Officers 

 

“Council notes:  

1. The importance of school crossing patrol officers (Lollipop people) in ensuring the 
safety of school pupils walking to school. 

2. Council further notes the health and environmental benefits of active travel to 
schools and that school crossing patrol guards can help with encouraging this. 

3. The number of school crossing patrol guards in Fife has reduced from 76 in the 
2015-16 session to 56 in 2022-23. 

Council requests: 

a member-led task and finish group be setup by the appropriate scrutiny committee to 
investigate the reasons for the long-term reduction in school crossing patrol guards, what 
work is being done to recruit them and what is being done to mitigate the effect of the 
reduction, in particular with ensuring the safety of pupils using active travel to travel to 
schools and to seek best practice from elsewhere.” 

 

Proposed by Councillor Aude Boubaker-Calder 

Seconded by Councillor James Calder 

 

 

Motion 2 

 

“Council notes:  
 

• that Network Rail, while redeveloping the Thornton to Leven rail-link, and with 
insufficient consultation with local communities, has already closed or intends to close 
the crossing routes known as  Doubledykes, Waulksmill and Tullybreck;   
  

• the Right of Way at Doubledykes was extinguished by the British Railways Order 
Confirmation Act of 1984, although the public has subsequently enjoyed free and 
unrestricted access along its route since then and the local community believes that the 
Right of Way has consequently been re-established. This is a view that is shared by 
Scotways, the independent charity that upholds and promotes public access rights in 
Scotland; 

 

• that the Leven Railway Act of 1852 requires public crossings to be maintained across 
the railway, but that it isn’t clear to which crossings that Act refers;  

 

• that ScotWays has confirmed that all three routes over the level crossings at 
Doubledykes, Waukmill and Tullybreck are recorded in the National Catalogue of Rights 
of Way as Rights of Way and has expressed the view that the Council should have 
promoted Stopping Up Orders prior to Network Rail closing these Rights of Way and  

 

• that Scotways has also said that formally closed Rights of Way could be re-gained by 
positive prescription and, in the case of Doubledykes, is of the view that there has been 
sufficient public use over the necessary prescription period for a public right to have 
been re-acquired and that it remains recorded as a Right of Way. In support of this 
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position affidavits have been submitted to Network Rail and made available to the 
Council, which affirm that the crossing at Doubledykes has been used with free and 
unrestricted access since it was extinguished as a Right of Way by the British Railways 
Order Confirmation Act of 198.4  

 
Council therefore agrees:  
 
Based on the importance of the issue to the local community, that Counsel’s Opinion be 
sought as to whether the Right of Way has been re-established and, if not, if there is a legal 
process by which it can be so and 
 
that Officers investigate if the crossings at Waulksmill and Tullybreck, which have been 
closed by Network Rail, are Rights of Way and, in particular, if they constitute “roads in the 
Parish of Markinch”, to which reference is made in Section XXVII of the Leven Railway Act 
1852 and, if not, which are the roads to which reference is made therein.” 
  
Proposed by Councillor Ross Vettraino 
Seconded by Councillor John Beare 
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