
Petitions and Community Empowerment Review Committee – 18/09/2024 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE  
PETITIONS AND COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE 

WEDNESDAY 18 SEPTEMBER 2024 
COUNCIL HYBRID SYSTEM 

Committee Members Present: 
Councillor J Findlay 
Councillor N Hampshire 
Councillor J McMillan (Provost/Convener) 
Councillor L Menzies 

Council Officials Present: 
Mr C Grilli, Service Manager – Governance 
Mr T Reid, Head of Infrastructure 
Ms N McDowell, Head of Education  

Others Present 
Ms C King (Item 1) 
Mr C Hoy (Item 2) 
Ms D Brash (Item 3) 

Clerk: 
Ms M Scott, Committees Officer 

Apologies: 
Councillor G McGuire (sub. Councillor J Findlay) 
Councillor L Jardine (sub. Councillor L Menzies) 

Declarations of Interest: 
None 

1. PETITION PET0224 – CALLING ON EAST LOTHIAN COUNCIL TO REAIN
FORTNIGHTLY BIN COLLECTIONS

A report had been submitted by the Executive Director for Council Resources to advise 
of a petition submitted by Catherine King, principal petitioner, calling on East Lothian 
Council to retain fortnightly bin collections. 

The Provost explained the procedure for the meeting and invited Catherine King to 
speak to the petition.  

Ms King explained that many people in the community felt the Council were not 
listening and provided personal statements from individuals who had signed the 
petition, all of which were in relation to the yellow bag scheme and taking away their 
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right to privacy. Ms King added that when people had made a request for a larger bin 
to accommodate for the items going into yellow bags, they had a member of staff from 
the Council look through their landfill and recycling. She understood that East Lothian 
Council faced financial struggles, but highlighted that: Edinburgh and Midlothian were 
in the same situation and still offered fortnightly bin collections; that there had been no 
consultation with the public on the decision to change to three-weekly collections; and 
that there are now arguments between neighbours due to people putting waste into 
others’ bins. Ms King said that people did not want to be identified by a yellow bag and 
would like fortnightly bin collections to be reinstated. 
 
Councillor McMillan assured Ms King that Members would listen and thanked her for 
acknowledging that officers did contact her in relation to her petition. He pointed out 
that the petition asked for fortnightly bin collections to be reintroduced, but the 
emphasis in her speech had been around the discretion and confidentiality around the 
yellow bags.  
 
Councillor McMillan asked if within the time the three weekly collections had been 
introduced, whether Ms King felt things had settled down and were now less of a 
problem than they had been at the start of her petition; he wanted to separate out the 
issues of the yellow bags and the three-weekly bin collections, or to ascertain whether 
she felt they were a linked problem.  Ms King said she felt these were linked and at the 
time her petition had to be submitted, there had been no knowledge of the yellow bag 
scheme, so she had been unable to highlight this in her petition. She highlighted that 
people within East Lothian were now having to put locks on their bins and said that the 
absence of private waste disposal had a detrimental effect on mental health. Ms King 
stated the problems remained the same as they had been when the three-weekly 
collections were introduced in April. 
 
Councillor Menzies asked if Ms King had information on where all the people who 
signed the petition lived, to check if they lived within East Lothian. Ms King reported 
that when anyone signed the petition, they had to provide their postcode, and all this 
information had been provided to the Council on submission of the petition. Carlo Grilli, 
Service Manager – Governance, confirmed that a petition’s competence required the 
petitioner to provide signatories’ addresses; it would be possible to analyse the 
addresses and report back to the Committee members.  
 
Councillor Hampshire asked Ms King if she knew what happened to the waste material 
within the green bins. Ms King guessed this was incinerated, which he confirmed was 
correct and damaging to the environment. He asked if Ms King felt it was a good idea 
for the Council to try to reduce the amount of waste within green bins. Ms King 
explained she had looked at the recycling statistics, and East Lothian was in the top 
four; she could not see how soiled nappies or incontinence pads could be recycled. 
She described herself as a green activist, but did not feel leaving soiled nappies and 
pads at the roadside was acceptable. Councillor Hampshire pointed out that more 
recycling would lead to more free space in green bins for waste and noted that 
recycling collections were weekly. He added that more people were engaging with 
recycling, which had many benefits, including the reduction of half a million pounds 
within the Council budget.  
 
Councillor Findlay was shocked to hear that green bins were being inspected. Ms King 
confirmed this had happened to anyone who had requested a larger green bin, so they 
did not have to put incontinence pads at the side of the road, as it identified someone 
in the household had a medical condition. She added that she had been sent 
photographs of stickers placed on green bins to say they would continue to be 
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monitored, which was against human rights and privacy laws. Councillor McMillan 
stated that as this had been raised, it would be looked into. 
 
Tom Reid, Head of Infrastructure, explained the reasons three-weekly bin collections 
were introduced, including the Climate Change Policy, it’s fit within the National and 
Local Waste Strategy Policies; like all other local authorities, East Lothian Council were 
signatories to the Scottish Waste Charter, which had an expectation of families being 
limited to 80 litres of waste per week to encourage recycling. Mr Reid stated the specific 
model was chosen for East Lothian due to its weekly recycling collections; so if people 
recycled as much as possible, the demand on the 80 litres was minimal. He added that 
education on collections was provided through the calendars, information packs, the 
Council website, and through schools.  
 
Mr Reid made it clear the service provided for HP absorbent hygiene products was not 
a statutory requirement, but we did identify there was a margin within society that 
needed extra support; other authorities had introduced of a yellow bag. Mr Reid 
understood Ms King’s point around the identification from the bag, but the reason this 
was chosen was to prevent black bags piling up and also fly tipping. He also highlighted 
the difficulty of controlling behaviours, explaining if a black sack was provided as 
opposed to a yellow one, others would abuse this and leave out additional waste to be 
collected. Mr Reid stated the Recycling Advisor roles, who complete inspections, are 
not about the HP products, but they would speak with people who were struggling with 
this; primarily their role was to ensure people were recycling. Mr Reid confirmed that 
759 homes currently used the HP waste products bags out of 54,000. He explained it 
was not advertised, as the team felt it would be at risk of abuse. He added that anyone 
having problems managing waste could contact Waste Services, where information 
could be provided, or a visit could be arranged to tailor the requirements of the 
household.  
 
Mr Reid reported since changing to three-weekly collections, there had been a 
dramatic reduction in fuel usage. Recycling weights had increased and over the first 
few months, and the team tracked 455 tonnes less of material going to disposal. He 
informed Members that fly tipping had stabilised at the start, however, had shown a 
slight increase when three-weekly collections came. This would be reported to the 
Policy and Performance Review Committee. He made clear that there was no excuse 
for fly tipping with the facilities and services available in East Lothian. 
 
He explained the Council set a budget target of reducing disposal costs by £500,000 
which equates to 3600 tonnes of material being sent for recycling rather than 
incineration; and this had to be met to balance the Council budget. Mr Reid detailed 
the preferred solutions for waste; prevention, reuse, recycle, recovery, then disposal. 
Mr Reid stated the Scottish Government had set a target of 70% for household waste, 
and before the three-weekly collections came in, East Lothian was at 53%; he 
expected to see an increase after the first years’ reporting. He added that an 
incineration tax was a risk, and would result in an uplift on the charge, which was 
currently £120-£150/tonne. Mr Reid reported the cost to return to fortnightly collections 
would include costs of a new calendar, additional vehicle and crews, and a direct 
operations cost of around £400,000, the loss of the £500,000, as well damage to 
environmental targets.  
 
Mr Reid explained HP had been brought in to support people. He was happy to 
consider Ms King’s points, but noted difficulties in how the Council could provide a 
solution that is affordable and prevent people from joining a service they were not 
entitled to. He also explained transition was always a difficult period but highlighted 
that there had now been a dramatic reduction in waste; although there were hot spots 
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at specific blocks of flats and families still requiring intervention; things had mostly 
settled down. Mr Reid noted that out of 759 households signed up to the HP service, 
there had only been two complaints to Waste Services about the colour of the bags. 
 
Councillor McMillan stated he had received more than two positive comments in regard 
to the HP service, especially around the speed of introduction. He asked if it would be 
possible to look at ways to collect waste from these households that did not infringe 
on confidentiality in the future. Mr Reid confirmed there would be potential solutions, 
but they would come at a dramatic cost as the yellow bag scheme made collections 
easy; changing to an additional bin system would slow down on collection speed and 
also the capital cost of bins was high. He added that Recycling Advisors could assist 
people to see if they were missing items that could be recycled to free up space within 
their green bin for their waste materials. Mr Reid explained that a new vehicle and crew 
would also be required if moving to an additional bin collection.  
 
Responding to another question from Councillor McMillan, Mr Reid confirmed the 
majority of fly tipping was not household domestic waste, but commercial waste from 
rouge traders. He added that issues with queues at recycling centres were related to 
illegal traders in vans; thus, a van booking system had now been introduced to better 
manage this. Mr Reid added that there had been some success in enforcement. 
 
Councillor Hampshire asked if it was recorded where if there were households with a 
bin so full the lid did not close, and whether assistance could be provided. Mr Reid 
confirmed crews would report where any bin lids were up, or side waste was produced. 
Recycling Advisors could engage on a family-by-family basis to offer education and 
support.  
 
Responding to questions from Councillor Findlay, Mr Reid explained that the team 
would have to engage wardens to find out who did not qualify for additional waste 
collection to take action, so this would not be a route the Council would consider. He 
also confirmed Recycling Advisors engaged when someone asked for a larger bin to 
ensure they received the correct service and support.  
 
Ms King asked if Mr Reid had thought about consulting with the East Lothian Care 
Team, as they would have been able to identify people who would be in need of the 
HP service. Mr Reid confirmed a One Council approach was taken, so all services 
knew the direction the Council was going in, but he reminded Ms King the yellow bag 
service was not a statutory service. Mr Grilli stated there was a legislative issue as 
even though we were one Council, the care team held the information for the purpose 
of social work and not waste collection; the information cannot be shared under GDPR. 
 
Responding to a question from Councillor McMillan, Reid confirmed Recycling 
Advisers could be deployed quickly; he explained this service was set up to support 
the community and was never operated to be a penal inspection. 
 
Responding to multiple questions from Councillor Menzies, Mr Reid provided 
information on how queues at recycling centres had been resolved and explained the 
insurance risk around yellow bags not being presented at roadside due to stairwells, 
uneven paths, or dogs in gardens. He added that additional time and resources would 
be required for anything other than a kerbside collection of the bag; if the decision was 
made to change to a bin, an additional vehicle and crew would be required along with 
cost for the bins. 
 
Councillor Menzies asked if there was a possibility of bringing in a similar service as 
the brown bin scheme for HP. Mr Reid stated it was his understanding the Council 
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were not allowed to make a charge for domestic waste collection, but even if this was 
allowed, the percentage of people using the HP disposal service were disabled or had 
special requirements meant they may not be financially able to accommodate the cost.  
 
Councillor Menzies asked if we could cascade the information to the Health and Social 
Care Partnership, care companies, and social workers to pass on to families they 
worked with who may benefit from the HP service. Mr Reid confirmed this could be 
done but could increase the issue of people using the scheme when they did not 
actually require it. He was happy to take on the action of making care organisations 
aware of the scheme so they could make Waste Services aware of anyone who may 
benefit from the scheme. 
 
In response to a question from Councillor McMillan, Mr Reid said he did not have 
figures for how many larger bins had been issued to the households signed up to the 
HP service, but he could provide Members with a report from the beginning of three-
weekly collections on how many large bins had been issued or refused. 
 
In summing up, Ms King made it clear her petition was about more than the issue of 
the yellow bag and was instead about the whole holistic approach to the system. She 
thanked Members for their time and excellent comments and asked for a copy of the 
report on larger bins issued or refused when it was available.  
 
Councillor McMillan thanked Ms King for her positive engagement with the Committee, 
and highlighted the Council’s open relationship between constituents and Councillors 
to answer any queries they may have.  
 
Mr Reid drew Members’ attention to the policy position, legal framework, targets, 
budget constraints, and the full Council decision that was taken. He confirmed he 
would contact health care providers in regard to the yellow bags and provide a report 
on the larger bins issued and refused. Mr Reid acknowledged the message around the 
yellow bags; he said this would be looked at, but noted there would be real constraints 
and challenges. 
 
Councillor Menzies stated since she became a Councillor, she had been in contact 
with Mr Reid to push for three-weekly bin collections, and believed it was the correct 
policy. She offered her full support to Mr Reid’s stance. Councillor Menzies spoke of 
her own experience struggling with the capacity of her family’s green bin when the 
changes were first introduced, but increased recycling had freed up space in her 
general waste bin. She also contacted Waste Services for advice and had been 
provided with helpful information to help manage waste. Councillor Menzies 
appreciated Ms King raising the issues of embarrassment and giving people dignity; 
she agreed this should be worked on. She thanked Ms King and Mr Reid for their time, 
and advised that she would not support the petition, even though she appreciated the 
points raised. She hoped Ms King knew Members were listening to the concerns raised 
in her petition.  
 
Councillor Hampshire stated that Members knew this change would be unpopular, but 
said changes had to be made due to the impact on the environment. He noted that, 
due to the changes brought in, East Lothian was now one of the top councils for 
recycling in Scotland. He appreciated recycling was extra work for residents but 
highlighted the need to free up space within their green bins. He noted the yellow bag 
would always be available for people who required it, and when the message about 
that had reached caring staff, people would begin to use it and manage with the three 
weekly collections. Councillor Hampshire also noted the significant income recycling 
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brought into the Council, which that reduced the cost of providing the service as well 
as the environmental factor. 
 
Councillor Findlay drew on his own experiences of three-weekly bin collections while 
having family stay with him; being unaware of the yellow bag scheme had led him to 
believe there are more issues than he first thought there would be. He stated he would 
support the petition as he thought the policy needed to be looked at to address various 
issues that had raised since it had been introduced.  
 
Councillor McMillan admired the things the Council had done and was very impressed 
by the quick response from Waste Services. He felt overall that the policy was right, 
and through engaging with the Council and officers, the needs of individuals and 
families could be addressed. He hoped Ms King realised Members were listening and 
took on board the need to review the HP service. He noted that the key drivers around 
national policy were compliant and the work around educating people had been good. 
He thought that no one should become complacent on the need for education on 
recycling and protecting the planet. Councillor McMillan urged residents to call Waste 
Services if they needed assistance with their waste, and highlighted the actions Mr 
Reid was going to take forward.  
 
The Provost then moved to a roll call vote, and Members did not support the petition 
by majority vote. 

Decision 
 
The Petitions and Community Empowerment Review Committee agreed to not support 
the petition and therefore no further action would be taken.  
 
 
 
2. PETITION PET0324 – CALLING ON EAST LOTHIAN COUNCIL TO REOPEN 

MACMERRY RECYCLING CENTRE 

A report had been submitted by the Executive Director for Council Resources to 
advise of a petition submitted by Craig Hoy, MSP and principal petitioner, calling on 
East Lothian Council to reopen Macmerry Recycling Centre. Convener, Councillor 
McMillan asked Members to note the amended petition figure as 2168. 

Mr Hoy presented his petition to Committee, which called for the reopening of 
Macmerry Recycling Centre, which was signed by 2168, who were almost all 
residents of East Lothian. He outlined why he believed the closure of the recycling 
centre had negatively impacted residents, damaged the environment, and 
contradicted Council policy, which included greater inconvenience and higher costs 
for residents and the increase in fly tipping. Mr Hoy added that due to the East Lothian 
being one of the fastest growing areas in Scotland, recycling provisions should be 
expanding. He quoted a statement from Councillor Hampshire in February supporting 
East Lothian opening another recycling facility. He stated East Lothian Council had a 
responsibility for recycling centres to be accessible and convenient for all. He 
compared the distances and costs of travel for residents in Haddington to their now 
nearest recycling centres when compared to the Macmerry site. Mr Hoy highlighted 
that residents who were struggling with the three-weekly bin collections may need to 
visit recycling centres more often, which would put more pressure on these centres, 
especially as Dunbar and Blindwells continued to expand. He also drew Members’ 
attention to the negative impact on the environment by increased congestion, which 
he felt contradicted the Council’s Climate Change Policy, and felt the Council risked 
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discouraging responsible disposal practices. Mr Hoy finished his presentation by 
saying the solution to all the problems for residents was to reopen the Macmerry 
Recycling Centre or provide a new recycling centre close to Haddington.  

Councillor Menzies asked how many of the signatures were from the Macmerry area. 
Mr Hoy confirmed 22% were from Tranent or Macmerry, 39% were from Haddington 
postcodes, and only ten were from outside East Lothian.  

Councillor Hampshire explained that the Council had to make difficult budget 
decisions, with it being almost impossible to make any new investment in anything. 
He asked Mr Hoy how he expected the Council to make investments by making cuts 
to other services, which were already being done. Mr Hoy stated that there had been 
two aspects of the Conservative group budget submission that could have been 
examined and provided enough funding for the Macmerry facility to remain open; and 
he felt if residents had been given the choice between the recycling centre closing or 
the restructure of two middle managers within the Council, then they would have 
opted for greater access to recycling. Councillor Hampshire stated the budget that 
had to be delivered is the one proposed by the administration which had significant 
savings across all services. He added that there had been a number of health and 
safety concerns from officers over the years at Macmerry Recycling Centre, so when 
an operative retirement, the decision had been made to mothball the site. Councillor 
Hampshire asked if Mr Hoy accepted the difference in health and safety between 
Macmerry site when compared to Dunbar or Kinwegar. Mr Hoy asked for additional 
information on any accidents that had taken place at East Lothian sites, and it was 
agreed Mr Reid would address this within his presentation. 

Councillor McMillan asked why Mr Hoy went down the route of a petition as opposed 
to engaging with Council officers and Councillors to gain answers to questions he had 
raised. Mr Hoy stated concerns had been raised to him from the public in regard to 
the closure of the Macmerry site; due to his active role in the community, he took up 
the petition on their behalf.  

Mr Reid reported that the Council had declared a budget emergency in the last 
financial year, at a time when there was a recruitment freeze, retirements within the 
service, and Macmerry Recycling Centre required investment to complete repairs. He 
added that the savings targets of £75,000 a year were set for the service. Mr Reid 
noted, following the closure of the Macmerry site, there was an increase in fly tipping 
around the area by rogue traders and vans across the county; a further update would 
be provided at PPRC. He explained every local authority was expected to provide one 
household recycling centre, so East Lothian remained above requirement with three 
open centres. Mr Reid explained that Kinwegar and Dunbar Recycling Centres were 
purpose built. He noted North Berwick met site licensing criteria, whereas Macmerry 
required investment to get there. Mr Reid reported to reopen the Macmerry site would 
cost around £70,000; from recorded waste at Kinwegar, it seemed all waste from the 
Macmerry site had transferred there. 

Councillor Findlay asked if an impact assessment had been done before the closure 
of Macmerry on the increase in car journeys. Mr Reid confirmed no detailed 
assessment had been completed on the grounds that it was not known how many 
people used the site or where they were travelling from.  

Councillor Hampshire asked what the capital cost would be for delivery of a site like 
Dunbar, and the revenue cost of running that site. Mr Reid explained the Kinwegar 
site was done in two stages, with the recycling section costing around £3.5 million 
capital investment, whereas Dunbar was completed with help from strategic waste 
fund from the Scottish Government, so cost around £1.5 million. He estimated to 
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design a similar site now would cost around £5 million, with operating costs of 
£150,000-£200,000 per annum. He pointed out that there was currently no capital or 
revenue to expand waste services across the county.  

Responding to questions from Councillor Menzies, Mr Reid confirmed no impact 
assessment in terms of equalities had been carried out for the Macmerry site, as the 
team would encourage anyone with challenges or disabilities to use Kinwegar or 
Dunbar as they were flat. He explained some of the materials from North Berwick, 
Dunbar, and Macmerry went to Kinwegar to be bulked and shipped due to it being 
more cost effective, whereas garden waste went directly to East Fenton and glass 
went to Dryden Aqua.  

Councillor McMillan asked Mr Reid what feedback or proposals he had received from 
Members when the decision was made to close Macmerry. Mr Reid stated there had 
been little Member discussion since the decision had been made to mothball the site, 
with some complaints received from residents within Haddington and the Bogs areas. 
These residents had been redirected to Kinwegar and been happy with this. He added 
that staffing resource had increased at Kinwegar to capture the additional workload.  

Councillor McMillan asked if anything could be done to reduce the concern about 
miles now being travelled to reach a recycling centre. Mr Reid explained staff tried to 
encourage people not to just make dedicated journeys to the site but instead to think 
about visiting enroute to somewhere else.  

Mr Hoy summed up by saying everyone wanted to do what was best for residents of 
East Lothian and the environment, and he felt residents of Haddington especially had 
been inconvenienced by the closure of Macmerry. He accepted the financial 
constraints the Council operated under, but he felt there were ways to cover the 
revenue cost. He hoped Members would reconsider the closure of Macmerry. 

Mr Reid drew Members to the fact that mothballing Macmerry was a Council decision 
based on budget and the requirements for services to deliver savings. He highlighted 
East Lothian still provided three recycling centres, when they legally only had to 
provide one, and that Kinwegar was a better designed site to deal with capacity than 
Macmerry would ever be. 

Councillor Menzies commented that although the Macmerry site was well, used it was 
not completely appropriate for use; her only objection to the site being mothballed 
was that she felt the site should have instead been closed fully. She agreed 
completely with Mr Reid’s points and highlighted even though the Conservative 
budget showed a way to make savings, there was not £5 million capital to produce a 
site usable by everyone. Councillor Menzies explained that even though people may 
be inconvenienced having to travel to another site, it would mean they planned out 
their journeys better to avoid using so much fuel; for these reasons, she would not be 
supporting the petition. She added that even if all costs were taken out of the equation, 
she would still not be in support of the Macmerry reopening as it was not safe for 
anyone with mobility issues.  

Councillor Findlay was concerned the Macmerry site was deemed as unsuitable or 
unsafe, as he worried the site in North Berwick could be next to close. He noted the 
Conservative group had an alternative proposal to the closure of the Macmerry site, 
but this was rejected by Council, so he felt the closure of Macmerry was a political 
decision and he would be supporting the petition. 

Councillor Hampshire confirmed he was on record saying there was a need for 
another recycling centre similar to Dunbar or Kinwegar, but this is not currently 
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possible due to the Council’s financial situation. He added that the Conservative group 
did make a proposal to keep the Macmerry site open, but this included taking £1 
million from EnjoyLeisure, which would have resulted in the closure of two swimming 
pools. Councillor Hampshire explained that the Council would continue to have to 
make difficult decisions to ensure savings, but when finances became available, this 
could be looked at again in the future. He would not be supporting the petition, as he 
felt it had been brought forward for political purposes and not community benefit.  

Councillor Findlay asked to make a point of order to refute Councillor Hampshire’s 
statement, as there was no evidence of the petition having been brought forward for 
political purposes. Mr Grilli explained in terms of the Standing Orders; this would not 
fall under the point of order category due to just disagree with another Councillor.  

Councillor McMillan was sorry to hear of the mothballing of Macmerry, which had had 
helpful and friendly staff, but felt it that, in terms of safety, the correct decision had 
been made to mothball and then close. He added that he would welcome continued 
improvement and exploration of a site near Haddington if it were possible in the future 
but would not support the petition.  

Mr Reid made it clear that Macmerry and North Berwick sites were both safe and 
managed, but risks were increased due to the tipping points being access by 
staircases. 
The Provost then moved to a roll call vote, and Members did not support the petition. 

Decision 
 
The Petitions and Community Empowerment Review Committee agreed not to support 
the petition by majority, and therefore no further action would be taken.  

 

3. PETITION PET0424 – CALLING ON EAST LOTHIAN COUNCIL TO ERECT 
A FENCE AROUND ST. GABRIEL’S RC PRIMARY SCHOOL 

A report had been submitted by the Executive Director for Council Resources to 
advise of a petition submitted by Diane Brash, principal petitioner, calling on East 
Lothian Council to erect a fence around St. Gabriel’s RC Primary School. 

Ms Brash presented her petition to Committee, which called for East Lothian Council 
to erect a fence around St Gabriel’s Primary School. She made it clear that this 
petition was not a complaint against East Lothian Council or St Gabriel’s RC Primary 
School, as the school was well loved by the community, with staff having positive 
relationships with pupils and parents. Ms Brash explained the main reason for the 
petition was children’s safety; she said this was highlighted by the recent events in 
Southport, and showed a need for a fence with a lockable gate around the school 
grounds. She added the school had lovely grounds and the community had worked 
hard to raise money for more outdoor equipment for the children, but that the grounds 
had been vandalised in the past. Ms Brash explained that the playground was also 
used as a walkway for dog walkers, who did not clean up after their dogs. She also 
highlighted incidents whereby children from another school accessed the playground 
and threw stones, and another where the police had to be called to remove teenagers 
from the roof of the school; parents therefore felt that the playground was not safe for 
pupils. 
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Councillor Hampshire asked if Ms Brash thought having the main gate locked would 
cause difficulty for parents who needed to collect or drop off their children outside of 
normal hours. Ms Brash confirmed that she was not requesting for the main gate to 
be locked for people who would access the school office. She noted that dog fouling 
happened more often in the evenings. She added that other schools within East 
Lothian had lockable gates and fences, and confirmed the school had CCTV on the 
front doors.  

Councillor Menzies asked if the Parent Council had given any thought on how high or 
what style of fence they would like to be erected at the school. Ms Brash advised that 
a fence similar to Preston Tower Primary School was sought, as the current fence at 
the back wall was low, and would easily allow for someone to enter the playground or 
remove a child from the playground.  

Councillor Menzies noted that schools around East Lothian with fences and lockable 
gates and schools that were more open faced the same issues of dog fouling; this 
was problematic, but not a school issue. She added that whenever children were out 
in the playground there would be staff present whether the school was fenced or more 
open to ensure the children’s safety therefore, she wasn’t sure the fence would work 
as intended. Ms Brash explained the current low gate meant that the playground was 
still easily accessed even when locked, unlike the fence at Preston Tower, which 
provided a deterrent by being difficult to climb over.  

Councillor McMillan asked if Ms Brash had reported any of the issues mentioned to 
the Anti-Social Behaviour Teams or Police Scotland. She confirmed she had spoken 
with Councillor Yorkston, and she planned to get information on the number of 
vandalism incidents within the school area. 

Tom Reid, Head of Infrastructure explained that two areas of security needed to be 
considered, which were the building perimeter and the school itself; in line with the 
Cullen report, he confirmed St Gabriel’s met all the criteria with a secure perimeter 
and secure entrance. He expressed that he was not aware of any school within East 
Lothian that had a completely secure external perimeter; they were all different, due 
to age, condition, investment and the nature of their location. He noted that most 
schools allowed access to their grounds at night for open space for children to play, 
or they rented out their playing fields for sports and clubs; some Head Teachers 
actively encouraged the community to come in and use facilities. Mr Reid 
acknowledged that this generated some vandalism issues. He also highlighted a 
report coming forward to give an updated position on the condition of all school 
perimeters. He explained that the cost to fully fence a singular primary school, let 
alone all of them, would be incredibly high; there was no money set aside for that in 
the current capital plan or, as far as he was aware, there was no money coming from 
a Scottish Government initiative. Mr Reid also explained that buildings with fenced 
perimeters still had instances of vandalism, and occurrences of fences being 
breached or damaged to gain access; therefore, a fence would not necessarily 
provide the outcome the petitioner was looking for. He suggested that the outcome of 
the report be awaited for any recommendations, weaknesses, or repairs that needed 
to be carried out. He urged the petitioner to report any incidents to the Anti-Social 
Behaviour Team or to Police Scotland, so that incidents could be tracked and 
perpetrators identified. He would raise the dog fouling to ask whether a campaign 
could catch those responsible. Mr Reid also gave background to the Cullen Report.  

Nicola McDowell, Head of Education, provided the Committee with reassurance about 
the security and safeguarding procedures in place during the school day, stating that 
at least four adults were in the playground at St Gabriel’s ever day, also supplemented 
by the Head Teacher or Deputy Head Teacher, where possible. She added that, in 
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addition, there was also currently a work experience staff member from East Lothian 
Works. Ms McDowell said staff do recognise that local residents walk through the 
school as a shortcut, but she had been reassured staff challenged people who did 
this, and had collaborated with Police Scotland and Community Wardens when 
needed. She gave an account of the school’s secure entry system, and advised that 
the four doors leading to the school could be locked down easily. She also advised 
that CCTV covered the playground, and a camera was being installed to send images 
to wardens; the camera would be triggered automatically by activity. Ms McDowell 
agreed with Mr Reid that the decision as to whether a fence around the playground 
was required needed to lie within the context of the wider security report. She added 
that school staff were well aware of the issues that happened in the evenings around 
the school. She reiterated that staff provided a high standard of supervision and 
safeguarding during the school day, and taught children to respect their surroundings. 
Ms McDowell concluded by thanking the parents and carers at St Gabriel’s for their 
support. 

Responding to a question from Councillor McMillan, Mr Reid explained an officer 
report would be considered, and decisions would be made on necessary 
recommendations and cost implications; support would then be sought from the 
Education and Children’s Services Committee. He added that the report would then 
be considered by Council, as the outcome could have significant financial implications 
for budget setting procedures.  

Councillor Findlay asked what percentage or number of primary schools already had 
a fence. Mr Reid said he did not have that information to hand, but that the majority 
of schools would have a form of perimeter management; he was not aware of any 
having a completely secure perimeter, as schools had evolved the use of playground 
accessibility and functionality.  

Mr Reid responded to a question from Councillor Hampshire, making him aware that 
the review would look at all aspects of security within schools. He would check 
whether CCTV coverage and linking in with Community Wardens would form part of 
it. 

Councillor Menzies asked if there had been any incidents at St Gabriel’s of children 
leaving the playground without permission, or being taken without forewarning to a 
teacher. Ms McDowell confirmed no such incidents had been brought to her attention. 

In summing up, Ms Brash explained she was happy with the security of the actual 
school itself. Her concern was only with the playground and how open it was, 
especially from the back wall and the smaller gate; she was hopeful that the officer 
report would show that.  

Mr Reid summed up by stating he was grateful for the petition and the concerns 
raised, and he would ensure the report covered all aspects of security. He reitereated 
the decision-making process around the forthcoming report. He made Committee 
members aware that he had already flagged the dog fouling issue as a concern to his 
team, and a short campaign would be run to try and catch perpetrators and prevent 
this in the future. 

Councillor Menzies commented she would welcome the report to both the Education 
and Children’s Services Committee and Council, and was thankful to Ms Brash for 
bringing her petition about the security of the school forward. She noted that fences 
or CCTV did not preclude people going into areas, but instead, if schools were used 
more often as the centre of communities and as community hubs, this would prevent 
a lot of the criminality. Councillor Menzies added that having high fences around 
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schools may give children the message that society was not safe, and they should be 
fearful; she felt that should be challenged.  

Councillor Findlay thanked Mr Reid for his action on the dog fouling, as this was an 
issue at all school playing fields.  

Councillor McMillan thanked Ms King and Ms Brash for recognising the good work the 
Council did, despite the issues their petitions had brought forward. He echoed 
Councillor Menzies’ comments on community involvement. He was grateful for the 
reassurance from Ms McDowell regarding school security, and thanked Mr Reid for 
his actions. Councillor McMillan also encouraged both Ms King and Ms Brash to 
speak with their local Councillors, and to engage with Police Scotland and the Anti-
Social Behaviour Team. He hoped they felt they had been listened to at Committee, 
and although he would not support the petition, he did support the idea behind it; he 
commented that anything that requiring to be addressed would be dealt with through 
the report. 

Councillor McMillan moved to a roll call vote, where Members unanimously agreed 
not to support the petition, with a view that an officer report would be presented to the 
Education and Children’s Services Committee by March 2025. Petitioners were made 
aware that if they were not satisfied with the outcome from that report, they could 
submit another petition, as long as it was after six months of their original petition.  

Decision 

The Petitions and Community Empowerment Review Committee agreed not to support 
the petition on the basis that an officer report on school security would be presented 
to the Education and Children’s Services Committee by March 2025. 

 

 

 

 

Signed     ........................................................ 

   
    Councillor J McMillan 
    Convener of the Petitions and Community Empowerment Review Committee 
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE  
PETITIONS AND COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE 

THURSDAY 9 OCTOBER 2025 
VIA HYBRID MEETING FACILITY 

Committee Members Present: 
Councillor G McGuire 
Councillor N Hampshire 
Councillor J McMillan (Provost/Convener) 
Councillor L Menzies 

Council Officials Present: 
Mr C Grilli, Service Manager – Governance  
Mr T Reid, Head of Infrastructure 
Mr A Stubbs, Service Manager – Roads  
Mr P Forsyth, Project Manager – Growth & Sustainability 
Ms B Skirrow, Service Manager – Strategy & Operations (R) 
Mr D Reid, Education Support Officer – Digital Learning (R) 
Ms M Scott, Committees Officer 
Ms F Currie, Committees Officer 
(R) = remote participant

Others Present 
Mr D Todd and Ms K Mullen (Item 2) 
Ms J Gries (Item 3) 
Mr J O’Donnell (Item 4) 

Clerk: 
Ms B Crichton, Committees Officer 

Apologies: 
Councillor L Jardine (sub. Councillor L Menzies) 

Declarations of Interest: 
None 

The clerk advised that the meeting was being held as a hybrid meeting, as provided 
for in legislation; that the meeting would be recorded and live streamed; and that it 
would be made available via the Council’s website as a webcast, in order to allow 
public access to the democratic process in East Lothian. She noted that the Council 
was the data controller under the Data Protection Act 2018; that data collected as part 
of the recording would be retained in accordance with the Council’s policy on record 
retention; and that the webcast of the meeting would be publicly available for five years 
from the date of the meeting. 

1b
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The clerk recorded the attendance of Committee members by roll call, and checked 
for declarations of interest.  
 
 
1. MINUTES FOR APPROVAL – 18 SEPTEMBER 2024 

 
Due to a file issue, the minutes had not been circulated and would be approved at a 
future meeting. 
 
 
 
2. PETITION PET0125 – CALLING ON EAST LOTHIAN COUNCIL TO SCRAP 

THE PROPOSED PARKING MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS TO HAVE 
PARKING METERS/CHARGES IN HADDINGTON TOWN CENTRE 

 
A report had been submitted by the Executive Director for Council Resources to advise 
of a petition submitted by Karla Mullen, principal petitioner on behalf of the Haddington 
Business Group, calling on East Lothian Council to scrap the proposed parking 
management proposals to have parking meters/charges in Haddington town centre. 
The petition had 3008 signatures. 
 
David Todd, local business owner, spoke to the petition, and was accompanied by Ms 
Mullen. He highlighted the salient points of the group’s submission, and described the 
petition as being a collective voice for the community. He raised concern about what 
would happen should the democratic process fail to listen to the community, and 
highlighted a recent Planning Committee meeting where permission had been granted 
for parking meters in North Berwick. He laid out community expectations of Councillors, 
and said the issue went beyond parking and addressed whom the Council truly served.  
 
Councillor Hampshire pointed out that his comments on not supporting the views of 
the community, made at the recent Planning Committee, had been in relation to the 
location of parking meters and not to the parking scheme as a whole. Committee 
members then asked a number of questions in regard to: whether the petitioners 
accepted that costs were incurred by greater enforcement of illegal and irresponsible 
parking, and from the need to improve safety; the petitioners’ engagement with 
consultation exercises; parking turnover in the town centre, and any issues with the 
current system; the issue of fairness in asking drivers paying a similar charge to the 
fares paid by bus passengers; the current footfall in Haddington’s shops; and how 
greater enforcement could be paid for. 
 
In response to some of the questions, Mr Todd: expressed that greater enforcement 
was welcomed, but felt that reducing free parking time would change the dynamics of 
the town centre; noted that customers could park all day for free to at the Haddington 
Retail Park; felt that there should be no change to the 90 minutes of free parking 
allowed, but that it should be more robustly enforced; expressed concern that parking 
would move outside the enforcement zone for avoidance of payment; and highlighted 
the importance of protecting the vibrancy of the town centre and the footfall at 
independent businesses. Ms Mullen strongly stated that enforcement of the current 
system was the best way forward. 
 
Peter Forsyth, Project Manager – Growth & Sustainability, spoke to the Council’s 
position, and elaborated on his submission at report Appendix 2. He provided a 
timeline since the adoption of the Transport Strategy and Parking Management 
Strategy in October 2018, including agreement in February 2024 to note the intention 
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to accelerate the parking management review, and the subsequent consultation 
exercises. He advised that assessment of public engagement, the business case 
development, and financial and demand assessments had not yet been finalised, and 
said that all comments from the petitioners would be part of the package for 
consideration by Council. He noted changes made to initial proposals for the North 
Berwick parking management scheme in response to feedback. He also noted that the 
statutory process was governed by the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, and a 
summary of the papers to Council would be provided to traders and the Community 
Council. He then summarised the statutory processes and opportunities for 
engagement and objection. He summarised that the process would address comments 
and concerns raised, and would consider how proposals could be mitigated over time 
to find a balance between community and wider interests.  
 
Committee members then asked questions about: principles which would be applied 
across the different towns; employment and deployment of parking attendants; 
priorities at different times of year; consideration of loading requirements for 
businesses; parking demand and habits surveys; the undertaking to monitor and 
evaluate schemes after a year; economic studies; costs of parking meters; whether 
officers would accept a position of maintaining and refining a system that Ms Mullen 
and petitioners felt already worked; and the rules around how income from parking 
charges could be used. 
 
In response to some of the questions, Mr Reid pointed out that the delay to the hearing 
of parking management scheme reports at Council had been due to the time taken to 
properly evaluate feedback and concerns brought forward. He confirmed that potential 
for ‘business as usual’ as a preferred option had to remain open, but the preferred 
option would be driven by data and evidence. Mr Forsyth also explained that the 
current level of Parking Attendant presence was unsustainable in the long term. 
 
Responding to a further question from Mr Todd, Mr Forsyth advised that there was 
data going back to 2018, a survey from April 2025, and that another quick survey would 
be undertaken soon. 
 
Mr Todd and Mr Forsyth both summed up their positions. 
 
In the debate stage, Councillors Menzies and Hampshire, and later Councillor 
McMillan, highlighted points relating to: wider parking management issues, such as 
dangerous parking around schools and at the coast, which must be managed to ensure 
safety; the layers of internal scrutiny applied to decision making across several Council 
committees; that asking drivers to pay to park was only fair; the Council’s concerning 
financial circumstances and the need to fund services; the importance of bus 
connections and the costs incurred by passengers; that Haddington parking 
management  was only at the beginning of a democratic process; that communities 
were being listened to by their representatives; the desire to increase footfall in the 
town centre; the benefits to Haddington brought by the Brunton Theatre’s residence at 
the Corn Exchange; the need to pay for enforcement; the uncertainly of finding a 
parking space being a deterrent to visitors; the requirement to review any scheme; the 
need to change driver behaviour; and the desire to hear the group’s to proposals which 
would come forward. Councillor McMillan also thanked Ms Mullen for her constructive 
engagement.  
 
Councillor McGuire highlighted: the high costs already paid by road users; that he felt 
there was no parking issue in Haddington, but that there was poor management of 
illegal parking; that traffic wardens covered their salary; and his desire to represent the 
views of the Haddington community.  
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Responding to a point from Councillor Menzies, Mr Reid advised that the Chief 
Executive had committed to a summary report being provided to the Haddington 
traders, to allow them to make representations to Elected Members ahead of the 
Council meeting. Councillor McMillan also expressed that he and other Councillors 
would be happy to attend any meeting on the matter of parking management.  
 
The Convener then moved to a roll call vote on the petition, and votes were cast as 
follows: 

Support: 1 (Councillor McGuire) 

Against: 3 (Councillors McMillan, Hampshire, and Menzies) 

Abstain: 0 

Decision 
 
The Petitions and Community Empowerment Review Committee did not support the 
petition, and therefore no further action would be taken.  
 
 
 
3. PETITION PET0225 – CALLING ON EAST LOTHIAN COUNCIL TO ENSURE 

THE DIGITAL LEARNING AND TEACHING STRATEGY 2023 COMPLIES 
WITH UNCRC ACT AND PROVIDES CLEARER GUIDANCE STIPULATING 
ONLY COUNCIL-OWNED DEVICES CAN BE USED FOR TEACHING AND 
LEARNING, WITH SMARTPHONE USE STRICTLY PROHIBITED 

 
A report had been submitted by the Executive Director for Council Resources to advise 
of a petition submitted by Jenny Gries, principal petitioner, calling on East Lothian 
Council to ensure the Digital Learning and Teaching (DL&T) Strategy 2023 complies 
with the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) Act, and 
provides clearer guidance stipulating only Council-owned devices can be used for 
teaching and learning, with smartphone use strictly prohibited. The petition had 25 
signatures.  
 
Ms Gries spoke to the petition, and highlighted the salient points of the submission, 
including: that the request to prohibit use of smartphones was a way of protecting 
students from accessing harmful and inappropriate content on any device, to allow 
learning in a safe and distraction-free environment; the issue recently faced whereby 
EduBuzz accounts had to be frozen; examples of types of inappropriate materials 
being shared between children and young people during the school day; the 
inconsistency and issue of fairness in Council-owned devices being equipped with a 
sophisticated filtering agent, but personal devices in use during lessons lacking the 
same filtering agent; the constant distraction from schoolwork caused by smartphones, 
including from notifications, games, and apps, and the unrealistic expectation for 
young people to be able to focus and learn in these conditions; and the Council’s 
responsibility to uphold young people’s rights to a safe and distraction-free education.  
 
Ms Gries further raised concern about: the adopted DT&L Strategy making no mention 
of student use of personal devices; the lack of Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) 
regarding use of personal devices; and the equality issue in some pupils using 
managed devices, while others used personal devices. Ms Gries further discussed the 
Scottish Government’s report on mobile phones and behaviour in the classroom, and 

16



Petitions and Community Empowerment Review Committee – 09/10/2025 

that head teachers who had implemented restrictions having commented on the 
positive impact on teaching and learning. She summarised the aim of the petition, 
particularly to ensure that the DT&L Strategy complied with UNCRC Articles 17 and 
19; she considered that, in omitting mention of the use of personal devices, the current 
DT&L Strategy was not fit for purpose and did not provide an accurate picture of digital 
education in East Lothian.  
 
Committee members asked a number of questions, including: Ms Gries’ opinion on 
whether head teachers should determine the approach in their school; potential safety 
implications of a ban on phones in schools; pupils’ abilities to use their own device 
when compared to an alternative device; clarification of the petition’s ask; issues Ms 
Gries was aware of within classrooms; and engagement of the head teacher at Ms 
Gries’ children’s school.  
 
In response to questions, Ms Gries pointed out that a lack of clarity meant that teachers 
were in a difficult position when pupils used smartphones inappropriately in class. She 
also clarified that her petition sought a ban on smartphones being accepted as general 
use within lessons, and she wanted the Council to provide the correct number of 
devices for children in the school. She acknowledged the need for some children to be 
able to contact their parents and carers; she clarified that the focus of the petition was 
to ban the use of personal devices within lessons.  
 
Bev Skirrow, Service Manager – Strategy & Operations, spoke to the Council’s 
position, and elaborated on the Head of Education’s submission at report Appendix 2. 
She was also accompanied by David Reid, Education Support Officer – Digital 
Learning. Ms Skirrow provided background information on guidance released in 
August 2024 on smartphone use in schools, which recognised that head teachers were 
empowered to act in the best interests of their pupils, and to support teachers to ensure 
a consistent learning environment be provided in classrooms. Thus, head teachers 
could take steps up to a full ban during the school day, if local consultation concluded 
this was the best approach. She highlighted a letter to parents from the Head of 
Education, which focused on work with families to ensure safe and effective mobile 
phone use, as this was part of the classroom experience in schools. She also noted 
that the views of young people must continue to be considered. She advised that North 
Berwick High School had consulted the school community, and highlighted that not all 
would agree with policy when it came to such an emotive subject. She advised that the 
draft 2025 Digital Learning & Teaching Strategy was nearing completion, and would 
be reviewed when appropriate, following guidance or legislation changes. She drew 
attention to page 24 of the papers, where the Head of Education highlighted aspects 
of the petition which were not factually correct. She recommended that the Education 
Service be allowed to make the planned updates to the 2025 Digital Learning & 
Teaching Strategy to reflect relevant policy, legislation, and guidance.  
 
Committee members asked questions on: why no inequalities had been registered as 
part of an impact assessment; why personal devices were not mentioned in the 2023 
DT&L Strategy; the use of mobile phones in any way in the classroom as an equality 
issue; the possible roll-out of the Dunbar one-to-one project; whether there was an 
awareness of how many young people were using personal devices to access the 
curriculum; the upkeep and maintenance of devices; the progress made on the action 
plan; and the expected ratio of devices. 
 
In response to questions, officers drew attention to: the pilot project of a one-to-one 
pupil-to-device ratio at Dunbar Grammar School, and pointed out that head teachers 
may wish to revisit their mobile phone use policies if this pilot was rolled out; the history 
of device provision and ratios in schools; that an impact assessment would be carried 
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out as part of the 2025 DT&L Strategy; their consideration that although the DT&L 
Strategy may need to be more explicit in linking to the decision made by the head 
teacher, as some head teachers saw the value of mobile phone use, the whole 
spectrum of voices still had to be considered; that individual responsibility for a one-to-
one Council-owned device meant that there had been only single-figure reports of 
damage or issues out of 1100 Chromebooks; work to upgrade the WiFi networks to 
support a greater number of Council-owned devices, the refresh of the filtering system, 
and an audit underway to understand what devices were available; the intention to 
move to a one-to-two device policy in primary schools, and a one-to-one device policy 
in secondary schools. 
 
Ms Gries, and later Ms Skirrow, summed up their positions.  
 
In the debate stage, Councillor Hampshire expressed that, while he understood 
concerns around mobile phone use, he felt that no further action should be taken until 
the refreshed draft DT&L Strategy had been published.  
 
Comments from Councillors McGuire, Menzies, and McMillan included: that there must 
be clarity on mobile phone use in classrooms if the one-to-one project was not rolled 
out; concerns that mobile phone use in classrooms was causing arguments between 
teachers and pupils; concerns about equalities issues in terms of pupils using different 
devices to access the curriculum; welcoming the review of the DT&L Strategy; an 
acknowledgement that any policy on mobile phone use could not satisfy everyone; a 
concern that refusing to support the petition was to negate the Council’s responsibility 
as corporate parents; the hope that Ms Gries would work with officers to clarify aspects 
of the ask; to ensure that pupils who required their mobile phones for medical needs 
were still considered; the Council’s duty to provide the best and safest education 
possible for young people; and the importance of young people learning to work with 
technology, within the principles of Getting it Right for Every Child (GIRFEC). 
 
The Convener then moved to a roll call vote, and votes were cast as follows: 

Support: 3 (Councillors McMillan, McGuire, and Menzies) 

Against: 1 (Councillor Hampshire) 

Abstain: 0 

Decision 
 
The Petitions and Community Empowerment Review Committee agreed to support the 
petition. 

 

4. PETITION PET0325 – CALLING ON EAST LOTHIAN COUNCIL TO AGREE 
TO IMPLEMENT A 20MPH SPEED LIMIT FOR RAVENSHEUGH ROAD, 
LEVENHALL, MUSSELBURGH, IN ORDER TO MAKE IT A SAFER PLACE 
TO LIVE 

 
A report had been submitted by the Executive Director for Council Resources to advise 
of a petition submitted by John O’Donnell, principal petitioner on behalf of the Levenhall 
Tenants and Residents Association (TRA), calling on East Lothian Council to 
implement a 20mph speed limit for Ravensheugh Road, Levenhall, Musselburgh, in 
order to make it a safer place to place. The petition had 45 signatures. 
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Mr O’Donnell spoke to the petition, and highlighted the salient points of the submission.  
He highlighted: speed reduction work and traffic lights which had already been installed 
at the access to the community centre; that Levenhall and West Pans Hamlet was now 
the only place in Musselburgh with residential status which did not have a 20mph 
speed limit; speed limit inconsistencies across Musselburgh; the number of house 
frontages on Ravensheugh Road; the ask for the 30mph sign to be removed from the 
approach to Ravensheugh Roundabout; the time it would take cars to reach where 
people would cross the road to visit the shop; a serious accident which had taken place 
on the road; the effect of the speed reduction on Pinkie Road to the average speeds 
travelled by cars; features that meant Ravensheugh Road would benefit from a 
reduction in speed limit; and that Inveresk and Eskview Terrace had 20mph speed 
limits. 
 
Committee members asked questions about how Mr O’Donnell would expect driver 
behaviour to change following a speed limit reduction, and whether speed reduction 
measures would satisfy the petitioners. 
 
Alan Stubbs, Service Manager – Roads, spoke to the Council’s position, and 
elaborated on his submission at report Appendix 2. He acknowledged that the speed 
of vehicles was of huge importance to the community, and that there was often a 
difference of opinion between drivers, pedestrians, and cyclists as to what was 
considered a safe speed; it was therefore important that the Council have clear 
guidelines and apply these policies consistently, and he highlighted a timeline of speed 
limit reviews undertaken. He highlighted a collaborative approach with community 
groups to deliver priorities identified by local people, reduce inequalities, and help to 
make communities safer. He explained that the request had been acknowledged and 
considered, but had not been recommended. He gave an account of the various speed 
limits in the area, and noted that Ravensheugh Road was a very wide road with very 
good forward visibility. He noted the relatively low number of frontages on the road, 
and explained that the limited recorded accident history had also been considered. He 
summarised that the road did not comply with the speed limit policy, and that a balance 
must be struck between the needs of the community and the needs of other road users. 
He gave an account of engagement with the TRA, and acknowledged their 
disappointment. He also noted that the outcomes of formal complaints made by the 
TRA had found that the Council had followed correct processes. He advised of work 
with Sustrans to design a safer and more accessible route between Prestonpans and 
Levenhall; officers would meet with the TRA following the consultation to help shape a 
proposal. He suggested that there was a possibility that this could lead to a change in 
the speed limit. 
 
Committee members asked a number of questions, including: why Inveresk had a 
lower speed limit than Ravensheugh Road; the level of detail available on the two 
recorded accidents; factors which would lead to a review of policy; and the statutory 
process for changing speed limits. As part of his response, Mr Stubbs gave examples 
of how a change to speed could inadvertently cause road safety issues. 
 
Mr O’Donnell and Mr Stubbs both summed up their positions. 
 
At the debate stage, Committee members commented on: the wide nature of the road 
and it being difficult to change driver behaviour unless the carriageway was narrowed; 
the importance of following policies in ensuring equity; the potential for the work with 
Sustrans to bring road within the policy for a lower speed limit; the tendency of some 
drivers to ignore speed limits; concerns that a 20mph sign could give a false sense of 
comfort to residents; the future opportunity to look at the speed limit, and a hope that 
the TRA would engage in this work; the importance of reporting of any incidents; and 
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the need for continued awareness of the concerns and passion of the residents in the 
decision making around the new route project.  
 
The Convener then moved to a roll call vote, and Committee members unanimously 
voted against supporting the petition. 

Decision 
 
The Petitions and Community Empowerment Review Committee did not support the 
petition, and therefore no further action would be taken.  

 

 

 

 

Signed     ........................................................ 

   
    Councillor J McMillan 
    Convener of the Petitions and Community Empowerment Review Committee 
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COMMITTEE: Petitions and Community Empowerment Review 
Committee 

MEETING DATE: 10 June 2026 

BY:  Depute Chief Executive – Resources and Economy 

REPORT TITLE: Petition PET0126 – Calling on East Lothian 
Council to pause town centre parking charge plans 
pending a holistic impact review and local 
consultation’ 

REPORT STATUS: Public 

1 PURPOSE OF REPORT 

1.1 To present petition PET0126 to the Petitions and Community 
Empowerment Review Committee for consideration. The petition is 
entitled ‘Pause Town Centre Parking Charge Plans Pending a Holistic 
Impact Review and Local Consultation’. 

1.2 The petition text reads: 

We, the undersigned, call on East Lothian Council to pause the 
implementation of proposed town centre parking charges until a 
holistic, rigorous, and publicly accessible overarching impact 
review has been completed and its findings meaningfully 
consulted upon at local level. 

Whilst individual reports and consultations have been undertaken 
for specific locations, there is no currently no single, 
comprehensive impact assessment that examines the cumulative 
social, economic, equality, accessibility, environmental and 
democratic impacts of the parking charges plans across all 
affected town centres. 

Parking policy has significant consequences for: 
• Local businesses and town centre vitality
• Disabled people, carers, and those with protected

characteristics
• Low-income households and those reliant on private

transport due to limited public alternatives.

2
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• Civic trust, transparency, and confidence in local decision-
making

Introducing charges prior to publishing and consulting on a robust 
overarching impact review risks undermining public confidence 
and excluding communities from informed participation in 
decisions that directly affect their daily lives. 

We therefore petition East Lothian Council to: 

• Pause implementation of all town centre parking charge
plans

• Publish a holistic, council-wide impact assessment that:
o Brings together economic, equality, accessibility,

environmental and social impacts
o Clearly explains assumptions, evidence, and

anticipated outcomes
• Undertake local consultation on the findings of this

assessment in each affected town
• Demonstrate how consultation feedback has informed final

decisions before any implementation proceeds

Local democracy depends on decisions being evidence-led, 
transparent, and participatory. A pause to allow for a rigorous 
impact review and genuine consultation in not obstructionist; it is 
responsible governance.  

This petition is submitted in the spirit of constructive engagement 
and in the interest of fair, inclusive, and accountable decision-
making of East Lothian’s communities.  

2 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Members are recommended to: 

2.1 Consider the petition and take action as required. 

3 BACKGROUND 

3.1 A petition was submitted on 30 April 2026 by Lindsey Horner, principal 
petitioner, and was deemed to be competent.  

3.2 Further details of the petition are contained within the petition form at 
Appendix 1. 
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Signatories 

3.3 At the time of writing, there were 4390 signatories to this petition. 

3.4 Signatory names and post towns were provided to the Council. Although 
full contact addresses were not provided, as the petition had been 
created through Change.org, a reputable democratic tool which 
undertakes its own checks, it was felt that this was sufficient to satisfy 
competency criteria. 

3.5 Of the signatory details provided, East Lothian addresses appeared 
most frequently. Although a number of signatories gave post towns from 
other parts of the UK, a majority had East Lothian and Edinburgh 
postcodes. 

3.6 The petition is on Change.org: https://www.change.org/p/pause-east-
lothian-town-centre-parking-charge-plans-pending-impact-review-
consultation, and the submitted post town details can be provided to 
Committee members by contacting the Clerk to the Petitions Committee. 

4 POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

4.1 There are no immediate policy implications arising from this report. 
Depending on the action required and agreed by the Committee, there 
may be policy implications relating to particular issues arising from 
competent petitions. These will be subject to a separate report to the 
relevant committee, as required. 

5 RESOURCE AND OTHER IMPLICATIONS 

5.1 Finance: dependent on the action agreed by the Committee. 

5.2 Human Resources: dependent on the action agreed by the Committee. 

5.3 Other (e.g. Legal/IT): dependent on the action agreed by the Committee. 

5.4 Risk: dependent on the action agreed by the Committee. 

6 INTEGRATED IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

6.1 Select the statement that is appropriate to your report by placing 
an ‘X’ in the relevant box. 

An Integrated Impact Assessment screening process has 
been undertaken and the subject of this report does not 
affect the wellbeing of the community or have a significant 
impact on: equality and human rights; tackling socio-
economic disadvantages and poverty; climate change, the 
environment and sustainability; the Council’s role as a 

x 
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corporate parent; or the storage/collection of personal 
data. 

or 

The subject of this report has been through the Integrated 
Impact Assessment process and impacts have been 
identified as follows: 

Subject Impacts identified (Yes, 
No or N/A) 

Equality and human rights  

Socio-economic disadvantage/poverty  

Climate change, the environment and 
sustainability 

 

Corporate parenting and care-experienced 
young people  

 

Storage/collection of personal data  

Other  

 

[Enter information on impacts that have been identified] 

The Integrated Impact Assessment relating to this report has been 
published and can be accessed via the Council’s website: 

https://www.eastlothian.gov.uk/info/210602/equality_and_diversity/120
14/integrated_impact_assessments 

 

7 APPENDICES 

7.1 Appendix 1: Petition form 

7.2 Appendix 2: Officer’s response to petition 

 

8 BACKGROUND PAPERS  

8.1 None. 

 

9 AUTHOR AND APPROVAL DETAILS 
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Report Author(s) 

Name Becky Crichton 

Designation Committees Officer/Clerk to the Petitions and Community 
Empowerment Review Committee  

Tel/Email rcrichton@eastlothian.gov.uk 

Date 2 June 2026 

Head of Service Approval 

Name Hayley Barnett 

Designation Head of Corporate Support 

Confirmation that IIA 
and other relevant 
checks (e.g. 
finance/legal) have 
been completed 

Yes 

Approval Date 4 June 2026 
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30 April 2026 
B. Crichton
PET0126
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APPENDIX 2 
Officer’s response to the petition 

It is recommended that the Petitions and Community Empowerment Review 
Committee note the comments raised within the petition and support the 
parking review to continue to advance and move forward to the formal Traffic 
regulation Order consultation process which will be presented back to Council 
for wider consideration in due course.  

The committee is recommended to consider in practical terms the detail of the 
assessment process; the level of public engagement undertaken, the continued 
public engagement to be entered into through the formal Traffic Order 
consultation process,  the requirement to address any objections raised, the 
further critiquing of the business case for each town, individual impact 
assessments and wider integrated impact assessments provided as Council 
policy, that addresses the petitioners concerns.  

The introduction of parking charges must adhere to Council policy and that the 
making of a Traffic Regulation Order must be in accordance with the Road 
Traffic Regulation Act and administered in accordance with the Local 
Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedures) (Scotland) Regulations 1999, which will 
allow formal objection to be made to the Council, subject to the Council 
progressing to publish the making of the Order.  

On 30 October 2018, East Lothian Council adopted the Local Transport 
Strategy and associated Parking Management Strategy. The strategy provided 
the necessary context for the introduction of parking management intervention 
including parking charging within the county.  

On the 28 June 2022 East Lothian Council agreed to ‘acknowledge the 
requirements of Council (30 October 2018) to take forward an assessment of 
the demand for town centre parking on an individual town case by case basis 
taking into account local people’s view’, and not to consider the impacts of town 
centre parking holistically. 

On 27 February 2024, Council agreed to note the intention to accelerate the 
parking management review, consult on the five remaining towns concurrently, 
and draft and publish Orders introducing parking restrictions in due course.  

Between 1 May, and 28 July (12 weeks), the parking review public engagement 
ran four public facing events in Dunbar, Haddington, Tranent, and Musselburgh. 
Face-to-face events were held at Town House, Dunbar, Corn Exchange, 
Haddington, The Fraser Centre, Tranent, and Inveresk Church Hall, 
Musselburgh. Over the period, a public survey questionnaire sought public 
opinion on the initial proposals.  

On 9 December, East Lothian Council agreed to move to the intent to make the 
Order and subsequently advertise the Orders which will allow opportunity for 
the public to raise further representations and objections to the proposals as 
amended, following which a report will be brought back to Council. 
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In consideration of the process before making the Orders (if agreed), officers 
will present undated reports, business case development and impact 
assessments as appropriate, which will be appropriate, and proportionate to the 
proposals being considered. 

The following background papers may be of use: 

• Report to Council on 9 December 2025 – 04a Parking Management 
Proposals: Dunbar

• 04a Parking management Proposals: Dunbar Amendment
• Report to Council on 9 December 2025 – 04b Parking Management 

Proposals: Haddington
• 04b Parking management Proposals: Dunbar Amendment
• Report to Council on 9 December 2025 – 04c Parking Management 

Proposals: Tranent
• 04c Parking management Proposals: Tranent Amendment
• Report to Council on 9 December 2025 – 04d Parking Management 

Proposals: Musselburgh
• 04d Parking management Proposals: Musselburgh Amendment
• 122/25 Parking Management Proposals: Dunbar – Appendices C-H Council 

Report of 9/12/25 – Cover Report
• 122/25a Appendix C: Dunbar Parking Management Strategy – Public 

Engagement Report
• 122/25b Appendix D: Dunbar Business case
• 122/25c Appendix E: Dunbar Parking Impact Assessment
• 122/25d Appendix F: Dunbar Parking Management Financial Model –

Technical Note
• 122/25e Appendix G: Dunbar Analysis of Proposals, Representations and 

recommended mitigations
• 122/25f Appendix H: Dunbar Parking demand data analysis

• 123/25 Parking Management Proposals: Haddington – Appendices C-H 
Council Report of 9/12/25 – Cover Report

• 123/25a Appendix C: Haddington Parking Management Strategy – Public 
Engagement Report

• 123/25b Appendix D: Haddington Business case
• 123/25c Appendix E: Haddington Parking Impact Assessment
• 123/25d Appendix F: Haddington Parking Management Financial Model –

Technical Note
• 123/25e Appendix G: Haddington Analysis of Proposals, Representations 

and recommended mitigations
• 123/25f Appendix H: Haddington Parking demand data analysis
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• 124/25 Parking Management Proposals: Musselburgh – Appendices C-H
Council Report of 9/12/25 – Cover Report

• 124/25a Appendix C: Musselburgh Parking Management Strategy – Public
Engagement Report

• 124/25b Appendix D: Musselburgh Business case
• 124/25c Appendix E: Musselburgh Parking Impact Assessment
• 124/25d Appendix F: Musselburgh Parking Management Financial Model –

Technical Note
• 124/25e Appendix G: Musselburgh Analysis of Proposals, Representations

and recommended mitigations
• 124/25f Appendix H: Musselburgh Parking demand data analysis

• 125/25 Parking Management Proposals: Tranent – Appendices C-H Council
Report of 9/12/25 – Cover Report

• 124/25a Appendix C: Tranent Parking Management Strategy – Public
Engagement Report

• 125/25b Appendix D: Tranent Business case
• 125/25c Appendix E: Tranent Parking Impact Assessment
• 125/25d Appendix F: Tranent Parking Management Financial Model –

Technical Note
• 125/25e Appendix G: Tranent Analysis of Proposals, Representations and

recommended mitigations
• 125/25f Appendix H: Tranent Parking demand data analysis

• Report to Council on 10 December 2024 – Update on North Berwick Traffic
Regulation Orders

• Report to Council on 27 February 2024 – Update on Parking Management
Traffic Regulation Order for North Berwick

• Report to Council on 25 April 2023 – Town Centre Parking Management:
Introduction of Parking Management Proposals in North Berwick

• Report to East Lothian Council on 28 June 2022 – Town Centre Parking
Management: Consultation

• Members’ Library Report – Economic Impact Assessment Report (Ref:
34/23, April 2023 Bulletin)

• Members’ Library Report – Consultation Report (Ref: 35/23, April 2023
Bulletin)

• Integrated Impact Assessment
• Report to East Lothian Council on 30 October 2018 – East Lothian Council

Proposed Local Transport Strategy
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• East Lothian Council Proposed Local Transport Strategy 2018-24 – Draft
Parking Strategy, Members’ Library Ref: 142/18 (October 2018 Bulletin)

• East Lothian Council Proposed Local Transport Strategy 2018-24 – Draft
Active Travel Improvement Plan, Members’ Library Ref: 141/18 (October
2018 Bulletin)

• Policy and Performance Review Committee – 04 Roads Asset Management
Annual Status and Options Report

• Report to East Lothian Council on 25 April 2023 – Town Centre Parking
Management: Introduction of Parking Management Proposals in North
Berwick

• Report to East Lothian Council on 27 February 2024 – Update on Parking
Management Traffic Regulation Order North Berwick

• Members’ Library Report – East Lothian by Numbers: Travel and Transport
(Ref: 152/24, November 2024 Bulletin)
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