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Introduction 

 

John Jamieson, local Councillor, in the course of the council meeting at which the 

decision to proceed to planning of the new ASN school on the Waterside field was 

made, described the process as ‘the most undemocratic process [he had] encountered 

in [his] eleven years as a local councillor’.  

 

Waterside Community Council warmly welcomes the proposal to build a new ASN 

School; however there is strong opposition within the community over the site that has 

been selected and grave concerns over the process of arriving at a decision to use the 

Waterside park/playing field.  

 

Waterside Community Council therefore under the Schools (Consultation) (Scotland) 

Act 2010, ask for the Scottish Government to take into consideration Section 17 of said 

Act (Grounds for call in etc.) and would warmly welcome and support an outcome by 

the Scottish Government, that under Section 16 of the Schools (Consultation) 

(Scotland) Act 2010, with regard to subsection (2) (b)  and (3) (b) grant their consent 

to the proposal –  (i) subject to the conditions of ‘not building on the Waterside Village 

park’ and for East Dunbartonshire Council to revisit existing or new sites for the 

building of a new ASN School.” 

 

Waterside Community Council therefore seek to demonstrate in the following pages 

the systematic failings of East Dunbartonshire Council, to follow the Schools 

(Consultation) (Scotland) Act 2010 in arriving at the decision to build a new ASN 

School on the Waterside park, and in the light of those failings, we ask that the Scottish 

Parliament call in this decision for review. 
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Background 

 

Waterside is a small village community on the outskirts of Kirkintilloch. It lies on the 

banks of the Luggie Water, and was originally a weaving village, although later mining 

developments led to it becoming a mining village. 

 

The village has retained a distinct and separate character as a close-knit community; 

although housing development has increased the population, building has been small-

scale and sympathetic to the identity of Waterside. 

 

Over many years of effective neglect by successive local administrations, those few 

village amenities, local shops, the post office and play areas for children have been lost 

due to commercial changes and development. The village retains just one small shop, 

one small play area for very young children, and the Waterside Miners Club. There are 

no other amenities apart from the much-used and highly valued park which East 

Dunbartonshire Council proposes to build the school on, regardless of strong 

community opposition.  

 

The Waterside Miners Club, operated by the Miners Welfare Charity, provides a space 

for social events, and the Community Council hires rooms for meetings, but the 

premises are not in a good state of repair, and desperately need refurbishment, for 

which we will be applying for National Lottery funding with the help of the Coalfields 

Regeneration Trust charity.  

 

The Wildlife Corridor, which runs along the Luggie Water, is a valuable ecological 

resource, but access to that resource is limited. Paths are difficult to negotiate, 

impossible for a person with mobility issues, and in places the banks are very steep. 

The only open park land in the area is the park at the entrance to the village that East 

Dunbartonshire Council proposes to build on.  

 

The Coalfields Regeneration Trust recently compiled a Community Profile of the 

village as part of its Community Futures scheme, and it was noted that there is no 

officially designated park land in the area – the park/field is in effect, the one and only 

fully accessible open green space in the area. This field has been untouched by 
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development, and as far as it is possible to determine has been open and accessible 

land, used only for grazing, from the very beginnings of the village as a settlement, 

which can be traced back to the time of King David II in the fourteen century.  

 

East Dunbartonshire Council propose to build an ASN School on this field (despite its 

being designated as Open Space and Green Belt in the Local Development Plan). When 

this was discovered by members of the community there were immediate protests and 

demands were raised that the community be consulted.  

 

To be clear, members of the community have no objections to the idea of building an 

ASN school; in fact if another site in the vicinity had been selected (one of the privately 

owned fields, for example, a site with better access as well as greater potential to meet 

the needs of all concerned), there would have been few, if any, objections. It is the 

location, the choice of the one common green space that the village has access to 

(important for community events as well as for football and exercise) that is the issue. 

 

In spite of the vociferously expressed opposition of the community to the proposal to 

build on our one remaining green space, the Council has proceeded (omitting any 

reference in its sanitized report to the strength of feeling against the proposal in the 

community), and the proposal is now moving towards review by the Planning board. 

However, we feel that there have been significant and important failures in the process 

of consultation, and we call upon the Scottish Parliament to review this process. 
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Pre-Consultation. 

 

1. Discussions 

Late in the process, members of Waterside Community Council discovered that East 

Dunbartonshire Council officials were involved in discussions with regard to the use 

of the Waterside park as a site for a new school. Discussions had been held with 

parents and staff of the two existing ASN Schools (Campsie View and Merkland), 

information had been presented to Councillors concerning the proposals, including 

the identification of the Waterside field as the ‘preferred’ site and a vote had been taken 

to proceed to a full statutory consultation – and this without any reference to or 

inclusion of the Waterside community. 

 

There were no pre-consultation discussions with Waterside Community 

Council, and no attempts had been made to raise the issue with the local 

community prior to the start of the formal consultation process.  

 

In other schemes of this kind – where a new school has been built within a community, 

local residents were included in pre-consultation discussions.  

 

2. Waterside Community Council 

At meetings of the Community Council, the question was raised by residents -   

- why had plans been underway for some months without any information 

being passed on to the community and without any effort to ascertain their 

feelings? 

In response to this question, officials eventually conceded that ‘mistakes had been 

made’ and that ‘lessons would be learned’, which is fine – but it does not alter the fact 

that the community were not involved in any pre-consultation discussions.  

 

3. Site Evaluation 

In their report to council, listing the different sites that were considered, officials had 

set out ‘risk factors’ that might apply in considering which site to use. Whilst in some 

cases the risk of local objections, lack of adequate public transport and the issue of 

‘public good’ had been raised, in the case of Waterside only a planning risk was cited.  
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In fact the officials concerned had no idea, at the point at which the report was 

compiled, what the feelings of the local community might be, since at that point no 

discussions with the local community had been conducted, and in fact most villagers 

had no idea that the Council were proposing to build on the park. 

 

By omitting the fact that there would be a loss to public good in building 

on the Waterside park, and by failing to mention that there would be 

strong local opposition to the project, Council officials effectively misled 

Councillors and skewed the selection process.  

 

It emerged that the Waterside park was ranked 6th according to the rating system used 

by council officials, in terms of its suitability for the site of the new ASN school. But 

this ranking failed to take account of a number of other factors – such as –  

 a) the site is described in the Local Development Plan as open space, as a green 

  field site and change of that designation will require planning consent - 

  and –  

 b) the fact that any mention of local opposition to the proposal was not factored 

  into the ranking along with the question of loss to public good, or – 

 c) the fact that Waterside too has less than adequate public transport links (it is 

  some miles from the nearest rail station, there is only one bus service). 

If these factors had been taken into account the park might well have occupied an even 

lower position in rank order.  

 

4. Misuse of public money 

East Dunbartonshire Council had, only a few years before this proposal surfaced, spent 

a large sum of public money to improve drainage in the Waterside park, to stabilise 

the land and to provide a full-sized grass football pitch. This is an excellent facility, 

highly rated by the clubs that use the pitch.  

 

It is a shocking and irresponsible waste of public money to establish a 

football pitch and then just a few years later, destroy it in the process of 

building a new school. 
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5. Public Interest 

Aside from the other losses that would occur should the park be used for a new school, 

the loss of the football pitch would have a detrimental effect right across East 

Dunbartonshire. It is already the case that there is a shortage of such facilities, but 

again - the interests of the local community and the football clubs affected 

were not taken into account. 

 

6. Lack of consultation. 

In the light of the strong feelings expressed by residents, Waterside Community 

Council requested that additional meetings be held (in Waterside itself, since the only 

scheduled consultations were at Merkland and Campsie View schools and not easily 

accessible to the community by public transport) to allow residents the opportunity to 

raise their concerns and express their feelings. Meetings did take place, but only 

because residents impressed upon local councillors and officials the need to address 

the concerns of the community.  

 

If the Community Council, and local residents had not been pro-active and 

demanded action by officials, no additional meetings with the community 

would have taken place; as it was officials implied that they were granting 

a concession in holding additional meetings, rather than meeting an 

obligation.  

 

7. Community Involvement. 

East Dunbartonshire Council and officials involved in planning the new school build 

should have recognised from the outset that the community which would be directly 

affected by this proposal should have been included in discussions from the start.  

 

Community involvement and empowerment, a key priority for 

government and a principle recognised across the public sector as vitally 

important for our democracy and for the future of our society, has been 

completely ignored and set aside.  
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The Statutory Consultation 

 

1. The Statutory Consultation 

Members of the Waterside community, without the benefit of any pre-consultation 

discussions or information, were suddenly confronted with the necessity of attending 

consultation meetings, held in the two schools affected by the proposed merger and 

relocation (Campsie View and Merkland).  

 

These consultation events focused on the educational issues and the benefits for the 

parents, staff and children to be gained from the provision of a new school.  

 

It quickly became clear that these public meetings had been designed with 

a view to dealing with educational matters and the concerns of parents 

and staff; no reference was made to any concerns or objections raised by 

the local community.  

 

Residents of the area who did attend the meetings raised questions about the impact 

upon the village, and made it clear that objections existed, but that elicited a hostile 

response from staff and parents, who immediately categorised objections as 

prejudicial and selfish. We were put under pressure to comply and agree or risk being 

seen as parochial and narrow-minded.  

 

In fact, the objections raised by residents are reasoned and reasonable and are as much 

about our concerns for the future of the children involved as they are about the impact 

of development upon the local community. We want to see the school being 

constructed on the best possible site, not the one that is simply regarded as the easy 

option (in spite of the disadvantages).  

 

2. Support for a new ASN School 

The Council should provide decent and appropriate schools for all children, and clearly 

there is a need for a new ASN School. Waterside Community Council does not oppose 

the building of a new ASN School, nor does it object in principle to the idea of building 

such a school within the area, if a suitable site could be found. 
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Waterside lies on the periphery of East Dunbartonshire; it has emerged that in the 

early stages of discussions about the provision of a new school, it was considered that 

a site in Bishopbriggs would be best, being more central and therefore easily accessible 

by children from all parts of East Dunbartonshire (its catchment area); siting the 

School in Waterside is problematic for a number of reasons. While a central location 

would seem fairer to many of the children involved,  there would have been few or any 

objections from local residents if, for example, the recently closed primary school close 

to the village had been chosen as the site of a new ASN School.  

 

Waterside Community Council and the local residents do not object to the 

idea of building a new ASN School, but we do object to the use of the 

Waterside park – and the Community Council has grave concerns about 

the process of arriving at the decision to use Waterside park. 

 

We were dismayed and upset to realise that these consultation events were not in any 

way inclusive of the local community, and when members of the village raised 

concerns it quickly became clear that we were being cast in the role of the villains of 

the piece. We were being characterised as people who were ‘opposed’ to the building 

of the school, and as people acting out of selfish concerns with no thought as the needs 

of the wider community. This could not be further from the truth. The reality was and 

is that we believe that the site is a bad choice for all concerned: a bad choice for the 

local community, but also a very bad choice for parents, staff and children. 

Nonetheless it was clear at the public meetings that parents strongly resented the 

stance taken by members of the community, and officials did nothing in support; they 

failed to reassure parents and staff that our opposition was over the choice of site, not 

the nature of the school, and that fed resentment and anger.  

 

4. Choice of Site 

Parents and staff had been invited to view the Waterside park. They had been told that 

the choice of location for the new build was one of two sites. One was in Auchinairn, 

the other in Waterside.  

 

However when parents and staff looked at the open green site in Waterside they 

expressed their preference for that site. Perfectly understandable. The site has green 
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fields beyond it, running alongside Waterside road; the village has old white-painted 

cottages; there is another small field opposite the site; in short it no-doubt appeared 

to them as a very pleasant rural setting. The Waterside community was later told by 

council officials that parents and staff had chosen the site in preference to Auchinairn 

when given the choice. 

 

As a result Waterside park then became the preferred site for the project. However this 

preference was expressed by parents and staff who were not in full possession of the 

facts. And the Waterside community had still not been told about the proposal so did 

not have an opportunity to explain their views when others were making a choice that 

would have very negative consequences for local residents. 

 

Officials did not explain to staff and parents that every green field in the 

vicinity was privately owned and either already targeted for development 

or likely to be developed in the near future.  

 

5. The Whole Story 

 Parents and staff supported the choice of the Waterside field without fully realising 

that –  

 a) the area is undergoing a transformation as new housing is being planned – 

  or is under construction 

 b) there is only one road serving the village – there is no alternative route – 

  Bankhead Road meets Waterside Road at a T-junction which is already 

  extremely busy and congested, and as housing extends along Waterside 

  Road that congestion is likely to increase even without the new school. 

 c) the village lacks any significant provision of shops or other facilities. In the 

  ASN report the importance of providing an opportunity for children at 

  the school to engage with the local community was explained, yet the  

village simply does not have any such facilities.  

 

Council officials should have drawn attention to all the relevant issues and 

made clear to parents and staff the advantages – and disadvantages – of 

the location. 
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Parents and staff supported the choice of the Waterside field for the new 

school without being in full possession of the facts, therefore the statutory 

consultation was flawed. 

 

6. Dividing the community 

As it was, when local people tried to raise these points the reception was hostile, and 

we were made to feel that a division was being created with parents and staff on one 

side and villagers on the other; residents were characterised as simply opponents to 

the construction of an ASN school – which was absolutely not the case. We were 

accused of ‘manufacturing’ events that use the field in order to raise obstacles to the 

building of the school.  

 

For the sake of clarity, the objections raised by Waterside Community 

Council and by many residents of the village are about the choice of our 

field not about the need to build a new school.  

 

In fact we are more ambitious than Council officials, we would like to see the school 

constructed in the best possible location for the children, parents and staff, such as the 

old site of St Joseph’s school in Milngavie, a site which is safe and healthy, and one 

which does not disadvantage the local community. 
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Failures of Process 

 

1. Council officials have already admitted that a mistake was made in that the people 

living around the proposed site for construction were not approached early in the 

process in order to ascertain their views and get their input. As one official put it 

‘lessons have to be learned’ – which is all very well and good, but it remains the case 

that the consultation process was flawed from the outset. 

 

2. Three distinct and separate decisions were involved: the closure of Merkland 

School; the closure of Campsie View School; and the decision as to which site should 

be selected for a new school. However Council officials have collapsed these 

three decisions into one consultation process. This pressurised East 

Dunbartonshire Councillors as they were put in the position of an ‘all or 

nothing’ choice.  

 

3. The proposed closure and merger of Campsie View and Merkland Schools was 

clearly driven by the need to provide a better and more suitable learning environment, 

and consultation with the associated parties over this decision was clearly necessary 

and important. However, the communities directly affected by the proposal 

to close these schools (those in the vicinity of Campsie View and 

Merkland), have not been consulted, despite the fact that the loss of these 

schools will have a direct impact on the two localities.  

 

This is covered by Schools (Consultation) ( Scotland) Act 2010, Schedule 2 “Relevant 

Consultees” , Subsections  1 (g), 2(g) , 3(g) , 4(g) and 10(g) 

 

4. Waterside Community Council believe that Lenzie Community Council were not 

Consulted by East Dunbartonshire Council with regards to a closure of a school in their 

community, by establishment of a new school, and by relocation of a school, 

therefore East Dunbartonshire Council failed to consult with a Statutory 

Consultee.  
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In so doing, the Council failed to offer the community the opportunity to consider and 

discuss the negative economic effect of that school closure and its likely impact on the 

local community. 

 

5. The separate matter of the selection of a new location for the School should have 

occasioned the need to contact and hold discussions with the residents living in the 

affected area, and their community council, at an early stage in the process.  

This did not happen and Waterside Community Council only learned of the proposal 

by accident when parents were heard discussing the fact that they were going to have 

a new school in Waterside. When this was raised at a community council meeting at 

the end of 2017, our councillors said there were no plans to build on the field and 

reassured those present by saying a field that had so much money upgrading its 

football pitch spent on it would never be used to build on. 

 

6. Waterside Community Council believe that East Dunbartonshire Council misled the 

Electorate, Statutory Consultees and even a full Council Meeting, by implying that any 

refusal to build on Waterside field by the Scottish Government, would result in no new 

Special School for 5 years in East Dunbartonshire.  

 

This effectively coerced parents and staff, members of the Council and residents in the 

local community, forcing them to accede to the plans rather than see the much-needed 

school delayed for a further 5 years.  

 

However, at no point was the Scottish Government approached for advice by East 

Dunbartonshire Council over this matter of a ‘moratorium’ and all those involved in 

deciding upon the use of the Waterside park did so under the impression that rejecting 

this option would cause the moratorium to be enacted.  

 

This amounted to undue pressure on all concerned to simply accept the plans set out 

by local officials without further consideration or review. 

 

The initial council decision to launch a consultation on the basis that the preferred site 

for construction was Waterside lacked both information and clarity. Councillors were 

not given all the relevant information on the alternative sites, nor were they made 
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aware of the full implications of their decision. Council officials informed residents at 

a public meeting that should the process of moving to a decision on the use of the 

Waterside site by stalled, should the council reject that option, then a five-year 

moratorium on the building of a new school would apply. This information had two 

major outcomes: 

1. Councillors, who had been told this too (though not before they voted for a 

consultation to take place in March 2018), then felt that they were committed 

to a decision that could not be stalled or changed. In fact, Councillors should 

have been advised in the course of initial discussions about the possibility of a 

moratorium and given clarity about when it might apply. This did not happen. 

That being the case, councillors made a decision without being fully informed 

about the consequences of that decision.  

2. The threat of a possible moratorium has pushed parents and staff into a 

 position where they feel it is impossible to consider any alternative site. 

This  has served to deepen the division between villagers and those parents 

and staff  who support the proposal. In fact, the threat of a moratorium has 

exerted undue  pressure on all concerned, villagers included, to accept the 

decision to use the Waterside field, regardless of the many negative 

consequences of the loss of the field for residents.  

 

7. Parents and Staff using the existing schools of Campsie View and Merkland were 

not given the whole picture concerning the Waterside field. They were not made aware, 

by Council officials, of the fact that the open fields in the vicinity are privately owned 

and likely to be subject to development.  

 

Cala Homes is about to start a building scheme next to the village, and further 

development is taking place alongside Waterside Road; yet the impact of these 

developments on traffic congestion and air pollution was not made clear to the 

stakeholders. Lack of relevant information means that the consultation 

process was flawed and inadequate.  

 

8. Council officials have painted a picture for parents of a school that will be ‘future-

proof’ in that, should new developments in technology and therapy emerge, there will 
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be scope on the Waterside site to accommodate additions and changes. This is 

nonsense.  

 

Officials have in effect made promises to parents that cannot be kept.  

The Waterside park is simply too small to allow for further developments and 

additions, even if officials abandon their commitments to residents of retaining a full-

sized football pitch, community playing areas, and other facilities.  

 

9. In deciding upon the location of an ASN School designed to meet the needs of people 

from right across the extent of East Dunbartonshire, the Council should have 

consulted with all those groups of people, in particular parents, likely to be affected by 

that decision.  

 

At the very least, East Dunbartonshire Council should have extended the consultation 

to include parent-teacher associations right across the Council area, because of course 

by the time the school is constructed new cohorts of children drawn from every area 

will need to access the school.  

 

Waterside is far from central; it lies on the outskirts of East Dunbartonshire, meaning 

that some children who attend this school may well face long journeys. Consequently, 

parents might well feel that they have been ill-served by East Dunbartonshire Council 

when, in due course, their children have to travel across busy and congested road 

systems in order to get to school.  

 

At least, those parents should have the opportunity to express their concerns and 

should be informed of Council plans and have the chance to assess what it might mean 

for them and for their children.  

 

10. The argument was presented by officials that the only site available to them that 

would allow for the construction of a single-story facility was the Waterside park. 

Setting aside the fact that other sites were larger in surface area, what later emerged 

was that the building on the Waterside park would in fact be a two-story building.  

Officials have made the case that teaching area of the school would be on one level – 

with staff and admin accommodation in a two-storey building. But this was far from 
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clear during the consultation process and many residents were left with the impression 

that only a single-storey building was proposed.  

 

The ambiguity over this matter, the lack of any clear statements or plans that might 

have clarified intentions, created a misleading impression and affected both the 

consultation process and the public response. 

 

11. Waterside Community Council believe that the report of the 

consultation process compiled by officials painted an unduly complacent 

picture of the level and nature of local opposition to the proposal. 

Moreover, the report omitted the responses to the consultation on the 

grounds of GDPR (which did not take effect till after the consultation), 

although names and addresses could simply have been redacted, as in 

other consultations. Had councillors been allowed to see the strength of 

the opposition to the plan, they might have voted differently. 

 

Officials have a responsibility to fully inform Councillors of the implications of 

decisions. In fact what officials have done quite consistently is ‘sanitised’ 

representations from the community.  

 

This is well demonstrated in the Consultation report, which relegated local objections 

to a few statements alongside bland reassurances from officials that all issues could be 

either ‘mitigated’ or that ‘compensation’ could be offered. This ‘compensation’ it was 

implied, would convert a major issue for residents into something that would be an 

‘enhancement’ to the area.  

 

Councillors have been sold a story that somehow the construction of the school, on the 

only green field that was likely to be left, the only amenity the village has for local 

events and recreation, can magically be transformed from a significant loss to public 

good, into a positive benefit for the community.  

 

This is simply nonsense.  
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But it has misled some councillors into believing that the construction of the school 

would benefit Waterside. This is far from being the truth and it should be set against 

the stark realties faced by the community.  

 

Waterside is a community with significant issues, with a health domain rank of 1767 

and an overall ranking of 1795. Whatever short-term financial benefits might be gained 

from using the Waterside field as opposed to an alternative that might require land 

purchase or work on topography pale into insignificance when set against the real costs 

that will emerge when the loss of open green space impacts upon the physical and 

mental well-being of local residents.  

 

It is well established and generally accepted that deprived communities benefit 

disproportionally from access to open parkland. Of course both local and national 

priorities recognise the importance of exercise and access to open green spaces. The 

proposal to use the Waterside field runs counter to local planning priorities 

and policies but also contradicts national policies set by the Scottish Parliament. The 

fact that a full-sized grass football pitch will be lost, very probably leading to the 

closure of local football clubs, with a concomitant impact on the health and well-being 

0f children, adults and older members of the community, runs counter to the aims set 

out by the Scottish government on more than one occasion.  

 

These facts have been set aside by local officials in the interests of expediency.  

 

12. Council officials drew up a list of thirteen sites that they considered to be potential 

locations for the new school. They then applied a set of criteria and scoring system to 

rate those sites in terms of their suitability. When that exercise was carried out, 

Waterside scored 6th on the list. There were inconsistencies in how that scoring system 

was applied, and if it had been used equitably, the Waterside park might well have 

ranked even lower.  

 

It is not clear, either to those who were part of the statutory consultation, or to the 

residents of Waterside how the site rated as 6th became the preferred site for officials. 

In spite of repeated inquires, there is a lack of clarity about how that decision was 

made. Both Councillors and consultees should have been fully informed as to the 
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specifications and requirements that were taken into account in arriving at the 

decision to prefer Waterside to other locations.  

 

This is particularly important given that the choice of the Waterside field is contrary 

to a whole array of local and national policies pertaining to the use of green field sites.  

The East Dunbartonshire Green Network Strategy has been ignored, the Local 

Development Plan 2017, the Open Space Strategy, the Community Planning 

Partnership, and the single Outcome Agreement have all been ignored as indeed has 

the School Estate Management Plan. 

 

13. Given that the proposal to use the Waterside field for the school is hedged about 

with difficulties, the proposal faces a real risk of failure at the planning stage. There 

are likely to be representations from bodies such as Sport Scotland for example, and 

certainly many objections from the local community. During a survey carried out by 

the Coalfields Regeneration Trust as part of their Community Futures scheme, an 

open-ended question was posed – asking residents what they considered to be the 

single biggest issue facing the community.  

 

In response, 84% of respondents stated that their main fear, the main concern they 

had about the future of the community was the possibility that the Waterside park 

might be lost to a building project.  

 

It is likely to be the case that a very large number of strong objections will be raised, 

during the planning process, to the proposal to build on the Waterside park. 

That being the case, there is a very real possibility that the proposal will fail in the 

planning process. Council officials have not prepared for that possibility; there is no 

‘plan b’ that would provide another option for the future provision of ASN facilities for 

the community. This is a failure in management and does not adequately or effectively 

serve the needs of the wider community, or parents, staff and children at the two 

schools directly affected.  

 

14. Residents were repeatedly told by Council officials that the Council ‘does not 

purchase land’. It was explained by Thomas Glenn, Depute Chief Executive, that 

officials have a responsibility to seek to use existing land owned by the council before 
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considering the necessity of purchasing land. This on the face of it, is perfectly 

reasonable. However, it does not take account of the fact that:  

a) the council has already spent a considerable amount of public money on 

improvements to the Waterside field: a new grass football pitch was laid out on 

land that had been stabilized, with new drainage put in to dry it out, and all this 

work and all the associated expenditure of public money is in effect a waste of 

time and resource, given that the council now intend to build on the field. 

Spending more money on the purchase of land does not therefore seem an 

unreasonable alternative, given that it means that money already spent will not 

be wasted; and :  

 b) there are plenty of instances when the Council has bought additional land in 

 order to conduct building projects; this happens regularly and is nothing 

 exceptional. Given that the Council should be making every effort to ensure that 

 an ASN School, with all the priorities that attach to such a facility, is in the best 

 possible location, surely the argument that the Council cannot purchase 

 additional land is spurious and intended only to mislead.  

 

15. The latest iteration of the Local Development Plan has the Waterside field as an 

open recreational space. East Dunbartonshire Council would need to re-designate the 

area and make a small but significant alteration to the Local Development Plan. In 

doing so, the council would also be compromising the integrity of a distinct local 

community. Currently the field acts as a clear delineation between the urban 

development of Kirkintilloch and the rural situation of Waterside Village. This is an 

issue by itself, but once again it has been ignored and passed over during the 

consultation process, and it has not been made clear to elected representatives in the 

Council that a significant alteration to the status of the village is inherent in the 

decision to build on the Waterside field.  

 

16. Last but not least, even in communicating to objectors the fact that a three-week 

window for representations to be made to the Scottish Parliament existed, the Council 

failed to be exact or precise. No dates were given; it was merely asserted that after the 

vote ‘last night’ to proceed, objectors had three weeks to respond. This is indicative of 

the careless and dismissive approach adopted by officials to the whole consultation 

process.  
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Summary 

 

The process that has taken place on this occasion has been flawed and incomplete. 

Parents that should have been consulted on the decision to site the new school in a 

remote location were left out of the process and even now may not even know that 

their children might be sent to a school on the eastern edge of East Dunbartonshire.  

 

Council officials have taken a dismissive and high-handed tone in their dealings with 

the local community. Our legitimate concerns over lack of consultation were 

reluctantly acknowledged and immediately sidelined. Concerns about the impact of 

the decision on the physical and mental health of villagers, on the local environment, 

on traffic and air pollution and about the loss of the village’s only amenity were all 

dismissed as irrelevant or as things that the council could easily mitigate with one or 

two concessions.  

 

These might be small matters and on the face of it, of no real concern. However they 

underline the fact that the Council and Council officials have proceeded throughout 

without any recognition of the importance of inclusion, of sound democratic process, 

and without any concern to recognise the importance of engaging with and respecting 

the importance of – the local community directly affected by their decisions.  

 

The flawed and incomplete consultation process reveals a deeper and more significant 

issue. Local representatives should be able to trust that council officials respect the 

process of consulting with local communities and should be confident that all relevant 

information regarding the process of consultation is made available to them so that 

they can make a fully informed decision. This has not taken place in this instance, and 

that represents both a failure to respect the rights and concerns of citizens and it 

compromises the trust between councillors and officials. Furthermore, it undermines 

the faith of the electorate in the processes of local democracy and leads to a feeling of 

disempowerment.  

 

The decision as to where to build a new ASN school deserves to be considered fully and 

in detail. It is imperative that the right decision is made and the right location is found. 
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Ideally it should be about considering the health and well-being of the children most 

affected: in other words an open location, preferably screened by trees, with the 

opportunity for outdoor learning in a safe environment. Instead the council are 

considering building a school at the confluence of two busy and congested roads in an 

area where extensive building is likely to be going on for years to come.  

 

This is a flawed process which has arrived at a flawed decision to the detriment of all 

concerned. East Dunbartonshire Council should be required to conduct a proper, full- 

scale consultation with all affected parties, and with all the relevant information to 

enable an informed decision. Local democracy would be best served by such a 

measure, and so would the interests and well-being of the children most directly 

affected. As mentioned earlier, Councillor Jamieson asked for it to be put on record 

that he considered the process to be ‘the most undemocratic process [he had] 

encountered in [his] eleven years as a local councillor’. Another councillor privately 

admitted that councillors would have no option but to vote for the school to proceed, 

and that it was ‘a stitch-up’. 

 

In the light of these arguments Waterside Community Council request that the 

decision to build a new ASN School on Waterside Park be called in and reviewed by 

the Scottish Parliament in the interests of local democracy, and in the interests of the 

children and parents directly affected.  


