
AIRDRIE-BATHGATE RAILWAY AND LINKED IMPROVEMENTS BILL 
 

CONSIDERATION STAGE EVIDENCE: GROUP 25 RESPONSE TO 
PROMOTER’S WRITTEN EVIDENCE 

 
 
Objections within group Lead objector 
Monklands Sailing Club Monklands Sailing Club 

 
 
 
 

1. We no longer wish to pursue the following issues as they are no longer 
in dispute— 

 
All objections are still active and alternative cycle path routings as indicated 
below are with Network Rail. 
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2. The following issues remain in dispute but we do not propose 
submitting any written evidence in response to the promoter’s written 
evidence— 
 
Permanent Acquisition of Plots Nos. 313, 313A and 322 
 
 
 
3. Having considered the promoter’s written evidence, the following issues 
remain in dispute and our further written evidence on each issue is set out 
below— 
 
 
Temporary Access for Construction Purposes.  
 
1. Plot 323A. Drawings show the Limit of Deviation passing through our clubhouse, 
(DRW No. 0016671/CWRW/SK/07). Please advise if this is related to the 
construction of the cycle path or the railway. 
 
 
Evaluation of Alternative Routes for the Cycle path. 
 
8. The cycle path already deviates from the railway route in several places, Plains 
and Caldercruix to name but two, so we cannot accept this as a justifiable reason for 
not examining this option. Our preferred alternative route is a simple continuation of 
the path as it crosses over the road at Caldercruix and has at this point already 
broken the alignment principle. 
 
9. The promoter admits to a compromise here. Our views were not considered and it 
certainly does not reconcile us. 
The proposed route will certainly not provide attractive views across the loch, our 
alternative routes will. The objector’s interests have not been considered at any 
point. 
It is our understanding that planning permission for the construction of dog kennels 
was only issued to the other landowner in 2006 and therefore our interests should 
take priority. We challenge the fact that an alternative route would cause delays as it 
is understood that a stakeholder such as NLC could promote a separate CPO for the 
path under Planning or Roads legislation. Construction of the rail line need not be 
delayed by an “out of phase” construction of the cycle path. After all it is surely more 
important to produce the best route. 
 
10. The promoter, despite our requests, has been unwilling to provide details of 
these extensive stakeholder consultations. Indeed there has been a total lack of 
consultation with affected parties and we were given what is effectively a fate 
accompli. 
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12. The promoter has again failed to acknowledge that the route to the rear of the 
clubhouse was discussed only as an alternative when it involved moving the 
clubhouse. The fact is we never agreed to the current route at any time and only 
offered it consideration when we proposed the demolition of our current clubhouse 
and its relocation away from the railway thus affording the Promoter as much room 
as they needed to facilitate the cycle path. 
 
13. We cannot accept this as a detailed or credible plan. There are no legends, no 
detail of the electrification lines, and the cross-section is virtually unreadable. (See 
copy attached). 
 
14. We can provide a copy of this email on request. The discussion regarding 
fencing was wholly based on the relocation of the Clubhouse and construction of a 
new compound and included our request to construct security fencing all the way to 
the East of the club and continue perpendicular to the loch shore to discourage 
cyclists, equestrians and pedestrians from using the sailing club as a short cut. 
 
15./16.  With regard to the points made – 
 
The proposed route does not go along the edge of the reservoir and is certainly not 
going to be attractive. Our preferred alternative route does follow the reservoir and 
will be extremely attractive. 
  
We would really need to consult with North Lanarkshire Council and other relevant 
stakeholders for their comments. It is our knowledge that this can be accomplished 
fairly easily out with the Bill and would not be impracticable at all. 
 
We have requested details of these Stakeholder discussions having never been 
privy to them and had we been given an opportunity to present our proposal to the 
Stakeholders we believe our preferred alternative route would have been accepted. 
 
There is far more room to the south of the railway line than there is behind the 
Sailing club, it would not involve a deep cutting creating a double gradient and would 
be much more attractive. 
 
17. The promoter waited until the last moment before advising us that the route had 
been changed to the north. We were led to believe that the route to the south was 
the only option after they discounted the relocation of our clubhouse. Our proposal of 
the route to the north is much more practicable. The cycle path route already 
deviates in several places from the railway solum. It should not be beyond the 
realms of possibility to construct the cycle path out with the Bill? 
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ISSUE 2 – LOSS OF AMENITY 
 
The proposed routing of the Cycle Path will direct the general public past the Sailing 
Club premises. The entrances to the club property and the boat compound are gated 
but the gates are left open when the club is functioning i.e. during Club Events and 
Open Regattas. This presents points of conflict with vehicles, boat trailers, members 
etc. entering and exiting the club premises and during the launching, rigging and 
recovery of boats. Further, it offers to users of the Cycle Path the opportunity to take 
a short cut through club land to join the Cycle Path beyond the club premises thus 
avoiding the unattractive and potentially dangerous longer route currently proposed 
to the rear of the clubhouse. 
 
20. We have had no communication to date regarding the detailed design and 
neither have we seen evidence of the long section of the cycle path in the vicinity of 
our club despite our requests. It is indeed too late in the day now. We have 
attempted to have a meeting with the promoter but have been unable to arrange a 
suitable date at this late stage. 
 
ISSUE 3 – HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 
22. Our concerns have certainly not been addressed as there is still a point of 
conflict with the cycle path and our access road. The promoter has made no 
response to the issue of vandalism. 
 
 
ISSUE  4 - CLUB OPERATIONS AND INCOME 
 
23. There is hard standing under this growth which MSC funded. After recent 
negotiation with British Waterways we are now in a position to hold regattas again. 
 
 
4. We wish to pursue the following issues through oral evidence— 
 
All issues which are still in dispute. 
 
Alex. A. McArthur, Past Commodore, Monklands Sailing Club - Acquisition of land 
and Loss of Amenity and Health and Safety.  
 
John Dawson, Commodore, Monklands Sailing Club - Club Operations and Income. 
 
We would estimate our oral evidence on each topic lasting 10 minutes. I.e. 30 
minutes total. 
 
5. We wish to see the following changes made— 
 
 To promote an alternative, more desirable route, if necessary out with the Bill 
and in full consultation with the relevant stakeholders, the Angling club and 
Monklands Sailing Club. 
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