
AIRDRIE – BATHGATE RAILWAY AND LINKED IMPROVEMENTS BILL 
CONSIDERATION STAGE EVIDENCE; GROUP 26 RESPONSE TO PROMOTER’S WRITTEN 
EVIDENCE 
 
OBJECTER – AIRDRIE AND DISTRICT ANGLING CLUB 
 
 

1. Issues no longer in dispute 
 

We confirm that all the issues raised in the club’s original objection remain unresolved. 
 
 

2. Issues remaining in dispute for which the club do not propose submitting any further 
written evidence in response to the promoter’s written evidence 

 
Issue 2 – Loss of Amenity 
 
Noise and vibration 

• Construction noise 
• Construction vibration 
• Operational noise 
• Operational vibration 
• Maintenance noise 

 
Issue 4 – Pollution 

 
 

3. The following issues remain in dispute and further written evidence on each issue is set 
out below 

 
Issue 1 – Acquisition of land 
 
Loss of Access 

 
As stated by the proposer the club makes use of 7 paths given access to Hillend 
Reservoir.  These paths were upgraded in 2000 to facilitate wheelchair access to the 
shore of the loch. The funding to construct these paths, together with the Hillend fishing 
lodge and landscape improvements was provided by a partnership comprising of Airdrie 
& District Angling Club, North Lanarkshire Council, The Central Scotland Forest Trust, 
The Glasgow and Clyde Valley Tourist Board, Scottish Natural Heritage, Sustrans, the 
Committee for the Promotion of Angling for the Disabled and the Lottery Sports Fund. 
 
Following the closure of the railway to freight trains in 1982 anglers have regularly used 
the solum of the railway to access various parts of the loch, thus establishing the 7 paths 
which were upgraded in 2000. 
 
With regard to the fishing lodge the club acknowledges that this was constructed in 2000 
at which time the access over the cycle track was upgraded to provide 16 car parking 
spaces for members, visitors and disabled users. (This is in addition to approximately 20 
spaces in existing laybys on the A89 which will be rendered useless for anglers  through 
this proposal.)  Between 1982 and 2000 the club made use of an existing farm track 
which provided vehicle access from the A89 to Hillend Loch.  At the site of what is now 
the fishing lodge there was 4 informal car parking spaces which were used regularly by 
club members throughout this period.   
 



Prior to 1982 when the railway was in operation we understand that the track in question 
was in existence in any event providing access between 2 areas of land owned by the 
same land owner by means of a gated crossing.  
 
Accordingly, the club is of the opinion that they have secured rights of access by way of 
prescription. 
 
The promoter suggests that they will create 3 access points.  We should point out that 
these access points already exist; however, we would point out that the proposed 
upgrading of the eastern access will result in the destruction of some of the best fishing 
areas within the loch and would damage brown trout spawning areas and wildlife 
interests whilst the western access is over 1.2 miles from the current fishing lodge and 
not suitable for disabled users.  
 
Acquisition of Land for Access Road 
 
With regards to the proposed car park and bus parking area on the south side of the 
railway this provides little if any benefit to the club as it will be separated from the fishing 
lodge by the rail corridor with access only by a foot bridge.  This will raise issues of 
vehicle security, access to tackle trolleys, health and safety and the use of the car park 
for criminal purposes such as drug dealing and illegal tipping. We would also suggest that 
the layout of the proposed car park, with the bus parking to the south of the railway will 
render the fishing lodge inaccessible for disabled visitors arriving by bus or coach.   
 
We note the promoter acknowledges and regrets the delay between the initial discussion 
on various options for the objector and the finalised proposal.  The club view this as a 
major error on the part of the proposer as it has allowed insufficient time for the club to 
fully explain their concerns in relation to the current plans and lack of time to put forward 
an alternative proposal which will eliminate or mitigate to a large degree, many impacts 
the proposal will have in relation to Hillend Loch. 
 
The club recognise that any adverse impact on the fishing lodge caused by the 
construction and the use of the railway line would be a matter for compensation.  We 
would point out, however, that the club’s main interest is to retain the amenity of the loch 
and the surrounding areas and the retention of the sporting activity for the enjoyment of 
its members neither of which can be strictly measured in monitory terms. 
 
The club welcomes the statement made by the proposer in their paragraph 7 in relation to 
the conditional acceptance of the principal of relocating the fishing lodge.  It is not entirely 
clear how the proposer proposes to take forward this matter and we would welcome the 
opportunity for further discussion, with them in this regard.  We can, however, confirm 
that all the land required for the relocation is in the control of the club and that they are 
willing to commence the process of securing the necessary planning permission. 
 
With regard to the costs of the proposed relocation we would point out that these were 
provided by the promoter and not the club and what we have attempted to do at this 
stage through a report prepared by TA Millard dated 16 November 2006 is to 
demonstrate cost savings could be made in relation to the relocation which would be less 
expensive than the option of remaining in situe.  The costs provided by the promoter 
included for the cost of a new bridge and therefore we can confirm that these costs have 
not been omitted from the calculations. 
 
Loss of Fishing Areas 
 
The promoter suggests that the there will be an overall reduction in the areas along the 
shore which are suitable for fishing and suggests that this is an inevitable consequence 



of the railway re-opening. This is not the case. We maintain that it is the construction of 
the new road access to the fishing lodge that will lead to the inevitable loss of the fishing 
areas. This could be avoided by relocating the fishing lodge. This would then limit the 
access at the eastern end to a cycle path with far less impact upon fishing activities. We 
attach a plan showing the site of the existing fishing lodge and the site proposed for its 
relocation. 
  
To clarify the clubs position in relation to the fishing pontoons we can confirm that if this 
entails concrete piers running out into the loch this would not be wanted due to concerns 
over water contamination issues, the affect on habitat and health and safety issues.  
However, if a more environmentally friendly solution can be found i.e. through the back 
filling with clean stone to create a peninsula or isthmus then this would be considered by 
the club. 
 
We note the promoter accepts that there will be an overall reduction in the areas 
available for fishing along the reservoir shore.  We would point out that the stretch of 
shore from the eastern end of the loch to the current fishing lodge is the most popular 
stretch for angling due to its proximity to the fishing lodge and also represents a vitally 
important spawning area for brown trout.  The construction of the new access road will 
destroy this area for angling and risks damaging or destroying the spawning area.  We 
would again point out that the club’s main motivation is the retention of amenity and 
sporting quality and not monitory compensation. 
 
Issue 2 – Loss of Amenity 
 
Visual Impact 
 
The exact finish of the shoreline where this is being interfered with through the 
construction of the cycle path is a critical issue for the club.  A finish which results in a   
sheer drop into the reservoir through sheet piling or similar will have a devastating impact 
on the amenity of the shore line, rendering it either of little or no use for angling where as 
a gradual sloping bank at a shallow angle using appropriate fill will have less impact and 
potentially permit continued angling to take place.  Until such time as the promoter has 
finalised the design we are unable to withdraw our objection. 
 
Issue 3 – Health and Safety 
 
The club’s main concern is in relation to health and safety is in relation to the final finish 
of the shoreline following construction on the cycle path.  In particular plans provided by 
Jacobs Babtie (drawing number 0016671/Angling Club Access/SK/01 show a section of 
the new access road with a piled finish to the water line resulting in an approximate 4 
metre drop.  In addition the pontoons proposed by the promoter will also result in a drop 
into deep water rather than a gradual incline that is a current feature of the shoreline.  
This is considered dangerous, particularly for disabled users and children. 
 
 
 
 
Issue 5 – Club Operations and Income 
 
 
The club’s continued existence is dependant upon the quality of the fishing experience 
offered to its members and visitors.  Regardless of the measures taken by the promoter 
to minimise the risks from pollution, noise, vibration, etc the plans as proposed will, as 
acknowledged by the promoter result in the loss of fishing opportunities.  As previously 
stated the construction of the new access road to the fishing lodge will destroy the best 



section of fishing at Hillend.  It may be possible to quantify the loss to the club through 
the sale of day tickets and a reduction in membership, however, there can be no 
measure of the loss to the club members of the fishing experience. 
 
Issue 6 – Natural Wildlife Habitats 
 
The club is of the view that the most significant potential environmental impact is in 
relation to the disturbance of the shore line and water features.  The proposed relocation 
of the fishing lodge will have no or minimal impact on the shore or water features at 
Hillend where as the promoter’s proposal will have quite a significant impact, including, 
as acknowledged, the loss of an important section of shore.  In addition the length of new 
road to facilitate access to a relocated fishing lodge will be less than would be required to 
create a new access into the existing fishing lodge.  The club is therefore of the view that 
the environmental impact over relocation is significantly less than remaining in situe. 
 
 
 

4. The Club wish to pursue the following issues changed oral evidence 
 

Issue 1 – Acquisition of Land 
 

• Loss of access 
• Acquisition of land for access 
• Loss of fish areas 

 
Witnesses 
 
The witnesses for the objector in relation to this issue are; Ken Pirie consulting engineer, 
fishing club members Archie Craig and Hugh Lucas.  
 
The objector estimates that its evidence on this topic will last 30 minutes.  With a further 
15 minutes to cross examine witnesses. 

 
 Issue 3 – Health and Safety 
 

The witnesses for the objector in relation to this issue are; fishing club members Archie 
Craig and Hugh Lucas.   
 
The objector estimates that the evidence on this topic will last 10 minutes and a further 
10 minutes for cross examination. 
 
Issue 5 – Club Operations and Income 
 
The witnesses for the objector in relation to this issue is; fishing club member Archie 
Craig  
 
The objector estimates that the evidence on this topic will last 5 minutes and a further 5 
minutes for cross examination. 
 

 
5. We wish to see the following changes made 

 
The Bill to be changed to include the relocation of the fishing lodge to a location that 
minimises the environmental impact and retains full access to the southern shore of the 
loch on the proposal and the removal from the proposal of the need for a vehicular 
access from the eastern end of the loch. 



 


