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5
5.
Review of the Conservators’ Mooring Policy
5.1 Preamble

At the meeting on 10th January 2008, Conservators approved that the officers should proceed with a public consultation once Conservators had viewed a final draft of the Mooring Review. This final draft document was distributed to Conservators on 8th February seeking their feedback by Friday 15th February 2008. The Review was to be restricted to four areas only: Riverside Walkway, Riverside retaining wall, Midsummer Common and Jesus Green (upstream of the lock).
5.2 Public consultation
A total of 210 copies of the Review document were posted, or hand delivered by the River Bailiff where there was no record of an address, between 16th and 22nd February 2008 to:

· all Conservancy-registered vessel owners (2007/08)

· college bursars (representing college rowing clubs)

· town rowing clubs
· local, regional and national boat associations (CUCBC, ERRC, CRA, GOBA, IWA, RBOA)

· regional hire craft operators
· Environment Agency

· Cambridge City Council

· Cambridgeshire County Council

· owners of EA-registered vessels moored on the Cam as of February 2008
· people who had submitted representations in the previous consultation of the Conservators’ mooring policy in 2004.
The Review was also published on the Conservators’ website and the document was available to be read online or printed off as a ‘pdf’. Additional copies were held in the office for visitors. The consultation deadline was set for midday, Friday 14th March, allowing respondents approximately 3 weeks to return their comments.
5.3 Response rate
The number of returns was relatively high: there were 74 respondents, representing 35 % of the known mailing list (some respondents may have viewed the document online). All respondents were issued with an acknowledgment of receipt of their representation by e-mail or by letter. Although some representations were made by collectives of people, it has not been possible to ‘weight’ the analysis of the statistical results given below.
5.4 Riverside Walkway
The proposal put to out to public consultation was:

	Proposal
	Justification

	No change
	Navigation width is not obstructed at any time in the year by the present mooring arrangement. Enforcement of moorings should rest with the riparian owner, in keeping with other areas of private river bank. Continue to allow finger-mooring of manually-propelled craft in categories 1 – 12 only on the Middle River.




Just under one fifth of the respondents (14 in total) ventured comments about this mooring zone. Notably, none of the commercial punt operators responded to the Mooring Review document. Five respondents gave neutral contributions, three of whom stated that it was of no concern to them as it had would have no impact on their use of the river (i.e. rowing clubs). Cambridgeshire County Council, via its Area Bridge Engineer, issued the following position statement: 

‘The Quayside Walkway is owned and maintained by the Highway Authority. The Highway Authority does not own the freehold land on which the walkway is constructed and therefore does not have any powers over mooring so neither condones or encourages the current mooring to the walkway structure. However at this location the Highway Authority would support any mooring restrictions proposed by the riparian bank freeholders.’
Also, Conservators should be reminded that the proposal put to the public did not take into account the City Council’s decision to offer a new punt station to independent commercial operators at La Mimosa (at the downstream end of the suspended walkway, see Agenda Item 3, Matters for Decision).

Of the nine respondents who provided an opinion either way, eight were in support of the proposal, i.e. to keep things as they are. Only one person requested a ban on mooring. 
Officer’s recommendation:

To uphold the current Mooring Policy, which reads:

Paragraph 2(c) ‘Prohibit mooring along both banks save for those boats in registration categories 1-12 and the punt station at the public house’

5.5 Riverside retaining wall (Elizabeth Way road bridge to Stourbridge Common)

The proposal put out to public consultation was:

	Proposal
	Justification

	Prohibit mooring along the right bank from the Museum of Technology to the end of Riverside and its junction of Stourbridge Common. Moorers using this frontage to be given notice to leave by 1st January 2009.


	Traffic flow is affected by these moored vessels, increasing the risk of collision incidents. Moored vessels would be restricted to a single rank from Priory Road to the start of the old gasworks frontage (Riverside Place), potentially improving traffic flow, but 12 mooring spaces would be lost. 




The proposal for a change of policy at Riverside stimulated by far the greatest response to the Review (almost 88 % of the total number of respondents made comments about this area).
Cambridgeshire County Council’s position is as follows: 

‘The Riverside Retaining Wall was constructed circa 1953 and is maintained by the Highway Authority. However legal ownership of the retaining wall has yet to be determined.  The Highway Authority does not own the freehold land on which the retaining wall is constructed and therefore does not have any powers over mooring so neither condones or encourages the current mooring to the retaining wall.’
The City Council made a neutral representation, noting that a ban would undoubtedly lead to a displacement of vessels, but they might be able to assist by prioritising applications for mooring licences amongst those people on their waiting list for a licence who were presently moored at Riverside (8 moorers as of 4.4.08).  The City Council requested that, should this prohibition on mooring be approved, Conservators might consider bringing it into alignment with the period of renewal of the terms of the City’s Mooring Policy. Their next period is due to commence 1st April 2009.
Just over one third of people who submitted comments about Riverside supported the proposal to restrict moorings. However, almost two thirds of the respondents who commented on this proposal were against the proposed prohibition. 
Those who favoured the proposal to prohibit mooring in this zone cited the effects of moored vessels restricting width of the navigation as one of the key issues, compromising safety (‘there is not room for 2 crews to pass unimpeded’). Some of these respondents also acknowledged that there needed to be improved tree management along the opposite bank, possibly accompanied by dredging. The safety of crew in the water was a key concern, and one respondent requested the reinstatement of the safety chain along the wall so that those who had fallen in could help themselves out of the water. The moored boats were considered to cause difficulties for anyone involved in a capsize incident. One respondent advocated an extension to the proposed zone of prohibition farther upstream to River Lane, to include those moored boats currently in front of Riverside Place, however this request was motivated principally on account of the indirect effects associated with mooring rather than obstruction of navigation per se (i.e. antisocial behaviour associated with boat dwellers such as noise from generators running late into the night, congestion caused by parked cars associated with the boats, alleged drug-taking etc.). 

It was asked ‘why now’? What has changed which has lead to this perceived need to modify the number of moored vessels here? An answer may be hinted at in the analysis of registration data for rowing craft, tabled below, which clearly show an increase in the total number of rowing craft registered to use the waterway. 

Table 5.1 Registered rowing craft on the River Cam (as at 31st March), 2000-2008

	
	Sculls
	Double sculls
	Pairs
	Fours
	Eights
	Total rowing craft

	Mar-00
	108
	10
	38
	108
	229
	493

	Mar-01
	114
	9
	39
	113
	234
	509

	Mar-02
	118
	8
	39
	111
	228
	504

	Mar-03
	127
	4
	45
	116
	231
	523

	Mar-04
	130
	4
	50
	117
	230
	531

	Mar-05
	142
	15
	44
	117
	232
	550

	Mar-06
	140
	18
	49
	113
	246
	566

	Mar-07
	151
	20
	46
	123
	242
	582

	Mar-08
	167
	22
	47
	132
	257
	625

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% increase
2000-2008
	55
	120
	24
	22
	12
	27


Those who were against the proposal to restrict mooring at Riverside were from a mixture of backgrounds and even some rowers purported that the current mooring arrangement had no effect on their use of the river and that there was no reason to prohibit mooring here. Some of the residential boaters said that they had not witnessed any navigation incidents and by being there, they were in a position to offer help to anyone requiring assistance. Several respondents commented that it was the rowing crews themselves who created the problem with the inappropriate use of speed and steering faults by novice coxes and/or crews. A standard e-mail circular was submitted by many respondents, which read: 

‘I am writing to protest that the proposed ban on craft mooring along riverside is in my view unjustified. I do not think that it is acceptable to remove moored boats, people's homes in some cases, on the "chance" that it may improve traffic flow. I think it would be far better to do something about the overhanging trees which cause a far greater obstruction to navigation. Surely it would be easier to cut back vegetation than effectively evict resident boaters from their homes!’
Also, an online petition had been set up by Camboaters and the list of signatories might be presented to Conservators at the meeting on 10th April. Many people mentioned the obstruction presented by the trees. The City Council officer has offered to consult with their Arboricultural Officer in a management plan for those trees which are deemed to be impinging on the navigation channel.
There was a feeling that more could be done to remove abandoned and/or derelict boats more swiftly. Enforcement of registration is active in this area. Three vessels, deemed abandoned, were removed from Riverside in 2007 following the issue of appropriate notices. By keeping a ‘check’ on boats which fall into disrepair and are un-registered, spaces would be taken up by ‘bona fide’ liveaboards and boat owners. One respondent suggested that the levy of a mooring fee might act as a disincentive for those who turn up expecting a ‘free-for-all’. Another suggested that rather than an outright prohibition, the width of vessels should be restricted to narrow-beam types only, which would go some way to increasing the width of the navigation channel. Conservators should note that the loss of a dozen vessel registrations will affect registration income to some degree. 
Many of those resident on boats had been moored at Riverside for several years, bringing into question their right to remain there as long-term ‘occupiers’. The opportunity to live on a boat at Riverside “offers affordable housing which is a scarce and precious resource in Cambridge”. A handful of respondents did not live aboard their boats moored at Riverside, but as City residents, they regarded Riverside as the only available mooring near the City for their vessels where they could keep a watch over them. The nearest marina facility is several miles downstream beyond Bottisham.

Officer’s recommendation

There is clearly a tree management issue which must be dealt with immediately in liaison with the City Council as riparian landowner on the left bank opposite Riverside.

There is good evidence of congestion on the river in the area adjacent to Riverside Road and there is anecdotal evidence of safety risk to rowers as a consequence, however lack hard data which would allow us to quantify such risk. Data is required from the rowing community to substantiate their claims. No incidents were reported to the River Manager in 2007 along these reaches.

It is recommended that a decision on the proposal to prohibit mooring should be differed until April 2009, once (i) the effects of improved tree management can be assessed and (ii) more data is available on actual hazards, and their cause and effect. Until that time mooring arrangements should remain unchanged.
5.6 Victoria Bridge to Eights Marina (Midsummer Common)
The proposal put out to public consultation was:

	Proposal
	Justification

	Defer the planned seasonal prohibition for a further 2 or 3 years
	The navigational reasons for prohibiting mooring have not been evident. The channel width is adequate along this reach (in excess of 20 metres). The City Council Mooring Policy is reviewed annually, at which time its effectiveness is available for review by the public, offering river users the opportunity to comment on the mooring arrangement here.




Just over a third of the total respondents (36 %) submitted comments about this mooring zone.

Three respondents made neutral submissions, because it did not impact on them directly, but there were requests for (i) better tree management below the Fort St George Bridge so that vessels are not required to move into the mid-channel, and (ii) more regulation of ‘nuisances’ associated with the residential moorers (smoke fumes from stoves, noisy generators).
Seventeen respondents (c. 63 % of those who commented about mooring in this zone) requested that the seasonal ban should be reinstated. Several respondents noted that the actual channel width is significantly less than 20 metres wide along these reaches of the river, less than advisory width cited in the Mooring Review. Seven respondents directly cited navigation safety as an issue; they regarded that there was insufficient width for safe 2-way traffic, citing a clear conflict between motorised craft which regularly ply back and forth to access the sanitary station at Jesus Green and the large number of rowing crews and novices launching from the boathouses. Some respondents admitted that the novice crews and coxes were not faultless, but where else were they supposed to take to the water? One commentator asked if moored boats could be aligned with greater spacing between them, so that drifting crews did not become entrapped between moored vessels.
This argument for stationary moored vessels, or vessels arriving or leaving their moorings, posing a hazard to other river users is poorly evidenced. For example, in 2007 the River Manager only received one complaint of a ‘near miss’ occurring along these reaches. In this incident, a novice crew pulled-out in front of a narrowboat. Until a time when information is shared by the rowing community with the Conservancy, it is difficult to make informed decisions as to how the Conservators’ Mooring Policy is adversely impacting use of the navigation. The safety issues may be largely created by the rowing community themselves owing to the large number of vessels on the water at any one time.
One quarter of respondents (7 in total) supported the proposal to defer the planned seasonal prohibition on mooring, and of these, three respondents suggested that the ban should be lifted completely.
If Conservators should decide to reject the proposal and revert to a seasonal ban for the period 1st October to 31st March inclusive each year (the original decision taken on 14th April 2005, but deferred to 1st October 2007) then moorings along these reaches would still be available in summer but there would be a loss of visitor moorings at the Fort St George public house for the winter season. There might be a reduction in risk of collision, but this is poorly established at present. Introducing a mooring ban with immediate effect would place the Conservators in a position of being criticised for acting unfairly. Conservators should be aware that the City Council’s Policy is currently reliant on this mooring zone to maintain a level of 70 mooring licences issued to residential boaters each year. If the seasonal ban was to be reintroduced, the Conservators would have to liaise closely with the City Council to manage displaced craft by means of (i) finding alternative moorings for the vessel owners, and/or (ii) introduce a phased reduction in the number of mooring licences issued by the City Council. The number of mooring licences issued to residential boaters is determined by the Scrutiny Committee with responsibility for the City’s Mooring Policy, and the next time that this matter will be reviewed will be in early 2010, with any decision taken by that Committee coming into effect from 1st April 2010. Realistically, this is the earliest opportunity for the Conservators to invoke a change of Policy.
To give some indication of the numbers of mooring licence holders who would be affected by a seasonal prohibition on mooring, the average number of vessels moored in this zone (corresponding to the City Council mooring zones E1, E2, G and H, as monitored by the River Bailiff) between 1st October 2007 and 31st March 2008 numbered 20 vessels, representing almost a third of all licence holders. This total number of vessels has remained relatively constant over 24 weeks of observations. Compliance by the vessel owners to moor-up according to the designated mooring zones has been excellent. Thus, the City might have to consider the loss of 20 mooring licences to enable the  prohibition on the ban to be a feasible undertaking. On a final note, there would be repercussions for the Conservators’ finances effected by the number of moored craft in terms of a reduction in registration fee income (City mooring licence holders include owners of both Conservancy and EA-registered vessels).

Officer’s recommendations

(a) Conservators should support the proposal to defer the ban, once again, for a further 12 months (i.e. until 1st October 2009). This would allow for the ongoing seasonal mooring of vessels during the period 1st October 2008 to 31st March 2009. This implicitly offers protection for the 48-hour visitor moorings in front of the Fort St George public house (City Council mooring zone E2), a much needed provision for boaters visiting Cambridge. During the next 12 months officers will monitor congestion in the section of the river and collate a log of river incidents.
(b) Conservators should uphold the decision to restrict mooring to craft no greater than 2.15 m width (beam), i.e. equating to a typical narrowboat.
5.7 Jesus Green Frontage
The proposal put out to public consultation was:

	Proposal
	Justification

	Lift the prohibition on mooring (excepting the 36 m Byelaw limit upstream of Jesus Lock)
	The original proposal presented to Conservators in 2004. The navigation width is suitable for all vessel categories. The number of motorised craft using this reach is well controlled by the seasonal prohibition on motorised craft. 




Just under one third of respondents commented about Jesus Green (20 respondents). 
Only four respondents supported the notion of lifting the current ban on mooring along the Frontage.

Six comments were neutral, because the area was not deemed relevant to the respondents’ interests (i.e. rowing). One respondent suggested that this could be offered as alternative mooring to accommodate boats if they were to be displaced from Riverside by a change of policy there.
The objectors to the lifting of the prohibition were concerned that allowing mooring to take place here would restrict access to the river for other users, especially people using small craft, although it was recognised that short-term mooring (e.g. for those enjoying picnics on the riverbanks) should be permitted. It was noted that the Conservators did not enforce their mooring ban here actively at present. 
Officer’s recommendation

To reject the proposal and maintain the prohibition on mooring, which includes the 36 m Byelaw limit upstream of Jesus Lock.

5.8 General comments
The Review generated many more general comments about management of the navigation and its environs, some of which lie beyond the Conservators’ remit. Summarily, the concerns highlighted by the consultation were:

· squalor associated with boats and rubbish disposal problems; many boats do not move for months on end; what happens to all the sewage and waste?

· street parking problems caused by boat owners’ vehicles
· a reconsideration of the Conservators ban on mooring along the Halingway; one night tends to be permitted on a concessionary basis. Would mooring along the Halingway really obstruct navigation?
· Concern over the increase in very wide (Dutch style) houseboats which noticeably restrict width and make the line of the bank irregular (NB. the City Council has set a limit of 15 of these wide-beam vessels on its mooring licence list but the mooring of wide-beam vessels at Riverside is unregulated at present) 

· The loss of 48 hour visitor moorings downstream of Jesus Lock and year-round use by resident boat owners, leaving little space for visitors. Moored vessels near Jesus Lock compromise the safe turning area for vessels.
· A desire for one single body having responsibility for the navigation and mooring policy on the Cam within the area of the City

· Obstruction to navigation is actually more dangerous in the reaches from the end of Riverside/start of Stourbridge Common to the Green Dragon Bridge. 
· Increasing numbers of craft moored near the Plough Public house on ‘Brown’s Field’ are obstructing navigation, especially the last 75 metres on the bend in the river opposite ‘Grassy Corner’; mooring on this bend should be banned.
· Breaches in the current policy are tolerated and there is a disinclination to enforce the proposed policy; little or no confidence in the will or ability of the Conservancy to actually uphold its Byelaws; is the policy managed effectively and will any new policies ‘have teeth’?

· It is common and reasonable Council policy to make people park their cars outside of the City Centre and walk/cycle/use public transport to access the City; the policy on the water should be the same

· The strategic development of dedicated ‘off-line’ marina facilities accessible to Cambridge, an option already mooted by the Conservators as a long-term aim

· The river Cam is a very small river and all users should be tolerant of its limitations

The combined representation from CUCBC and CRA, annexed, speaks for itself.
Annex

A5.1 Report by Pete Convey, Chairman CUCBC, prepared in consultation with the CRA

A5.2 Public representations (NB. Owing to reproductive costs – the comments run to 70 pp. –these have not been attached with this report. They are held in the digital files at Baits Bite office and are available for inspection by Conservators if requested).

River Manager
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5.1
River Cam Conservancy Mooring Review

P. Convey, Chairman CUCBC

3 March 2008

Executive Summary

The opportunity to comment on the review proposals is welcomed.

It is clear from the Byelaw excerpts provided with the review that (a) the Conservancy has wider powers and responsibilities to properly manage the River Cam, in addition to the narrow interpretation of ‘only matters pertaining to maintenance of navigation’, than it often tries to claim, and (b) that current permanent mooring on the Commons and Riverside in Cambridge is a clear breach of Byelaw 6.1 (if not, there is no point in this Byelaw, as there is no other situation that it could cover).

In considering the question of mooring, the Conservancy cannot absolve itself of responsibility either for the unacceptable history of inaction on both its and the City Council’s parts that has directly encouraged the uncontrolled and unsafe development to current mooring levels, or of the impacts any decisions it makes have on other river user groups and the proper management of the river.

In particular, in the light of two particularly serious incidents involving clear and deliberate breaches of Conservancy Byelaws and criminal law by local vessels during the recent Lent Bumps, one leading to a situation where serious and even fatal injury was a clear possibility, it is clear beyond all doubt that the Conservancy must act immediately on its statutory responsibilities to properly manage the river, and must make a clear and unequivocal statement of intent to drastically reduce the amount of mooring permitted on the river to acceptable and safe levels. Without such a statement, and action, the Conservancy and its Officers will carry a heavy responsibility when (not if) this type of accident inevitably occurs.

With reference to the specific recommendations contained in the proposal, after careful consideration, CUCBC considers that:

· Recommendation 2.3.7 be rejected, and that the proposals previously approved by Conservators (i.e. seasonal mooring prohibition on Midsummer Common) be actioned with immediate effect.

· Recommendation 2.2.7 (2.4.7 in error in text) is welcomed (reduction in area permitted for mooring along part of Riverside) and should be set in place immediately. However, using exactly the same logic as that by which this recommendation is derived, and adding in the important health and safety matters described below, we urge in the strongest terms that the mooring prohibition be extended as far downstream as the Green Dragon Footbridge.

· Recommendation 2.4.3 (to open parts of the bank on Jesus Green to mooring) should be rejected completely, through its deleterious consequences for other river groups and the local population, its potential impact on river flow, its breaching of Byelaw 6.1, and the clear and present danger of wrongly encouraging even greater numbers of vessels to compete for space on an already acutely over-subscribed river.

Preamble

I welcome the chance to comment on behalf of CUCBC as part of this review. This document has been read and approved by Mr Bill Key, the President of Cambridgeshire Rowing Association, and therefore represents the views of both CUCBC and CRA.  Our comments obviously represent one part of the mixed community that uses the resource provided by the River Cam. At the outset we must note that the rowing community (both CUCBC and CRA) represents numerically the largest single community that pays fees to the Conservancy and uses the river as a navigation (the regulation of the river, including but not restricted to the ‘navigation’ [see your own Appendix 2.2] being the primary, indeed only, reason for the Conservancy’s existence). In the context of current use of the River Cam, the rowing community, along with all bar one of the other river user communities, has been effectively alienated from meaningful discussions with the local authorities, with the meetings instigated with the City Council in particular, and their annual policy ‘reviews’, being nothing more than charades in which consultation is claimed but meaningful interaction and progress avoided, and the views of only one community (moorers) are used to set the agenda and be acted on. Thus the current management of the river is wholly undemocratic, unrepresentative and unsatisfactory. 

We hold out the hope that this Conservancy review will not travel the same route, but must emphasise that the sorry history of local authority failings in this field leads to a starting point where confidence in their motives and actions is low and, sadly, open conflict between communities is becoming an increasing and entrenched occurrence. A new low in this situation has been reached only in the last two weeks during the 2008 Lent Bumps, with the (yet again) flagrant and intentional breaching of Conservancy Byelaws relating to safe navigation and obstruction of approved events by two separate local vessels and their owners, narrowly avoiding at least one very serious accident. These are only the latest in a long history of such breaches, which the Conservancy have thus far been unprepared to act upon. We must emphasise that continued lack of action will inevitably lead to a serious accident, including injuries and possible loss of life, for which through its historic failure to live up to its statutory responsibilities and act the Conservancy and its Officers will bear a heavy moral and practical responsibility. The Conservancy’s and City Council’s history of appeasing the mooring community, and openly encouraging yet more to come to this already vastly oversubscribed river, has only encouraged elements of this community to act in this manner, openly treating both other river user groups and the Conservancy’s own Byelaws with utter contempt, based on the obvious observation that no effective action is ever taken. 

The time is long overdue for drastic restriction, not simply bland acceptance of the new status quo or even increases, in the number of boats allowed to moor on the River Cam, a river that is simply incapable of and unsuitable for hosting the number that have recently milked the local system to moor here. The Conservancy’s lack of action on these issues, highlighted by other user groups for over a decade, is directly and unequivocally a major area of responsibility for the current and completely unsatisfactory situation. Thus our comments are inevitably far less conciliatory than has been the case for previous reviews, or when I was myself a Conservator, as it is now abundantly clear that preparedness for conciliation and compromise has been taken as a signal that views can be ignored and over-ridden at will.

The use of the word ‘habitually’ in the opening paragraph of Section 1.1 with reference to mooring is misleading from the outset, and should be changed in future documents. The plain historical position is that residential mooring has not been a major feature of any of the areas of the River Cam where it now occurs in unsustainable numbers and density, and any statement to the contrary only supports those who would like to sustain this fallacy and rewrite history.

It is the fact that, as the Conservancy is well aware, virtually no residential mooring of the type that is now overstretching the Cam’s restricted resources took place historically on the Cam. This much is clear even from the aerial photographs taken in the 1990s that were used to advise the then Conservancy in the first discussions on mooring restriction areas, and that the City Council have recently used to define sections of the river for licensing purposes. It was not until the late 1990s, as recorded in previous submissions to Conservancy reviews, when the City Council unilaterally abdicated its responsibility to enforce 48 hr mooring on its Commons, that ‘residential moorers’ started to be attracted to the Cam in increasing numbers. This process was accelerated by the open publicising on the web, by a then Conservator and residential boat owner, that Cambridge was a free-for-all mooring location. It was further compounded by the comprehensive failure of the Conservancy under its then management to enforce its own Byelaws relating to preventing the obstruction of navigation, rather preferring to bow to the political aspirations of the City Council. Compromise mooring restrictions put in place by the Conservancy after previous reviews are simply that – the compromise has been all in one direction, driven by the political will of the City Council and its undemocratic and inappropriately applied influence on the composition and decisions of the Conservancy.

From roughly 1997 to 2006 the two local regulatory authorities (Conservancy and City Council) chose to ignore repeated pleas from other river user communities to shoulder their responsibilities with respect to navigation and control of mooring, this being a gross failure of democratic responsibility on the part of both authorities, as well as a direct failure by the Conservancy to represent the vast majority of those forced to pay fees to it. It is arguable that the City has been and continues to be in breach of Statute Law by doing so. In roughly 2006, the City Council adopted a mooring charge, in effect trying to force through regularisation of the then illegal mooring situation, but failing entirely to do so through the proper planning processes (which are applied as normal practice in other river towns), including clear and demonstrated failure to institute proper consultation with affected groups. The latter fact has not escaped the County Council, who control Riverside itself, and refuse to take equivalent action without going through due process, as in their stated view this would give them legal responsibility and expose them seriously to liability. Hence Riverside is completely unregulated from a local government point of view, while the Commons are now in the highly unsatisfactory situation of being ‘controlled’ by a Council that appears to have undemocratically flouted its legal and planning powers and responsibilities in favour of a single vocal and small community, whose presence for approaching a decade (nb not a long term history as implied at points in the review paperwork) has been in strict terms illegal.

There should be no pretence that mooring in Conservancy, Cambridge City and Cambridgeshire County ‘controlled’ areas has increased for any reason other than it has in effect been free and unregulated for the last decade, and remains so in County-controlled areas. The motivation for mooring in Cambridge has nothing to do with any desire for ‘inclusiveness’, contribution to local life or anything else, although these are often rolled out by the Camboaters group in their quite skilful manipulation of the local media and authorities. Even with the very limited mooring charges now in place, the option is still spectacularly cheap relative to the costs faced by any other type of local resident. Given that the City Council has apparently been forced to levy VAT on mooring fees, as it has been advised it is running its new mooring policy as a business, there is also a logical case that, should any mooring be properly permitted at all, the costs associated with it (ie fees) should be set purely by market forces (ie be much greater than they are now), as it is presumably a responsibility of the Council to its taxpayers to maximise return from any business it is involved in. 

The mooring community, like all other river user communities, are generally cooperative, pleasant and so on, and also include individuals who are not (hence the very serious Byelaw breaches seen in the recent Lent Bumps). The question is not whether it is ‘nice’ to have a new mooring community, or ‘nice’ to live on a boat in Cambridge, it is whether such unregulated development on public land and affecting public amenity should be permitted – should the same number of caravans or tents be parked on the adjacent riverbank on the Commons, or on any road in Cambridge, they would, correctly, be removed. Likewise for any proposal to build on the Commons, should the Council want more central accommodation. The same should hold for the River Cam, which is part of the local community’s public open and recreational space, and in part of the relevant area flows through a Conservation Area. The open failure to do so on the part of the local authorities and the additional failure to submit to proper planning policy (both in the face of repeated challenges in the appropriate fora from other river user groups) is a blatant abrogation of their statutory responsibilities.

Unlike all other fee-paying river user communities, who are forced to pay inflated fees (relative to the EA, ca. 5-fold in the case of rowing clubs) to the Conservancy and therefore are openly used as ‘cash cows’ to keep the Conservancy solvent, the mooring community can opt to pay river licence fees to the EA., and indeed over 95% of them do. This means that, although undeniably living in Cambridge on a permanent basis, most moorers do not pay personally to the local river authority while reaping the benefits paid for directly by other license holders, unlike all other licencees, and the Conservancy only receives a lower proportion of ‘fee’ in their respect through their exchange agreement with the EA. Those who moor on Riverside pay neither mooring fees nor taxes to any authority, in effect ‘freeloading’ on the local community.

River areas identified as sources of conflict

In terms of the areas identified in the document circulated, there are not two but at least four areas where river use conflict is ongoing and intensifying, which do not match precisely those identified in the review documentation. While these are described here from a rowing community perspective, parallel conflict in these areas arises with respect to other user communities as well, in particular the fishing community and smaller organisations such as those representing local canoeists. Some areas of bank are now occupied by a mooring community that has in effect rendered their patch as ‘no go areas’ to other people, particularly with respect to parts of Stourbridge Common, where loose and aggressive dogs (and people) have become the norm, as are anecdotal reports of drug culture. There is also little doubt that mooring on part of this Common has in effect allowed the creation of an unlicensed ‘traveller’ site, a point previously raised informally, but without disagreement, with the current Mayor of Cambridge. The four areas are:

1) Victoria Road to Eights Marina. Here, mooring opposite boathouses conflicts with the ability to launch, and on occasion turn, rowing vessels and have other vessels pass them safely. The statement in the review documentation that the river is 30 m wide here is incorrect and must be altered, and for much of the length here it is little over 20 m. The river here has to cope with rowing craft being launched and removed from the water, as well as the requirement for normal passage of two way traffic. People who choose to moor here (without planning permission, and in a Conservation Area) are also inevitably disturbed by the high density of rowing activity on this stretch of river, particularly but not only associated with periods of novice learning activity. The simple fact is that that, with or without moored boats, the banks along these stretches will frequently be contacted by novice craft. River use conflict also arises during specific and established rowing competition events that utilise this and the next area. Drawing obvious parallels, if you choose to set up home next to a busy road, you will be disturbed by traffic, if an airport then by aircraft, if a church then by bells, if a farm then by eg cockerels.

With reference to para 2.3.7. we urge the Conservancy to instate immediately the seasonal mooring policy as previously approved by Conservators at their 2004 meeting, and only deferred under political and unrepresentative pressure. We disagree fundamentally with the statement that the new City policy has been open to review each year since inception, as such process that has existed in both such ‘reviews’ has been wholly one-sided and unrepresentative both in terms of the agenda set, participants invited, discussions allowed, and recommendations drawn. Any claim of these reviews to have been open and representative consultation, let alone to have drawn balanced and representative conclusions, is an utter charade.

2) Eights Marina to Stourbridge Common. This region faces the same problems as identified in (1), compounded by several stretches considerably overgrown by bankside trees. This further narrows an already narrow navigation available to moving craft, to the extent that along much of its length normal two way traffic is no longer possible (two opposing rowing craft, one rowing and one motorised, two motorised). In places it is not even possible to draw to the side and allow passage of inappropriately large craft such as Georgina. This inevitably leads to queues, with inevitable disturbance to moored craft, and this lack of navigational space is compounded under conditions of even slight stream or wind. The new bridge further complicates matters in this area. Three health and safety issues are also raised. One is the obstruction of site lines by overhanging trees. The second is lack of access to safety chains installed by the County to facilitate escape from the water, and openly admitted by the County to be a requirement within their responsibility. The third is that the now continuous mooring that exists between the ‘combined boathouse’ and Green Dragon Bridge has removed the marshalling and spinning area previously required during many of the major rowing events held on the river. The three largest (Bumps races, two organised by University, one by Town, all with 1-2,000 participants, town and gown) now have to marshall approaching crews on the racing course itself, something that is highly unsatisfactory in terms of increasing and unnecessary risk to participants. They face similar problems handling motorised vessels moving through events, whether or not the personnel aboard these are cooperative (often not the case), and particularly in the case of wholly inappropriate large vessels such as the Georgina who, even with a clear river, cannot physically navigate within the principles of the Conservancy Byelaws due to silting and riverbank obstructions (including but not restricted to mooring).

With reference to para 2.4.7 (page 9, should be 2.2.7), while strongly welcoming the proposal to remove mooring from this area as described, we would strongly argue that, on exactly the same grounds (in addition, the other H & S issues raised above), this prohibition should be extended downstream as far as Green Dragon Bridge.

3) Plough Reach. This is a further area where largely unregulated mooring takes place on riparian owner land. Conflict arises through the frequent instances of double and even greater multiple mooring (clearly breaching Byelaws), with the boat owners responsible acting as though they have the certain knowledge that no action will be taken against them despite proper reports being made. Also, unfortunately, through the known and aggressive tendencies of some of the moorers on this stretch, our experience is that even the most blatant of such instances have never resulted in Conservancy action in the Courts, while any penalties imposed are laughable, and further instances are not taken up even when the perpetrators are already the subject of ‘conditional discharges’ from other serious navigational offences. Hence, based on historical experience, we have little or no confidence in the will or ability of the Conservancy to actually uphold its Byelaws (and note that, in saying this, we would have no objection to a rowing club or crew being the subject of action, IF it were the case that the Conservancy were to start to act with equanimity across all problems).

4) Bait’s Bite to Bottisham. This is an area that does not often experience problems, but we include it here to raise on the record that mooring density is increasing along this narrow stretch of river as well, hence there will inevitably be future problems in the absence of any clear and unambiguous statement from the regulatory authorities that Cambridge area mooring is limited to XXX craft in YYY locations. Even better would be the strategic development of dedicated marina facilities accessible to Cambridge, which is what appears to happen near all other comparable towns that we are aware of. This final point has previously been minuted as the preferred option for the future by Conservators, explicitly identifying it primarily as a means of relocating craft currently moored on the overstretched areas of the river on the Commons and Riverside rather than a device to attract yet more craft to moor in this area.

Having considered these areas from the perspective of our own representative responsibilities, we would also state that any opening up of mooring in the first area identified in the review documentation (Riverside Walkway to Jesus Green), while not of direct impact to the rowing community, is likely to lead to considerable obstruction of navigation being experienced by the large punt using community. Punting is both a major tourist attraction for Cambridge and a significant source of local business revenue, as well as being another numerically and financially large proportion of Conservancy licences and fees deserving of proper representation. The quality of the tourist experience of the City is also presumably important to the local authorities. Mooring here also leads to loss of public amenity in the use of the Jesus Green river bank by the local community, both those that arrive at this point from the Green, and those from the river – the loss of amenity to the latter is a fundamental point, and is clearly a direct navigational issue, while the former is clearly also breach of Conservancy Byelaw 6.1 as it is worded in the review documentation appendices (we also do not accept that the Conservancy can use a blinkered view of its navigation responsibilities to absolve itself of responsibility for the wider consequences for all river user communities, fee paying or not, of its decisions). 

Given the existence of some form of mooring, and likely trends in tourism use of inland waterways leading to an increase in short-term visits to Cambridge by river, to date insufficient attention has been given to the balance between visitor and permanent mooring facilities. The decision on mooring type, given identified mooring areas, clearly is for the City Council but, again, the Conservancy cannot claim detachment from and ignorance of a sensible assessment of likely future trends in river navigation use, and its contribution to planning the requirements for mooring for the river as a whole.

Further, increased use of Jesus Lock to access any moorings made available above this point would have serious implications for river levels during periods of low river flow (ie most months between April and October), as filling and emptying the lock repeatedly might well discharge more water than flows over the weir here naturally at these times (a matter previously recognised and brought forward by Conservators in rejecting a proposal of this sort). Given all these issues, we consider the proposal at para 2.4.3 to be utterly inappropriate and recommend that it should be rejected out of hand.

Notes on the Appendices

A2.2 (section 25(1)) – this wording clearly gives the Conservancy management and regulation power over any matters affecting the river itself, as distinct from purely navigational issues, which are mentioned as a separate item under the same section and sentence. It is also clear from the wording of the first paragraph in this section that the Conservancy has a separate power to ban mooring along the towpath, which is again distinct from direct navigational issues; how this applies to the towpath along the Commons is less clear – historically this would have been a Conservancy power and responsibility, and it is not public knowledge how these responsibilities would have been passed to the City Council, if indeed they were.

Byelaw 6.1 – a logical reading of this remarkably clear wording leads to the simple conclusion that virtually every boat currently moored to any of the Commons in question is in clear breach of it – in areas of mooring access to the bank is completely impeded whether from the land or from the water. Hence the Conservancy is clearly and unambiguously failing in its statutory responsibility to enforce this Byelaw.

Byelaw 6.2 and Appendix 1 – the same can be argued, depending on an acceptable definition of navigation. Notwithstanding the comments included, dating from 1997 and Geoff Facer, there has (a) long been a recognition that any definition must be based on what is the ‘normal’ use of a river in terms of traffic type and demand, and (b) that for a river such as the Cam, widely accepted to have had amongst the largest rowing communities in the country for over 150 years, this definition has to include clear recognition that definition of rigid boundaries to a navigational channel is impracticable and inappropriate, in recognition both of the periodically high proportion of ‘novice’ learners, the geography of this narrow and winding river, and the inherent steering characteristics of long, thin, rowing craft, even before the impact of weather and stream conditions are taken into account.
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