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CONSERVATORS OF THE RIVER CAM       3 
 
CONSULTATION ON POWERED CRAFT LICENCE FEE OPTIONS 
 
 
3.1 Preamble 
 
Powered craft owners may purchase either a Conservancy annual registration or they may register with 
the Environment Agency and use Cam Conservancy Waters by virtue of an ‘Interchange Agreement’. 
This agreement has been in operation for a number of years. The Conservators only receive a partial 
refund of fees collected by the Agency from Cam-resident craft by means of this agreement. 
 
The Conservators identified a shortfall of income versus expenditure in their 2008-2013 Business Plan. 
A review of registration charges was identified as a High Priority project in the 5-year Plan in the 
context of the Conservancy’s future financial operating requirements. This consultation on powered 
craft is the first review of its type; other vessel categories will follow. Powered craft were deemed 
deserving of initial scrutiny because over the last decade, fees for powered craft have lagged behind 
those for non-powered craft. This is because the Conservancy’s powered craft licence fees have kept 
track with the Agency’s (at a level 95% of equivalent Agency tariffs). For example, the Conservancy’s 
powered craft licence fees have increased by 67% (compounded) whilst fees for non-powered craft 
have increased by 106% (compounded).  
 
A series of meetings and decisions taken by the full committee and an appointed sub-committee group 
underpinned this consultation on powered craft licence fee options. The series of key events is 
summarised below: 
 

·  15th January 2009 meeting – during the process for fixing registration fees for the year ahead 
(2009/10) the Chairman identified the need to scrutinise registration fees as more capital 
(approx. £100k p.a.) was required to support the necessary capital expenditure identified in the 
2008-2013 Business Plan  

 
·  14th January 2010 meeting – presentation of power ‘Craft licensing review – powered craft’; 

proposition mooted for imposing a home mooring fee upon Agency registered craft based on 
the Cam; powered craft licensing sub-committee group formed to look at options in greater 
detail (membership Chairman, Mr Ingersent, Mr Brown, Mr Pryce-Jones, River Manager, EA 
Observer) 

 
·  23rd March 2010 meeting of sub-committee group – selection of options for consultation, paper 

to be brought to Conservators in April 2010 
 

·  6th April 2010 – new Inland Waterways (Environment Agency) Order 2010 came into force; 
section 20 of the 1977 Anglian Water Authority Act repealed; uncertainty of consequent effect 
on byelaw 8.1 in terms of which the interchange agreement had been entered into; Agency 
getting to grips with new legislation and formulating new licensing policies for the year 
commencing 1 April 2012 
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·  15th April 2010 meeting – Conservators agreed to consult over a 30-day period on 3 options (i) 
end the Interchange Agreement; (ii) retain the Interchange Agreement but impose an additional 
flat fee on EA-registered craft with home moorings in the Conservancy Area; (iii) retain the 
Interchange Agreement but impose an additional pro-rata fee on Agency registered craft with 
home moorings in the Conservancy Area; outcome of the consultation to be brought back to the 
July meeting 

 
·  8th July 2010 meeting – uncertainties concerning the legal implications of the new Order 

(above) had caused the Chairman to defer the consultation until the Agency was in a better 
position to advise on the future of the Interchange Agreement 

 
·  September 2010 – Conservators seek their own legal opinion on the Interchange Agreement; 

instructions to Counsel drafted 
 

·  October 2010 – sub-committee group in conference with Counsel, receipt of written Opinion 
 

·  7th December 2010 meeting of sub-committee group  - Counsel Opinion reviewed, final draft 
of consultation document  

 
·  10th December 2010 – letter sent to Paul Woodcock, Regional Director, EA, seeking change to 

the terms of the Interchange Agreement 
 

·  December 2010 – Agency approached for release of EA-registered powered craft owner details 
for circulation of consultation document by mail 

 
·  13th December 2010 – Conservators circulated with final draft of consultation document ‘Have 

your say – powered craft licence fee options’ for comments (deadline for responses 16th 
December, with the intention to circulate the document by post on 17th December) 

 
·  17th December 2010 – having taken legal advice, Agency agreed to release address data on 

craft owners 
 

·  22nd December 2010 – Conservancy offices received address data on craft owners from 
Agency 

 
·  23rd December 2010 – consultation document released, deadline for responses fixed for 28th 

January 2011 
 
 
3.2 Consultation process 
 
The consultation document approved by Conservators is given in Appendix 1. 
 
The data protection paragraph contained within the Environment Agency (Inland Waterways) Order 
2010 prevented the simple release of information on craft owners for non-enforcement purposes. 
Address details were therefore obtained from the 2009/10 public register, pre-dating this legislation, 
based on the Agency’s understanding of those craft which usually moor on the Cam. This information 
was received on 22nd December 2010 and required some screening by cross-referencing against the 
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River Bailiff’s records. Where craft were known to be no longer in the Conservancy Area they were 
removed from the list. The final list of 296 addressees represented craft owners, City Council officers 
and Agency observers. 
 
The consultation document was dispatched by standard first class mail on 23rd December with a 
deadline for responses fixed for Friday 28th January 2011 (total period 36 days). 
 
The consultation document was also made available as a ‘pdf’ on the Conservators’ home pages rather 
belatedly owing to the interruption of business over the Christmas period. 
 
 
3.3 Stakeholder meetings 
 
Conservator Luther Phillips mediated at a meeting of Camboaters and interested persons on 10th 
January 2011 at a City venue. An article entitled ‘Boat owners may face 25% fee rise to meet shortfall’ 
was published in the Cambridge News on 18th January 2011 following the Conservators’ committee 
meeting (see http://www.cambridge-news.co.uk/Home/Boat-owners-may-face-25-fee-rise-to-meet-
shortfall.htm). Correspondence was received from Camboaters following this meeting (see Appendix 
3) and a response was given. This response elicited a further e-mail from the Camboaters committee on 
28th January seeking further clarification of their points raised (Appendix 3). 
 
The Chairman and River Manager met separately with representatives of Cambridge Motor Boat Club 
(CMBC) and the Cam Sailing Club (CSC), 18th January 2011 at Waterbeach. Both Clubs returned 
letters of response to the consultation on behalf of their members (Appendix 2). 
 
Approximately half a dozen individuals made impromptu visits to the Conservancy’s offices to demand 
further information and to make their feelings known. 
 
The Conservators’ sub-committee group met with Agency staff on 10th February to discuss the 
Interchange Agreement. 
 
 
3.4 Feedback 
 
Seventy two responses were received to the consultation document (24% return rate). These responses 
are given in full in Appendix 2.  
 
It is acknowledged that some responses represent the collective views of a number of craft owners, 
represented by their boating association or Club. Camboaters claim to represent approximately 50 
boaters. Approximately 30 cruiser owners at Cambridge Motor Boat Club may be affected by these 
proposals. CMBC regard the proposals as being very unfair; their use of the navigation is generally 
limited to a one mile stretch between Bottisham Lock and Clayhithe Bridge. They also make the point 
that many of their members are pensioners who might struggle to bear additional charges. Around 25 
cruiser owners at Cam Sailing Club may, similarly, be affected by any decision taken by the 
Conservators. CSC assert that the proposals would be an effective doubling of their registration fees. 
The Club is keen to pursue the negotiation of a bulk licence for their motor-assisted sailing craft (as 
already in place for their dinghy fleet). They have noted anomalies in the craft categories used by the 
two respective licensing authorities. 
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Some individuals submitted more than one response once they had given the consultation further 
thought (responses 12 & 27, 15 & 24, 17 & 43). Camboaters provided two representations (Appendix 
3). 
 
A letter from Bill Jenks (response no. 55) was circulated on the Camboaters forum and is attached in 
Appendix 4. 
 
Of the 72 responses received, 48 positively identified themselves as owners of an Agency registered 
craft. Only one respondent formally identified themselves as a Cam Conservancy registered craft 
owner. One respondent indicated being the holder of a British Waterways Gold licence. Six 
respondents, including memberships of Camboaters and CSC, encompass craft licensed by both 
authorities. 
 
 
3.5 Boaters’ preferred option(s): 
 
From the 72 responses received, 48 (or 66% of the sample set) indicated a preference for one of the 
Options presented in the consultation document, given in the table below. 
 
 
 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 None 
 discounted 

licence, pay 25% 
and retain the 
Interchange 
Agreement 

discounted 
licence, pay 
£125 flat fee 
and retain the 
Interchange 
Agreement 

register with the 
Conservancy and 

terminate the Interchange 
Agreement 

either no 
preference or 
objected to 
providing a 
preference 

Number of 
votes 

38 7 3 27 

 
 
Option 1 was therefore the preferred option of the three provided in the consultation document (53% of 
those who gave a response). 
 
However, caution is urged in any interpretation of these results because a significant number of people 
chose not to provide a preferred option or even stated that they would not subscribe to any of these 
three options (38% of sample set). Some of those who gave no opinion also represented collectives of 
individuals (e.g. Camboaters). 
 
Other options beyond the scope of the consultation document were also identified by respondents: 
 
Option 4 – abolish the Conservators and let the Agency do the job (respondents 14, 44) 
 
Option 5 – reverse the reciprocal agreement, i.e. buy a licence from the Conservators and the Agency 
gets a proportion of the licence fee back if Agency waters are used (respondent 13) 
 
Option 6 – provide a financial incentive for powered craft owners to register directly with the 
Conservancy (respondents 39, 42, 61) 
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Option 7 – provide members of CMBC with a ‘special rate’ (respondent 48) for using only 1 mile of 
navigation and place a ‘toll’ in place at Baits Bite Lock for journeys upstream (respondents 57, 58, 69) 
 
Option 8 - join the Gold licence scheme (British Waterways, soon to become new waterways trust) 
 
 
3.6 Summary of key points 
 
The consultation drew out a number of key points which are summarised below (respondent identity 
number given in parentheses, see also Appendix 2). 
 
3.6.1 Criticism of ‘consultation’ 
 
·  Craft owners believe that the consultation period has been too short and there has been 

insufficient time to comment (18, 35, 42, 56, 57). 
·  Respondents have queried the method of obtaining addresses (18, 42) and the patchy coverage. 

Some people claim that they did not receive copies of the consultation. Electronic media (e.g. 
Camboaters Yahoo boaters usergroup) could have been used to disseminate information. 

·  Many regard the limited options presented in the consultation as a dictat. It is biased and unjust 
(19). The Conservators have acted unprofessionally and in a ‘gung ho’ manner (31) towards 
people who live permanently aboard craft moored on the Cam (42). The consultation has 
damaged the Conservators’ reputation (55). 

·  An error has been noted in the table of fees; the T22 fee of £13.95 should have read £30.67 
(72).  

·  Respondents feel that further consultation is needed and any decision should be deferred for a 
year (24, 44) to allow a review of all counter proposals and options. 

·  Craft owners cannot see why they should pay twice to use the river when the boat itself can 
only in one place at one time (16, 43). The legal enforceability of the Options is dubious (52, 
59, 64). To press ahead might leave the Conservators open to legal challenge (24). 

·  Craft owners are unsatisfied by the lack of business transparency (30, 31). They feel that it is 
impossible to make a thorough judgment without the full facts being available (16, 30). They 
have demanded to see copies of the accounts (24, 29, 42). No details have been given about the 
capital expenditure programme to justify these fee increases. 

·  The release of the consultation has been poorly-timed with the new waterways trust due to 
come into being in 2012 (56). 

 
3.6.2. Restricted length of available navigation, lack of facilities/maintenance 
 
·  The fees charged by the Conservators are not considered proportionate to the available cruising 

area compared to other navigation authorities (14, 52, 68). One motor cruiser owner believed 
that he was barred from navigating the Backs above Jesus Lock (pers.comm.). 

·  Waterbeach-based craft owners claim that they only use one mile of Conservancy waters and 
they prefer to travel downstream (35, 66). Club members there feel that it is an injustice to face 
a massive penalty because of a misfortune of geography (15). It would be better to charge a toll 
at Baits Bite as was done in the old days (35). 

·  Craft owners do not feel that they get a return in terms of maintenance of the navigation (32, 
41). 
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·  The lack of boatyard facilities in or near Cambridge forces boat owners to use Agency waters, 

and therefore they have to purchase Agency licences (52). 
 
3.6.3 Would rather leave the Conservancy Area than pay more 
 
·  The proposals are very open ended and may be the ‘thin end of the wedge’ (58). Fee increases 

will deter people from owning a boat on the Cam in the future (35). Craft owners would rather 
move than pay for 2 licences (58). They may elect to moor elsewhere or keep their boats on 
trailers at home. Boaters will ‘vote with their propellers’ (57). 

·  Fee increases are likely to affect Club membership numbers, to the detriment of those Clubs 
both socially and financially. Many club members are either elderly and/or economically 
marginalised. 

 
3.6.4 Discouraged from visiting Cambridge, not making full use of licence 
 
·  Craft owners are put off from visiting the reaches upstream towards the City because of their 

experience of hitting underwater obstructions (35, 56, 69). 
·  Craft owners also choose not to visit Cambridge because of the lack of visitor moorings (32, 35, 

56, 66, 69) and the presence of unsavoury, drunken/drugged persons at the visitor moorings (14, 
58). Boaters avoid Cambridge ‘like the plague’. 

·  The unsightly vessels along the riverbanks near the City are a shameful embarrassment (6). The 
liveaboard inhabitants are unwelcoming towards visitors (14) and abuse the visitor moorings. 

·  The proliferation of rowers, who are sometimes rude and abusive, hinders journeys and makes 
boating dangerous. The rowers and their events restricts the available length/time period of 
navigation (16, 58, 69).  

·  It is quicker and more pleasurable to travel to Ely than Cambridge. There are facilities for 
boaters at Ely (52). The City Council’s pump out at Jesus Green is expensive and offers no 
incentive for use compared to that at Ely which is free.  

 
3.6.5 The system works, why change it? 
 
·  Two respondents should like to keep the status quo and leave the Interchange as it is (20, 50).  

 
 
3.6.6 Approach the Agency for more funds 
 
·  Craft owners suggest that the Conservators should improve the percentage of fees recovered 

from the Agency under the agreement (16, 25, 33, 41, 57). The agreement needs to be fair and 
beneficial to all.  

 
3.6.7 Fairness: shouldn’t other river users pay their fair share? 
 
·  A consultation which considers powered craft only is discriminatory (15). Licensing fees should 

be spread more equitably across the different categories of craft (18, 61, 63). Powered craft are 
being singled out as a 'cash cow' (24, 41) and powered craft owners are being asked to pay 25% 
more; all users should face the same increases (48, 61).  
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·  Agency registered craft owners have already suffered large percentage increases in their fees 

over 3 years (42). In addition, red diesel costs have escalated, further penalising powered craft 
owners (55).  

·  Under option 2, small craft owners would be subsidising larger craft; for small powered craft, 
the Conservators already receive more than the actual licence fees recovered on a per boat basis 
by the interchange agreement (52). 

·  Cruisers should not have to pay as much as narrowboat, i.e. Option 2 (66). 
·  There should be a financial inducement to encourage Cam-resident craft to buy a CamCon 

licence (62). 
·  There is no mention of fees to be imposed on visiting Agency craft (69). There is concern that 

this is a back-door means of introducing a visitor charge in the future which will impact 
negatively on hire fleet companies (37). Conversely, hire craft should pay more (32). 

·  Event organisers should pay a fee to Conservators and they should be required to abide by terms 
and conditions to improve others’ experience of the navigation (16, 41, 61). 

·  For the best future, everyone in the country should pay a single uniform charge to allow them to 
go anywhere (17). 

 
3.6.8 The Conservators need to make savings 
 
·  Craft owners do not feel that they get value for money (41). The Conservancy is seen as an 

inefficient body (42). There is unnecessary signage, contracted-out works and items of 
equipment are under-utilised (57, 67). 

·  There is no financial transparency. The Conservancy is not in immediate crisis so why rush? 
(67) Craft owners should not be penalised to address a shortfall in income that has been ongoing 
for a number of years and should have been recognised sooner (15, 33).  

·  The Conservancy has to restructure its business and re-identify its core activities as a navigation 
authority. The Conservancy needs to make savings and all potential income sources need to be 
investigated. The authority should not be a money-making enterprise (29).  

·  The Conservators should sell some of its assets (41); some do not support the core business, e.g. 
the grazing fields (24, 41). The Conservators need to manage their assets more competitively 
(61). The financial burden of property maintenance should not be passed on to licence holders 
(68). 

·  The Conservators could make better use of volunteers (42). 
 
3.6.9 Pass over management responsibility to the Agency 
 
·  The Conservators’ control over such a small stretch of navigation is an anachronism (16) and 

they mis-manage the waterway, i.e. no dredging programme (42). The Agency could do a better 
job. 

·  A merger of the Conservancy and Agency (44) would permit cost savings (16) and craft owners 
would then only have to pay one licence fee (43). By combining the authorities, funds would be 
collected across the whole network using monies from all river users.  
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3.6.10 Enforcement of new licensing system 
 
·  Craft owners doubt the ability to enforce a new licensing system. The enforcement costs may 

outweigh the financial benefits (19). 
·  Who will enforce entry to Cam Conservancy Area at Bottisham Lock? Who will collect fees 

from visiting boats and undertake the monitoring? (15) 
 
3.6.11 Other impacts 
 
·  The loss of visiting boats will have an impact on visitor spend in the City (37) including 

riverside pubs (57).  
·  If the Interchange Agreement is terminated, craft owners will need to make more journeys into 

Cambridge to use essential facilities with greater potential for disrupting approved events (41).  
 
 
 
3.7 Summary and recommendations: 
 
It is clear that craft owners on the Cam should like the Interchange Agreement to continue, or for some 
form of reciprocal agreement to be conceived that allows free passage between Conservancy and 
Agency controlled waters. 
 
 
Conservators are asked to give consideration to the consultation feedback and determine which 
Option, if any, they are to implement and to set a date to implement this Option, if appropriate.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

River Manager 
February 2011 
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APPENDIX 1 
 

HAVE YOUR SAY  
CONSULTATION ON PROPOSED CHARGES FOR POWERED 

CRAFT 
Conservators of the River Cam 

 
What are we asking? 
The purpose of this consultation paper is to invite boat owners to comment on options for future 
powered craft licence charges for Environment Agency-registered craft which have a home mooring on 
waters controlled by the Conservators of the River Cam1. 
Subject to the outcome of this consultation and the decision of Conservators, the new charges may be 
levied from 1 April 2011. 
The proposed new charges will not apply to craft registered with the Conservators of the River Cam. 
 
Why do we need to increase charges? 
The management of navigation in and around Cambridge is a costly operation and over the years we 
have worked hard to minimise charges, sometimes by deferring major capital works. Because of the 
deteriorating condition of some assets, we have now reached a point where deferring capital 
expenditure on improvement projects is no longer an option and we must increase our investment in 
locks and other assets. The recent replacement of lock gates at Jesus lock is one example of this type of 
improvement work. 
To bridge the funding gap which now exists, Conservators are reviewing all charges, with the objective 
of securing the income essential to maintain the navigation in safe and usable condition in the long 
term. 
 
Why increase charges for powered craft? 
Conservators are reviewing all charges and it is a reasonable expectation that the owners of powered 
craft should make a fair contribution to meet funding needs. 
Throughout the review Conservators have sought to achieve an equitable level of fee increases which 
reflects the benefit enjoyed by the various boat user groups (e.g. powered craft, rowing craft, punts and 
canoes). 
The charging proposals being considered in this consultation document are based on the fact that the 
owners of craft that are registered with the Environment Agency enjoy open access to all Conservancy 
and Agency controlled waters through the purchase of a single licence. This system has operated for a 
number of years, but in the changing financial climate we now face, Conservators have been obliged to 
review charges for this privilege.  
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Agency registered craft enjoy open access to Conservancy controlled waters under a licensing Interchange Agreement 
which has been in place since 1993. The agreement also has the effect of allowing craft based on Conservancy waters to 
register with the Agency, thereby allowing Conservancy based boaters open access to Agency controlled waters in the 
Anglian Region.  
�
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What is being proposed? 
The proposal is either to levy a charge on the owners of all powered craft that are registered with the 
Environment Agency, and who normally keep their craft on the Conservancy controlled section of the 
River Cam (Bottisham Lock to Cambridge), or alternatively, terminate the agreement with the 
Environment Agency and make it a requirement that all Conservancy based craft register directly with 
the Conservancy. The consequence of the latter option would be that all craft wishing to cruise on 
Agency controlled waters would be required to register separately with the Agency, i.e. buy an 
additional annual or visitor licence. Conversely, any vessel registered with the Agency would also have 
to register with the Conservators if it came above Bottisham Lock. 
 
What are the options in detail? 
You are being invited to comment on three options, which are: 
 
Option 1 - the owners of Agency-registered powered craft whose home mooring is on Conservancy 
controlled waters will be required to buy an additional annual licence from the Conservancy. This will 
be available at a discounted rate. In this option the discount will be set at 75%. That is, the boat owner 
will pay 25% of the Conservancy annual licence fee for the tariff class into which their craft falls. It 
should be noted that a discounted licence will only be available to the owners of Agency-registered 
craft. If adopted, the new licence charges would be levied from 1 April 2011.   
 
Option 2 – a variation on option 1, in that the owners of Agency-registered powered craft whose home 
mooring is on Conservancy controlled waters will still need to buy an annual licence from the 
Conservancy at a discounted rate. With this option the discounted rate will be a flat fee rather than a 
percentage. It is proposed that the flat fee should be set at £125 for each craft, irrespective of tariff 
class. As with option 1, this discounted licence will only be available to the owners of Agency-
registered craft. If adopted, the new licence charges would be levied from 1 April 2011.   
 
Option 3 – under this option it is proposed that the existing reciprocal agreement (the Interchange 
Agreement), which allows Agency-registered craft to cruise or moor on Conservancy controlled waters, 
would be terminated. The consequence of adopting this option would be that any powered craft using 
Conservancy waters would be required to buy a licence directly from the Conservators and any 
powered craft using Agency waters would be required to buy a licence directly from the Agency. 
Therefore, any Conservancy based boat owner wishing to cruise on Agency controlled waters would be 
required to buy a licence from the Agency (either a visitor licence or full annual licence), and the 
owner of any Agency-registered boat would have to buy a licence from the Conservators before 
coming onto Conservancy waters. If adopted the new licence arrangement could not be introduced 
before 1 April 2012, this is because termination of the Interchange Agreement is subject to a minimum 
six-month notice period.  
 
The cost implications to owners of boats based on Conservancy-controlled waters for these options are 
set out in Table 1 below. 
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Table 1  Cost implications to Agency-registered boat owners of Options 1 to 3 
 

Tariff 
Class 

Option 1* 
Conservancy 
Registration 
Fee payable @ 75% 
discount (from 
April 2011) 

Option 2* 
Conservancy 
Registration 
Fee payable @ 
£125 flat fee  
(from April 2011)  
 

Option 3** 
Conservancy 
Registration 
Fee payable (based 
on the current rate, 
which is set as a 
discount of 5% of the 
equivalent Agency 
Fee) 
(from April 2012) 

Agency 
Registration 
Fee for Annual 
Registration 2011/12  
(required in addition to 
the full Conservancy Fee 
for cruising boats if 
option 3 is adopted) 

22         13.95       125          53.01          55.80 
30         10.58       125          40.20          42.32 
31         30.67       125        116.56        122.69 
33         59.11       125        224.63        236.45 
34         72.59       125        275.75        290.26 
35         93.88       125        356.73        375.51 
36       128.44       125        488.05        513.74 
37       165.25       125        627.94        660.99 
38       185.38       125        704.43        741.51 
39       203.38       125        772.72        813.39 
41       155.65       125        591.46        622.59 

 
 

*Under options 1 and 2 the Conservancy Registration Fees indicated would be in addition to the 
Agency Registration Fee, and open access between both Agency and Conservancy controlled waters 
would be retained. Implementation would be from 1 April 2011 
**Under option 3 open access between both Agency and Conservancy controlled waters would no 
longer apply, so owners wishing to cruise Agency controlled waters would be required to purchase an 
Agency licence, either full, annual or visitor, in addition to a full Conservancy licence.   
Implementation would be from 1 April 2012. 
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How do I comment on these proposals? 
We should welcome any comments on the above proposals. To respond to this consultation simply 
complete the consultation slip below and return it to the River Manager by Friday 28 January 2011 at 
the address below. 
 
Please indicate your preferred option by inserting a tick in the appropriate box below: 

 

Option 1 – discounted licence, pay 25% and retain the Interchange Agreement  

 

Option 2 – discounted licence, pay £125 flat fee and retain the Interchange Agreement  

 

Option 3 – register with the Conservancy and terminate the Interchange Agreement  

 
ABOUT YOU: 

I am an Agency-registered boat owner 

I am a Conservancy-registered boat owner 

I am an interested party 

 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please return this consultation slip or e-mail your preference before Friday 28 January 2011 to: 
River Manager 
Conservators of the River Cam 
Baits Bite Lock 
Cambridge 
CB24 6AF 
river.manager@camconservators.org.uk 
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APPENDIX 2: CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
 

Option 1: discounted licence, pay 25% and retain the Interchange Agreement 
 

Option 2: discounted licence, pay £125 flat fee and retain the Interchange Agreement 
 

Option 3: register with the Conservancy and terminate the Interchange Agreement 
 
 

NB. Spelling errors have been retained. 
 
No. Preferred 

option 
Boat 

licensing 
authority 

Comments 

1 1 EA As I moor at the CMBC and normally only cruise down river through Bottisham approx 2 miles such a proposed surcharge for mooring on Conservancy 
Controlled Waters is excessive. Perhaps a special extra discounted licence could be negotiated that would exclude a boat passing through Baits Bite 
Lock without paying a Toll. Most of the CMBC boats never travel upstream to Cambridge as mooring is poor, the condition of the resident boats and 
their surrounds is a disgrace, on such rare occasions damage has often occurred with underwater objects (shopping trolleys and bicycles etc.). How is it 
planned to control and obtain any fees for boats entering Conservancy Controlled Waters i.e. through Bottisham Lock from the Agency Waters who do 
not normally moor there. In this case a toll at Baits Bite Lock could be the answer. 
 

2 1 EA No comments. 
3 1 EA It is essential that some compromise is achieved to allow Cam Sailing Club members to use their boats above and below Bottisham Lock. Options 2 & 3 

are no compromise. 
 

4 none EA Request for further information ahead of CMBC committee meeting. 
5 1 EA Option 1 is the most competitive for me. Option 2 will gain more money for the Conservators and everyone will pay the same. I do feel very strongly that 

a large part of the River Cam has been taken away from me by the people who live on board and use the river 24.7. Keeping my boat at CMBC, I would 
never even entertain going through Baits Bite Lock. These people have taken over Cambridge with their ramshackle boats and I find it intimidating to go 
there. Where can you moor? Many boat owners feel the same and I would suggest that which ever option you choose, a dispensation should be granted 
for those not wishing to go beyond Baits Bite Lock. Just remember, Cambridge is a no-go destination for many boaters. 

6 1 EA Whilst we understand your need for future investment etc. we do feel that it is extremely unjust to administer a charge in addition to the EA Licence. We 
are members of CMBC and as such the club, because they own the land, have no option other than to moor their craft on Conservancy Waters, as we 
simply cannot remove our moorings and place them elsewhere. We feel we pay more than enough through the EA Licence for the facilities etc available 
on the river. 99% of the boating is through Bottisham Lock. For information we have only ventured through Baits Bite Lock once in the last six years to 
visit Cambridge by boat. This is mainly due to the unsightly journey into Cambridge due to all the "live aboard" craft, hassle from rowers and then the 
prospect of maybe not even being able to moor there once we have made the journey. We do not know of the agreement between yourselves and the 
Rowing Clubs of Cambridge but we do hope they are paying more than their fair share as they frequent that stretch of river more than anyone else and 
also the speeds they can get up to surely must be causing erosion to the banks. We feel that the only sensible answer for everyone would be to 
negotiate a better interchange agreement with the EA. In answer to your proposals, if we did have to choose an option it would be Option 1, discounted 
licence, pay 25% and retain the Interchange Agreement. 
 

7 1 EA No comments. 
8 1 EA I never venture any further than CMBC as on numerous occasions have picked up debris on my props heading to Cambridge. For those of us who moor 

at CMBC it would be nice for us to have no extra charge but restricted to turn before Clayhithe Bridge and go no further without incurring further cost! I 
personally have always paid my Tax and have had to have my vessel repaired twice at cost in the last 2 yrs due to River problems. 

9 1 EA No comments. 
10 3 EA I assume that the Agency Registration Fees in your Table 1 are for a vessel normally moored on water controlled by another authority, in this case the 
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Cam Conservators. I notice that for Tariff 22, Option 3 is cheapest, for Tariff 30-35 Option 1 is cheapest, for Tariff 36-41 Option 2 is cheapest. I'll come 
and have a chat! 

11 1 EA I guess that I am entitled to my say, to add to the statistic, even though I am one of the craftsmen! I had expected Camboaters to have exploded in rage 
over my screen by now, but is all strangely silent. 

12 1 EA How come the Cam Conservators have managed all this time with the regular payment from the Environment Agency? And now just as everything else 
is going up you are proposing to charge Power Craft to use the river. I moor at the Cambridge Motor Boat Club, and use about 2 miles of the River Cam, 
about 20 times a year. Never going past Baits Bite Lock because there are no moorings in Cambridge and if there were I would not go there because of 
the threat of the live aboard's and the unsavoury people who gather around Jesus Lock. With this in mind I would be paying for very little gain. Will you 
be claiming payment from the Visiting Narrow Boats from the Great Ouse who only come into Cambridge to empty their tanks and top up with water? I 
believe that the Toll, should be reinstated at Baits Bite Lock, this would be a fair way to charge the people who are actually using the River Cam and it's 
facilities and not us at the CMBC who just use it to Moor. 

13 None EA I have been unaware that by purchasing my licence from the EA I have in effect been penalising the Conservators, as I understand that you only receive 
25% of my fee back from the EA towards your costs. I was also unaware that my EA licence only covers me for cruising on the Cam as far as Bottisham 
Lock. I wonder if the most cost effective way around this problem is to have an option 4 in your consultation document which would reverse the 
reciprocal arrangement you have with the EA, i.e. I would buy my licence from The Conservators and the EA would get 25% of the licence fee if I use 
their river system. I cannot see any of the other options working for the following reasons:- Option 1 - a large additional cost on top of the EA licence fee 
for boat owners who keep their craft on Conservancy waters but who cruise on EA waters. It would of course even act as a disincentive to keep a boat 
on Conservancy waters! Option 2 - the same reason as given for option 1 albeit at a slightly reduced cost. Option 3 - this option is only viable if boat 
owners do not want to leave Conservancy waters as by doing so would involve them buying an EA licence in addition to the Conservators' licence or an 
EA visitors' licence every time they use EA waters. One other observation - if the Conservators can charge an extra fee to boat owners within their 
system who have an EA licence, can I assume that to keep it fair they would also charge visitors an extra fee? If so how would this be policed? I am 
sure that a fair system will be implemented and can assure you of my compliance. 

14 2 EA I received your "consultation" with some dismay, and invited to have my say! As if it ever makes any difference? Nevertheless, here goes. For me being 
the last boat on the Cam (private mooring at Bottisham Lock) this is not an increase in charge but a new charge. I have been boating on the Cam/Great 
Ouse system for some 30 years and over this time on the Cam the pleasure and experience gave for me and my family has been in steady decline, 
equated in equal measure to the increase in licence fees, this decline accelerated when a considerable chunk of the visitors moorings at Jesus Lock 
were given over to liveaboard Dutch barges whose inhabitants have a not too savoury attitude to visitors, this combined with the shanty town unkempt 
appearance and the fact that you now don't know if you will get a mooring or not, means my visits are limited to using the pumpout facility (operated by 
the City Council at an extra charge) occasionally, more often than not we go to Ely where this facility is provided out of the licence fee paid to the 
Environment Agency. For 400 years or thereabout, the Cam Conservators have managed without this charge, and since its existence have taken their 
bit of the Environment Agency licence fee, it would appear everybody is now on the funding gap band wagon? I pay £750 of thereabout yearly for the 
privilege of using the hundreds of miles of Environment Agency controlled and maintained waterways with its numerous locks and facilities, please 
explain why I have to pay a quarter of this figure to use seven miles and one lock, have to pass the "railings" which is a disaster area, show extreme 
courtesy to all other craft mainly rowers without so much as a nod, queue up and pay extra for the pumpout and then have nowhere to moor. Pleasure 
boating in Cambridge I don't think so. I'm waiting to be told the railings and the mooring permit fiasco is controlled by either the City or County Council 
and the Cam Conservators are powerless to intervene in that, but they have the power to impose another charge on the boat owners collectively even 
when they are not part of the problem. There is no option mentioned to boats with Environment Agency licences who are moored on the Cam and wish 
to proceed through Bottisham Lock, will a toll be introduced here? After all that is where the Conservators' made its "old" money from tolls on materials 
to build the Colleges, which you can't stop to see any more! I will be quite happy, no that's letting you off the hook too lightly, I will be satisfied to pay this 
extra charge if the Conservators can convince me I'm actually paying for some benefit/improvement for the visitors, those who are moored on teh Cam 
but are not in Cambridge but who wish to visit occasionally, maybe stop permit holders using the few visitors' moorings would be a step in the right 
direction, or is that out of your remit as well. It would be refreshing if the Conservators were to actually solve the problems and not just as the Council 
appear to have done make money out of them. PUT THE PLEASURE BACK IN VISITING CAMBRIDGE. If you can't do this then maybe the 
Conservators have had their day and it should be left to the Environment Agency, they do a satisfactory job everywhere else. 

15 1 not given My understanding of this consultation is that your expenditure exceeds income and you are proposing to raise income by an extra charge (over and 
above the EA precept) to boats using the Cam. You cannot charge for mooring as you don't own the land so this must be a navigation charge. How do 
you therefore propose to collect a visitor fee from incoming boats to your section of the river? Addressing the question of visitors, what difference is 
there in an EA licensed boat travelling into then out of Cam Conservancy waters and us, as captives and EA licensed boats, travelling out of and then 
back into Cam waters? If the additional fee you propose is an annual/season ticket then visitors should also pay and the position of Baits Bite Lock 
being where you have a presence makes it the natural place for a toll and the place from which all charges should be made and not Bottisham Lock 
where you are unable to monitor passing craft. This being the obvious choice means that boats mooring downstream should not be included in your 
additional charging, the EA precept already covering the mile or so of river that we actually use! Option 1, if my counter proposal above is not 
considered, would be my choice if pushed, but the question of the difficulty of monitoring visiting boats has to be addressed. Option 2 may be easier to 
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administer and seem to be more democratic (if there are a larger number of barges/narrowboats who actually cruise EA waters) but is an overly 
excessive charge for the majority of leisure cruisers. Barges and narrowboats are a different category completely. You must know the relative numbers 
of each classification (see last paragraph). Option 3 is even more of a pitfall and would certainly lead to a challenge from Cam based travelling cruisers 
who find the upper reaches of the Cam a prohibited area due to possible underwater obstructions such as bicycles, trolleys etc, lack of moorings, visual 
unattractiveness and unfriendly nature of the proliferation of rowers in such confined waters. The only way we travel is downstream. Another question is 
raised from the wording of your Consultation Document. You only mention "powered craft". Are we to assume that manually propelled or sailing craft, 
who actually use this section of the river more than we do, are not involved in this fund raising exercise? This is surely discrimination and can be seen 
by boaters as the thin end of a very big wedge! I am a pensioner (as are over 50% of CMBC moorers) and am therefore on a fixed income. A 25% 
increase amounting to approx. £100 (proposal 1, tariff 35) is a great deal to find for no additional facilities or value. It is not my problem that the 
Conservators have not previously addressed the shortfall in income that has been ongoing for a number of years and feel that it is an injustice to be 
confronted by a massive penalty just because my boat is geographically located within your section of waterway, for which you are already 
recompensed by the EA. Finally there are many questions raised by the proposals that have not been, and need to be, answered. One month is not 
enough time for any questions to be answered. 

16 1 EA I have read through your proposals and would favour option 1. I am currently an Agency-registered boat owner with boats moored on Agency waters. 
My comments are as follows: 1. It is not possible to make a thorough judgment on your proposals without the full facts. One would need to see a copy of 
your accounts, the interchange agreement and proposed charges and increases for all other types of river user. 2. I presume you have put a case to the 
Agency for an increase in payments by them to you for boats registered with the Agency but using your waters. If not, this should surely be your first 
step. Although you value your independence perhaps you should also be talking to them about their taking control of Conservancy waters as to have a 
separate organisation in control of such a small length of river seems somewhat of an anachronism. Costs cost surely be reduced if only one 
organisation were to be involved. 3. The move to impose extra charges and possibly terminate the interchange agreement seems a retrograde step. It 
will lead to increased costs and inconvenience for the Conservancy, the Agency and boaters in administering and policing such a scheme. At a time 
when boaters hope for one licence to cover all navigable waters in the UK this is a backwards move. A boat can only be in one place at one time. 4. The 
Conservancy may lose substantial income as boat owners choose to moor outside Conservancy waters and forgo visits to Cambridge or visit 
infrequently with? daily licences. 5. Without information about the percentage of income received from manually propelled boats it is not possible to 
comment in detail about their contribution to Conservancy income but certainly their numbers have proliferated substantially over the past 2 decades 
making navigation more difficult, dangerous and sometimes impossible and I should like to be assured that they are paying their fair share towards 
Conservancy income. The number of powered boats have been limited by increased restrictions on mooring places but the number of manually 
propelled boats seem to increase without limit and they now pose a danger to navigation not least to themselves. The proposed new charges if applied 
to them are not likely to have much if any effect on sums paid to the Conservancy. Sometime ago I did suggest that organisers of rowing races should 
have to pay a licence fee to the Conservancy for permission to hold such races. Such licence only to be granted when the Conservancy was satisfied 
that stewarding arrangements were adequate and coxes briefed regularly. This additional income would pay for additional work by Conservancy 
employees and also be in recognition that during such races normal navigation by powered craft is severely restricted if not impossible. Perhaps this 
could be looked at again. 

17 none EA Can someone explain to me why it is that we need to pay extra for using particular rivers/canals? If I am on the Cam then I am not on the Great Ouse 
and vice versa (nor anywhere else for that matter). Surely the best way would be for everyone across the country to pay a single, uniform charge which 
would enable them to go everywhere. 

18 none EA In response to the proposed charges for power craft. I would like some answers to the following questions. 1. Where did you get my address and the 
other boat owners at the CMBC. 2. How can you propose to charge all most the same fee as the E A for such a small section of river in relation to the 
Ouse system. 3. How would you police the system from Baits Bite Lock. 4. Are you only gong to charge power craft. What about the Punts - Rowing 
Boats- House Boats etc. 5. Have you informed all of the Marina's and registered boat owners of your proposal. To date you have not. 6. Why have you 
left it so late in sending out a consultation form at the end of Dec 2010. For you to want this to commence on 1st April 2011. You have had all year to 
hold talks with Boat Owners - Clubs Etc. As a boat owner that has been on this system for over 50yrs and all so one of the owners of The Lazy Otter 
Complex and Mariner I do not agree with any of your proposals. 

19 none not given I'm deeply concerned about the proposal to charge powered vessels extra just because they have their home mooring between Bottisham Lock and 
Jesus Lock. The three options suggested appear biased and unjust. Any monies raised by such an unjustifiable 'tax' would, of course, benefit all river 
users and not just the boat owners who would be forced to pay this discriminatory bill. I suspect that the cost of implementing any of the suggested 
options would countermand much of the extra money raised. The most obvious and money saving option is to merge the Cam conservators with the 
Environment Agency and therefore have an equal and fair spread of funds throughout the whole river network with the money being provided by all river 
users. 

20 2 EA If maintaining a status quo is not an option, my preference for the new system of charges is: Option 2 - £125 flat fee and retain the Interchange 
Agreement. I am an Agency registered boat owner. (reg. no. cited) 

21 1 EA This is a disappointing situation. Option 1 is the fairest option. 
22 3 interested No comments. 
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party 
23 2 EA No comments. 
24 none EA Since my reply to the 'consultation' I have had more time to reflect on the proposals. I have come to the conclusion that the proposals as outlined are 

NOT fair and equitably shared between all river users and that it seems that powered craft are being singled out as 'Cash Cows'. The document does 
not provide enough information as to the nature of any requirements, long term strategy, savings to be made by the Cam.Con. as a contribution, relative 
revenues to be raised by the options, how many boats (and types) affected, non-payers etc. etc. The list goes on and on. This is not a consultation but 
just a demand for more money, and in this financial climate unacceptable in its present form. I would also like to see the Cam.Con. Accounts, as I 
understand from people that have seen it that a field was bought (why?), the C.C. are sitting on assets undervalued even at current prices, have a 
positive revenue surplice for last year and a large deposit in a bank. For all these reasons and more I would suggest that the 3 weeks or so we have had 
the document is not long enough to protest effectively and demand that the process is deferred for a year, at the next meeting, for a proper consultation 
and time for the Cam.Con. to carefully review all counter proposals and options. It is unjust and possibly open to challenge to steamroller this through. 

25 1 EA I know you need cash. However seeing as most boats spend over 70% of time on moorings why does Agency get 2/3 and Cam Con 1/3 and not the 
reverse. Why not ask for a review. Why when Agency rate covers all of Ouse and Nene is your fee for 12 miles so close to EA fee. 

26 1 dual I would be happy to pay under option 1 and think it is a fair option. 
27 1 EA See response 12 
28 none not given I have received a communication from the Conservators of the River Cam, concerning their proposed imposition of charges fro Environment Agency 

registered boats using the Cam (Cambridge Motor Boat Club etc. ) I am a member, and have a boat moored at the CMBC. To enable me to make a 
decision on the matter, I would be obliged if you could tell me what the Environment Agency navigation fee for a tariff class 35 boat will be in 2011. The 
CRC imply that it will be the same s 2010 (£375.51) this being the figure they quote in their chart. I'd also be interested to learn the amount that the 
Environment Agency pay to the Conservators per boat using the Cam, under the current interchange agreement. It seems to me that, possibly, 100 
boats will be doubly charged, giving the Conservators perhaps around £12,500. This will never compensate for the loss of income from those boats 
deterred from entering the Cam, and from those boats which will be moved from the Cam. An increase of 25%, or more, per annum in registration fee 
costs will make me think very carefully about continuing to own a boat. 

29 none not given The proposals to increase fees for powered craft are impossible to comment on without a full set of accounts, and the relative proposals regarding fee 
increases which are being made to other river users. Please make these available so an informed decision can be made. In addition I would like to ask 
the following questions. After running at a profit of over £60,000 two years ago, and over £30,000 last year, why do you feel it necessary to increase 
revenue? I do not believe the Cam Conservators should be a money making enterprise, do you? 

30 none not given I am disappointed by the Cam Con's failure to articulate how they will be spending the proposed additional income, their lack of transparency in terms of 
their current expenses and income, in addition to objecting to the way Cam Con have gone about this 'consultation process' regarding the fee change - 
specifically targeting one river user group only, with such short notice and without the proper necessary information provided to us in order that we can 
provide an informed response pertaining to such an important aspect of our lives - our homes. 

31 none not given I am amazed by the CC's unprofessional and gung ho attitude towards the "consultation". Firstly I'd like to point out that sending out a letter which 
outlines three choices whilst giving almost no information as to the background or why there is the necessity for these particular choices is not a 
consultation but a dictate. the time given between letters being delivered and the meetings taking place is irresponsibly short for a consultation - 
particularly one that involve's people's homes. In addition it appears that a large number of the people affected have not received a letter at all. If any 
increase in revenue is required then it would be correct to consult with and ask all the river users for their opinions on how to raise the required monies. 
Why has this approach not been taken? I have tried to find out more about the CC and have found it difficult to access much information on the internet. 
From reading the information CC have made available on the internet regarding their role I had always believed that CC were only involved with river 
maintenance and organisation of the various river users. However since talking to others about this proposed increase in boating fees I have been told 
that there is a large house and water meadow and perhaps other expenses and considerations for the CC in addition to the river and its towpath. I have 
checked the CC web site and these are not mentioned under the role of the CC so it is unsurprising that I knew nothing of them. As a result of this and 
the need to know more before any consultation takes place I feel that I require more transparency about what my fees are spent on. I would like to see a 
full disclosure of the CC financial status and am requesting that you send me (via email if possible: the accounts for the last five years, a list of CC 
assets and their income/expenditure, a list of any assets bought by the CC within the last ten years, a list of the numbers (for the last five years) of all 
the classes of boats registered with the CC and the numbers of boats the Environment Agency pays for. if it is not possible to email these please let me 
know and I shall arrange a postal address. I find it very difficult to understand why the CC feel the need to increase their charges. If I had a 11m narrow 
boat on the Norfolk Broads in 2010 the charge would be £226. The CC would charge £482 for the same boat on the relatively tiny and crowded waters 
of the river Cam. I understand that the Environment Agency lost some funding, and had to increase its fees disproportionately to cover this loss. As a 
result of this my EA registration fees have risen by 24% in the three years since I arrived in Cambridge. I believe that this has meant that the CC have 
also had an increase in revenue of 24%. This is more than double the percent increases in CPI, RPI, Council taxes and house rental. Can you please 
explain why after such a large percentage increase in revenue over the last three years you might find it necessary to increase fees further? In addition 
to the large increase in fees the numbers of rowers, punters and, from observation, I believe canoeists (I have not been able to find figures for these) 
have risen steeply over the last few years and as such so must CC's revenue from them. Perhaps with more information regarding the expenditure of 
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the CC I will be able to see why there is a need to increase fees and then I would be happy to be part of a consultation. As things stand at present, due 
to a lack of information, I feel that I am ill equipped to take part in an consultation process at such short notice. 

32 1 EA I realise and accept that we all have to contribute to the cost of keeping our rivers in the condition that we all expect, however, I feel that the University 
and City Boat Clubs together with other multiple boat users, and hire craft should contribute more than Table 2. Why should they pay less when they 
enjoy and use the river much more than the single privately owned boat. I have a private mooring in Cambridge, 'The Eights Marina', we get no help 
from the Cam Conservators when the entrance to our marina gets obstructed by silt and rubbish that finds its way from the river into our marina. I only 
use the Cam to Bottisham Lock to get to 'the real part of the river' and therefore, pay the extra fee by default. It is not the amount it is the principle. It is 
no wonder that most boaters avoid Cambridge like the plague, this is due very few moorings available to visitors, should they be lucky to find a mooring, 
and the aggressive abuse from the local lay-abouts around the Jesus Green area. The boaters that I have spoken to prefer to go to Oxford where they 
are made welcome! My opinion is that if all boat/river users were to pay at the same rate everybody should be happy. 

33 none not given Please investigate altering the distribution of fees from the interchange agreement. I find the short order in which these decisions are to be made 
unacceptable and feel that changes of a large size such as these require a longer consultation period on which to assess all available options and not 
just the three proposals above. Personally, I moor on Cam Conservators' waters, but enjoy the freedom to occasionally navigate further afield which is 
offered by registering under the EA with the interchange agreement. I appreciate the work done by both authorities, and have been happy to pay the 
steadily rising registration costs each year. The proposals put forward by the Cam Con are quite substantial and will either mean a massive 25% 
increase in my registration costs (tariff class 36) or a huge reduction in the amount of river I'm able to navigate. EA's fees allow for navigation of all of 
the East Anglian waterways, to be charged 95% of that fee for access from Bottisham Lock to Cambridge does not offer the same level of value to 
boaters, who are your customers. At the same time for EA to receive all of the fees for boats primarily moored on the Cam seems non-sensical. I believe 
this is where the bulk of the issue lies. The interchange agreement needs to be administered fairly so both authorities receive a proportional amount of 
revenue from the agreement. If boats are primarily moored on CamCon waters, but registered with EA, I would suggest that 75% of the fees should go 
to CamCon. I would hope this avenue can be explored, as the agreement needs to be fair and beneficial to all if it is to work. I fail to see how levying 
substantial additional fees can be seen as fair or justifiable. If the Cam Con is currently suffering from a lack of finances it is due to mis-management of 
income and expenditure over the years and shouldn't be attributed to economic change, seeking to introduce vast new charges to rectify the situation is 
completely unacceptable. 

34 1 EA We have two powered boats of different sizes; one 20 ft and one 40 ft. Will we have to pay the Conservancy fee on both? Is there any possibility of 
increasing the EA fee and having part transferred to the Conservancy - it would be simpler. 

35 1 not given We think it is ridiculous that we should be charged extra for something that is of no benefit to us. Apart from coming through Bottisham Lock and on to 
our mooring, we do not use the rest of the Conservancy Waterway. In thirty-four years of boating we have only taken our boat up to Jesus Lock three 
times. This is because there are no suitable moorings available and the debris in the river makes navigation dangerous. Would claims for damage to our 
vessels then by the responsibility of Cambridge Conservancy? Unlike other cities, towns and villages we have visited, on this system and other systems 
abroad the presentation of Cambridge is disgusting and we do not wish to be associated with Cambridge when cruising with friends or visiting boats. If 
you are going to start charging we suggest you go back to the old way of a toll at Baits Bite Lock. This would be fairer, as you would then be getting 
revenue from boats that wished to go into Cambridge. Will you be employing a person to be based at Bottisham Lock to collect monies from visiting 
boats coming into Conservancy Waters? Why does the Conservancy suddenly need to raise more funds from the boats that moor on the Conservancy 
Water as they already receive a percentage of the licence fee from the Environment Agency? What benefits will there be for boats, like mine, wishing to 
cruise the few miles above Bottisham Lock. We think this whole idea is extremely unfair and are very concerned at how it is being rushed through 
without any real time for thought and consultation. This extra charge comes at a difficult personal time for us. As we ill find it difficult to produce extra 
funds, especially for no apparent gain to ourselves, we will now have to reconsider whether we are able to continue boating in the light of your 
measures. In answer to your choice of charges, then option one seems the least damaging. 

36 1 EA No comments. 
37 1 EA As a company of hire boat operators we are very concerned that in future there may be a visitor charge. This would be difficult to pass on to customers. 

Many visit Cambridge and bring a good annual spend to the city. 
38 1 EA No comments 
39 none EA I am the owner of an electric powered river boat, licensed with the Environment Agency and moored on the R. Cam . As an electrically powered craft we 

benefit from a 25% reduction by licensing with the Environment Agency. To encourage this more environmentally friendly means of propulsion, will the 
Cam Conservators consider a similar reduction? What contribution do boats registered with the Environment Agency make to the Cam Conservators on 
the present reciprocal agreement? On the registration breakdown you gave us, it is apparent that the majority of the income comes from the hiring of 
punts which do not make use of waterways other than the Cam and presumably as they are not powered craft do not come under any of the options 
proposed. What is proposed for licence fees of these craft and other similarly non-powered craft? Finally, looking on Google Earth, there would appear 
to be about 200 motorised craft moored on the River Cam. Why are these craft not licensed with the Cam Conservators? Is it not worthwhile providing a 
financial inducement to encourage them to do so? 

40 none EA I am not at all clear on what changes you are actually proposing and how these will take effect. From reading your letter - it appears as though either 
some prior knowledge of some other information is necessary to fully understand your letter - or the letter is incomplete in terms of the information is 
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presented. What do the tariff classes refer to? How do these tariff classifications compare to Environment Agency tariff classifications? What are the 
percentages a percentage of? How do these proposals relate to the Environment Agency fees? What are the total expected costs to boat owners using 
local waterways - as proposed under this scheme? I cannot fully understand from your letter how any changes will actually impact on me and my river 
cruiser - other than it seems a cost increase and/or considerable inconvenience. On a broader basis - why is it proposed that the current reciprocal 
agreement may be terminated? The waterways looked after by the Cam Conservators seems to be a relatively short stretch of river. To introduce a 
formal boundary with the requirement for another river licence seems extremely impractical for all concerned. What discussions have been held with the 
Environment Agency? What options are being considered to contain costs rather than increase them? Although I only keep a small river cruiser - it 
already costs quite a lot more to cruise a boat on just the local waters than it costs for the road tax to drive a car on any road around the UK. I cannot 
see how any significant increase in fees is justified, or the introduction of some complicated licence system for cruising local waterways. I look forward 
to receiving details of the responses to your consultation exercise, your responses to these, and to hearing of a more reasonable way forward being 
developed. 

41 none EA We have decided that none of the three options are fair for the following reasons: (i) we personally already pay £741.51 per annum to the EA. From the 
licence of every boat registered with the EA on the Cam, you are given a substantial percentage for the maintenance of a relatively short stretch of river. 
If this percentage is not enough - then please try to negotiate with the EA. (ii) You are increasing fees for powered craft only - isn't this discrimination? 
You also state in your letter that it is a 'privilege' for powered craft to be able to travel both on the Conservancy and Agency controlled waters. Definition 
of 'privilege' - advantage, benefit. If you didn't receive a penny from the EA and we could still travel on Conservancy controlled waters - that would be a 
privilege/advantage/benefit and you would have every right to ask for fees. But - as you do receive money from our licences - then it is our right to be on 
Conservancy controlled waters when we want to be. (iii) The Conservancy already has a number of lucrative assets (i.e. the Conservators' House at 
Clayhithe, equipment and various bits of land) which before any new charges are demanded should be exploited, rented or sold. it would be far more 
economical either to convert the Conservators' House into a B&B or even sell it. Even at today's prices, the money raised from its sale would solve a lot 
of your financial issues. (It may be a historic building for the Conservators - but if it's soaking up money, it's a financial millstone and no one except the 
River Foreman has the 'privilege' of using it. (iv) If, after maximising the potential income of from such assets, you still need more, we think there are 
fairer ways of raising revenue. Ways which don't just pick on powered craft, i.e. taking an increased percentage of the registration fees for races and 
competitions on the Cam, fund-raising activities, asking the colleges and punting companies for increased contributions for maintenance which affects 
them directly (i.e. Jesus Lock - which very few powered craft use) and taking a tougher approach, including on-the-spot fines for non-licence holders, 
illegal moorers, polluters and derelict boats. (v) We also feel you haven't thought about the consequences if Option 3 is chosen. We're based among a 
number of canal boats on a private mooring at Bottisham Lock and 99% of our journeys are downstream to Ely. Like the majority of the Cambridge 
Motor Boat Club nearby, we also prefer to avoid the rowers, anglers, low willow branches, expensive pump-out and lack of mooring spaces in 
Cambridge. So though it's further, it's actually quicker and more pleasurable for us to travel to Ely. Option 3 though would simply increase the river's 
congestion as we would all stay on the Cam (only one licence being affordable), head into Cambridge (now our only pump-out and main port-of-call) 
and subsequently by simply 'being there' further obstruct sculls, eights, training sessions, races, Bumps, angling competitions, Dragon boat racing, the 
few moorings etc. etc. (vi) I realise a lot of good work is carried out by you but there is a lot of resentment against the Conservators because it's felt 
we're simply not getting value for money - and that's before your increased charges have even been levied i.e. the annual Cam Clean-Up is organised 
by volunteers which just shows how much rubbish there is still in the river, we see the weed-cutter once or twice a year at most, the dredger even less, 
boats regularly over-stay on 48 hr moorings, increased numbers of punts indecorously battle for customers and river space, derelict boats 
embarrassingly line the route into Cambridge, boats that obviously don't use the pump-out or have a cassette toilet pollute the water and so on. Now we 
know you can't be held responsible for everything - but these are what concern us and what we expect the Cam Conservators to be responsible for. (vii) 
Finally, on a practical note, we think you're going to waste an enormous amount of valuable resources on legal fees simply trying to justify and chase up 
non-payment of these highly unpopular new charges, and then you'll end up in an even worse financial position... Hopefully a mutually beneficial option 
can be worked out but in the meantime, we have to say 'No' to your current three options. We feel you need to put your own house in order before 
demanding extra funds off people who have already contributed their fair share and are just as worried about their economic future as you. 

42 none dual E-mail from Camboaters. See Appendix 3 for hard copy (duplicated as response no. 46).  
43 none EA I write as the owner of a narrowboat, moored at Horningsea. I have not responded to the questionnaire, partly because Camboaters have responded as 

a group, but also because it didn't seem to me to address the central question, which is: 'Why should we have to pay twice to use the rivers when we 
can only be in one place at any one time?' We currently have an EA licence. When were are on the Cam we cannot be on the Gt Ouse - and vice-versa. 
Hence if we go cruising on the Gt Ouse we are no longer using the Cam's facilities and when we are moored at Horningsea we do not use the Great 
Ouse. Wouldn't it just be easier to hand over care of the Cam to the EA and then we'd all just pay once? 

44 none EA Option 4. Replace the Conservancy with the EA. Option 4 makes the best sense. If the Conservancy cannot run a very small section of the Cam with 
the funds they already receive they should not be doing the job! I for one will NOT be paying! 

45 3 EA I normally register with the Agency but as I have never been downstream of Bottisham Lock in the lat 5 years, and do not intend to do so, it would be 
sensible to register with the Conservancy. Under any circumstances, I could not agree with Option 2, as I own a small boat and under this Option I 
would be subsidising the larger boats. 

46 none both Hard copy of response no. 42. See Appendix 3. 
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47 1 EA No comments. 
48 1 both We wish to convey our thanks to John Adams and yourself for giving us your valuable time this afternoon. Several points were explained, even if we did 

not quite agree with the reasons. Your visit was much appreciated. I note below the main points discussed, that you agreed to put before the 
Conservators. (i) Fairness. The point was made, that we thought to make powerboats pay 25% more and not to make all users pay increased charges is 
unfair. This is particularly so, as the non-powerboats make greatest use of the river. The argument that in the last ten years the non-power rate has 
increased by 106% and powerboats by only 67% is not considered a valid reason. The extra money raised from the powerboats is far greater. The extra 
charge cannot be levied on visiting boats due to the terms of the Interchange Agreement. We are also part of the same agreement. (ii) Special Rate. 
CMBC has requested a special rate as they only use the river to Bottisham Lock and only very few of CMBC boats go above Baits Bite Lock. CMBC 
members would be willing to pay a fee to transit the lock. It was suggested that CMBC pay a block fee, thus saving the Conservators administration 
costs. We noted your objections to this suggestion. (iii) Consultation period. It was stated that we feel the consultation period is too short. It thus appears 
as a demand. We suggested that any charges should be deferred until 2012, after further consultation. (iv) Option. The only proposed option that can be 
considered as fair is Option 1. We were pleased to note that the Chairman and yourself would be willing to visit us again, after the consultation papers 
have been studied by the Conservators. 

49 1 EA As present Commodore of CMBC I duplicate these views (see response no. 48). 
50 (2) EA Option 4 leave as is - my preferred choice (first choice). Have never been so in protest. I have never had a CamCon licence because they mismanage 

the waterway i.e. no dredging - lower levels for bumps, they are pro-rower, anti Boater. I am considering moving to EA waterways rather than pay 2 
licences. 

51 1 EA My preference has to be option 1 this represents a 25% increase in my licensing cost, assuming no increase from the Environment Agency this year. 
Option 2 would be more than 100% and it would probably be more economic for me to move my vessel to the east coast. Option 3 whilst a small 
decrease if I do not pass through Bottisham Lock, means a considerable reduction in readily available cruising area (last minute decisions to use 
Environment Agency waters would seem impractical due to the need to obtain a visitors licence). What the consultation document does not make clear 
is that there appears to be a difference in the tariff numbering system between the Cam Conservators and the Environment Agency. Can you confirm 
that my vessel's Environment Agency tariff class 22 is equivalent to the Cam Conservators tariff class 31? 

52 1 EA Since my boat has "open access" to Conservancy waters, I would need to be thoroughly convinced that the proposed Registration charge under Option 
1 or 2 are legally enforceable, since I am merely exercising my right to navigate under the Interchange Agreement. It is in effect a mooring fee and I 
don't see how you can charge a mooring fee if you don't own the mooring itself. I also object to the unfairness of the whole proposed scheme. A boat 
moored just downstream of Bottisham Lock would pay considerably less than a boat moored just upstream of Bottisham Lock for the same navigation 
privileges. having that it is clear that Option 1 would be the only one acceptable to me. If I were to be asked for £150 under Option 2 it would be much 
cheaper for me to take out a full Cam registration. I would also point out the Conservators already receive some £150 for my boat under the Interchange 
Agreement which is more than a full licence fee. I believe that Option 3 is totally unworkable. Boat owners would pay double and the Cam Conservators 
and EA could in no way police the situation. This would lead to widespread evasion of dues, and enormously bad feeling from all boaters, both EA and 
Cam registered. I think that firstly Conservators should look very critically at their own expenditure and make appropriate economies before embarking 
on any such highly controversial scheme. I feel that the Conservators are doing a good job in maintaining the river, however there are very few services 
for boaters. Most craft have to go to Ely for boatyard services etc, and this entails navigating EA waters. 

53 1 CamCon At the moment my boat is permanently moored at the railings and does not venture beyond conservancy controlled waters at present. However this may 
change in the future and the above option seems the best one at present. Thank for including us in the proposed charges. 

54 1 EA Option 1 is the only one of the three that I can agree to, but I think that further thought should be gone into with regard to those proposals. As a member 
of the CMBC I only go down river and this charge is exorbitant for the use of only one mile of river, and is unfair if visitors to the Cam are not charged. 

55 none not given Letter from Bill Jenks. See Appendix 4.  
56 none both The GOBA committee has been approached by a number of its members concerned about the proposed charges for powered craft on the River Cam. 

Having now had time to discuss the proposals our thoughts are set out below. We feel that the consultation window is far too narrow and should be 
considerably extended. There are three options on the consultation form and the wording and time frame suggest that little attention is going to be paid 
to the respondent's opinion. The timing of a decision on changes to the way of charging is very poor given that we may have a new navigation authority 
in place in the near future. We appreciate that extra revenue has to be found to keep the Conservators solvent in the long term. A decision on changes 
should be postponed for at least 12 months. Another concern is the legality of making changes to the charging structure and on this front we would take 
advice from the RYA legal Department. Looking at the three options put forwards the fairest would be option 1. Option -2 may be favoured by narrow 
boaters but not by cruiser owners and Option -3 we feel is a non starter as the extra income generated would be considerably depleted by collection and 
administration costs. As we understand the situation very few boats moored below Baits Bite Lock travel through the lock to Cambridge as the City 
Council have done nothing to make visiting their city a pleasurable experience. The poor mooring facilities, the appalling state of some of the resident 
boats, their surrrounding and the high chance of hitting debris in the river discourages most people. One of the most common comments we hear from 
members regarding the Cam is "I used to enjoy going up the Cam to Cambridge but I don't go now" and that is because of the preceding comments. It 
must sadden you as a navigation body that very few people wish to navigate on a large part of your waterway and for that reason it becomes very 
difficult to persuade people that increases in fees represent value for money. 
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57 1 EA Considering the awareness of this proposal has been around for some time I find it strange that the document was sent out less than a month before the 
date you require an answer. Also where did you get the individual addresses? I should imagine the EA, which raises the matter of Data Protection. From 
your letter there seems to be no mention of how the replies will be viewed, and no further discussion between interested parties seems to be planned. 
From the document it states that the Cam Conservancy needs to raise money to continue its work. What measures will be taken to collect this increase 
from visiting boats? Presumably this will be done from Baits Bight, as Bottisham would need to have a bailiff to do so, incurring extra expense, also 
Bottisham is under EA jurisdiction. What will be the effect on tourism at Cambridge along with riverside pubs. I am sure the effect will put off may visitors 
who would have to buy some form of short-term licence. Most of the Cam Con work is above Baits bight lock, tending to the needs of the colleges and 
City council, very little is done between the two lower locks. Would it be better to raise money by a lock toll for visitors? This was always the case in the 
past. Most craft moored between the two locks proceed downstream as there is very little attraction to go to Cambridge due to the river being shallow, 
containing much debris and the large number of rowing craft, many who are inconsiderate to other river users. It would be far better to negotiate a better 
deal with the EA, concentrate on the region above Baits Bight which already seems to take up most of your time. Also look at your expenditure, there 
are many glaring examples of money wasted from unecessary signage, contracted out work ranging from grass cutting and tree work, also expensive 
craft which are under utilised inferring that they have been bought unnecessarily. Any one of your proposals is very open ended and it strikes me that it 
is the very think end of a large wedge which will in time prove to be detrimental, causing boaters to vote with their propellers. I hope that the money you 
will be raising will have greater benefit to powered craft. Poor lock landing stages at Baits bite being one. The amount of damage to craft there alone 
must be very high and if improvements are not made out of raised revenue, I am sure that there will be greater incentive to gain recompense where in 
the past a more tolerant attitude has existed, the Cam Con has lost any support they may have had and certainly good will from power boaters from the 
mismanagement of this "consultation". 

58 none EA I do not prefer any of the options. They are too expensive. As I understood it, Cam Conservancy has a fee from the Environment Agency for boats 
moored on the Cam. We, being moored at Cambridge Motor Boat Club, only use the short stretch of river from Bottisham Lock. Nothing would persuade 
me to go to Cambridge. Apart from the drunks and the drug users by the river there is also abuse from the so called 'educated' rowing club members 
who appear to think the river belongs to them. I would suggest that you charge those who wish to go to Cambridge by having a fee payable at Baits Bite 
Lock office. Many of us elderly boaters only have a few more years on the river. Unfortunately if we are to pay 2 licence fees many of us wil have to give 
up boating. Also you have not given people much time to sort any alternatives. This is hardly "consultation" more do it or else. 

59 1 EA Option 1 is the "least bad" but navigation covered by EA interchange so do not see that discounted registration is justified. 
60 2 BW (Gold) As we already pay considerably more for our gold licence, our preferable option is for the Conservators to join their scheme, as the amount being asked 

is not proportionate to just 8 miles of waterway, compared to where we can cruise on other waterways. Is there an option for 6 month licence? Or less? 
61 2 EA Firstly, I would have opted for Option 3 if the CC licence was 75% of the EA licence as it would cover the cost of an EA visitor licence for necessary boat 

upkeep (Blacking etc). Secondly, I believe it is imperative the Conservancy levy charges on all craft simultaneously to avoid issues of maladministration 
and discrimination. Thirdly, I cannot see how the Conservancy can increase fees for any river users which affect other river users' ability to navigate 
unobstructed (i.e. rowing races, dragon boats, fireworks etc.) 

62 none EA I do not agree to having to pay any other license fee at all. 
63 none EA I am not happy to agree to any of the above proposals, option 3 being least favoured. I have only in the last 6 month moored in Conservancy controlled 

waters and am moored just inside Bottisham lock on private land, to which I pay an annual mooring fee, and in these current times I think that it is unfair 
to ask for such a large increase on powered craft. I do not venture into Cambridge City as it is very busy and prefer quieter waters downstream of the 
lock. Since I have been moored here I have not witnessed any works carried out by yourselves on this stretch of the river. Before I would agree to any 
increases I would first like to see the proposed increases for other river users, rowing craft, punts, canoes, sailboats and fishing people. All charge 
should be proposed at the same time to be fair. Have you looked in house at assets in your possession for income first. It feels that these proposals are 
being rushed through and we as motorboat owners are being targeted. 

64 none not given Please accept this as my response to the recent proposals 'consultation' letter. I choose not to make an indication as to which of the three options it 
offers I would prefer, as I would question the validity of the consultation in is current form. This is for the reasons, I'm sure, that have already been 
brought to your attention, notably highlighted within the content of the letter circulated by Mr. Bill Jenks on the 24th January. I would hope to be able to 
participate in a reviewed consultation from the Conservancy members with much more emphasis on realistically fair representation for all River Cam 
user groups. 

65 1 EA My preference - Option 1 - discounted licence, pay 25% and retain the interchange agreement. 
66 1 EA We moor at CMBC and have only been through Baits Bite Lock once in the last five years. We would happily forfeit the right to go into Cambridge (or 

would pay a one-off fee to do so) for a reduced Conservancy rate. We have no choice but to use your waters for the short distance it takes us to get to 
Bottisham Lock and the EA waters. The rowers make the journey into Cambridge unpleasant, and the lack of moorings make it a no-go area for most of 
our Club. Option 2 is very unfair - why should we pay the same as the largest narrowboat? We have voted for Option 1 as the best of a very bad lot. 

67 none both Letter from Camboaters dated 24th January. See Apprendix 3.  
68 none EA I own a 30ft motor cruiser which is registered with the Environment Agency at an annual fee of £375.51. I moor on a private mooring in Horningsea. I 

use my boat for recreation for approximately seven months of the year, cruising the Great Ouse and other tributaries to Denver and Bedford. I seldom 
come upstream of Baits Bite Lock due to the density of rowing craft and frequent competitive events that make navigation impossible. I use 
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approximately 2 1/2 miles of the navigation controlled by the Conservancy from Horningsea to Bottisham Lock. Should I wish to use the full length of the 
navigation controlled by the Cam Conservancy I would have only 5 1/2 miles of cruising water available as opposed to the 140 miles available with the 
EA licence. Your proposals for charging a supplementary fee to owners of craft already licensed with the EA would, in my case, result in option 1 a fee 
increase of 25%, option 2 a fee increase of 33%, and in the case of option 3 96% reduction in cruising waterways (whilst paying 95% of the existing EA 
licence fee). The suggestion in option 3 that the Interchange Agreement would be terminated has far reaching implications to all E A license holders on 
all the Fenland rivers, making Bottisham Lock the head of their navigation. Have all these licence holders been advised of a possible reduction in their 
cruising area? Has the Great Ouse Boating Association been informed that their mooring on the Cam will be outside their licensed area? Have the hire 
fleet operators been advised that their clients may not be licensed to visit 'Historic Cambridge'? Would a temporary permit be made available for these 
visitors and how would it be charged? Who would collect these fees and where? The time scale for a proper consultation with all parties informed (some 
powered craft owners on the Cam have not received your communication) has to be far longer. The Environment Agency has frozen its licence for 
2011/12 due to the sensitive economic climate. The Cam Conservancy propose to raise charges to certain river users by 25 to 33%. The Environment 
Agency is having to consider staff redundancies. The Cam Conservancy is intending to recruit more staff. The Cam Conservancy has to restructure to 
reflect the difficult economic climate and re-identify its core activity, i.e. managing the navigation. River users should not be paying licence fees to fund 
other activities. Any property or land owned by the Conservancy should produce a commercial rate of income or be sold at market rate. The financial 
burden of property maintenance should not be passed on to licence holders. The communication sent to me by your office was not a consultation but a 
statement of intent giving three options. None of these options are acceptable. At a time of rising inflation, financial cut backs and high public sector job 
losses, your insensitive proposals could not have been worse timed. 

69 none EA We currently have an Environment Agency license and are moored between Bottisham and Baits Bite Lock. While we understand that the Cam 
Conservancy needs more funds we are indignant at the thought of contributing even more to our license fee. To try and get from Horningsea to 
Cambridge by boat is a trial itself. The river is packed from Jesus Lock to Baits Bite with rowers which are difficult to navigate through at the best of 
times. When they race the river is closed and boaters get shouted at even if they pull up and wait to pass between races. After eventually navigating 
through streams of rowers and approaching the city, our boat regularly scrapes bicycles that have been thrown into the river, damaging the hull and 
propellor. When at Jesus Lock it is near impossible to find a mooring due to residential boat who do not abide by the 48 hour regulation or by boats 
visiting the area. How will visitors / hire boats contribute to the Cam Con license fee? We have always been accepting of the above scenarios but to 
expect us to pay more on top of our EA licence is unthinkable. Most journeys we do on our boat are from Horningsea to Ely or St Ives, as navigation 
above Baits Bite lock is extremely difficult and stressful. We would be happy to pay a little extra for use of the river between Baits Bite lock and 
Bottisham but will not choose one of the options from the proposal form. Perhaps a toll on Baits Bite Lock for EA licensed boat woudl be a better 
solution. 

70 2 EA No comments. 
71 3 not given If I must choose an option it would be 3, to dissolve the reciprocal agreement between EA and camcon. 
72 1 both We would like to thank you for the recent meeting our representatives had with you and John Adams with regard to the proposed charges for powered 

craft. Of the options given in the consultation document option 1 has the smallest impact on our members and is thus the preferred of the options given. 
We are concerned that any large rise in fees to our members may ultimately result in us losing membership. Members may choose to relocate as even 
moving the short distance down stream of Bottisham lock would avoid this extra charge. It was disappointing that there was an error in table of the 
document which indicates that for a class 22 craft £13.95 would be charged but in fact this should have been £30.67. This makes option 1 appear better 
than it is. Options 1 and 2 refer to the new charge as being the Conservators registration fee discounted. This is confusing because as long as a boat is 
registered with the EA, under the interchange agreement it can navigate the Cam freely. It would appear as the fee is proposed to apply to those who 
normally keep their craft on the Cam is is really a mooring fee. A block registration was discussed at the meeting but it would be better to wait until any 
additional fees are decided upon before entering into further discussion on this possibility. We would be pleased if you could keep us up to date with any 
developments on this consultation process so we can keep our members informed. 

 
 
 
 



For 16th February 2011 

Note 3 consultation on powered craft licence fees 16.02.2011 
 22 

APPENDIX 3: CORRESPONDENCE FROM CAMBOATERS 
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APPENDIX 4: LETTER FROM BILL JENKS 
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