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1. Purpose

1.1 To summarise the consultation undertaken for the revised River

Moorings Policy (RMP) and based on the analysis of the

consultation responses outline the result in regards to:

a) Whether r e s p o nooresides that annual licences are held at
current levels with a modest annual increase?

b) Whetherr e s p o nsdppart ardincrease in baseline fees being
brought in line with current providers providing similar facilities
elsewhere in the country?

c) Whether r e s p o nfeltet is proportionate to charge a penalty
of £100 for each 24-hour period or part thereof when a boat
overstays a designated visitor mooring?

d) Whether r e s p o nwbeld ssigmort mooring fees being based
on length of vessel?

e) Whetherr e s p o nwb@d sapport additional charges for wide
beam vessels?

f) Whether r e s p o n duppod 6the ending of temporary
permissions to moor at Riverside and to move all boats moored
offering alternative moorings elsewhere in Cambridge (to those
which have registered and are regulated by the City Council
and have people living aboard?

g Whetherr esponder s6 believe the propo
moorings if temporary permissions to moor at Riverside are
ended is fair?

hy Whet her respondersoé6 suppBirverdsieded
as a Ono mooringe zpoaér ¢ hiodugthhe
Conservator ?

) Whet her respontdtkhesd nsupgdacti on o 1
enf orcement posl idceyl ewgiatthe dp otwe rCounc

) Whether respondcder scurgwempgoritocati on
type of mooring berths being app
number a’nd type

Ky Whet her r eswppmaretr s@ future reduct
l ength of riedermmankumbevi of moor i
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) Would you support a temporary increase in the number of
Residential Mooring Licences from 70 to accommodate those
displaced from Riverside? Licences would not be issued to the
waiting list until the number of licences returns to and drops
below 707?

mWhet her responthesdCosunppbbds posi i
estiavHh wi nter mooring sites?

NNWhet her respomnther ss@di gmppgaoail ngtclose

new applicants for ?the foreseeabl e
o)Whet her respondiehecsfe smueg@pwirdt ed r
di spl aced at Ri ver si de being of f

Licences on the Regul ated Moori ngs
the waitiasmgi bt stt hbee who may be

deci sremowve moorings from Riversic
p) Whet her respontesedreguparnrtd moor i
di spl aced at Ri ver si de being add
chronol ogi cal order basednocy avid
Ri verPsi de
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2. Background to the consultation

2.1 Consultation and feedback regarding the moorings in the City of
Cambridge is continuous by fact that a number of reviews have
been undertaken that offer suggestions for Policy and these have
included:-

f Changes to Moorings Policy (16" January 2014);

§ an Update Report on Riverside Moorings (11" July 2014);

1 Riverside Moorings Options Report (Skanska, July 2014);

1 Progress on the Review of the River Moorings Policy (8"
October 2015) and

1 River Moorings i An Update on the Contract Law Model
consultation (17" March 2016).

2. 2Dur i2r0gll67 Ca mbQiitdygeCounci tmamavygieanead
of rmovoerri ngs and it was decided to
range of moorings related matters &
t hen assess responses an dn eRvewa rs e
Moorings Policy for 2017 to 2023

2. 3The consultation asaspaorpte noft ot hainsy orn
wanted to take part and wawsi tcho niphl ee-
assuranceanbhy wasgs . The Council eng:;
representative groups known to have
the consultation period.

2. 4Theonsultation ran for a period 12
avail able througd wbabsiCiid yarCbusuaphp
nesw el eases and soci al medi a.

2. 5The consultation was also targeted
i ncluded thodMmowiitnlgsa LRicveemrce, t hose
|l i st s, | oc al resi dent groups, n ¢
organi sations and the Cam Conservat

2. 6Paper copies of the consultation we
on the River and dlhec tecridouand c &loiny a ovt
emai |l s.
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2. 7' n addition to responses from indi
received from the following stakeho
Conservator s, Nati onal Bargee Tr e

Cambridgeshire Rowing Association.

2. 8A amge of i nterested parties also |
organi sati ons.

2.9 Responses include submissions from organisations that cannot be
redacted as they can be attributed to either an organisation or an
individual have not been published. The consultation was
confidential and anonymous and there was the voluntary supply of
information, therefore disclosure in this case could prejudice the
supply of information in the future.
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3. Consultation Actions and Summary List

a) Mid-November 2016, 250 paper pamphlets circulated regarding
the River Moorings Policy Issued and Options consultation;

b) Consultation Postcard sent out in November 2016 to properties
in close proximity to the River;

c) Initial (Web-based) Wider Public Consultation 48 responses
between the 27™ October and the 31% October 2016.

d) Updated (Web-Based) Wider Public Consultation (to enable
quantitative analysis) 774 responses between the 31% October
2016 and the 20™ January 2017;

e)Addi tionally mB&B3deresmompa@er copi e
consultation and thexzewtkaed beto

web coll ector;

f) 23 I ndi vi dual responses wer e add
however these were not I n a struc
web based consul tsatitchresand eapalnyg s
from Camboater s, NBTA, Cam Rowing
Partyt @odinty Councillor for Abbey
ggAmong the respomeeei vae to6Lnaiult
replies from the Camboeaters websit

Dear Cambridgei ICjty Co

Pl ease don't move boater-st hewy

have been there for | onger t han

and they are an i mportant part

Boats add col our and vibrancy
rar e f or-immpoafc t| ohwtuhsel ngi tiyn, and

affordabl e way of | i f e for
consumeri sm, | i ke t o be I ndeper
sufficient and want t o | i ve i
fashion. Pl ease don't carry out

number siadfent & al boaters in the
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Pl ease don't doubl e mooring fees
existing simple fee structure th
the mooring scheme with plenty t

Pl ease stick to your praevwawst o
Il ntegrate Riverside into the Cou
base fees on the cost of providi
than the maxi mum you think you c:
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4. Wider Public Consultation, 27" October 2016 to 20™ January
2017

4.1 From the various consultation media and response to the wider
public consultation overall there has been 822 responses received.

4.2 There were 766 responses to the question asking,

a Whet her responderso consider t ha
held at current levels with a modest annual increase

1 622 of the responses or 81.5% said Yes they supported
the proposal to have a modest annual increase in annual
licence fees and

9 142 of the responses or 185%s ai d No they di dn
the proposal to have a modest annual increase in annual
licence fees.

The findings support the recommendation that RMLs fees increase
annually by Retail Price Index in April, as determined in the
preceding September.

4.3 There were 750 responses to the question asking,

b) Whet her responder sd support an
fees being brought in line with current providers
providing similar facilities elsewhere in the country.

1 159 of the responses or 21.2% said Yes they supported
the proposal to have baseline fees being brought in line
with current providers and

1 591 of the responsesor 78.8% s ai d No t hey di dn
the proposal to have baseline fees being brought in line
with current providers.

The findings support the recommendation that RML fees are
calculated locally based on cost to deliver the service.
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4.4 There were 757 responses to the question asking,

c) Whether respondersdé6 feldt It I's p
penalty of £100 for each 24-hour period or part thereof
when a boat overstays a designated visitor mooring.

9 343 of the responses or 45.3% said Yes they supported
the proposal to charge a penalty of £100 for each 24-hour
period when a boat overstays a designated visitor
mooring and

1 414 of the responses or54.7% s ai d No they di dn
the proposal to charge a penalty of £100 for each 24-hour
period when a boat overstays a designated visitor
mooring

The findings support the recommendation that the penalty charge
Is reduced to £50.

4.5 There were 749 responses to the question asking,

d Whet her respondersdé would suppor
based on length of vessel

1 363 of the responses or 48.5% said Yes they would
support mooring fees being based on length of vessel and

9 386 of the responses or51.5%s ai d No they didn
mooring fees being based on length of vessel

The findings support the recommendation that RML fees are
based on length of vessel and for simplicity replicate the Cam
Conservators tariffs and categories.

4.6 There were 736 responses to the question asking,

el Whet her responder s6 wouthdrgesuppor
for wide beam vessels

1 408 of the responses or 55.4% said Yes they would
support additional charges for wide beam vessels and

10
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4.7

4.8

1 328 of the responses or44.6%s ai d No they didn
additional charges for wide beam vessels

The findings do not support the recommendation that there is no
change at this time. Given the limited space and demand for
moorings, charging by length is the fairest option.

There were 697 responses to the question asking,

f) Whet her responder sdo support t he
permissions to moor at Riverside and to move all boats
moored offering alternative moorings elsewhere in
Cambridge (to those which have registered and are
regulated by the City Council and have people living
aboard).

1 186 of the responses or 26.7% said Yes they would
support the ending of temporary permissions to moor at
Riverside and to move all boats moored offering
alternative moorings elsewhere and

1 511 of the responsesor 73.3% s ai d No they didn
the ending of temporary permissions to moor at Riverside
and to move all boats moored offering alternative
moorings elsewhere

The findings do not support the recommendation however where
technically feasible and financially justifiable adaptations are made
at Riverside to support mooring, therefore negating the need to
find alternatives for those on the Regulated Waiting List.

There were 677 responses to the question asking,

g Whet her responder so believe t he
alternative moorings if temporary permissions to moor
at Riverside are ended is fair.

1 211 of the responses or 31.2% said Yes they believe
proposal to offer alternative moorings if temporary
permissions to moor at Riverside are ended is fair and

11
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1 466 of the responses or 68.8% s ai d No tbelew di dn

the proposal to offer alternative moorings if temporary
permissions to moor at Riverside are ended is fair.

The findings do not support the recommendation, however those
on the Regulated Waiting List are offered alternatives.

4.9 There were 731 responses to the question asking,

h) Whet her respondersd support

Ri ver si de Wa | | as a ono Mo or i
powers of the Cam Conservator.

1T 206f the re@pwBaes Yessuptpoaw
designat iRinveafsitdree Wal | as

t hr ougpmhwehes of the Cam Conserva

1T 536f the redpwWhaed NoomdEeysuppo
the designaRiivoenr sofdet Ma | | as

zoned6 through the powers of

The findings supportnotthet or ecwrmmnea d

mooring zone at this ti me

4.10 There were 649 responses to the question asking,

I ) Whet her responddrhed |isupgpdrutct i on

revised enforcement policy
Counci |l of ficers.

T4106f the regorrdSaesd Yes t hdye

wi t h

i ntroducti on of a revi sed enf or

del egated to Counci l of ficers.
1T 252f the redpoisaisd No t hey
the 1 ntroduction of a revised
del egated tbi €Ceusnci l o]

The findings supportto twrei tre camineind@

revi sed enforcement policy.

12



Appendix B 7 River Moorings Policy 2017 7 2023
Consultation Summary Report

4.11 There were 669 responses to the question asking,

)] Whet her responder so support t h
numbers and type of mooring berths being appropriate
as the permanent number and type

1T472f t he r es/pPoMbseas d thees curr en
| ocati on number s and type of
appropriate as the pemamanent nu
1T196f the rePoddSaesd No t hey dol
t heurrent | ocati on numbers and
are appropriate as the per manen

The findings suppordfofcihn@a ngec ommenda

4.12 There were 695 responses to the question asking,

k) Whet her r e sspuoprpdoerrts 0a efdutcai ®n 1 n
overall | engt h of ri ver bank pr o
mooring berths?

T 155 f t he r e s2p20%3s a 5 d Yes t hey
suppartfutur e reducti on I n t he
riverbank provided andamuamber o
1T 5406f the repBaaed No tshuepyp odritd n
a future reducti on I n t he ove
provided and number of mooring

The findings support the recommendation of no change.

4.13 There were 567 responses to the question asking,

) Would you support a temporary increase in the number
of Residential Mooring Licences from 70 to
accommodate those displaced from Riverside? Licences
would not be issued to the waiting list until the number
of licences returns to and drops below 70.
T 27>f t he r e s4p8o MisSeas d Ye s t hey
S u p p otemiporaay increase in the number of Residential

13
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4.14

4.15

Mooring Licences from 70 to accommodate those
displaced from Riverside a n d
1T 296f the redSpoidsaeisd No tthreggy di d

woul d not tempomgy merdase an the number of

Residential Mooring Licences from 70 to accommodate

those displaced from Riverside.
The findings support tchhea nrigeecwoenvneern d &
the City Council may need to use a
those displaced from the Regul at ed

There were 652 responses to the question asking,

m) Whet her respondehres 6Cosuunpcpiolrots po s i
to estwibhti seh mooring sites?
1T 38&fF t he r esbpdomss asd Yes t hey
suppbhe Council 6s position not
moorin@angites
1T 264f the redAPdibsaeisd Novouheéewnot
suppbohe Council 0s position not
mooring sites?

The findingsesompmanthnhatheno winter n
are created.

There were 664 responses to the question asking,

n) Whet her respondtehres Owasiutpipnogr tl i st |
closed to new applicardtug ufrer t he
1T 296f the redbpecms @s Ydshet hweayi t i ng

remaining closed to new applic
futame

1T 36%f the res5prsaed No they wo
Ssupptorg waiting |ist remaining

forfoheseeabl e future

The findings supporthathewaietciomgne hds
cl osseod avoi d raising expectations &
when there iIis | ess than an 18 month

14
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4.16 There were 636 responses to the question asking,

o) Whet her r es pon dehrossoée
di spl aced at Riversi

sruepgpuol ratt e d mc
de being off

Licences on the Regul ated Moorir
those on the waiting | ist to as
| mpacted by any deci srongdg of mem

Ri ver si de.

1T272f the reddp dBsaxisd Yes they s
those regulated moorings displ

of fered Resi denti al

Moorings el sewhere

Mooring Li
before thos:i

assi st t maye bwhad mpacted by any
remove moorings from Riverside.

1T 364f the respisaeisd No they wo

supptohadse regul at ed
bei ng of fered Resi

moorings di
denti al Mo o |

Regul at ed Mooringo®srel $dwlser eont
waiting |Iist to assist those wl

deci sion to remove

moorings fro

The fiddima@geportectommeme ndawe wear, t he
Counci l may need to use avail abl e

di splfarcoemd t he Regul at ed

4.17 There were 629 responses to the question asking,

p) Whet her r espondehrossote
possibly di spl aced

Waiting | i st

sruepgpuol ratt e d mc
at Ri ver si de

waiting |list in chronelvogieanale oif
first occupancy at Riverside

1T 240f the resg@Pdi3saeisd Yes they s
those regulated moorings possib

bei ng added to the

wai ting | i

based on evidence of first occu
1 382f the resPdnisaeisd No they wo

15



Appendix B 7 River Moorings Policy 2017 7 2023
Consultation Summary Report

suppohose regul ated moorings poc
Riverside being added to the we
order based on evidence of firs

The findings support the recommendation of no change.

4.18 Age of Respondents

The following table details the age profile of respondents

Age Number Percentage %

15i 19 7 1.13

201 24 25 4.05

251 29 56 9.08

30i 34 70 11.35

35i 39 80 12.97

401 44 79 12.80

457 49 59 9.56

50i 54 78 12.64

55i 59 46 7.46

60i 64 48 7.78

65i 69 40 6.48

701 74 19 3.08

751 79 8 1.30

80i 84 2 0.32

Total 617 100%
The i nformation has been consider e
Assessment that supports the Strate
rep.ort

16
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4.19 Respondents interests?

Percentage
Response Number %

Live on a boat in Cambridge 51 7.62
Would like to live on a boat in
Cambridge 35 5.23
Live in Cambridge and have an
interest in Mooring 60 8.97
Live in Cambridge and have a an
interest in other uses of the River

163 24.36
Live in Cambridge and offer a view 228 34.08
Live Outside of Cambridge and have
an interest in mooring 23 3.44
Live Outside of Cambridge and have
an interest in other uses of the River

21 3.14
Live Outside of Cambridge and offer a
view 34 5.08
Represent the interests of a local
group or organisation 5 0.75
Prefer not to disclose 49 7.32
Total 669 100%

The I nformati on has been consi der €
Assessment that supports the Strate

rep.ort

17
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5. Items that arose during the consultation

5.1 During the consultation period Council Officer® responded to a
range of Freedom of Information request as follows:-

a) A request for the Councils benchmarking data;

b) All payments made to the Cam Conservators since 2011;

c) Details of any and all complaints or comments made to the City
Council or Cam Conservators regarding any aspect of
residential boats, moorings and licencing on the River Cam;

d) Details of any communications between Cambridge City
Council and the Cam Conservators regarding any aspects of
residential boats, moorings or licensing on the River Cam;

e) Details of any research carried out to investigate any changes
in the type, quantity and/or frequency of occurrence of different
uses of the River Cam over time in the last 10 years;

f) Details of any impact assessments carried out into the potential
social aspects of any changes to the current system of
residential mooring licencing on the River Cam;

g) What process and what data were used to determine that the
mooring sites by the railings on Riverside were unsafe?;

h) What cost analysis was done to consider options for providing
safe access to mooring sites on the railings on Riverside?;

1) What is the legal basis and the policy document which provides
the basis for the claim that there are illegally moored vessels on
the railings on Riverside?

}) Which stakeholders are going to be sent an invitation to
complete the consultation about moorings, and how will the
decision be made to decide which of the responses to the
consultation are from eligible stakeholders?;

k) Correspondence between Cambridge City Council and Dewar
Stuart Associates relating to the original proposal document of
May 2016;

l) The proposal document sent to Dewar Stuart Associates by
Cambridge City Council, May 2016.

18
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m) Correspondence relating to the review of the river moorings
policy between Cambridge City Council and Dewar Stuart
Associates; and

n) Any documents prepared for Cambridge City Council relating to
the review of the river moorings policy by Dewar Stuart
Associates.

5.2 Officer also responded to the following direct questions

5.21 A request for clarification on Council Tax liability prompted by a
poster campaign that drew comparisons on price increases with a
change from Council Tax Band A to F has been addressed in the
River Moorings Policy recommendations.

5.2.2 A question as to why the capital spend set aside for Moorings was
not used?

In the Budget Setting Round 2013, a request was made by
Officers for a Capital release of £75k to be set aside for
Adaptations to Riverside Banks (SC561 1 38190). This
request related to the forecast decision in October 2013 that
the Executive Councillor for Public Places would agree at
Environment Scrutiny Committee to instructed Officers to
purse:-

i Option 2: Permit mooring on Riverside wall, but not
where the river is narrowest;

9 Option 3: Ban mooring on Riverside wall, and relocate
Riverside craft to other locations on the river;

The Executive Councillor for City Centre and Public Places
instructed Officers on the 11th July 2014 to pursue option 2,
using a scheme of regulation whilst Officers continued the
review of the Moorings Policy. No capital spend was
required for this decision

In 2015 a review of all capital schemes was undertaken and
those which were not ready to be carried out were moved to
a PUD (Projects under Development) list at Full Council on

19
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25 February 2016 (bottom of page 34 of 109 BSR 2016 link
below) following a recommendation from the Capital
Programme Board in November 2015. This happened to the
river bank scheme as there was no likely project to
undertake at that time and other more urgent capital items
required funding. This funding would not have been used to
fund revenue items. Future Riverside adaptations bids were
not precluded by this decision.

6. Overall Observations

a) Overall the majority of respondents support the proposal to have a
modest annual increase in annual licence fees. (81.5% support).

b) Overall the majority of respondents do not support an increase in
baseline fees being brought in line with current providers providing
similar facilities elsewhere in the country. (78.8% do not support).

c) Overall a small majority of respondents (55%) feel it is
inappropriate to charge a penalty of £100 for each 24-hour period
or part thereof when a boat overstays a designated visitor mooring.

d) Overall the respondents are split (48%/52%) on whether
respondersodé would support mooring f
vessel.

e) Overall the majority of respondents would support additional
charges for wide beam vessels. (55% support).

f) Over al | the majority of respondent s
temporary permissions to moor at Riverside and to move all boats
moored offering alternative moorings elsewhere in Cambridge.
(73% do not support).

gOverall the majority of respondents
offer alternative moorings if temporary permissions to moor at
Riverside are ended are fair. (69% do not support).

hyOverall the majority of regmaoondent s
of the Riverside Wal/l as a O6no moor
the Cam Conservator. (73% do not support).

20
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) Overallasmallmaj ori ty of r e stipeontratiectiondF &6 s up
a revised enforcement policy with powers delegated to Council
officers. (64% support).

]) Overall the majority of respondents support the current location
numbers and type of mooring berths being appropriate as the
permanent number and type. (71% support).

Ky Over al l t he maj ority of respondeni
reduction in the overall length of riverbank provided and number of
mooring berths. (78% do not support).

l) Overall the respondents are split (48%/52%) on whether they
support a temporary increase in the number of Residential Mooring
Licences from 70 to accommodate those displaced from
Riverside?

m)Over al | a small maj or i ttyheofCorueasxp d
position not to establl6WWshumpwpot &)y mo

n) Overall the respondents are split (45%/55%) on whether they
would o r  wo wsuppbn thd waiting list remaining closed to new
applicants for the foreseeable future.

0) Ov elr la a small maj o(r 5 7T %p wif d nroets powny
those regul ated moorings di spl aced
Residenti al Mooring Licences on
el sewhere before those on the wait.i
be i mpacted by any decision to remo

p) Overtahlel majority of resphmmndentreduda
moorings possibly di spl aced at Ri
wai ting | i st I n chronol ogi cal or d
occupancy at ¢®idwe moitdes upport)
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7. Conclusion

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

7.6

The online survey approach provided the opportunity for a wide

range of people to provide feedbac

however this methodology is self-selecting; participants are free to
choose whether or not to participate and invariably it is those with
the strongest views (either positive or negative) that choose to do
so. As such the use of the data for quantitative data is unreliable.
The data is influenced by campaign and this was identified in the
responses collected.

Responses to self-selection surveys and consultations are usually
non-representative of the wider area, typically with greater levels of
response received from older residents (55+) and from women.
Those less likely to participate in self-selection surveys are busy
workers with families and youh gne
particularly men in this age band).

From the consultation responses officers have identified greater
levels of response from those aged 35 to 54 compared to the City
population estimate. There is also a greater response from those
with an interest in river activities (53%) than Cambridge residents
(34%).

The consultation data does, however, provide excellent qualitative
data and has allowed officers to consider a range of opinions and
feedback when formulating policies.

The response to the consultation has been comprehensive with
responses from individual boat owners and organisations with an
interest in the residential, visitor, commercial, leisure and sporting
use of the river.

The consultation has indicated that there are a wide range of
views, agendas and ambitions, which the consultees would like to
see delivered. In many cases the views expressed are from the
perspective of individuals and stakeholder groups rather than a

22
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7.7

7.8

7.9

consensus on the specifics of what needs to be done to resolve
the current situation.

The majority of those consulted agree that improvements have to
be made to resolve current conflicts, develop integrated
management solutions and minimise the impact of those aspects,
which are likely to continue to cause further problems if left
unresolved.

The Council needs to finalise its ambitions and proposals for the
areas it operates as licenced and visitor moorings to take account
of its statutory and regulatory responsibilities, the needs of boat
owners and to ensure the effective management of the moorings
to deliver the widest range of benefits to user groups.

The key areas which need to be determined during the
development of an updated policy and management arrangements
have been identified as follows.

9 Identification and finalisation of current riverbank areas and
mooring permissions;

9 Policy issues and management arrangements for licenced
moorings in particular those areas which are being used for
residential purposes and may not be complying with
regulations;

1 Resolution of areas currently used for illegal mooring including
management recommendations;

1 Updating and agreement of mooring charges for all categories
of moorings;

1 Development of an enforcement policy, code of practice and
management arrangements for boats in breach of mooring
policy. (Compliant with Cambridge City Council, Enforcement
Policy 2014); and

91 Preparation of an updated River Moorings Policy to reflect
changed requirements and agreed consultation outcomes.
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Appendix A - Copy of Consultation document

L )
Revised Moorings Management Polic r @
g g y =%

CAMBRIDGE
CITY COUNCIL

November 2016

2017-2023 Consultation

Consultation Process

Cambridge City Council is in the process of reviewing its River Moorings Policy. The City Council is
considering a series of changes to the current policy with the intention of a revised policy being
finalised and published during 2017.

We have identified a number of options which could be realised and wish to engage with those with
an interest in mooring on the River Cam, and the wider community with an interest in the river.

You can respond to this consultation in several different ways:
We encourage you to respond using this electronic form; or if you wish you can
Request a paper version of the questionnaire by contacting us on 01223 457200

Send us an email, moorings@cambridge.gov.uk, telling us your views

Write to us at Moorings Management Policy, Streets and Open Spaces Team, Cambridge
City Council, Mill Road, Cambridge CB1 2AZ

The consultation is open to anyone who wants to take part, is completely confidential and
anonymous. We will be engaging directly with representative groups known to have an interest in the
river during the consultation period.

Format of Consultation Questions

Each item has been provided with an outline explanation of the key points for consideration and why
the City Council considers that they would benefit from a revised policy focus.

At the end of each introductory section, options have been provided for which we would welcome
your response. In some cases, where more than one option can be considered, a range has been
provided.

Please respond by 5pm on the 20th January 2017 to ensure that your opinions are included in
our analysis.

Once we have everyone’s comments, we will produce a report summarising the views we received
for consideration as part of the finalisation of the updated Moorings Management Policy.

Once the updated Moorings Management Policy is approved it will remain in place for a five year
period between 2017 and 2022.
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Introduction

A number of factors which will influence the future policy direction have been identified by river users,
stakeholders, local residents and the City Council. These include: increasing demand for visitor and
long term licenced mooring locations, potential conflict between mooring boats and other river users
such as rowing clubs, angling organisations and commercial operators such as punting as the user
demand on the river and environs steadily increases.

Research undertaken by the Cam Conservators has, for example, indicated that in comparison to
other waterways the River Cam had a crowded water space with over 1000 craft in a 14 mile stretch
of river; this gave a density per mile of almost 6 times that of East Anglian waterways. Similarly, the
research indicated that in the last 20 years that rowing had increased by 148% within the River Cam
to approximately 3,000 participants and moored boats increased from almost nil to ~120.

Residents whose properties overlook and/or are adjacent to the river have raised concerns over a
number of years about the way in which the City Council operates and manages its mooring sites,
particularly enforcement against vessels moored without consent, overstays and subletting.

The demand for licenced moorings (12 month duration) far outstrips the availability of City Council
moorings and this is likely to continue at the same level or increase if the current interest in boat
dwelling continues.

The principal responsibility of the City Council is to ensure the safe, responsible and proportionate
use of its areas of riverbanks where mooring is permitted, and in furtherance of its statutory duties
and responsibilities, where appropriate. Most importantly, the City Council must work in partnership
and with due adherence to the role and responsibilities of the Cam Conservators as the statutory
navigation authority for the River Cam.

The Council and the Cam Conservators have for some time been concerned about the mooring of
boats without safe and proper access, notably along Riverside. The Council has registered boats to
provide regulation pending this review. We are now consulting on a revised Moorings Policy,
including a proposed No Moorings policy for Riverside, and are keen to hear views on how such a
policy can be introduced with regard to the welfare of current residents.

\We are also consulting on the implementation of a proportionate and proactive enforcement policy.
\We are keen to hear views on how changes can be made to any policy that will propose a fair,
proportionate and proactive enforcement mechanism to remove illegal mooring and ensure that any
new illegally moored vessels are quickly removed.

The City Council has previously conducted a number of consultation exercises to gauge the views,
ideas and opinions of a wide range of organisations, representative bodies, individual boat owners,
residents and members of the wider community in recent years.

Most recently in 2015, when the Council proposed a policy for control of visitor moorings based on a
Fixed Penalty Notice Model.

The development of the updated policy has taken account of the views previously expressed by
consultees and has, where appropriate, incorporated these into the revised proposals.
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River and Riverside Activities and Functions

The River Cam provides an extremely important and valuable natural asset within the heart of
Cambridge City Centre, adding to the value of the locality in a number of ways, ranging from the
biodiversity of the natural environment through to the commercial benefits realised from tourism and
leisure activities. Although the primary purpose of the moorings policy is to ensure the effective
provision and management of the moorings provided by the City Council it also needs to reference
the wider benefits and values of the river for a range of functions and activities. These include:

s The value of the River Cam as a blue corridor connecting a pattern of biodiverse, historic and
recreational green infrastructure within the City;

Hosting a range of river borne and river related active leisure pursuits including rowing, punting,
events, visitor cruises, recreational boating and angling;

Provision of a safe and accessible traffic free towpath for walkers, runners and cyclists which
connects the city in an environmentally sustainable way;

Providing high quality visitor and tourism attractions which can be accessed by visitors at a
number of ability levels from quiet enjoyment through to challenging physical activity; and

Providing a variety of on-line moorings for visitor and residential moorings.

Social Rented Sector: Residential Moorings Considerations

Through previous consultation exercises relating to moorings issues a number of comments and
statements have been put forward which would imply that there is a perceived linkage between
Cambridge City Council’s social housing policy and its provision/allocation of residential mooring
licences.

Whilst some residential boat owners have purchased their vessel and sought residential moorings in
order to reduce their housing costs in comparison to land based dwellings, this is not equivalent to
social housing.

The Council does not own or intend to own any residential boats for rental, all boats in receipt of an
annual licence are privately owned rather than rented, and therefore outside the boundaries of any
social housing considerations, in terms of housing need.

Moorings have hitherto been allocated on the basis of a waiting list and not from an assessment of
housing need.

It should therefore be clear that the residential mooring licences provided by the City Council do not
form part of its social housing policy.

The Council has a Housing Strategy and a Housing Allocation Policy as well as statutory duties
relating to homeless persons, and works proactively with people who have housing needs In the
event that any boat owner should find themselves in a position in future where they required social
housing consideration they would then apply to the Council or its social rented sector providers and
their case would then be considered on its own merits against agreed allocation criteria. More
information about social and affordable housing can be found at cambridge.gov.uk, or from the
Housing Advice Team 01223 457918.

26



Appendix B 7 River Moorings Policy 2017 i 2023
Consultation Summary Report

Background to the Current Policy

The Cambridge City Council, Moorings Management Policy 2010, was the first such policy prepared
by the Council which had the intention of describing and itemising how moorings would be provided
and managed. It stated a number of purposes including:

« To setout in a single location the different decisions and conclusions that had been reached
over the previous fifteen years during which the Council had taken a more proactive role in
managing moorings within Council ownership;

To ensure safe enjoyment of the river and its banks for residents and visitor alike, both on land
and on the water, and to ensure the protection of wildlife and the natural environment
associated with the river; and

To advise of the role of the Conservators of the River Cam as regulators of navigation through
byelaws granted by The River Cam Conservancy Act 1922.

Options for Revised Policy Objectives

The proposed updated policy itemises principal changes which the Council is considering from its
experience of operating the policy between 2010 and 2016, and changes which have occurred or
become more of an issue in the intervening period. The overall aim is to establish a clear, fair policy
that enables the Council to manage the its Moorings in a sustainable way which meet the needs of
boat owners and mooring users, balanced with the recreational and residential needs of others.

Proposed Changes include:
¢ Mooring licence fees to be based on length of vessel;
Benchmarking of fees and charges with other mooring providers;
Visitor moorings to be managed via a Fixed Penalty Notice Model;

Temporary mooring licences to be extinguished on Riverside Wall, and arrangements put in
place to provide alternative moorings to regulated live-aboard vessels moored there; and

Application of No Mooring Byelaws to be applied to Riverside \Wall area.

Item 1: Mooring Fees and Charges - Annual Residential Licences

Recent benchmarking of fees and charges between Cambridge City Council and a range of other
mooring providers indicates that Cambridge charges considerably less than other providers for
annual (12 month) licences. The benchmarking exercise also factored in the variation in associated
services and facilities provided as part of the mooring licence fee and/or available for an additional
fee by the various providers. In most cases, particularly at Marina sites and offline (i.e. out of
navigable river channel) moorings the services and facilities were of a greater range than those
provided by Cambridge City Council. However, the provider which was the most equivalent to the
City Council in terms of mooring type and services was charging a fee twice that of the Council.
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Therefore, in terms of being able to charge a mooring licence fee which is closer to that of other
providers the Council wishes to consider a number of options and seeks views on what would be
most acceptable to the majority of the community. Broadly the options would be for the Council;

+ to hold fees at the same baseline level increased each year by the Consumer Price Index,
inflation or similar ratio,

« substantially increase fees by a baseline adjustment to bring them in line with other providers or

The income received from licence fees is used to pay for the operational costs of the service and to
make a contribution to the broader services provided by the Council to people living within the City.
For the Council to be able to consider investing in improving mooring facilities a higher level of
income is needed from the fees for licences.

Option 1.1: Hold fees at the current baseline level increased annually by Retail Price Index or
similar.

Do you consider that annual licences fees would best be held at current levels with a modest annual
increase determined by inflation or similar measures?

Yes I:l No D

If not, why?

Option 1.2: Substantially increase baseline fees to bring them in line with current providers
providing similar facilities elsewhere in the country. (This would most likely require a doubling of the
current charge of £1,000 per year excluding VAT).

Would you support this option and if so, do you have any views on what would be an appropriate
percentage increase?

Yes El No D

An appropriate percentage would be:

Option 1.3: Do you have any alternative methods for determining fees and charges including how
and when changes should be introduced?

Yes |:| No |:|

If so, what are they?
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Item 2: Mooring Fees and Charges - Visitor Moorings

Cambridge City Council took a committee decision to manage visitor moorings through a Fixed
Penalty Notice Model approach in March 2016 with the intention to fully install this model for
operational and enforcement purposes during the fiscal year 2017/2018.

It was agreed by Committee that there would be no charge for visitor moorings provided that a
maximum mooring period of 48 hours and no return to the mooring within 7 calendar days was
complied with.

To ensure the effective management and enforcement of the visitor moorings, it was considered that
a penalty charge should be applied to those who overstay the permitted times on the visitor moorings
or return within a period of less than 7 days.

The penalty charge needs to be set at a sufficient enough level to act as a deterrent and to cover the
costs of enforcing the management arrangements. For example, East Cambridgeshire District
Council has set the penalty charge at £100.00 for each overstay period of 24 hours or part thereof,
and this has demonstrably reduced the number of those overstaying on visitor moorings. It is
therefore recommended that Cambridge City Council set an equivalent level of penalty charge.

Option 2.1: A penalty charge of £100.00 is set for each 24-hour period or part thereof when a boat
overstays on a designated visitor mooring and enforced through a Fixed Penalty Notice Model.

Do you consider that this is a proportionate penalty charge?

Yes |:| No [l

If not, what level of charge would you support?

Item 3: Differential Pricing by Vessel Length and/or Beam (Width)

Cambridge City Council currently charges a single licence fee irrespective of boat length or width
(beam). Comments from previous consultation indicates that this has been perceived as being unfair
by owners of shorter vessels who have to pay the same fee but occupy less mooring space on the
bankside. They have cited that other mooring facilities charge by boat length rather than a fixed fee.

The same argument has been raised in the case of wide beam vessels which occupy a greater area
of water than narrow beam boats of equivalent length and therefore more should be charged for
these vessels.

There is however less support for this latter proposal as this does not appear to be applied as a cost

criterion by other mooring providers. In the case of mooring sites where double mooring of vessels is
permitted there may be some support for this charge, i.e. the wide beam vessel is in effect occupying
two narrow beam moorings. As Cambridge City Council does not permit double mooring this situation
does not arise.
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The 2016 benchmarking exercise in comparison to other providers indicates that the majority of other
providers base their charges on the length of vessel. It is therefore recommended that Cambridge
should adopt a pricing policy based on length of boat. This will have the added benefit of reducing the
total area required for mooring (or increasing the number of moorings available) if shorter boats were
encouraged as a result of the revised pricing policy.

That an additional charge based on beam should not be applied at this stage but should be reviewed
if future benchmarking exercises indicate that other providers are basing their charges on this
criterion.

Option 3.1: Mooring fees to be based on length of vessel.

Do you support this change?

Yes D No I:l

If not, why?

Option 3.2: Additional charges for wide beam vessels not to be applied at this stage.

Do you support this proposal?

Yes |:| No |:|

If not, why?

Item 4: Riverside Wall Moorings

The County Council until early 2012 was believed to be the owner of land at Riverside.
There is evidence that supported a claim, that the City Council is in fact the riparian owner.

The successful claim to register an interest in/ or ownership of the land at Riverside (Title no.
CB368081, dated 17 Feb 2012) with the Land Registry by the City Council allows the Council to
consider how it wishes to manage this land and regulate any moorings or any other activities.

The area is not covered by Cam Conservator byelaws and this has permitted the area to be occupied
by a number of vessels for a substantial period of time. Now this area is known to be within the
ownership of the City Council it is imperative that the issues within this area are effectively resolved.
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The Council previously consulted on the issues at Riverside Wall. The consultation received 32
responses from stakeholder groups and in excess of 500 individual responses from boat owners,
residents and leisure users. There were a number of valid issues, concerns and suggestions raised
by respondents and this serves to illustrate the complexity of dealing with a number of bodies with
competing views and agendas. However, the overriding factor from the City Council’'s perspective is
the need to address, as soon as practicable, the identified health and safety concerns arising from
the unsuitability of the site for mooring purposes.

These are principally:

1. The lack of suitable boat mooring points, with boat owners currently mooring on the guard rail
which separates the river from the highway;

. The lack of safe access for those embarking and disembarking from vessels which currently
requires boat owners to climb from their vessel onto and then over the railing adjacent to the
highway and perform a similar exercise in reverse when returning to their vessel;

. That the barrier rail between the upper level roadway and the river is a highway barrier to
contain and prevent vehicles from dropping into the river should an accident occur and is not
designed to take the weight of moored boats.

Since the last consultation, the Council has carried out feasibility work to consider what options might
be available to make the site safe for mooring vessels.

This has included the consideration of the use of floating pontoons combined with steps/stairs to then
take people safely from the pontoon at bank level up to the pavement at ground level: however, this
would reduce the navigation width of the river at that point to an unacceptable level. The wall was

designed and built prior to mooring and it is not therefore designed to specifically take the weight
loading of moored vessels and for these reasons the Cam Conservators have indicated that a
request for permission to install pontoon access with mooring points would be refused as it would,
coupled with the fact that the Environment Agency have indicated that in principle they would be
likely to support the view of the Cam Conservators, in opposing the proposal.

There is no safe access to and from moored vessels and the adjoining bank at a higher level and no
acceptable access solution which would not reduce the river to a width which endangered navigation
and therefore would not be permitted. Therefore the Council has concluded that the vessels mooring
in this area need to be removed as soon as practicable.

The Council is also considering the option of requesting that the Cam Conservators designate the
Riverside Wall area as a ‘No Mooring Zone’ to facilitate the prevention of illegal mooring reoccurring
after the site has been cleared.

In addition to the health and safety issues, damage to the railings has been caused by people moving
materials and belongings over them to and from moored boats with consequential costs to the council
in repairs to the railings.
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Option 4.1: End temporary permissions to moor at Riverside, move all boats moored at Riverside
wall and offer alternative moorings elsewhere in Cambridge to those boats which have registered and
are regulated by the City Council and have people living aboard.

Do you support the proposal to end moorings at Riverside?

Yes |:| No |:|

If not, why?

Option 4.2: End temporary permissions to moor at Riverside, move all boats moored at Riverside
wall and offer alternative moorings elsewhere in Cambridge to those boats which have registered and
are regulated by the City Council and have people living aboard.

Is the proposal to offer alternative moorings fair?

Yes |:| No |:|

If not, why, or do you have any suggestions as to how this process should best be managed?

Option 4.3: Designate Riverside Wall as a ‘no mooring zone’ through the powers of the Cam
Conservator.

Do you support this proposal?

Yes |:| No |:|

If not, why?

Option 4.4: Do you have any additional solutions you would like us to consider?

Yes |:| No |:|

If so, what are they?
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Item 5: Enforcement Policy Development with Delegated Powers

Previous consultation indicated a level of dissatisfaction with the way in which the Council managed
its mooring sites, particularly in terms of illegally moored vessels or those failing to comply with the
terms and condition of the mooring licence. It is therefore considered that a number of areas of
Moorings Management would benefit from an updated and integrated enforcement policy which
would permit consistent and transparent action to be taken within an agreed framework. The primary
purpose would be to communicate and facilitate the ability of the Council to take proportionate action
when illegal mooring or licence transgressions occurred.

The Enforcement Policy for Moorings would be aligned within the Council’s Corporate Enforcement
Policy to ensure consistency of approach and alignment with the core purpose and objectives of the
Council.

A principal of the enforcement activity would be that of punitive action and resort to the Civil Courts,
(for example, eviction notices or possession orders) would only be triggered after attempts at
voluntary compliance with the mooring management requirements, had been unsuccessful.

The process for voluntary compliance with regulations would be itemised within the policy with
defined timescales for responses to prevent delay or cases dragging on before action was started.
This would have the added benefit of defining the delivery expectations of the policy, by itemising the
series of actions which had to be taken after a trigger event had occurred. This would include process
mapping so that staff with responsibility for applying the policy would clearly understand the steps
and stages to be followed.

The enforcement process would define the responsibilities and contact details of individual officers
and service units within the Council, such as Streets & Open Spaces, Enforcement Officers and
Legal Services. This would also assist in preventing local interpretation and reduce the discretion to
give cases a lower priority against other workload demands or to make individual arrangements with
transgressors which didn’t comply with fair and transparent processes.

By setting time scales for the completion of each stage, combined with a series of standard letters
and forms the administration of the process will be simplified and more efficient.

A similar approach will be prepared for Civil Court proceedings with expected response times to map
the outline of the process.

The same will be produced for the action required by the Council to expedite, communicate and
enforce court decisions.

The effective delivery of the enforcement process will, dependent on the extent and numbers of
proceedings need a level of dedicated staff resources to be committed. Financial resources will also
have to be committed to pay court costs and for removal of abandoned or possessed vessels should
that prove necessary. In the latter case some or all of the costs may be recovered from the
scrappage value of the vessel.

It is recommended that the management and delivery of the process is structured through a system
of delegated powers whereby appropriately experienced officers would deliver the process without
further recourse to Committee. Final approval to proceed in an individual case would be signed off by
a senior council officer.
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