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Petition 
 

House of Lords 

Session 2017-19 

Middle Level Bill 

 
Do not include any images or graphics in your petition. There will be an opportunity to present these later if 
you give evidence to the committee. 
Your bill petition does not need to be signed.  

Expand the size of the text boxes as you need. 

 

1. Petitioner information 
 
In the box below, give the name and address of each individual, business or organisation(s) submitting the 
petition. 

 
Mr Christopher R Taylor. 

The Orchards, Thorney Road 

Newborough 

Peterborough 

Cambridgeshire 

PE6 7QP 

 

 
In the box below, give a description of the petitioners. For example, “we are the owners/tenants of the 
addresses above”; “my company has offices at the address above”; “our organisation represents the 
interests of…”; “we are the parish council of…”. 

 
Your Petitioner is a local member of the general public residing at a residential family home in the area 

of Peterborough and a private pleasure boat owner using the Middle Level. Your Petitioner alleges that 

the proposals contained in the Bill will directly and specially affect his rights and interests. 

 

 

2. Objections to the Bill 
 
In the box below, write your objections to the Bill and why your property or other interests are directly and 
specially affected. Please number each paragraph. 
 
Only objections outlined in this petition can be presented when giving evidence to the Committee. You will 
not be entitled to be heard on new matters. 

 
1. Your Petitioner and his rights and interests are injuriously affected by the Bill, to which your 

Petitioner objects for reasons amongst others, hereinafter appearing. 

 

2. Your Petitioner objects to the Bill because it removes an historical Public Right of free 

Navigation. When the Fens were drained in the 17th century to provide agricultural land, it 

destroyed a way of life for local people who relied on boats as their traditional form of 

transportation between the hundreds of small islands. The Earl of Bedford, who was responsible 

for the drainage project, therefore gave rights of access to private citizens to use their boats on the 

new canals and drains as long as they did not transport goods or merchandise. Essentially pleasure 

boats were allowed free of charge. These rights were conferred by the Nene Navigation Act 1753. 

Pleasure boats have had free navigational access to the Old River Nene, which forms a large 

navigational section of the Middle Level, from before 1215, protected by Magna Carta and many 

subsequent statutes and Royal Commissions. There are even Roman transcripts describing 

navigation along the Old River Nene as early as the 4th Century during the Roman occupation. 

The Old River Nene is a natural river and a free Public Right of Navigation has existed since Time 

Immemorial. It is no accident that pleasure boaters have free navigable access on the Middle 

Level. The citizens were intentionally protected from tolls in 1753 as compensation for the loss of 



2 
 

their wetland habitat. These rights were hard won and hard fought by our ancestors and I am 

unhappy about losing my free right of navigation. 

 

3. Your Petitioner objects to the Bill because the drains are funded by land owners who collectively 

pay over £3 million each year to have their land drained, because without drainage, their land 

would be swamp and their crops destroyed. This is some of the most productive farmland in the 

UK. No other waterway in the UK has this kind of funding, but equally the Middle Level is no 

ordinary navigation in the sense that other waterways are. It is a network of navigable drains. 

There are no boaters' facilities, no moorings and no towpaths for the Commissioners to fund, so 

apart from the locks, which also provide a dual role, the Commissioners' navigational duties are 

extremely limited. I believe that I should not be required to pay for something that I already have a 

free right to use and where it is already financed by those that directly benefit from it. 

 

4. Your Petitioner objects to assertions that the navigation is subsidized by funds held for flood risk 

management. There are a mere 6-locks to maintain on the Middle Level, all of which are required 

to control the water levels with a secondary function to allow boats to navigate to the next water 

level. While it is true that the locks could be substituted by a weir, the Commissioners are required 

under statute to provide navigational access. The Commission were forced to add some of these 

locks over the centuries because in draining the surrounding land, they created new lower levels of 

land that required additional structures. It is unfair that boaters should pay to solve a problem 

created by the commissioners. If the land continues to dry out, shrink and continue to become 

lower, it is for the land owners to pay for new structures that may become necessary and not 

expect the boaters such as myself to subsidize them just because these structures are required by 

boaters to continue navigating the waterways. 

 

5. Your Petitioner objects to Clause 2 because the interpretation of “waterways” seeks to extend the 

Commissioners' powers to all adjacent waters including private waters over which the 

Commissioners do not have jurisdiction. The Commissioners claim that they want the added 

jurisdiction to ensure that vessels have Boat Safety certification and 3rd party insurance. While it is 

not typical for navigation authorities to have this level of jurisdiction, it must be pointed out that 

marina owners already require boaters to hold these documents under their terms of business. If 

the committee believes that jurisdiction should be extended into private marinas to ensure legal 

compliance, may I suggest that it is on the basis of annual registration only (With small admin fee) 

and to exclude higher license fees required to navigate outside of the confines of the private 

marina. It is unreasonable to expect boaters to pay navigational costs, when they are effectively 

static floating homes that never use or benefit from the Middle Level navigation. In the same way 

that the promoters of the Bill argue that it is unfair for land owners to pay for the navigation, it 

would also be unfair to ask static residential boaters on private land to pay towards a navigation 

they never use. Adding expensive license fees to boaters in private marinas is an additional tax 

which they would need to absorb or be forced to abandon their floating homes, placing a greater 

demand on social housing in the local area. If all vessels having access to the navigation were 

required to be registered and display a clear registration number, it would be easy to check if a 

vessel using the navigation was registered and licensed to navigate the waterways or simply 

registered for use within a private marina. I hope to move my boat into a private marina in the 

future and object to the continuation of any navigation fees, if I no longer use the navigation. 

 

6. Your Petitioner objects because the Bill contains no obligations under which the Commissioners 

would be duty bound to provide boater facilities. They are simply offering to create a self 

appointed user group to ascertain what facilities might be required, but without any obligation to 

act on their views. Given that the Commissioners have been preparing this Bill for many years, are 

we really to believe that they have not yet had the opportunity to identify what facilities boaters 

would like! In fact, they claim to be a navigation authority with the responsibility for the interests 

of boaters, so why do they not know this already? This is a pointless exercise in an effort to hide 

their true intentions, which is to charge boaters for what they already provide and offer little or 

nothing extra. This will destroy the local boating community.  

The Commissioners should be legally be required to set aside a minimum percentage of the fees 

collected from boaters to spend on facilities each year. If they wish to spend more they should 

have the flexibility to do so, but there should be a minimum percentage enshrined in primary 

legislation. It is only fair that a percentage of my fees go to providing boater facilities for me to 

enjoy and not simply hand over a large percentage of my income and see no tangible benefits. 

 

7. Your Petitioner objects because the Bill has been amended in the House of Commons to ensure 

that money taken from boaters is only spent on navigational structures and duties. Because the 

Commissioners would then have two forms of income, one from boaters and one from land 

owners, it needs to be clear which structures and duties are defined as navigational and which are 
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for land drainage/ flood protection. Without this clarity, the Commissioners could continue to 

raise ever more taxes from boaters quite legally, claiming to be spending the money on navigation, 

when they are in fact spending this money on flood defense or drainage structures & duties.  

For example river banks are needed to channel drainage water away and dredging is required to 

remove soil and silt that has been pumped into the rivers together with drainage water.  

It could be argued that repairing a river bank or carrying out dredging is a navigational cost 

because it benefits boaters, but in reality these are drainage maintenance tasks. Additionally, there 

is some dispute as to whether Well Creek should be treated as a purely navigational area or not. 

The commissioners claim that due to the low amount of annual drainage water coming from the 

area, it should be considered differently from the rest of the system. This is despite the 

Commissioners collecting an identical drainage rate from land owners along its banks and the 

Well Creek high banks are also acting as a flood defense against the tidal Great Ouse River. 

Clarity is required to enable the new Act to be followed by the Commissioners. Because there is 

no cap on proposed navigation fees for CPI/ RPI inflation and the ability exists for the 

Commissioners to keep raising the fees as long as they spend boater’s fees on undefined 

navigational costs. I could find that my income is unable to maintain the pace of fee increases. 

 

8. Your Petitioner objects to Clause 11 because it would require the sharing of personal data to third 

party authorities. Unless boaters wish to leave the Middle Level waterways, their personal details 

should not automatically be passed to third parties without their consent. In doing so, the 

Commissioners would be in breach of the Data Protection Act 1998. 

 

9. There are other clauses and provisions of the Bill which, if passed into law as they now stand will 

prejudicially affect your Petitioner and his rights and interests and for which no adequate 

provision is made to protect your Petitioners. 

 
 
 

 

3. What do you want to be done in response? 
 
In the box below, tell us what you think should be done in response to your objections. You do not have to 
complete this box if you do not want to. 
 
 
You can include this information in your response to section 2 ‘Objections to the Bill’ if you prefer. Please 
number each paragraph. 
 

1. I would like The House of Lords to ensure that the Bill in its entirety does not pass into law. 

 

2. I would like The House of Lords to amend the Bill to better protect boaters and safeguard local 

authorities from further pressures on social housing, which could result from unfair fees on low 

paid members of society. 

 

3. I would like The House of Lords to amend the Bill to provide clear, unambiguous scope under 

which the Middle Level Commissioners are able to carry out their duties, without friction from 

two community groups that will fund the Middle Level waterways.  
 

 

Next steps 
 
Once you have completed your petition template, save it and either email it to hlprivatebills@parliament.uk, 
post to the Private Bill Office, House of Lords, London, SW1A 0AA, or call 020 7219 3231 to arrange a time 
to deliver it in person. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:prbohoc@parliament.uk
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Petitioner’s details 
 

Organisation/group name (if relevant) 

  
 

 

First name(s) 

Christopher Roy  
 

 

Last name 

Taylor 
 

 

Address line 1 

The Orchards, Thorney Road 
 

 

Address line 2 

Newborough, Peterborough 
 

 

Post code 

PE6 7QP 
 

 

Country 

England 
 

 

Email 

 
 

 

Phone 

 

 

 

 

Who should be contacted about this petition?  

Individual above X 

Another contact (for example, Roll A Agent or other representative) ☐ 

If another contact, complete the ‘main contact’s details’ section. 
 

 

 

 

Main contact’s details 
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First name(s) 

  
 

Last name 

 

 

 

Address line 1 

 

 

 

Address line 2 

 

 

 

Post Code 

 

 

 

Country 

 

 

 

Email 

 

 

 

 

Phone 

 

 

 
Terms and conditions 
 

Personal information 
A copy of this petition and information provided in the online form will be: 

 kept in the Private Bill Office and as a record in the Parliamentary Archives. 

 sent to the Bill’s Promoter after the petition has been received by the Private Bill Office. 

We will publish your petition on UK Parliament’s website. This will include your name and address. 
The personal information you have provided may be kept in a database by both Private Bill Offices. 
 

Communications 
Private Bill Office staff may call or email any of the people named in the petition to verify the information 
provided.  
Communications may be stored in databases to keep track of information you have given or received. This 
information may be shared between the Private Bill Offices. 
 

Consent and confirmation 
The information you have provided in the petition and online form is accurate. 
If you have completed the form on behalf of an individual, a group of individuals, an organisation, or a 
group of organisations, you have been authorised to do so. 
 

X Check this box if you agree to the terms and conditions 

 


