
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. 

 

Derek Paice 

℅ Low Corner Farm 

March Riverside 

UPWELL 

Wisbech 

PE14 9AT 

 

 

 
 
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…”. 

 

I am the owner of a narrowboat, which has been my home for more than six 
years. I don’t have a home address, but am usually moored near or at the above 
address. 
 
 

 
 

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. I consider that I am directly and specially affected by this Bill and I object to the whole 
Bill. The following clauses give me most concern. 

 

2. Clause 1: Considering such far-reaching changes, 28 days after Royal Assent is not 
long enough to prepare for implementation of these changes.  
If implemented more time is needed. 

 

3. Clause 2:  Annexation of private marinas will affect friends who live there and seems 
to be for the sole purpose of collecting license fees from places where the majority of 
boaters in the Middle Level are moored or berthed. Some boats never leave the 
marina yet so far it looks as though they will be charged the same fees and get 
nothing in return for this imposition.  
If implemented stationary boats should not require an annual licence. 

 

4. Clause 3: To surrender rights that were once considered to have been granted in 
perpetuity is a demand unprecedented in this area. The Bill offers no quid pro quo 
and the sponsors offer nothing to boaters beyond an opportunity to have their 
interests represented in a “Navigation Advisory Committee”. The membership of this 
committee will be chosen by the Commissioners and, being advisory, will have no 
teeth. The only obligations on the Commissioners regarding this committee will be to 
“consult” and to provide an annual report. What happens if the Committee does not 
agree with the Commissioners?  

5. If implemented the Commissioners should be required to put facilities in place before 
charging for them.  

6. If implemented Commissioners should be required to do more than simply “consult” a 
“Navigation Advisory Committee” the name of the group should be changed to reflect 
that is more than an advisory body. 

 

7. Clause 4: The right to passage without charge was a sop granted centuries ago to 
the many, in return for losing a way of life and access to common fen which included 
an established, albeit precarious, means of survival based on the existing landscape 
when drainage, enclosure, reduction of the waterways into a system of drains 
resulted in the award of newly reclaimed farmland of a highly productive and 
profitable nature to the few. With free passage people in the Fens at least had 
something in return for the loss of land and water held in common unlike victims of 
enclosures elsewhere. This one historical right will disappear under this Bill. If the 
sponsors feel that “their navigation function … is subsidised by their funds held for 
flood risk”, that was the agreement. 

 

8. Clause 5: It is not clear how introducing charges will reduce costs for boat owners, At 
the moment passage from and to other waterways is easy enough. One simply books 
ahead. A reciprocal arrangement means that everyone who buys a Gold licence 
would also have to pay extra and they may not even use the Middle Level. Once 
again there is no quid pro quo for the loss of free passage and (the “jam tomorrow” 
aspiration of reaching IWA standards for facilities notwithstanding) there is no 
commitment binding the Commissioners to provide the kinds of facilities available on 
other waterways covered by a Gold Licence and no time scale. 

 

9. Clause 6: Whilst one can see that closures become necessary from time to time 
there is no arrangement for the Commissioners to provide rebates for loss of use of 
the waterways. It is not as though boaters using the Nene Ouse Link route can take a 
detour. 

10. If implemented allow for rebates to licence holders prevented from navigating by 
actions of the Commissioners causing closures lasting longer than a week. 



 

11. Clause 9: This clause is potentially draconian and open to abuse, although the 
proposed protocol would go some way to ameliorate the effects. However, while the 
Navigation Advisory Committee are going to be consulted on drawing up this protocol 
they will not necessarily be invited to have a say on its implementation. Not all the 
waterways are narrow. The Sixteen Foot, The Forty Foot and considerable lengths of 
the Old Nene are examples of the waterway being wide enough for at least three 
boats to manoeuvre abreast simultaneously. If a boat runs aground, that would 
appear to be a problem with the depth of water and not something for which the 
owner should lose their vessel. Groundings and strandings should be considered on 
a case by case basis with members of any Navigation Advisory Group being 
involved.  

12. If implemented consider each case on its merits. 
 

13. The sponsors are unwilling to be bound in law by timescales requiring them to 
provide facilities in return for the imposition of a licence fee. Yet they seem keen to 
have the right to take possession of someone’s boat and possessions after just six 
weeks in some circumstances. This cannot be right. There should also be a 
recognition that boat-owners may experience times of emergency and that temporary 
solutions to problems should prevent the need to steal boats from their owners. 
Hopefully the protocol will reflect this. Pinning or towing a disabled or adrift boat to a 
safer location is less expensive than lifting and removal into a storage facility. 
Claiming that a boat becomes the property of the Commissioners after just six weeks 
is draconian and amounts to theft. I have been, and could well be again, out of the 
country for more than six weeks at a time and envisage how I could become a victim 
under the wrong circumstances.  

 

14. The Bill does not require any salvaged boat to be sold on for any more than the first 
offer the Commissioners can get on e-Bay. Because they are not required to make 
any effort to meet a required minimum on selling off someone’s property a boat 
owner could return from, say, an extended period in hospital to find their home gone 
and all their possessions taken and disposed of as well as a bill for several thousand 
pounds to meet a balance of the costs allegedly incurred during the operation.  

15. If implemented much more time is needed before the Commissioners can dispose of 
someone’s property. 

 

16. Clause 10: The bylaw-making powers are too open and are the means through which 
the Bill risks turning hitherto law-abiding citizens into criminals. These powers have 
been described during the Parliamentary debates so far as “draconian”. It is unclear 
why Commissioners or their “officers” need the right to enter someone’s boat to 
check it is compliant with safety standards when they have already demanded that 
boat owners have a current Boat Safety Scheme certificate. It is also unclear why any 
boat involved in an incident be made open to inspection by the Commissioners. 
Where road incidents are concerned this is generally a matter for insurance 
companies. Officers of the local authority that looks after roads do not have this 
power. 

17. If implemented remove any right to enter someone’s boat without express 
permission.  

 

18. Clause 11: Also provides a means whereby law-abiding citizens may be turned into 
criminals. The consequences of refusing or revoking a licence are great, particularly 
for boat-dwellers who risk losing their homes if a dispute follows a logical course.  

 

19. While the Bill acknowledges that under the byelaws differentiation will be applied to 



classes of vessel there is no suggestion that stationary boats will be exempt from 
annual licence fees or even offered reductions when, clearly, they are not able to 
take advantage of any of the facilities the sponsors are claiming to be essential 
navigational costs. Just as there are boats that never leave a marina, there are also 
boats legally and permanently moored on private moorings that haven’t even used a 
lock in years. 

 

20. Clause 13: Whilst appearing to be a groundbreaking amendment to the original Bill at 
the time this is not what it first appeared. The clause would not be necessary without 
this Bill, but is now worded in such a way as to absolve the Commissioners from 
having to account for any decisions affecting boats from the sudden and occasionally 
dramatic changes in water level resulting from carrying out their other responsibilities. 

21. If implemented the Commissioners should be required to take vessels into account 
for all their activities, not just the ones covered by this Bill. 

 

22. Clause 14: Appears to contradict clause 13 if the Commissioners can undertake any 
works “notwithstanding any interference with public rights of navigation”. This seems 
to amount to a case of “what the right hand giveth the left-hand taketh away”. 

23. If implemented allow for rebates to licence holders prevented from navigating by 
actions of the Commissioners causing closures lasting longer than a week. 

 

24. Clause 15: Whilst a protocol for removing vessels would be essential should the Bill 
be given Royal Assent the Commissioners should be required to do more than simply 
“consult” any Navigation Advisory Committee about the wording of the protocol. This 
does little to inspire confidence in the procedure, specially when the Commissioners 
have picked the Committee. 

25. If implemented I am tempted to ask for committee members to be part of the 
decision-making process for individual. However, a lot depends on how the 
committee is chosen. Given my experience of this process so far, I don’t know who is 
most likely to have the best interests of a boat owner at heart. 

 

26. Clause 16: What proportion of any income earned through licensing will be required 
to employ the extra staff with levels of competence necessary to administer the 
powers they are seeking? It seems as though a substantial amount of the licence 
income will be required for staffing before they can get round to any of the touted 
improvements in facilities. They are also seeking the authority to outsource some of 
these new responsibilities. Having seen the results of outsourced enforcement the 
priorities can appear to be very different to a bailiff or contractor. It looks as though 
boat owners on the Middle Level are being set up for the same sorts of confrontations 
one sees on other waterways. 

27. If implemented keep enforcement responsibilities in-house. 
 
 

 

 
 

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. 



 

 
 
 
 

 
 

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. 

 
Petitioner’s details 
Organisation/group name (if relevant) 

 N/A 

 
 
First name(s) 

Derek 

 
 
Last name 

Paice 

 
 
Address line 1 

℅ Low Corner Farm, March Riverside 

 
 
Address line 2 

Upwell, WISBECH 

 
 
Post code 

mailto:prbohoc@parliament.uk


PE14 9AT 

 
 
Country 

UK 

 
 
Email 

 

 
 
Phone 

 

 
 
 
 
Who should be contacted about this petition?  

Individual above ☐✓ 

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

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

Main contact’s details 

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. 

☐✓Check this box if you agree to the terms and conditions 


