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Glossary/ Definition of key terms

This report is written as far as possible in plain English with the minimum of jargon.  All acronyms are spelt out in full when they first appear and on several occasions elsewhere, but for the sake of clarity the meanings of those most frequently used are repeated here. 
BW – British Waterways

IW – Inland Waterways

IWA – Inland Waterways Association

EA - Environment Agency

E&E – Environment & Economy Directorate 

HLF - Heritage Lottery Fund

LTP - Local Transport Plan 

OCC/CC – Oxfordshire County Council

OOMF! - Oxford Open Waterways Festival 

OWP – Oxford Waterways Partnership

RTA – River Thames Alliance

ROWIP – Rights of Way Improvement Plan
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Environment Scrutiny Committee

23 February 2005

Inland Waterways

Section 1: Executive Summary

1. The Committee commissioned this review into Inland Waterways (meaning canals and navigable waterways, actual and potential); its purpose being to see how policy was being promoted in this area at present, what opportunities could be taken up for tourism and sustainable development and how the Council was working with its partners to make the most of these resources.  The aim was to gather evidence and then make recommendations about how policies or services could be improved.

2. From the evidence gathered it appeared that the Executive’s priority in 2003/04, which was later dropped, of ‘promoting and enhancing the rivers and canals in the County’ was not well resourced and little progress had been made. This raised a question about how Executive priorities were set, and what evidence they were based on.  Because this priority was dropped, the policies of this Council on Inland Waterways became those contained in the Local Transport Plan:

“19-1 To seek to enhance Oxfordshire’s waterways for appropriate use. 

19-2 To seek to increase the existing length of towing paths available for walkers, cyclists and those with mobility or sensory problems, and to connect these with other walking and cycling routes and networks.   

Together with three Local Performance Indicators:

1. Length of navigable waterways in Oxfordshire.

2. Length of towing path open to walkers, cyclists, and those with a mobility disability.

3. Use of waterways within Oxfordshire.”

3. It was not surprising that the targets were not been achieved.  It was acknowledged that insufficient human and financial resources have been allocated to them. This was supported by the following evidence and recommendations. 

4. It was not clear how the priorities and indeed the targets in the Local Transport Plan (LTP) around the waterways were implemented or monitored. Waterways were one among 27 areas addressed in the LTP. Discussions with officers highlighted that the LTP itself was not formally audited and yet ‘draws down’ a substantial sum of money (£23.957 million in 2004/05 of which only £500 was allocated to waterways’ projects). However, the LTP Annual Progress Report (APR) was formally assessed by the Government. The waterways element of the LTP APR would be unlikely to gain major weight in any scoring system that was intended to draw down funding. This raised issues about how future LTPs would address waterways. 

5. There was no clear connection between the priorities and targets and a proper organisational strategy.  The Review also found that it was not always clear who the main County Council contacts were around this issue and particularly on “cross cutting” issues such as waterways that affected transport, tourism and the Structure Plan. This influenced how effectively we worked with our partners. 

6. There was confusion about ‘lead authorities’ and poor partnership working. This relied on individuals not structure. In particular, the witnesses from the external agencies – such as the Environment Agency and British Waterways were helpful and wished to participate in joint-working.  The Review recognised that there was a lot of good work going on e.g. around biodiversity and the use of public rights of way - which gave a good start to build on.

7. Tourism had been a sidelined and somewhat neglected activity for the County Council. A new strategy was being developed with the City Council so it would be timely to be influencing it.  The Review heard evidence about the development of the Oxford Waterways Partnership (defined in Appendix 6) led by the City Council and elaborated upon in the report. 

8. It was not clear who to talk to within the Environment & Economy Directorate about ‘cross cutting ‘ issues such as waterways that affected transport, tourism and the Structure Plan. However, following the completion of this review a dedicated officer was in place. 

9. All of these themes were reinforced by witness interviews and background evidence gathered.  The future LTP will include as a distinct strand, a new “Rights of Way Improvement Plan” (ROWIP).  In combination with other elements of the Plan this could have more influence in relation to prioritising and funding inland waterways’ initiatives.

10. A case study on the Kennet and Avon Canal towards the end of the report could provide a benchmark for the future.

Conclusions

11. We believe that this Review has achieved the objectives set out in the scoping document at Appendix 1. It may be argued that the Review Group could have explored some areas in more detail, both as included in the scoping and related areas such as the effects of climate change on the waterways. But, given the constraints on time and resources that could be committed to any further work and having achieved the Review’s stated objectives, we would emphasise to the Executive that the recommendations set out are well grounded in the evidence heard and would commend the report to its Members and the appropriate officers.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Executive is RECOMMENDED:

R1.
to ask the Director for Environment & Economy to ensure that in job roles/job descriptions, that all responsibilities relating to Inland waterways' policies and targets are adequately covered. 
 

R2.
that delivery of those roles and responsibilities (in 1 above) are monitored and evaluated to assess whether the most effective delivery of the responsibilities within the Directorate is taking place and to assess what the Council can expect/anticipate to achieve in this area.

 

R3.
to request the relevant agencies and partners to provide manageable and useable access measures such as ramps and footgrips on Inland Waterways, provided that these measures are in balance and take account of the biodiversity/overall environment of the waterside. 

 

R4.
to ensure that the CC meets its responsibilities in the next LTP for maintenance of public rights of way that adjoin the waterside. 

 

R5.
that given the increased attention to the tourism element of the Economic Development function at OCC, to put in place plans to promote the tourism potential of the IWs network in Oxfordshire.

 

R6.
that a joint strategy is developed further between the County and the City Councils to promote tourism on the Oxford IWs and to extend this to other main partners in the IWs.

 

R7.
that given the examples of successful generation of external funds by officers at other local authorities (paragraph 39, page 15 refers), that responsibility for accessing external grants and funding sources generally, is appointed to a designated officer within the E&E Directorate either by reallocation of existing duties or by creation of a new post (at a cost of up to £40,000). 

 

R8.
an officer should be designated within the E&E Directorate to have overall responsibility for co-ordinating IW issues.

 

R9.
that the new Rights of Way Improvement Plan (ROWIP) that will be included in the next Local Transport Plan, should specifically address canal towpaths and footpaths adjoining rivers and have targeted action plans for these areas.

R10.
to develop a distinct IWs strategy, linking together the co-ordination of IW issues in (8), the LTP priorities and targets and the ROWIP to be included in the second LTP period.

R11.
given that £500 of a budget of almost £24 million in the LTP was totally inadequate for IWs (see page 18), that to achieve recommendation 10, the targets concerning IWs generally in the LTP and Rights of Way in the future ROWIP, are made more specific and deliverable and that the Director for E&E (via the officer designated in 8. above) is responsible for delivery of these targets. 

Section 2: Background

2.1 Aims of the Review and the Review Process

12. This Review came about because of concerns about the Executive’s 2003/04 priority of “promoting and enhancing the rivers and canals of the County” which appeared not to have been progressed. The Environment Scrutiny Committee felt that the Review should explore the reasons for this and find out what activity was taking place within the County Council and among its partners on this area. 

13. The Committee appointed Councillors Andrew Crawford, Mrs Dee Bulley and Roy Mold to the Lead Member Review Group (supported by Myfanwy Lloyd and later on by Julian Hehir, Scrutiny Review Officers). The Review was planned in February of 2004. The scoping document for the Review was formally endorsed by the Environment Scrutiny Committee on 10 March 2004. The Scrutiny Co-ordinating Group formally agreed the Review on 19 April 2004.

14. The Review set itself the following specific aims:

· To examine areas of concern around the inland waterways and how these are managed.

· To study Oxfordshire’s setting in the proposals for the canals nationally.

· Economic development relating specifically to tourism and access and to commercial use.

· The waterways environment and habitat, and what impact development will have on this.

· To find out what management indicators are used and what performance measures are available.

· To find out how this area is managed between Environment & Economy Directorate and Learning & Culture Directorate.

· To find out if partnership working is effective.

15. The Review Group is satisfied that as far as it has been able, these aims have been achieved. It did not address climate change and the effect that this has had in terms of flooding and drought, for this was not included in the scoping document, Oxford City Council having recently completed its own review on Flooding.

16. The focus of the Review has been determined by the Lead Member Review Group and, significantly, by the public; An OCC Citizen’s Panel questionnaire in 2002 found that the River Thames/the riverside was regarded as the principal leisure facility by the community. This Scrutiny Review is a contribution to that spirit.

17. The Review was carried out through a series of interviews with key witnesses who are listed in Appendix 4. The Review Group started by gathering secondary evidence in written form and by informal discussions with officers, partners and stakeholders, with written questions and answers to and from some of these.  Other managers and Executive Members were then questioned, and background information was collected from both local and national sources. The Group would like to thank all the witnesses who participated in the Review process, and whose candid approaches have allowed the Committee to base this report on a variety of views. Throughout the report, the evidence underpinning the Review findings and recommendations is described.

Section 3: Findings

18. As the Review progressed, the Review Group considered that the evidence gathered fell into 4 clearly identifiable areas and its findings are described under these headings (3.1 – 3.4 below).

Section 3.1: Partnership Working and Communities - 

River Thames Alliance, Oxford Waterways Partnership, and others

19. The Review set out to examine areas of concern around the inland waterways and how these are managed.  This included how this issue was now managed between Environment & Economy Directorate and Learning & Culture Directorate; (as the former Cultural Services previously had responsibility for rights of way etc and currently has links and involvement with the Oxford Open Water Festival and the recent City of Culture bid). In particular, it sought to find out if partnership working was effective. 

20. The Review found that it was not always clear who the main County Council contacts were around this issue, and clearly this would impact on how effectively we work with our partners.  Partners and stakeholders including the Environment Agency and British Waterways were extremely helpful and keen to participate in joint-working, although there was only limited evidence for this taking place.  We heard that County Council officers were represented and involved in partnership meetings, such as the Wilts & Berks Canal Trust, but there was little substantive evidence of feedback and action.

21. So far as the Council was concerned, if and when it was clearly and identifiably the lead authority on any waterways issue, it would prioritise its activities.  But generally speaking, its capacity to have an influence had been and is likely to be mainly in conjunction with partners, particularly the City Council; for instance through the prospective West End of Oxford development including the Worcester Car Park canal basin.  

22. There were doubts among the different agencies about who was the lead authority on any particular issue.  For instance on the Oxford Canal it was British Waterways, whilst the Environment Agency are the lead authority for the Thames.  The County Council saw its role as being to help, among others, the District Councils as they have specific responsibilities relating to leisure, tourism and planning.  The County Council’s approach was low key and it welcomed partnership working opportunities when they arose, with the likes of the River Thames Alliance, the Inland Waterways Association and the Wilts and Berks Canal Trust, albeit with a tendency towards being either a junior or secondary partner.  It certainly appeared to the Review Group that a more co-ordinated approach was required but for the time being there were few, if any, specific projects or mechanisms. The Local Transport Plan and the Structure Plan were a little lacking in specific detail on policy and process for the Waterways.  However, Paragraph 8 of the draft structure plan states that:

“The County Council intends to include a new policy or amendments to existing policies in order to protect the character and environment of other waterways in addition to the River Thames, including the Oxford Canal.  Particular reference will be made to the restoration of the Wilts and Berks Canal and the need to safeguard its route through Oxfordshire.” 

23. Little was actually known about other local authorities’ and agencies’ approaches.  Evidence that the Review heard, suggests that the County Council has a fair record in lending support to waterways’ schemes, although it supported IW projects in a reactive rather than proactive way.  It could improve the way it takes the lead in promoting such projects but it is limited in what it can do as it has no powers or responsibilities as such over the waterways themselves (see paragraph 22 immediately above).  Its stance is mainly to offer its support as a partner in any current and future waterways’ initiatives in the form of extremely limited officer time and balanced against other and higher priorities placed upon them.

24. This was reflected in what the Review heard from other partners/stakeholders. British Waterways said it had a very good relationship and partnership with the City Council managed Oxford Waterways Partnership, but didn’t have such a proactive relationship with the County.  BW put about £5,000 towards the Oxford Waterways Partnership but it was usually asking for money rather than giving it, which was rather symptomatic of the funding situation for all partners and stakeholders in Inland Waterways. As a witness from British Waterways acknowledged in looking to the future, the County Council was a “potentially good partner”.  For clarity, a brief summary of the responsibilities of the main agencies concerned are set out in Appendix 6.  

25. A number of expert witnesses from the County Council were interviewed and the Review Group heard that although the County did not contribute to Canal partnership funding, it did seek to protect the route of the Wilts & Berkshire Canal through the strategic planning function and through its rights of way responsibilities.  But as remarked upon earlier, even the Authority’s officers did not necessarily know who the key partners were that the County Council worked with in this area and could not comment from experience about what they thought OCC did well in working with partners to develop/implement a strategy around the waterways. Any strategy(ies) would be hard to develop because the lack of funding for inland waterways made partnership working very difficult.  A witness from the RTA said it received minimum support, but other local authorities e.g. South Oxfordshire District Council and Windsor and Maidenhead gave Councillor and Chief Executive time and were getting more involved.  

R1.
The Executive is RECOMMENDED to ask the Director for E&E to ensure that in job roles/job descriptions, that all responsibilities relating to Inland waterways' policies and targets are adequately covered. 

26. With regard to the evident confusion of responsibilities, the Review Group heard witnesses from the Environment Agency point out that they were not responsible for canals, but that they were for land drainage, water quality and conservation. This emphasises the general point about the various partners not working particularly well together because their remits are out of kilter.

27. So far as one of the other areas that the Review wished to explore – economic development relating specifically to tourism and access and commercial use - it is recognised that the Environment Agency and British Waterways are key partners in terms of these elements; e.g. around commercial development and infrastructure such as toilet facilities at locks, disabled access etc and this is developed further in Section 3.2.

28. Elsewhere, the Review was told about better partnership working in other areas, for example the Northamptonshire Canal Partnership.  Several Councils were involved in this and liaised with the parishes at a grass roots level.  The Birmingham Canal project, Daventry town centre’s current proposals and the development around the canal side at Banbury were also cited as better examples of partnership working (see Appendix 5). Ways that this might be achieved in the future, include a desire to see more private investment coming into the Oxford Canal – eg developer funding as a trade off in planning consents on British Waterways land and (say) the County Council stimulating interest from the private sector or working in partnership with British Waterways. As a case study for partnership working, lessons that may be learned from the Kennet and Avon Canal restoration project are discussed in Section 3.5.

29. As an exception to the general thrust of evidence here, the Review Group heard about how the County Council’s Countryside Service worked very successfully in partnership with British Waterways to optimise the (non-water borne) recreation potential of its towpaths.

R2.
The Executive is RECOMMENDED that: delivery of those roles and responsibilities (in 1 above) are monitored and evaluated to assess whether the most effective delivery of the responsibilities within the Directorate is taking place and to assess what the Council can expect/anticipate to achieve in this area.

[image: image6.png]



Section 3.2: Economy and Environment – Tourism, commercial  usage, housing and issues of environment and habitat 

30. In examining areas of concern around the inland waterways and how these are managed, the Review set itself a specific aim of examining economic development as it related specifically to tourism & access, to commercial use, the waterways environment and habitat, and what impact development would have on this.

31. So far as accessibility is concerned, together with activities which one might have expected to have come across here, such as boating, walking, cycling and disabled use there were concerns that there were accessible areas that were not actually safe to use, (Fishers Row, Oxford was mentioned). Accessibility touches then on community safety issues and is incidentally related to housing.  For example the Inland Waterways Association referred to housing developments that have recently taken place that were not conducive or friendly to the riverside, because they did not overlook waterways; (this is regarded as a contributory factor to community safety).  We heard that other areas had opened up waterway footpaths to disabled access; e.g. in Milton Keynes where there was now a paved river walk in what used to be a wilderness area.  Such measures have to be supported by the provision of ramps and negotiable gates/barriers for the disabled.  One has to acknowledge that so far as maintaining the environment and habitat is concerned, there could be losses as well as gains if everything is opened up in this way. The easier solutions such as better gates to improve access should have a relatively neutral effect. The Environment Scrutiny Committee has drawn the Review’s attention to its aim of economic development relating to commercial use and the need to balance over commercialisation with other leisure and amenity needs - environment, access, transport, social inclusion.  In other words, the forms of commercial usage need to have clearly defined parameters.  

32. In "amenity" terms, Cherwell District Council has made good use of the waterside in Banbury. The Review Group offer this as an example of the roles that District/County Councils have on the amenity aspects of Inland Waterway development and that it is hugely important to maximise this.

R3.
The Executive is RECOMMENDED to request the relevant agencies and partners to provide manageable and useable access measures such as ramps and footgrips on Inland Waterways, provided that these measures are in balance and take account of the biodiversity/overall environment of the waterside.

R4.
The Executive is RECOMMENDED to ensure that the CC meets its responsibilities in the next LTP for maintenance of public rights of way that adjoin the waterside.

33. In the section above, the Review discussed the existing partnership arrangements acknowledging that there is very little dedicated funding to support any of the stakeholders.  When the County Council re-structured its Directorates early in 2003, there was a conscious decision to incorporate elements of the responsibilities for Inland Waterways that previously straddled areas within E&E.  

34. It is to be commended that there are now stronger economic development and tourism elements. Tourism is one way in which the Review can promote the Inland Waterways - particularly by sharing ideas and initiatives with the City such as through the Oxford Waterways Partnership and the West End development. “Oxford Inspires” wrote a countywide tourism strategy and action plan in March 2003.  A tourism manager based at Oxford City Council is managing the implementation of the action plan.  In conjunction with the County Council an audit of tourism functions is being carried out and at district level, via a tourism officers’ forum. The strategy does not explicitly define inland waterways.  It is more general in that it seeks to improve the tourism offering of Oxfordshire and join up the different tourism functions and partnerships within the County to deliver this improvement.

35. On the West End Development, the Leader of the County Council said that "one of the driving forces that led me to promote the West End scheme was the existence of so much water in the area and its potential for enhancing the City”.  Having been involved in planning the re-development of the canal side in Banbury he envisaged the waterways in Oxford City becoming more visible and accessible and where appropriate, to enhance the attractiveness of the City as a visitor centre - with a similar ambition for Banbury canal side. 

36. The Review Group advocates this view; Oxford has a fascinating and complex waterways network, that many may not be wholly aware of (See Appendix 2; waterways and wells in white highlighted) and with better promotion this has huge tourism and leisure potential.  However, we were reminded that the City and County Council are co-operating closely on the West End project because it is much more central to their interests than inland waterways as such– benefits from inland waterways would be a spin off from this co-operation.  On the West End project the key drivers are housing, property, planning and transport.

R5.
The Executive is RECOMMENDED that given the increased attention to the tourism element of the Economic Development function at OCC, to put in place plans to promote the tourism potential of the IWs network in Oxfordshire.

37. The Environment Agency (EA) and British Waterways, would be key partners in terms of developing the ideas discussed above around commercial development and infrastructure.  The Environment Agency is currently focussing a lot of attention on recreation via the River Thames Alliance (RTA). The Alliance is a strategic partnership for the non-tidal River Thames that aims to bring together key stakeholders to focus on strategic issues affecting the rejuvenation of the river; its mission statement is “healthy growth in the use of the freshwater Thames for communities, for wildlife, for leisure and for business.”

38. As with all aspects of this review, there was a question about where the funding will come from to support any of the ideas here.  It would be in both the County and City Councils’ interests and it may influence the remainder of the County so far as access and commercial use are concerned, if a joint County/City tourism strategy was able to generate more publicity around the potential of inland waterways.

R6.
The Executive is RECOMMENDED that a joint strategy is developed further between the County and the City Councils to promote tourism on the Oxford IWs and to extend this to other main partners in the IWs.

39. For the time being, tourism is still mainly a District Council responsibility. The County manages tourism from the economic development perspective and the issue of access to external funding frequently came up in discussion with expert witnesses.  The County did not have an external funding officer and there were other authorities that did, or had, including the VOWH, Lincolnshire and Coventry unitary and through these means they had drawn in considerable amounts of money.  Whilst this is not exclusively an Inland Waterways issue and the Review Group was aware that de-centralised work was going on to draw in funding partners, we noted that at one time there was a European Officer who generated a large amount of funding from external sources. Ironically, this role had become largely subsumed within E&E's restructuring to focus more generally on the economic development function.  

R7.
The Executive is RECOMMENDED that given the examples of successful generation of external funds by officers at other local authorities, (paragraph 39 above refers) that responsibility for accessing external grants and funding sources generally, is appointed to a designated officer within the E&E Directorate either by reallocation of existing duties or by creation of a new post (at a cost of up to £40,000). 

40. Throughout the review, one came across an expressed need to balance the aims of promoting Inland Waterways, including tourism, commercial and housing development against anxieties concerning the sustainability of the increasing use of the Thames and other waterways. It was a challenge - one witness from the RTA said  "I don't know whether the RTA won't see those arguments (ie tourism, commerce, housing) and (then) prioritise".  There are environmental concerns: for example, if canals became working canals again they could become polluted.  Similarly, barriers or constraints on safeguarding and promoting the leisure and commercial use of the waterways mean that there is a fine balance to be struck.  This begs the question of whether there is a conflict between promoting the use of the waterways, and protecting the environment.  There could be; the more people you encourage to use the canals, the more environmental issues you raise.

41. When witnesses were asked about their vision for the future, if there were no practical obstacles to be overcome views included protecting the waterways and seeking to increase their use for both passenger (significant tourism) and freight; work on using towpaths to provide cycle links in a number of county funded cycle networks; safeguarding and promoting the commercial use of the canals and waterways in the County.  Realistically, the scope to do anything significant in the latter respect is small; eg high bulk, low commodity commercial use, and officers from several agencies said that if there was more scope, this would already have been picked up.  

42. As regards leisure and tourism however, the potential for commercial development in the terms set out below is greater; an OCC Citizen’s Panel questionnaire in 2002 found that the River Thames/riverside was the equal first among the most popular places to visit.    The Director for Environment & Economy said that "there are linkages between waterways and navigability and between waterways and other environmental & transport issues." He doubted whether we should have a policy for waterways as such.  We needed to look at the benefits they provided, and these were generally greatest when linked with other specific policies and programmes.   They could be part of a wider tourism offer, with pubs, restaurants and local businesses linked to those who used them.  This might involve people boating on them but in the case of walkers and cyclists the waterway might be part of a wider circular route – linking in with E&E’s rights of way strategies. 

43. The Review heard that the County’s approach to the tourism element of inland waterways was “to link things up and make an experience of it”. The Thames had a “brand” but other waterways did not. Tourists tended to come to Oxfordshire on a fast tour, and just saw the Thames. The thinking is that if one could get tourists into the towns of the Thames, then it would be possible to divert them into other areas.  Tourism South East was cited as a driving force in developing the tourism potential of waterways; its festivals last year were around a water theme, e.g. Beale Park in Berks organised on a practical basis by the Inland Waterways Association.  A lot of money had been made and it went back into regeneration; £60,000 went on waterways restoration.

44. In an ideal world, the Council's vision would be to put its efforts into a range of areas: recreation, walking, cycling, tourism and waterways and to bring in a strategy approaching eco-tourism - again, for example linking local buses and pubs to the IWs. As one witness said, "the County's waterways should be managed for the continued and expanded uses of the network both for waterborne craft, be it leisure or commerce, and the increased use of towing paths." 

45. Everyone involved in this review accepts that there are barriers and constraints on safeguarding and promoting leisure and commercial use of the waterways but these barriers so far as the E&E Directorate were concerned are time and resources rather than "institutionalised".  It was pointed out that to safeguard leisure and commercial activities E&E could not realistically take a lead without close reference to the Environment Agency. The latter's aspirations include cycling, boating, walking, angling, access, public transport and toilets; land drainage, water quality and conservation. But it is not responsible for canals. 

46. Among every agency it was generally acknowledged that there was a need to develop a more co-ordinated approach to partnership work and external funding.  Taking British Waterways for example, its vision was for an expanded and vibrant network to be used by twice as many people as now by 2012. There was not much partnership work going on so far as Oxfordshire was concerned, but (BW) did work with Oxford City on the Oxford Waterways Partnership (see section 3.1) to bring social, economic and environmental benefits to the City.  Its particular remit included the delivery of service, economic and social development – working with local authorities; customer operations, policing, leisure development – for walkers, cyclists and anglers. British Waterways had entered into a joint venture with some pub chains; this was with a view to bringing people to water that were not the traditional users, ie to visit pubs and restaurants and this coincides with E&E’s ambitions. BW would also like to see more investment coming into the Oxford Canal; including the County Council stimulating interest from the private sector or working much more in partnership with them.  (See section 3.5 below).

47. Given British Waterways position, among the suggestions above about how future commercial, leisure and economic development might work, with the County Council taking on a more proactive role were supporting and sustaining enterprises that maintain or add to the character of the waterways in historical, cultural, tourism or sustainable economic development terms. Examples might include waterside boatyards & docks, boat & bike hire facilities, ferry trip operators, refreshment outlets, accommodation; working in partnership with British Waterways to optimise the (non-water) recreation potential of its towpaths and working with them, as had happened in the past, to promote the Oxford Canal towpath as a recreational route. The County Council is the host authority for the Thames Path National Trail Team that manages and promotes the National Trail throughout its length.  It is anticipated that the issues of rights of way and accessibility will be better addressed in the future through the new LTP and ROWIP.
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Section 3.3: Cross Directorate Working – Need for good internal partnership, and for lead officers to be identified and working in a co-ordinated way

48. In this section of the review we concentrated on the County Council's internal structure and its appropriateness for promoting and managing issues surrounding inland waterways. It describes the evidence and findings on cross directorate working among other things, because we wanted to find out how this area is managed between Environment & Economy Directorate and Learning & Culture Directorate, because in the past some functions fell within the remit of the former Cultural Services.

49. The Thames Path National Trail cropped up as an issue among witnesses and whilst the Review was informed that the Countryside Service section "had worked very hard on this", it was also recognised that the Countryside Agency and the Environment Agency had leading roles.  When it was mentioned that the County might not achieve the Local Transport Plan's targets for Inland waterways with only £500 having been allocated (for SUSTRANS), this was recognised as a valid point having regard to the County Council's approach to target setting generally - there were lots of things that the authority had to do, some things were very desirable, but often got sidelined simply because of resources and time available.  These perceptions are quite symptomatic of how the County Council seemed to work around inland waterways - a low-key piecemeal approach, a lack of dedicated resources and even awareness about one another's activities and responsibilities and where and when these cut across each other.

50. Although 'promoting and enhancing the rivers and canals in the county' had been regarded as a priority and this had prompted the Review, the view among several County officers and Executive members was that this had been an error and it ought not to be the case any longer because of resources.

 
51. The County Council's work, where it touched upon Inland Waterways, was largely within the Environment & Economy Directorate (ie Planning, Transport, Countryside - which had formerly been part of Cultural Services - and tourism/economic development). There were still links to Learning & Culture.  This is elaborated on below, together with suggestions about how to take this forward.  It is understandable that with a lack of resources dedicated specifically to the subject of this review, areas of the service were scarcely able to work with one another to take forward the Executive's stated priority.  
 

52. As commented upon above, in real terms no LTP funding has been spent on waterways except for the £500 commission in March 2004 to SUSTRANS to look at the feasibility of a cycle track along the route of the former Wilts and Berks Canal, between Abingdon and Grove.  This is £500 from an allocation of £23.957 million in 2004/05 although the waterways are included in the LTP as one among 27 topic areas that are addressed.  Work has also been carried out on using towpaths to provide cycle links in a number of county funded cycle networks.  Elsewhere in Section 3.2, the Countryside Service’s impact on the public footpath network has been outlined. 

 

53. The Council did not claim to have in place a strategic or integrated action plan relevant to waterways.  Rather, the waterways are relevant to a number of other wider plans but the Director for Environment & Economy decided the authority could not justify significant resource for this provisional Council priority, given that others had been set than were capable of being met.  Hence the priority has been removed during 2004/05.  As a result of the low level of activity, it was reported as ' not fully achieved'.

54. The Review Group believes that because the LTP sets priorities and targets and draws down funding, the absence of a plan ought to be addressed. When IWs was included as one of the 47 2003/04 priorities in the Oxfordshire Plan, there was no discussion or budgeting prior to its inclusion.    Whilst it could not be put at the top of the Council's or the Directorate's list of priorities, there was enthusiasm for a more co-ordinated approach towards making an input to it (for instance, something as simple as a group e-mail or even minimal funding for the Wilts & Berks Canal Trust.)

 
55. The Structure Plan is considered by officers to be a real means of harnessing a co-ordinated approach as it is regarded as accessible and may have a real impact on individual planning applications and decisions.  It does set out policies, albeit quite brief, that relate to IWs.
56. These are:
 
· The carriage of freight by rail, pipeline or waterway rather than road will be encouraged. Freight distribution centres should be located with direct access to the rail, pipeline or waterway networks and in, or immediately adjoining, major settlements. They will not be permitted in the open countryside. 
 

57. This is reaffirmed in the County's Deposit Structure Plan 2016 in: 

 

· T4 The carriage of freight by rail, pipeline or other means rather than road will be encouraged. The impact of freight operations on people and the environment will be reduced through partnership arrangements between the County Council and operators.
 
58. However, when the Review came across instances of cross directorate or internal work it was often mentioned incidentally, such as funding repairs to the towpath bank between Folly Bridge and Grandpont and also funding a study into a cyclepath from Wilts/Berks - Wantage - Abingdon.  

59. On the Thames Path, we were told that OCC's Countryside service was constantly trying to reduce the barriers that impeded disabled use (hence our recommendation 4 above).  Whilst the County Council was active it could not claim to be meeting its priorities from the Local Transport Plan:

· seeking to enhance Oxfordshire's waterways for appropriate use and to increase the existing length of towing paths available for walkers, cyclists and those with mobility or sensory problems 

· connecting these with other walking and cycling routes and networks. 

60. Nor could it claim to be achieving its three Local Performance Indicators (or targets) and there were insufficient managing and monitoring systems in place to ensure that these could be achieved:

· the length of navigable waterways in Oxfordshire; 

· the length of towing path open to walkers, cyclists and those with a mobility disability,

· the use of waterways within Oxfordshire. 
 
61. There was not (at the time of the Lead Member Group’s work), a single, dedicated officer concerned with the Inland Waterways. To take the aims of the Review forward, we considered that there ought to be.  It is necessary to have a stronger central machinery to support people who were "doing things off their own bat" to generate funding for Oxfordshire CC and to achieve these aims if they were to mean anything.  For instance, one officer from the Transport Planning Team had some responsibility for these elements of the LTP but at least 95% of his time was spent on other kinds of transport planning issues.  
 

62. There were things that the CC could not influence - the number of boats using IWs - and for this reason the Director of E&E thought that this should not have been included as an indicator in the LTP. There are real issues concerning responsibilities for towpaths and footpaths along the river and canal in Oxford City that the Council may be in a position to influence.  As mentioned elsewhere, it is anticipated that the next LTP will have Rights of Way Improvement planning progressively incorporated into local transport planning. This will provide the Council with a new opportunity to ensure local transport planning is making the most effective use of the Rights of Way network, in both urban and rural areas. The towpath network should be fully utilised as part of this new emphasis. 
 

63. Elsewhere, as referred to in the section 3.2 above, through the Economic Development function there is a small input into tourism but in the real world it would be very much a case of working in partnership, not just internally, but with other bodies and persuading them to work together.

 
64. To exemplify what the Review states here, an officer, when asked "What is the County Council's strategy and action plan on how the inland waterways can contribute to our prosperity and leisure activity?" said "I am not aware of OCC's strategy on inland waterways. I deal primarily with landscape and biodiversity issues and if there are issues/problems I deal directly with the Environment Agency/British Waterways.” Again, a lack of a co-ordinated approach within the Council and of an officer with some IW related responsibilities, working with external agencies first rather than internal ones. 

R8.
The Executive is RECOMMENDED that an officer should be designated within the E&E Directorate to have overall responsibility for co-ordinating IW issues.
R9.
The Executive is RECOMMENDED that the new Rights of Way Improvement Plan that will be included in the next Local Transport Plan, should specifically address canal towpaths and footpaths adjoining rivers and have targeted action plans for these areas.
 

R10.
The Executive is RECOMMENDED that to develop a distinct IWs strategy, linking together the co-ordination of IW issues in (8), the LTP priorities and targets and the ROWIP to be included in the second LTP period.

65. There was recognition of where the County Council can make an impact in the future, eg, development proposals can offer opportunities to enhance the water environment by increasing public access or improving water-related habitats, landscapes or water quality. Such proposals will be welcomed where they comply with other development plan policies. The County Council can directly contribute towards this through the planning and control of mineral workings.  
 

66. On Economic Development, the Review was informed that this incorporated the areas of environment and sustainable development.  Any plans, be they for inland waterways or otherwise had to be environmentally sustainable, social inclusive - the same for all ages, races and backgrounds; competitive and innovative.  
 

67. In conclusion, because the CC does not have significant resources, either capital or revenue, it inevitably had to be reactive in pursuing priorities around waterways.  What it did well coincided with other priorities. Very little was put into the waterways except where that interest coincided with others. e.g. the national cycle network – and on rights of way. 

Section 3.4: Managing and Monitoring – Covering the Executive’s priority, the LTP and more “internal” issues and the future
68. How then, did the Executive establish Inland Waterways as a priority and given that it has not been taken forward, what were the reasons for this?  What was the background to the LTP indicators and why have they not been achieved?  What are the management structures around these issues?

69. The prospect of the Council establishing the priority of ‘promoting and enhancing the rivers and canals in the County’ was first raised when the Executive was debating its 2003 priorities.  It was raised by the Leader of the Council for three reasons:

· One of the driving forces that led to the Council’s promotion of the West End of Oxford scheme was the existence of so much water in the area and its potential for enhancing the City; (see section 3.2 above)

· The Leader of the Council had been involved in planning the re-development of the canal side in Banbury.  In his view the Banbury canal offered huge potential that had not been fully tapped

· In respect of the canal south of Banbury, an awareness of the tourist traffic along the canal and of it being a resource that had never been fully exploited.

70. It was mainly on these grounds that the Executive adopted the priority.  There has been little progress. Numerous reasons have been given for this.  

71. One Executive member said that “We were told that we had far too many priorities. A lot of them were really tight. It would be a bit skewed to say that this was in the top three for Environmental Services”.  However, we know that in the LTP there are two aims related to waterways, which on the face of things, seemed to imply it is still a priority of sorts. But the annual monitoring of the LTP makes it evident that the authority hasn’t done much. We have also been told frequently, that there are many competing pressures on resources and that OCC is not the lead body on inland waterways.  

72. Within the authority several of the witnesses when asked whether ‘promoting and enhancing the rivers and canals in the county’ should still be a priority said that it should not be.  The priority was dropped from the 47 that became 13.  Fiercer prioritising meant that the number reduced.  The Director of E&E took a decision to take a low-key approach to this priority hence it’s being reported elsewhere as “not fully achieved”. 

73. There was no attempt to do more than was in the LTP, as all local authorities were presented with a prescribed framework.  They had to cover all of the headings in the framework but no more than that.  No specific mechanisms had been identified for meeting the current LTP objectives around waterways.  For the reasons given in the paragraph above it was acknowledged that something had to be put into the LTP on waterways. But, the authority could be criticised for making statements in LTPs that were not fulfilled as in doing so, it could lose additional funding.  Nevertheless, OCC was about to consult on a new LTP and this would be a good way of testing out what the public thought.  
74. LTP funding is “ring fenced” and must be spent on 5 main areas. There are lots of schemes fighting for particular areas of money; there is inevitably a political element to prioritising and a Govt prescribed element to what the money can be spent on.  These all combine in the funding process.  So far as being more proactive on IWs is concerned, it is simply a matter of time and resources. 

75. As mentioned elsewhere, over the course of the second LTP period, Rights of Way Improvement planning will be progressively incorporated into local transport planning. This provides authorities with a new opportunity to ensure local transport planning is making the most effective use of the Rights of Way network, in both urban and rural areas. The towpath network ought to be fully utilised as part of this new emphasis.  There are therefore likely to be more deliverable targets in the next LTP.

 
76. It is encouraging to have heard that the Structure Plan is going through a process of amendment that will result in a more strategic approach to planning movements using the waterways (see Appendix 3 for current policy).  OCC is now signing up to the River Thames Alliance and in doing so, as Waterways and their towing paths are used by a wide variety of groups (including walkers, cyclists, anglers and boat users), they potentially can support a number of planning policy objectives.

77. Whilst there has been so little progress on the “Executive priority” to the extent that it can be promoted through, say, the West End development it has to be recognised that this is a very large scheme with a long planning period so any outcomes will be a long way in the future.  There are great opportunities for enhancing the City’s waterways but it depends on successful promotion of the whole scheme.  Development of a similar project in Banbury has stalled a little.  The District Council has focused on its own priorities that are not identical to the County Council’s.  Given that the District Council is a substantial landowner, it has been difficult for the County Council to promote its own planning interests sufficiently.  It is also clear that we need to strengthen our area working, including an ability to take an overview of a locality’s needs, including property, and across Directorate boundaries. 

R11.
It is RECOMMENDED that given that £500 of a budget of almost £24 million in the LTP was totally inadequate for IWs (see page 18), that to achieve recommendation 10, the targets concerning IWs generally in the LTP and Rights of Way in the future ROWIP are made more specific and deliverable and that the Director for E&E (via the officer designated in 8. above) is responsible for delivery of these targets. 

Section 3.5: Other Issues

78. During the course of the Review, District Councils and Parish Councils adjoining Oxfordshire’s inland waterways were consulted to establish their understanding about County Council strategy and action planning, how the CC could safeguard the commercial, leisure and other uses of IWs and to get their views on the best forms of partnership to develop to make the most of this asset.

79. As referred to elsewhere, a questionnaire was sent out to parish councils adjoining the Oxford Canal and the Thames in Oxfordshire.  The return rate was 26% - 14 out of 62.

80. Asked about their understanding of the County Council’s strategy and action plan on IWs and how they could contribute to the County’s prosperity and leisure activities, all who responded said that they did not know or were not aware of any strategy or action plan.  This confirmed the Review Group’s findings.  One parish council understood that there were strategies relating to the waterways in the Structure Plan, which is indeed the case, but this was exceptional among the respondents.

81. None were aware that the County Council did anything at all to promote commercial use, unless it was via planning measures in the Structure Plan (one reply).

82. So far as safeguarding and promoting leisure use was concerned, the picture was similar, but a range of views were expressed such as "working with the riparian owner to provide more moorings", working more closely with the NRA & Tourism South East to promote tourism, with the EA to provide more facilities for boat users and hosting the National Trails Office so contributing to the maintenance of the Thames Path.  One Parish Council thought that these activities were the preserve of BW.
 

83. Elsewhere the review refers to the lack of co-ordinated partnership work.  Among those that the parishes think that the CC should work with are the EA, River Thames Society, the Wilts & Berks Canal Trust, Inland Waterways Association, local riparian landowners and farmers, Town and District Councils, Tourist Board, Tourism SE and BW.

 

84. Most frequently mentioned were the EA and "obviously" BW.  The means to getting the respective parties to work together, included informing “interested parties of the Council’s brief regarding their responsibilities", a regular representative committee, support for EA's substantial consultation to develop a Thames Waterways Plan, grants for local projects etc.  A lot of the suggestions concerned better consultation and communication - eg making it clearer what OCC’s involvement in waterways was.

 

85. We asked what they would they like the CC to do to make the most of IWs in Oxfordshire (and consequently to facilitate fulfilment of the Executive's priority)  The suggestions included:

· providing an increased number of moorings, water points, toilets and rubbish facilities; 

· promoting tourism; 

· enhancing wildlife conservation value; 

· promoting consultation on the West End development;

· helping with canal restoration - enabling and planning terms; 

· better access to towpaths from the footpath network, especially for the elderly and therefore less able bodied. 

86. When asked whether promoting and enhancing the rivers and canals in the County should be a priority for the Council, all agreed that it should be, but with some qualifications - eg as part of a wider tourism/environmental brief, or as more a priority for British Waterways, or that in doing so in partnership with other agencies the Council "should avoid duplication of initiatives".

87. The RG’s conclusions were that in so far as the parish councils had largely confirmed the findings of the Review elsewhere, to refer the Executive to the recommendations in the summary to this report as supported by the evidence from the consultation.

 

88. The Review Group was also interested in exploring in more detail a case study that could demonstrate how the potential of an inland waterway may be maximised and to serve as a good practice example for Oxfordshire in the future.  In this regard, the Review Group looked at the Kennet & Avon Canal restoration project.  

89. The Project’s mission statement was “Creating a Sustainable Environment”.  The Canal itself is 87 miles long from Bristol (the Avon) to Reading (the Thames).  It has 104 locks, 215 bridges, 2 major aqueducts, 203 listed structures and 5 areas of Special Scientific Interest (SSI).

90. The restoration process through to the stage of navigability took place between 1950 and 1990; the completion of the restoration from 1990 to 2002 and from 2002 onwards, the focus has been on “active life with a sustainable future”.

91. The partnership on the restoration project comprised the Kennet and Avon Canal Trust, a number of local authorities (however, local authorities did not really take a leading role on the project), the local canal businesses and British Waterways.  Via the Partnership, the Heritage lottery project aimed “to secure the structure, operation and environment of the 87 mile working waterway heritage of the K&A canal to make it operational, sustainable and accessible for the enjoyment of future generations”.  In November 1996 it received a £25 million grant award from the Heritage Lottery Fund and the contract was signed and work commenced on site in October 1997.  A £29.24 million programme of works took 5 years up to December 2002, the key areas of expenditure being the repair of the most vulnerable structures – the Bath Valley and embankments; completing a back pumping scheme – on the Wootton rivers and Bath Flight; restoring full navigation depth by dredging over half of the canal and improving user facilities and access to the waterway – lock landings, heel grips, gateways and car parks.  The Lottery funded scheme also included a detailed Conservation Plan.

92. There was, as one might expect and as a lesson for the future in Oxfordshire, a careful balancing act in the project between the demands of cost, quality, time and operation of the canal, heritage and environment. Taking the Bath Valley for instance – approximately 5 miles has now been realigned at a cost of about £9.5 million via a 4 year programme partnering contract with Alun Griffiths (engineers).  The project also received a Business Continuity Institute award in the Summer of 2001. The diagrams at Appendix 7 demonstrate the types of work involved.

· Embankment works – Martinsdale embankment.

· Back pumping scheme – Bath to Crofton.

· Dredging – 9% of the canal was fully relined; 53% of the canal was dredged (see profile diagram).
93. One of the most innovative aspects of the project was to allow for adoption of pieces of the canal at a cost of £2.50 each.  To date £30,000 has been raised in this way and the figure is still rising. (More information on the income sources for the HLF project can be provided on request.)  The HLF grant was only paid out when the remaining match funding had been secured.  Most of the major works took place in 1999/2000.

94. Aside from the HLF grant, British Waterways was the single largest contributor to the project and when the Review Group spoke to its project manager, he considered that the critical factor in getting the project up and running was community involvement.  The various stakeholders, including business groupings had formed a Trust and he recommended this as a model elsewhere.  In practice, he was involved in a project to extend the navigation of the Taunton Canal and the process would again involve the setting up of a development trust.  It was intended that the trust would then take on ownership, leadership and involvement with the project and British Waterways would then step back in as advisers to the partnership actually set up by others.  This model is not dissimilar to the embryo Oxford Waterways Partnership.

95. The Review Group refers the Executive to emulate best practice elsewhere on Inland Waterway projects as demonstrated by the Kennet and Avon Canal Project if and when opportunities arise and to promote benchmarking and communication with local authorities and other partners. 

Lead Member Review Group
Cllr Andrew Crawford

Cllr Mrs Dee Bulley

Cllr Roy Mold (to September 2004)
Appendix 1: Scoping Document

Review Topic 

(name of Review) 
Inland Waterways 

(to be restricted to canals and navigable waterways, actual and potential) 

Lead Member Review Group 

(Cllr’s involved) 
Cllrs Dee Bulley, Andrew Crawford, Roy Mold 

Officer Support 

(Scrutiny Review Officer lead) 
Myfanwy Lloyd 

Rationale 
(key issues and/ or reason for doing the Review) 
Good time to influence a regional strategy which could have economic benefits for Oxfordshire – River Thames Alliance in progress, and reservoir proposals are being considered. 

Promoting and enhancing the rivers and canals was an Executive Priority for the 2003 (BVPP) Oxfordshire Plan, but has been dropped from the new 10+3 priorities. This means it may not get the consideration it needs. 

Not taking up tourism opportunities has been identified as a weakness in Oxfordshire by presentation by Martin Stott of E&E, and the inland waterways should be promoted for this reason. 

Strategy around inland waterways needs effective partnership working, and it is not clear that this is happening at the moment. 

To promote the full and appropriate use of the inland waterways. 

Purpose of Review/Objective 
(specify exactly what the Review should achieve) 
To examine areas of concern around the inland waterways, and how these are managed. 

1. To study Oxfordshire’s setting in the proposals for canals nationally. 

2. Economic Development, relating specifically to tourism and access, and to commercial use 

3. The waterways environment and habitat, and what impact development will have on this 

4. To find out what management indicators are used, and what performance measures are available (BVPIs 178 and 187a may be relevant). 

5. To find out how this area is managed between Economy and Environment Directorate, and Learning and Culture Directorate. 

6. To find out if partnership working is effective. 

Indicators of Success 
(what factors would tell you what a good Review should look like) 
This should lead to the following: 

The Review should bring forward principles: 

1) to underpin a tourism policy relating to the waterways 

2) to underpin a commercial usage policy. 

The Review should promote: 

3) A better understanding of the environmental pressures on inland waterways, and of the opportunities for OCC and partners to play a part in improving the waterways environment. 

4) A better understanding and use of external funds/grants that are available. Officer responsibility for accessing external funds/grants is clarified, more sources of funding identified, and OCC is committed to making better use of funds 

5) Recommendations about performance indicators and managing this area between directorates. BVPI’s identified which cover inland waterways. 

6) Recommendations about improvement in partnership working with other agencies, for example suggesting a joint strategy, and signing up to the Thames Alliance, agreements with Wilts and Berks canal Trust, and Cotswold Canal Trust etc. 

7) Executive and OCC agrees to principles of tourism and commercial use. Review influences the Executive strategy on the environmental impact and on the use of water resources.



Methodology/ Approach 
(what types of enquiry will be used to gather evidence and why) 
• Desk based review of documents (see below) 

• Interviewing OCC witnesses to see what policies and strategies are in place or being developed. 

• Interviewing external witnesses from partner or potential partner organisations to see how OCC works with them. 

• Comparison with other authority to see what is ‘best practice’. 

Specify Witnesses/ Experts 
(who to see and when) 
Internal OCCouncil witness e.g. Chris Cousins, Head of Sustainable Development; Keith Wheal, Countryside Services Manager; Martin Stott, Head of External Policy & Partnerships. Clare Price, Environmental Monitoring Officer at Oxfordshire County Council 

Anne Purse, Executive Member 

Inland Waterways Association 

Wilts and Berks Canal Trust and other appropriate canal groups 

Tourist Board 

Environment Agency 

Thames River Authority 

Thames Water 

British Waterways Board and local BW staff 

River Thames Alliance 

Oxford Inspires to ask about Marina 

National Trust 

landowners (e.g. Mapledurham House ) 

Ramblers Association 

National Association of Boat Owners

Officers of District Councils 

Barge residents and Houseboat residents (poss. via an Association) 

Parish Councils 

Commercial organisations (including Marina, Salter’s Yard, River Haulage association) 

Sea Scouts 

Anglers Association 

Henley Boat Club and University Boat Club 

Castle Quay Shopping Centre in Banbury

Specify Evidence Sources for Documents 
(which to look at) 
OCC Local Transport Plan (includes Waterways) 

Environment & Economy service plans 

River Thames Alliance Waterway Plan (due 2004) 

SEEDA/SERA plans 

Environment agency plans 

Thames water plans 

Oxfordshire District’s plans 

Other local authorities plans and comparable Scrutiny or Best Value reviews 

Specify Site Visits 
(where and when) 
Site visits will be undertaken as appropriate. 

Accessibility would be a concern. 

Specify Evidence Sources for Views of Stakeholders 
(consultation/ workshops/ focus groups/ public meetings) 
MORI poll 

Citizens panels – possibly add an additional question. 

Consultation letter to interested parties asking questions and inviting responses. 

Meetings by invitation. 

Publicity requirements 
(what is needed – fliers, leaflets, radio broadcast, press-release, etc.)
Press release at outset of review. 

Notice to district and parish councils. 

Internal press at OCC. 

Resource requirements 
• Person-days 

• Expenditure 
Approx 40 person days 

Approx £3000. 

Barriers/ dangers/ risks 
(identify any weaknesses and potential pitfalls) 
Scope of review ambitious, because of broad areas of economic development, and tourism. Large number of potential partners and stakeholders to get views from might delay the review, or make it unbalanced if the opinions collected are not enough of a cross-section. 

Projected start date 
April 2004 
Draft Report Deadline 
Nov 10th 2004 

Meeting Frequency 
1 meeting per month 
Projected completion date 
Dec 15th 2004 
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Oxford Waterways
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Appendix 3

Structure Plan Objectives 

The County Council has in its current Structure Plan the following Policy:

T15 The carriage of freight by rail, pipeline or waterway rather than road will be encouraged. Freight distribution centres should be located with direct access to the rail, pipeline or waterway networks and in, or immediately adjoining, major settlements. They will not be permitted in the open countryside. 

This is reaffirmed in the County’s Deposit Structure Plan 2016 in: 

T4 The carriage of freight by rail, pipeline or other means rather than road will be encouraged. The impact of freight operations on people and the environment will be reduced through partnership arrangements between the County Council and operators.

Appendix 4

List of Witnesses to the Review

The following list includes witnesses who were interviewed by the Lead Member Review Group, and members/officers who attended informal witness sessions or provided written answers to questions with the Scrutiny Review Officer. 

Gail Bradstock – Environment Agency

Chris Cousins - Head of Sustainable Development

Ivor Leach – British Waterways

Cllr Anne Purse – Executive Member for Strategic Planning and Waste Management

Jasmine Pandher - OCC Economic Development Officer

Rosemary Richards - Director of the Oxford Open Water Festival and ‘Oomf!’
Adrian Swift – Environment Agency

Keith Wheal – Countryside Services Manager

Richard Dudding – Director for Environment & Economy

Ben Fryer – Transport Planner – E&E

Craig Blackwell – Ecologist – E&E

Richard Munro – Head of Cultural Services

Murray Geddes – British Waterways

Cllr Keith Mitchell – Leader of the Council

Cllr David Robertson – Executive Member for Transport

Gavin Musk – Oxford City Council

John Tucker – Chair of Oxfordshire Branch of the Inland Waterways Association

Bill Jennison – West Berks Council

Terry Kemp – British Waterways

Paul Harris – Strategic Countryside Access Officer – E&E

Debbie Fox – Performance Management Officer – E&E.
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Appendix 6

Main Agencies’ Responsibilities

County Council – statutory strategic planning functions, rights of way responsibilities – the Countryside Service aimed to optimize the non-waterborne recreation potential of its towpaths; economic development.

British Waterways – aims to bring social, environmental and economic benefits to the canal sides, including improvements to the delivery of service, economic and social development, working with a range of agencies.

River Thames Alliance – aims to bring together key stakeholders to focus on strategic issues affecting the rejuvenation of the river, promoting healthy growth in the use of the Freshwater Thames for communities, wildlife, leisure and business.

Environment Agency - responsible for land drainage, water quality and conservation excluding canals

Oxford Waterways Partnership – a partnership led by the City Council consisting of the City and County Councils, EA, BW, IWA, Oxford University, the River Thames Society, Countryside Agency, river traders and Thames Water plc; its aim being to work more closely in partnership to protect and enhance the City’s rivers, canals and waterway environment and to research and develop a long term strategy for the waterways in Oxford and its vicinity.

Inland Waterways Association – a charitable organisation with 380 members in Oxfordshire from walking, boating and fishing interests that campaigns for the retention and restoration of British waterways

Appendix 7

Diagrams concerning the Kennet & Avon Canal Restoration Project 
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