	SA Item and Paragraph number

(75 recommendations)
	TRRC View (Agreed: Not agreed; or Partly agreed) all in bold

RWSA personal comment (italics and not bold)
	Public comment with name and club/status. 


	PLA response

	2.3

With the reduction in commercial river usage and other changes that have occurred over the last thirty or so years, watermen are no longer employed by clubs.  Rowers tend to row competitively for a much more intensive but shorter span of years, …..
	I think TSS have a point and it is the density rather than the knowledge that makes this lack of knowledge more apparent.
	Tideway Scullers School – sub committee and Chris Williams, Chairman

We don’t accept that the level of expertise has become watered down.  We do think the level of activity has grown hugely over the last 20 years, and the resulting congestion is a large factor.


	

	2.10

The revised Rowing Rules came into force on 1 May 2002 and were promulgated as Notice to Mariners U6 of 2002.  In March 2003 a Consultation Notice was issued to relevant river users requesting comments and feedback on the revised Rowing Rules after their first year in operation.  By the end of the consultation period, the PLA had received very few comments and those only suggested minor amendments.  Disappointingly, the only responders were rowers or their clubs.  

	
	Why is the SLA [sic SA? -CJDG] surprised that only the rowing community responded?  All other users are only a transitory migrant minority!
	

	3.6

The study has shown that many non-rowing river users were either unaware of separate navigation Rules for rowers or had little knowledge of their content   Generally most local rowers have an adequate working knowledge of the contents of the Rowing Rules set out in N to M U6, particularly with regards the tracks to follow and crossing points. This is not universal, with visiting rowers and those who normally row on different stretches of river being less aware of the particular requirements for that stretch of river.  Rowers have apparently a lesser understanding of the COLREGS and their interaction with the Rowing Rules.  There is also a significant problem because many rowers have been and are still taught that when rowing with the stream, they should be positioned on the centreline rather than on the starboard side of the channel as required under N to M U6  
	Comment on TSS comment

I completely disagree that Clubs don’t teach rowers to use the centre. They do, starting with my own and they are wrong. It is a common misconception in rowers whether taught or assumed from observation. Michael Laurie was and is quite right

Some clubs are better than others and I suspect TSS are one of the better ones but my experience of other clubs is that little is taught and often there is an insistence that the middle is correct!
	We welcome the SAs comment that non rowing river users are unaware of the rowing rules, we believe the PLA should ensure this is rectified.

We do not agree that rowers are taught they can position themselves on the centreline.  We believe all clubs teach the correct rules but sometimes crews stray from the correct line.
	

	3.7

Observation on the river showed that application was not always in line with knowledge of the Rules.  For instance a significant number of rowers and coach boats travelling with the stream were seen positioned on the centreline or even well to the port side (left) of the river, rather than on the starboard (right) side.  Avoiding action in a head on situation with a power driven vessel needing to maintain the centre of the channel at low water was frequently incorrect with rowers moving to port (instead of to starboard) resulting in confusions and passing starboard to starboard.   
	Both are right – but the overwhelming majority of occasions it is the rower that is wrong. 
	We do not agree with the final sentence.  Sometimes powered vessels are in such a position that you have no room to pass port to port, because they are in the wrong place.  The overriding rule is that rowing boats will get out of the way of large vessels in the channel, and this may mean foregoing passing port to port.
	

	3.9

The Risk Assessment shows there is increased risk of collision introduced by the Rowing Rules and a clear requirement to amend the current arrangements.  The Rowing Rules, as set out in PLA Notice to Mariners U6 of 2002, are considered to increase the risk of collision above a level As Low As Reasonably Practicable (ALARP), particularly when the navigable channel converges at low water in way of bridges and pinch points.   The risk from collision between rowers is mitigated in practice, only because the Rowing Rules as drafted are partially ignored.  However, where other non-rower users such as powered leisure craft are involved, with little knowledge of these special rules, the risk remains.
	I agree with the SA IF the rowing rules are applied strictly e.g.  Rule 9a 
	The initial statement is untrue and not supported by Attachment E.  See comments on this later, the subsequent conclusions in this paragraph are demonstrably incorrect as a result.
	

	3.12

Option 1 - As noted above the current Rowing Rules are believed to increase the risk of collision above ALARP and this is therefore not considered to be a safe option.
	
	See comments on 3.9.


	

	Section 3
	
	The executive summary ends with 4 options, but it’s unclear what is proposed, although option 4 is discussed at length.
	

	4.1.2.18

For a head on situation, (where risk of collisions exists), the COLREGS directly specify action to be taken only in the case of two Power Driven Vessels meeting (Rule 14).  In this situation both Power Driven Vessels should alter their course to starboard so as to avoid collision.  We believe that rowing vessels fall under the remit of this Rule and are required to take action in accordance with Rule 14 and alter to starboard.  Amongst the rowing community   widespread confusion, ignorance and/or failure to apply this response in particular increases the appearance of conflict in the regulations and the level of risk.
	I agree with TSS 

See my comments on colregs when working the slacks – ie rower goes to bank whether port or starboard.
	See 3.7 above.

We do not agree with the final sentence.  Sometimes powered vessels are in such a position that you have no room to pass port to port, because they are in the wrong place.  The overriding rule is that rowing boats will get out of the way of large vessels in the channel, and this may mean foregoing passing port to port.
	

	4.1.2.21

Speed is limited to 8 knots under PLA Byelaws though certain craft, including rowing vessels by inference, are permitted to exceed this.  Whilst not directly contradictory to the COLREGS this must be linked with the keeping of a proper lookout.  It also introduces an anomaly from a collision avoidance perspective that amongst the fastest craft on the river are those with probably the worst ability to maintain an effective proper lookout.  This partly reflects the fact that the speed limit controls wash as well as collision avoidance, with rowing vessels producing little.
	RWSA,s comment

The opinion was “worst ability…” not worst actual practice and it is clear that an obstructed cox or a bowman looking the wrong way has prettly limited ability. 
	The comments on rowing craft having the worst ability to maintain an effective lookout is disputed.  2 months ago the PLA driftwood barge broke one of our double sculls in two with its wash, the master says he never saw them.  A couple of years ago the Cambridge VIII ran into a PLA launch which was not only keeping no lookout but was in a closed part of the river.  Some years ago a PLA launch sunk the son of one of our members and never noticed.  The last case resulted in a Trinity House hearing, the middle one was all over the papers and the first was raised with the PLA.  We do not believe the comment is fair, reasonable or justified.
	

	4.1.3.


	
	The conflict between Rowing Rules and COLREGs was discussed with the PLA in 1992, and this was recognised and accepted.
	

	4.2.2.
	
	We believe the risk assessment is flawed and unreliable.  See Attachment E comment.  As a result no other comment is made on 4.2.2.
	

	4.2.3.1.

The applied Rowing Rules differ in at least one point from the Rules as drafted.  When proceeding with the stream the Rowing Rules require the pertinent boats to keep to the starboard side of the fairway.  It has been seen that generally rowers apply this rule and have been observed on this side of the fairway.  There are many, however, who do not.
	
	It is noted that generally most rowers are in the right place.
	

	4.2.3.2

We have noted rowing vessels simultaneously spread across the breadth of the navigable channel and also rowers simply proceeding on the wrong side.  Accident records
 cite a number of rower on rower incidents as caused primarily by one of the rowing vessels being on the wrong side of the channel
. Whilst there may be some ambiguity in the delineation of the fairway, there appears a fairly common practice for rowers proceeding with the stream to actively follow the centre line (often termed the ‘rowing line’) of the fairway.  This has been shown on a number of submitted documents, heard described in some interviews and in presentations given by leading figures within the rowing community.  Whilst it is not universal the practice and understanding appears relatively widespread and differs from the drafted Rowing Rules


	
	It is accepted that some rowers get in the wrong place.


	

	4.2.3.3

By following the centreline the rowers mitigate the internal conflict inherent within the Rowing Rules which would otherwise force rowers in opposing directions to be on the same side of the fairway.  The increased number of craft using the centre of the fairway tempers this risk reduction.
	The fact is that following the centre line is a breach of Rule 9a

This can be avoided if the new Code defines the channel as the 1 m line
	We believe that rowers tending to follow the centreline do so because it’s the quickest way home or to race others.  This has nothing to do with reducing risk of collisions.
	

	4.2.3.4

It is the conclusion that the Rowing Rules as drafted significantly contribute to the overall risk of collision.  This risk is reduced by non-application of certain parts.  Repealing the rowing rules in favour of uniform application of the COLREGS across the river would reduce all the above Collision risks.  With this conclusion it is difficult to justify retaining the Rowing Rules in their present form without further risk mitigation.  
	I suspect this is the inherent conflict between Rule 9a and working the slacks which puts two boats on near-collision courses at low tide.

Perhaps the SA can explain?
	We have no idea why this conclusion is reached, nothing indicates this.  This statement is at the core of much that follows and is NOT JUSTIFIED.
	

	4.3.1.4

There are other aspects of what is seen as a reduced level of enforcement by the PLA with regards rowers.  Although Byelaw 48 specifically allows coaching boats and boats escorting races and regattas to exceed the eight knot speed limit there is a requirement for them to have been approved by the PLA.  However, inspections and approvals, which used to be at the invitation of the Rowing Club, are apparently no longer taking place.  Anecdotal evidence suggests this has been a factor in less appropriate craft being used by some rowing coaches, introducing hazards such as increased wash.   Perhaps as importantly, it reduces the interaction of the rowers and PLA personnel, and the visible presence of the PLA amongst the rowing community.  
	
	Neither the PLA or the rowing clubs make any effort at interaction.  I doubt the PLA know how to contact the clubs or even who they are.
	

	4.3.1.5

In 1991 it was the published intention (of the PLA and Police) to apply the right hand rule and prosecute those found in non-compliance.  We have not become aware of any such prosecutions.  It is also difficult to ascertain whether the rowing community actually reverted to the right hand rule during the relatively short period of its apparent enforcement, although contemporaneous correspondence indicates that rowers continued as before whilst arguing their case. .   In January 2001 with the taking over by the RNLI of search and rescue on the Thames, the routine police presence on the river was itself largely withdrawn (with the closing of the police station and routine patrols in the area). To users external enforcement appears to be lacking.  
	
	Agreed, but this needs to be internal to the rowing community.
	

	4.3.3.2   Day to day enforcement by the PLA is based around routine patrols by a Harbour Services launch crewed by uniformed personnel, onboard relatively large deep draft vessels.  The professionalism of the harbour service personnel was apparent during the study.  In relation to commercial craft within the area the profile of the service, type of vessels and noted working relationship appears not inappropriate.  A mix of the official profile is combined with the ability to approach the operators about known transgressions; the presence of the service launch does not deter all transgressors, but the ability to approach them informally on the first instance appears to generate a good working relationship.  
&

4.3.3.4

Between the rowers and the PLA Harbour Services patrols there is a less effective relationship.  There are several factors:

· High profile patrol boats with uniformed personnel 

· Nature of the rowing community – a core of strong-minded, independent persons. Hostile reactions when transgressions are raised.

· Lack of enforcement of the present Rules and regulations leads give impression of either a lack of interest or toothlessness. 

· Despite the high profile style, the large number of boats and sweeps past any one area leads to a reduced overall visibility.  Combined with the disproportionate relative numbers of rowers and few other craft on certain stretches (particularly when out of the summer season) this leads to an apparent feeling of ‘ownership’ by some rowers.  This appears particularly so during winter periods when other craft are largely absent from many stretches.  This apparent ‘ownership’ and the seasonal lack of other types of craft, may be part of the reason for subsequent conflict when larger numbers of these other craft are encountered in summer periods.

	
	The fact that the way in which the PLA deal with a minority (the commercial craft) is included before the way it deals with the vast majority says something about its priority.  The rowing community feels the PLA sides with this tiny minority in their ‘gin palaces’ while subjecting them to nothing but wash.
	

	4.3.4.1

The fragmented nature and presentation of the present regulatory package reduces its ease of understanding, coverage and its effectiveness.  In this context, though, the present Rowing Rules work to the extent that they do amongst the Rowers partly because they are not actually fully followed or enforced.  Full application of the Rowing rules would reduce their effectiveness, particularly rower on rower situations.  With regards other problems of overtaking, proceeding abreast and impeding the passage of other users, understanding may be improved by better presentation and education and effectiveness improved through increased compliance.  In other collision avoidance aspects, the conflict between the Rowing Rules and wider regulation is inherent.
	This is the 9a problem referred to above, I think.
	We don’t accept that the Rowing Rules partly work “because they are not fully enforced”, see 4.2.3.3.
	

	4.3.5.1

Alongside external enforcement is internal control within the rowing community.  Throughout the study period a momentum has been detected to address what are recognised shortfalls in the practices of rowers, relating both to the Rowing Rules and wider regulation and guidance. Whilst this is of merit it must also be noted that a similar momentum has been seen previously when the situation has been reviewed.  Ultimately, the river remains free access to all and the sanctions available to the rowing community cannot prevent misuse / abuse of the systems and rules by unwilling parties. Within the rowing community, including personnel from the governing bodies, it is acknowledged that greater external enforcement would be beneficial and a mix of internal and external control is required, with at least initially sanctions of fines and prosecution for the most severe cases.  
	
	It is not accepted by us that external enforcement would be beneficial.  We strongly believe that internal enforcement by the clubs is needed and perfectly adequate.
	

	4.4.1. 

… Risk of collision was identified as amongst the main risks.  There is an apparent inherent incompatibility between the requirement of the Rowing Rules and the COLREGS with regards positioning and direction followed by rowing vessels and other vessels within the fairway.   As a result the Rowing rules increase the risk of collision on the River.


	
	We strongly disagree with the statement “as a result the Rowing Rules increase the risk of collision on the river”.  The rowing rules keep rowing boats out of the fairway for long stretches.  Imposing the COLREGs will (as noted in Peter Cori’s text) push crews into the main fairway to avoid piers, bridges and flats.  Hence imposing the COLREGs INCREASES the risk of collision!  This basic fallacy renders much of what follows irrelevant.
	

	5.1.1.1

The knowledge base within the Rowing Community has altered over the recent to medium past.  Historically, many Rowing Clubs employed a professional, qualified Waterman.  With years of experience and inherited knowledge the Watermen provided the Clubs and wider rowing community with detailed information on the characteristics of the Thames in their area, to provide advice to and control over the rowers in their care.   From our observation, received submissions and anecdotal evidence, a decrease in overall levels of general watermanship and rivercraft is apparent.  
	
	We do not believe the statement about a decrease in overall levels of general watermanship.  We believe this is just a representation of a ‘grumpy old man’ syndrome where “it was better in our young days”.  We think it was just far less busy in previous years!
	

	5.1.1.3

This study has found a generally consistent acknowledgement amongst the rowing community of the dip in standards over the recent past.  A recent drive towards improved knowledge and awareness has also been found and a number of safety initiatives have either been commenced or proposed by the ARA (see Attachment H), and amongst individual Clubs and the wider rowing Community.

	RWSA comment on TSS

On reflection I think TSS have a point. It is actually the increase in density of the traffic that has caused the present problems and that 35 years ago it was so much less dense that less problems arose to highlight any lack of education.
	We would fundamentally disagree with the first sentence.  We don’t believe there has ever been such a concentration on Safety, with Safety Advisers and audits required by the ARA, and regular discussion.
	

	6.2

Increased application of the present drafted Rowing Rules would increase risks of collision amongst rowers and this cannot be justified.  The ambiguity at the change of tidal stream, whilst mitigated to some degree in practice is still a regulatory weakness and has contributed to or been the main cause of recorded incidents.  This should be further mitigated.
	I agree with TSS

IF the rowing rules were properly promulgated and enforced – particularly being as close to the bank as practicable – there would not be any problems at all except at pinch points which could have special rules. IT IS THAT SIMPLE!

The accident in [?2001] at Richmond that caused all this  investigation was failure to adhere to this simple requirement.
	The first sentence is based on various misconceptions and is not justified.  The Rowing Rules are capable of strict enforcement.

Incidents can occur at the change of the tide but only at the banks - crews in the fairway should be on the starboard side so pass port to port.  Crews in the bank when the tide turns can be in danger of collision because it can be unclear if the tide has turned.  However this is a known hazard and crews who are aware that the tide may be turning do keep special watch and do look out for each other.
	

	7.1.2.1.

This was not held as justifiable from regulatory view nor enforceable in full as drafted.  The present Rowing Rules cannot continue without amendment.  Nor should the overall package continue un-modified, as effectiveness of control of navigation has been seen to be deteriorating.  The regulatory and risk control weaknesses should be addressed.  Irrespective of the option chosen the additional issues of promulgation, communication across user groups and enforcement can be improved, with assessed beneficial effect to navigational safety.  Doing nothing is not recommended.
	RWSA

Slight amendment is required at pinch points

And for overtaking when working the slacks.
	We believe the rules work as drafted and can continue without amendment.  Nothing in the report justifies this statement.  We fully agree that better communication of the rules is essential and the rowing community needs to continually work to improve its performance.
	

	7.1.4.3.

If the limits of the channel are defined other than the river edge, dependent on the charted depth chosen, the channel remains clear of most of the introduced physical hazards.  The contact risks could be reduced by remaining within this channel (whilst still to the starboard side), but risk of collision due to congestion would probably increase.  
	
	The statement about increased risks is correct but this is not reflected in the risk assessment.
	

	7.1.4.4.

Separately it is assessed that this would have a detrimental effect on the sport of rowing.  Whilst this is outside the consideration of navigational safety it should be taken into account in any navigational study of this section of the Thames, due to the numbers and majority of rowers.
	
	This statement is correct and should be noted, it is not referred to elsewhere in the report.
	


	7.1.4.16

Mitigation would be required at pinch points:

Under bridges where the main channel has to be used there are a number of options:

· Define and mark the channel limit on the bridge; i.e. similar to road bridges with height restrictions;

· Where there is sufficient width for multiple passage including outside the channel passage remains as above;

· Rowing vessels are made to use the starboard side – this would increase crossing and re-crossing of the channel, with increased risk of collision during such crossings;  

· Rowing vessels proceed with caution (area indicated on the bank) and avoid impeding the passage of any vessel following the channel – i.e. wait until clear;

· Reduce the channel width to one vessel (10m) and have single passage through; control would be required e.g. give way to oncoming craft from one side.  Problems with congestion and waiting near bridges / hazards would arise;

· No overtaking within a set distance from bridges, e.g. 200m.  Area marked on the bank side;

· Depth gauges to be placed on or immediately prior to all bridges for assessment of when / where safe to use side and main arches.

·  At blind bends restrict or prohibit overtaking within a set distance.
	RWSA view on TSS

The no overtaking rule at low water is a must but the distance of use must be variable dependant on tide and relative speeds of boat and reliant on common sense. There is, as with the road, a matter of judgment in most cases and “no overtaking” at points of high risk – blind bends etc
	The option of having to use the starboard side of bridges would just result in a full imposition of the COLREGs as crossing before and after bridges would significantly increase collision risk.

The practice of proceeding with caution only when the channel is clear is generally followed now and we consider is the way to proceed.

The option of having a 200m exclusion from overtaking zone is not practical as it would cause terrible congestion for rowers and other craft.  A narrow boat or novice sculler could build a queue of other users through the Kew bridges, which would resemble the M25!
	

	7.1.4.17

Up-river of Isleworth Ferry Gate the 1m depth channel is approximately 20m wide and 18m off the Ait and similar off the Surrey shore.  Theoretically art High Water it is possible for several craft to be abreast, though this reduced to two streams only at Low Water.  However, navigation on the Ait side is hampered by hazards including sewage outfalls and other physical hazards.  The available channel is actually narrower than apparent.  Due to the narrowness it is recommended to retain the right hand rule.  If a suitable contour is chosen for the channel limits it can be shown that the outfalls from the sewage works are outside the channel and therefore not necessary to go over them if required to proceed on the right.  Marking of the channel may be possible by simple signage alongside the bank, rather than physical marks in the river, or possibly by specialised buoyage with limited radius of movement.
	
	We have come to accept the right hand rule above Syon.  However the comments about the sewer outfalls is incorrect.  These are in the 1m channel.  Marking of the channel is not needed.
	

	7.1.4.18

At Kew Bridge navigation becomes more problematic and tidally dependent.  At High Water rowers can use the Surrey side arch, but the Middlesex arch is not normally used as under the Rowing Rules all traffic is either on the Surrey bank or in the main channel.   At Low Water all traffic is constrained to the main channel.  The local characteristics on the Surrey side at Kew Bridge would make waiting for clear passage, so as not to impede traffic in the channel, more problematic than at Hammersmith and other bridges. One option for consideration is to introduce a tidal constraint such that the right hand rule would apply below a certain height of tide to be determined and marked on the bridge.  However, the benefit of traffic keeping to the right would be tempered by the increased requirement for crossing.  
	
	The problem at Kew pier is that the practice of allowing a very large boat to moor on the pier has resulted in a dangerous build-up of rubbish downstream (ie on the Chiswick side).  This forces boats approaching the pier to go wide with a conflict with boats coming upstream.

The option of crossing and re-crossing is not feasible, particularly with the ait upstream of the bridge.
	

	7.2.1.

Without further defining the extent of the narrow channel it would appear that should Rowing Rules simply be revoked all rowing vessels would have to follow the positioning specified under Rule 9.  This would increase risk to rowers from physical obstructions and hazards.  These may be mitigated to some extent by physical marking, but would still leave some hazards.  It is felt that the requirement to maintain the starboard side of the river under Rule 9 would be difficult to enforce.
	
	Agreed.
	

	7.2.2.

Defining and physically marking a channel could reduce the risks from contact with physical obstructions. The most appropriate marker would be solid wooden piles or withies, however, they would probably frequently be hit by rowers.  The markers would in any case potentially constrain the rowers to within the main channel for much of the time, with detrimental impact on congestion and other users.   Outside of the safety issues it would probably be detrimental to the sport.
	
	Agreed.  More obstacles in the river will lead to increased accidents.
	

	7.2.3.

Rowing vessels can safely navigate outside a defined main channel and be separate from traffic using that channel, this can be permitted and it is not necessary to regulate for in itself.  We believe this can be done, up to Syon, though up river of Isleworth Ferry Gate Crossing it can be problematic.  Several other initiatives are required including a promotional drive, increased internal and external enforcement, and application of the requirements under COLREGS where vessels do interact.
	
	Agreed.
	

	7.2.4.

Should the rowers be permitted to follow routes outside a defined main channel, alternatives may be considered to the routes followed under the present Rowing Rules:

· Removal of crossing points at Chiswick Steps and the “Ship” below Chiswick Bridge. This would place the tracks in line with general COLREGS within the channel.   This would introduce some hazards from flats on the Surrey shore, particularly opposite the Bandstand.  They have characteristics of sudden protruding sand banks between pools of apparent safe water.  Overflow outfalls from Beverley Brook situated up-river of Barnes rail bridge have not been seen operating but are reported to send water to mid-stream following heavy rain.    There are few reported conflicts between rowers and power driven vessels at this location under the present regime, with traffic direction in line with COLREGS for the majority of the time.  Crossing hazards may be reduced, though this is uncertain.  Crossing would still take place around Chiswick Bridge for access to clubs / slipways but may be less well defined.

· Reversion to previous Chiswick crossing up-river of the bridge – balanced views amongst the rowers and assessed equal risking.

· Syon onwards. The majority of rowers advocate reversion to previous system and removal of the crossing. This is not seen as justified from a risk control view.
	
	We accept the Syon Crossing but it needs proper definition.  We are addressing this with our divisional representatives.
	

	7.2.5.

Our main recommendations are:

[see report]
	
	We believe that the current rowing rules effectively answer all of these points, and if properly followed by all users then these recommendations are all satisfied!
	

	Section 8

OTHER RISK CONTROL MEASURES: Recommended Changes.   
	
	Sections 8 to 10 are repeated in Section 15 so no comments are made.
	

	Section 11 12
	
	No comments on Sections 11 and 12.
	


	13.3

Rowing craft can also be swamped as a result of excessive wave height conditions due to adverse weather.  Swamping also carries the additional risk of hypothermia during most of the main rowing season.  In view of the relative frequency with which incidences of swamping or capsize and resultant sinking occur we believe that it is imperative that suitable safety criteria for boat buoyancy are in place.   For many years swamping incidents have occurred, including on the Tidal Thames, with a number of fatalities reported worldwide.  In March 2004 during the Vesta Veterans Head of the River Race (HORR) a number of rowers had to be rescued from the water due to their boats being swamped, sunk or capsized; fortunately RNLI and other safety boats were quickly on the scene and no serious casualties occurred.
	
	The text states that “swamping incidents have occurred, including on the Tidal Thames, with a number of fatalities reported worldwide”.  The last part of this is irrelevant - fatalities do occur but very rarely and none I can remember on the Tidal Thames.  This statement overstates the risk and consequences
	

	13.8

It has not been established during this Risk Assessment that the newer boats have become significantly more susceptible to wash and adverse weather conditions than previously.  We note that boats used by experienced rowers are typically the same on the non-tidal Thames, upper tidal Thames and below Tower Bridge.  This despite the fact that conditions relating to wash and waves are significantly different in the three areas.  It would appear that the training, experience and awareness of rowers below Tower Bridge compensates for the increased wash and wave heights found in that area, as we understand that such incidents are rare and this appears backed up by ARA casualty data.   
	
	The comparison between incidents on the upper Tidal Thames and below Tower Bridge is meaningless as so few crews boat below Tower Bridge as to make comparison completely invalid.
	


	14.6

As a risk control measure the applied Rowing Rules increase the risk of collision between rowers and other craft.  This is particularly so at pinch points but can occur anywhere; this is exacerbated by loose application by rowers with regards position on the river.
	
	This is not agreed with.  See 4.4.1 above.
	

	14.11

Levels of application of the Rowing Rules and wider COLREGS varied much more.  Whilst there were many examples of rowers acting in accordance with the Rowing Rules we have noted exceptions to most requirements both of the Rowing Rules and the wider regulations.  It is generally acknowledged that there has been a dip in standards on the river both of knowledge and application of the Rules and general river knowledge.  Within the rowing community loss of the traditional knowledge base and user profile appear contributory.  There was an identified groundswell amongst the rowing bodies to acknowledge and address this failing, but this has yet to fully materialise amongst the rowers.   This also needs to encompass a culture change to address issues such as foul language and balking, representative of a polarisation amongst some parties.  
	
	This is not agreed.  See 5.1.1.1 above.
	

	14.17 

By definition Rule 9 of the COLREGS applies to vessels following a narrow channel   (whilst also imposing control over vessels intending to cross and of certain type / length using the channel).  As long as they do not impede traffic constrained to such a channel vessels are able to operate outside the channel as best suits whilst in compliance with the wider COLREGS.  & 14.18

It is concluded that the best method of achieving overall safety of all river users will be to have the COLREGS in place as PLA Regulation for a defined narrow channel.  Notice to Mariners U6 should be repealed.  Alongside this guidance in the form of a Code of Practice for rowers should be established that within limits would permit but control the practice of “rowing the slacks”.

	
	We believe that the rowing rules, when properly applied, comply with the requirements of this clause.
	

	14.29

Suitable promulgation will not be achieved by the PLA in isolation, though.   Disengagement of the various interests and polarisation of the user groups has contributed to the present situation.  Recommendations are provided covering formation of a suitable river user group focussing on navigational safety issues, co-operation with the rowing organisations and other authorities both in the presentation of the rules/regulation and in production of joint or mutually supportive documentation.  Improved coverage can also be achieved by measures including linking with associated web-sites, together with improving the PLA’s own site, ease of use and visibility to leisure / non-commercial users. A number of recommendations are made.
	
	The aim of discussions between user groups is laudable.  The rowing community through the TRRC and its safety advisor in particular 14.29communicates to the PLA, as do the passenger vessels.  The problem is there is no representative body of the motor launches to talk to!  The only way for motor launches to communicate is by the PLA advising them when they enter the Tideway.
	

	14.36

Rowing craft have not been found to have substantially reduced in their river worthiness.  The craft, particularly single and double (skull) are inherently liable to capsize periodically.  Recommendations exist and are supported for enhancements to rowing vessel buoyancy. A number of other recommendations have also been made with regards physical safety.
	RWSA comment

The correct word is sculler!
	Can ‘Scull’ be spelt correctly please.

End of comments on these parts by 

Tideway Scullers School – sub committee and Chris Williams, Chairman

But see later
	

	
	
	
	


	15.
RECOMMENDATIONS
	
	
	

	15.1
Improve Control of Rowing and wider Safety of Navigation:
	
	
	

	1.   Repeal Notice to Mariners U6;
	Agreed

Agreed and substitute an agreed Code with the ‘force’ of a new Notice to Mariners
	
	

	2.  Introduce a Code of Practice covering rowing – sponsored by either PLA or ARA /TRRC as best fits PLA’s  SMS and regulatory requirements.  Communication with and participation by all three recommended in the production of the Code.  The Code should be local to the upper tidal Thames;
	Agreed
Agreed
	
	

	3.   Introduce a river user’s guide either separately or with the Environment Agency; see Promulgation below;
	Agreed
Agreed
	
	

	4.  Increase simplification and promulgation of whichever rules are in place, including any Code.  See promulgation below;
	Agreed
Agreed
	
	

	5.  Address fragmented presentation of the various rules and requirements.  Streamlining and combining of the actual legislation may be considered and would ease maintenance, promulgation and understanding;  
	Agreed
Agreed
	
	

	6. Define the channel limits e.g. 1m smoothed contour;
	Agreed
Agreed
	
	

	7. Clarify the relationship between any guidance on rowing and the COLREGS:

a. Action taken to avoid collision is to be in accordance with the COLREGS irrespective of position on the river e.g. to alter to starboard in a head-on situation;

b. Requirements of Rule 9, applying to all vessels when within any defined narrow channel;
	Agreed
Agreed

Not Agreed
Not Agreed

Emphatically not agreed outside fairway when working the slacks but if (unlikely) outside fairway not working slacks (say on other side of river – agreed. This might apply to a coaching launch on the opposite side.

Need to have special rules for rowers to get back to bank with emphasis on bankside blades to stop rowing first. Will cause hazard with compound potential in a run of boats. More emphasis on bank adherence will reduce risk.

Agreed
Agreed
	
	

	8. Such clarification to be included within any Code produced and within other guides and any notices & etc. (see Promulgation).  Consider separate promulgation;  
	Agreed
Agreed
	
	

	9. Identification of all boats used on the Tideway as required under Byelaws with standard sized and formatted name plus Club alpha/numeric code;
	Agreed 

Agreed and already done by ARA Council resolution due for implementation within 2 months of this date or thereabouts.
	
	

	10. Enforcement of boat identification can be placed to rowing authorities / Clubs – require periodic reports of boats held, compliance with applicable rowing Code for construction and marking / identification.  In parallel, PLA to monitor and enforce the present or amended Byelaw that requires boat identification;
	Agreed
Agreed and already done by ARA Council resolution due for implementation within 2 months of this date or thereabouts.

Agreed
Agreed but PLA have already been consulted and agreed to our proposed  system and merely need to approve it.
	
	

	11. A level of control is possible and recommended by noting boats joining the Tideway at manned entry points from enclosed waterways e.g. upper Thames, and canals;
	Agreed 

Agreed
	
	

	12.  Maintain a log of transgressors from rules as noted on the river by PLA Harbour Service personnel & promulgate list at the manned entry points.  Use the list to take action when the craft are seen again – e.g. informal advice through to action taken by PLA harbour service personnel in accordance with their powers.  Whilst control works best with a registration scheme as seen on other waterways, it is understood that this may not be possible due to the open nature of the river.  If a registration scheme were an option this would be recommended – i.e. not licensing but monitoring of river users, evidenced say by display of a permit, including day permits);
	Agreed 

Agreed
	
	

	13.  Increase enforcement, at least for a period of introduction of any new Rules or Code:

a) Inspection and licensing of all coach boats to be implemented as per Byelaws;

b) Review the type of Harbour Services vessel used – consider shallower vessels creating less wake, able to navigate all areas and at suitable speed to respond to issues;

c) Style of enforcement – consider less formal approach.  Discuss options with rowing and other user groups.  A closer matching with the user profile may assists as seen with police style (e.g. using cycle patrols & community policing) and on some other waterways.  Co-operation and use of user group personnel may assist but thought difficult due to the voluntary nature.  An alternative or to compliment this greater routine involvement with the user groups may assist.
	Agreed Agreed

Agreed Agreed 

Agreed Agreed – very much so

Agreed Agreed

Agreed Agreed

Agreed Agreed

Agreed Agreed
	
	

	14. Speed limit – greater enforcement with speed guns and/or speed indicator boards on bridges;
	Agreed 

Agreed but speed is not the problem it is wash.  Speed is really only a problem if there is a big wash and I have no knowledge of speed per se causing any crash any time in the last 35+ years on the Tideway
	
	

	15.  Formalise the dispensation from the 8 knot speed limit for rowers in addition to accompanying coach boats;
	Cant see the need but no problem with this
	
	

	16.  Formalise the requirement of rowing craft to act as ‘power driven vessels’ under the COLREGS when in collision situations;
	Agreed 

Agreed but they are self-evidently power driven
	
	

	17. Consider Markers/ colouring at some physical hazards to increase visibility;
	Agreed 

Agreed – very much so and with buoys as well
	
	

	18.  No overtaking approaching bridges (within a distance to be further assessed, e.g. 200m);
	Agreed 

Agreed – very much so at low tide

May reduce the distance on a high tide?
	TSS

Point 18 is not agreed, this will block the river up.
	

	19.  Consider monitoring wash levels particularly during any required certification process, but also in general use – more difficult on a tideway but Environment Agency apparently prosecute (if they do at all) under wash and damage caused rather than speed.  (They monitor height of wash using simple stick gauge at bank);
	Agreed 

Agreed 
	
	

	20. Consider whether designated crossing points are advantageous as they have the disadvantage of concentrating crossing traffic but also have the advantage that it identifies where traffic is most likely to be crossing
	No comment
	
	

	21. Consider the option of the application of Rule 9 through Kew Bridge on a tidal basis at Low Water;
	Not understood.
	TSS

Point 21 is unnecessary and impractical, a rule cannot change at an arbitrary tide height!
	

	22.  Consider the options for navigation at low water between Kew Bridge and the Isleworth Ferry Gate;  
	Agreed 

Agreed
	
	

	23. Input to the PLA Navigation Safety Management System to be improved. Include specific problems of: 

i)          Collision risks at Kew Bridge 

ii) Collision risks at Chiswick Bridge

iii) Collision risk due to conflict at change of tide.
	Agreed 

Agreed

Agreed Agreed 

Agreed Agreed

Agreed Agreed


	
	

	
	
	
	

	15.2
Improve Promulgation:


	
	TSS

We generally agree except 13 see below
	

	1. Produce one publication combining all navigational controls.  Ideally one set of rules consecutively numbered including the requirements of COLREGS, BYLAWS etc.  and addressed under each topic e.g. application,  speed, lookout and etc.;
	Agreed  Agreed 
	
	

	2.  Publish, be co-sponsor or otherwise actively involved in production of the rowing Code, if accepted;
	Agreed  Agreed
	
	

	3.  In parallel publish a joint River Thames User Guide with Environmental Agency or
	Agreed  Agreed
	
	

	4. Publish a PLA Tideway User Guide or “Leisure Safety Code”; 
	Agreed  Agreed
	
	

	5.  The river user guide should include either a summary description of any rowing special rules / rowing Code of Practice requirements or have the rowing Code incorporated;
	Agreed  Agreed
	
	

	6.  The river user guide should include a schematic / map of the river highlighting risks, special requirements such as at pinch points and other points of note.  The guide should summarise safety features and requirements, (see present Environment Agency version), as well as any social /pleasure information;
	Agreed  Agreed
	
	

	7.  A launch programme for the new regime including a series of introductory presentations and meetings at or hosting main Clubs.   Work alongside the ARA / TRRC in presenting a joint front in respect of agreed rowing procedures and/ or present to senior figures amongst their body and agree an ARA / TRRC presentation that they will make to members;
	Agreed  Agreed

Agreed  Agreed

Agreed  Agreed


	
	

	8.  Revision of the PLA website to become more user friendly and less impenetrable:
a. Greater visibility of any navigational rules;

b. Improved search facility or drop down indexing for leisure users – drawing attention to navigational rules;

c. Reproduction in screen viewing format and printable format of any Code plus other publications decided upon such as a river Thames / Tideway User Guide, if this does not include the rowing Code;

d. Production and greater visibility of a summarised version of the navigation rules for leisure use; i.e. more “glossy” than bland Byelaw reproduction;

e.  Linking the web site with other sites including main user bodies (ARA / TRRC etc) and official bodies particularly from adjacent regions e.g. the Environment Agency;

	Agreed  Agreed

Agreed  Agreed

Agreed  Agreed

Agreed  Agreed

Agreed  Agreed

Agreed  Agreed


	
	

	9.  Use the Tourist Information network and associated leisure interests to gain wider publication; link to their web sites, make guide available to them;
	Agreed  Agreed
	
	

	10. Work with TRRC / ARA to widely publicise the requirements. Link selected sections of websites.  Ensure they pick up the changes as a theme and use internally;  
	Agreed  Agreed

Agreed Agreed particularly
	
	

	11.  Similarly tie in with other user groups and raise awareness possibly as part of a launch programme;  
	Agreed Agreed
	
	

	12.  Provide leaflets at Thames Tideway entry points e.g. Limehouse, Teddington, Brentford Locks, etc. Use of map / schematic diagrams alongside written advice;
	Agreed Agreed
	
	

	13.  Provide leaflets at Thames Tideway entry points e.g. Limehouse, Teddington, Brentford Locks, etc. Use of map / schematic diagrams alongside written advice;
	Agreed Agreed

Agreed Agreed
	We generally agree except:

Point 13 - marking the channel is very difficult and just introduces more obstacles to hit!
	

	13. Marking of channel is possible but would introduce hazards; consider signage along the bank at strategic locations such as entry points, approaching bridges with diagram of channel and river width;
	Agreed
Agreed;  Agreed

Agreed
Agreed


	
	

	14. Other signage to be considered:

i. Speed limit;

ii. Simple notice of areas where rowing is anticipated;

iii. Depth gauges at all bridges;

iv.  Signs at entry points to the river system; simple clear examples using schematics and/or plain language showing general rule / constraints including any channel, speed limit and presence of boats outside the channel (if this is permitted);

v. Signs at intervals (diagrammatic) showing that rowers may be following a track different from right hand rule (if this is permitted);

vi. Signs along the bank highlighting the position of the channel (if so designated); e.g. passing through centre arches of bridges, clear of sewage outfalls etc.;

vii.  Warning signs indicating approach to crossing area  (designate crossing or presence of slipways / club houses); 

viii. Warning signs at crossing points.

	Agreed Agreed

Agreed
Agreed

Agreed Agreed VERY much so and depth should define use style above Kew

Agreed Agreed

Agreed Agreed

Agreed  Agreed and also consider bank lines to indicate depth and thus possible change of use (less restrictions than at low water)

Agreed Agreed

Agreed Agreed


	
	

	
	
	
	

	15.3
Improve Cross-User Communication:
	
	TSS

We agree with the need for better communication but communicating to PLA and passenger vessels is in place, but there’s no-one else to talk to as a body.
	

	1.
Form a new User Group with a more effective fixed agenda to concentrate on matters of safety as a high priority.  Encourage greater interaction between river users and with the PLA to raise awareness of rowing procedures;
	Agreed Agreed
	
	

	2.
Increased informal contact with user groups including TRRC.  Periodic (3 or 4 monthly) meetings with TRRC safety advisor to discuss general and safety issues;
	Agreed Agreed

Agreed Already agreed
	
	


	3.
Communication and transfer of information between PLA and ARA can be improved; variance in incident statistics highlights gaps in knowledge transfer.   This may be partly attributed to possible adverse use of data:

i. Clarification of the use may be required – safety improvement or enforcement purpose;

ii. Consider measures to improve formal and informal data transfer:  

1. Anonymous reports / identity masking for safety improvement use from TRRC/ARA to PLA;

2. Better communication at un-minuted meetings;

3. Regular quarterly of four-monthly meetings with TRRC safety adviser;
	Agreed Agreed

Agreed Agreed

Agreed Agreed and in progress

Agreed Agreed

Agreed Agreed

Agreed Agreed
	
	

	4.
Guidance required on acceptability/standards for boat lighting as well as use to be better applied and enforced;
	Agreed Agreed
	
	

	5.
Observation cameras on bridges for a trial period with regular scheduled meetings between PLA and ARA / TRRC to review evidence.
	Agreed and in position so I am told
	TSS

We don’t think cameras on bridges are needed, if the PLA want to monitor a bridge one day a video camera would suffice!
	

	
	
	
	


	15.4
Recommendations to be put to the ARA/TRRC
	
	TSS

We agree with these and with the TRRCs Safety Advisors responses, except as follows: (indicated below)
	

	1. Identification of novice crew / cox / steers person; day-glo vests worn by cox & bow/steers person for a probationary period (particularly if tied in with certification);
	Agreed Agreed – but we need to agree a colour code for novice scullers to differentiate with experienced ones who wish to use day glow

Suggest Red with Green for “passed test but not yet confident”

Subsequent comment- perhaps we can put markers on the boat bow and stern canvases like Empacher slots at right angles and literally put “L” plates and “R” plates on obtained from Car Accessory shops This avoids confusion with the issue of  vests for visibility
	CHRIS WILLIAMS (TIDEWAY SCULLERS’ SCHOOL)

Is there any indication of how long the probationary period ought to be or how it should end?

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC)

This is not known but this is for us to make recommendations.

DICK FINDLAY (QUINTIN BC)

It would be an idea for us to suggest a response.

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 

Absolutely – that is the point of this meeting

CHRIS SPRAGUE (TRRC)

Are we assuming that ‘novice crew’ means novice under the Rules of Racing or subjective assessment?

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 

agreed this was likely to mean a subjective decision by the coach and likely to mean a beginner.

BEN REED (ST PAUL’S SCHOOL BC)

Rather a probationary time-based period, this should be a standard they have got to reach.  

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC) 

The TRRC is already looking at the issue of testing coxes on the Tideway and is in contact with Chairmen of other Regional Rowing Councils especially for the Tideway heads

MARJORIE ISRAËL (CYGNET RC)

questioned whether red and green were in fact dayglo colours, noting that yellow is a more noticeable colour.  She also remarked that some colour blind people may not be able to distinguish between red and green.  

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 
noted the problem of conflict: if everyone has to wear dayglo vests how do you distinguish between the experience levels?

CHRIS WILLIAMS (TIDEWAY SCULLERS’ SCHOOL )

It does not matter about the experience levels.

MARTIN SILCOCK (SONS OF THE THAMES RC)

thought that clubs should decide what novices are as it is a word in the English language and therefore open to interpretation.

PAULINE RAYNER (THAMES RC) 

wondered if “inexperienced” would be better a term

RICHARD PHILIPS (TRRC; LONDON RC) 

It would be an idea for the Region to run seminars and people to attend in order to get their certification.  Persons would not be considered experienced or safe unless they have attended some type of training.

ALAN HAWES (THAMES RC)

noted that if this recommendation was to apply to competitions, umpires would need to allow this variation to racing kit.

CHRIS SPRAGUE (TRRC)

said that we would need to determine whether this relates to practising and/or competing, but thought it likely to be interpreted as just for practising as this is what was discussed in respect of the recent event at Chiswick.

S Dooley by email

Largely agree

This was a TRC originated idea backed by other Tideway clubs.  I still support it in theory, but feel it died due to lack of championing.  Yellow and Green vests are a better idea – red vests are hard to find.  Yellow is available in many cycle outlets.

Markers on the boat are impratical, likely to fall off and tedious for users as well as poorly visible given their height on a boat.

HOWEVER this has not adequately addressed the ARA requirement for a life jacket to be the uppermost piece of clothing – this obstructs sight of a vest.

TSS

Bright orange vests would serve to identify beginners - we have lifejackets which do this well.
	

	2.  Alternately using differing colours all coxes / bow / steer persons to have day glo vests – seen used to good effect on the river.  Improves visibility and conspicuousness;
	Not agreed 

Not agreed – too prescriptive. This means every single sculler would have to wear one. Suggest that, as with lights, day-glow vests are ‘required’ only at night, dawn and dusk. Light colours, preferably [reflective] white, should be mandatory at night for all bow steersmen and are to be encouraged for the rest of the crew by means of culture, example and exhortation 


	NEIL PICKFORD (CYGNET RC)

For whose benefit are the day glo vests?

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 

said they were for general safety

ELIZABETH WRAY (TRRC; TWICKENHAM RC)

If novice coxswains and steers have a different colour then it lets people know, especially within the rowing community that they may be slower to respond to needing to change course. 

NEIL PICKFORD (CYGNET RC)

queried whether the vests would be made available in different sizes and suitability of wearing these garments whilst rowing/sculling

ANTHONY CAKE (PUTNEY TOWN RC)

said that vests are fine on the road when are lit by headlamps but do not work so well in low light.

AMANDA BIRKINSHAW (PUTNEY TOWN RC)

suggested that bow should also wear the cox’s novice vest.

S Dooley by email

RWSA is quite right

S Blackburn ARA CDO

I also think that (possibly reflective) course markers (as used to be used
on the Cam by crews practicing racing pieces) in the bows of novice boats
might act also act as a useful guide.

S Ward NWSA {SW}

Need to note that it is dangerous to wear a vest over a lifejacket

Problem with mixing colours – a single colour is easier to distinguish from a distance.

TSS

Experienced crews and scullers who want to be visible can continue to use bright yellow.
	

	3. Certification of cox / steersperson should be compulsory: syllabus recommended to include a minimum time on the water in a training capacity;
	Agreed 

Completely agreed. Not before time. The present modus operandi is subject to the whim of coach and captain and is so variable as to be dangerous. 

Proposal. Set up a working group from Div 16 to 19, plus any ARA help from the Coach educator team, to write a syllabus and approve/modify the test on the site

http://thamesrc.atics.co.uk/cms/safety/mandatory-tideway/steering/steering-test.html 


	S Dooley by email
Certification needs to be thought through to avoid bureaucracy/logjams

S Blackburn ARA CDO

I fear that, if it is left to clubs to decide what is an adequate standard for steerspeople, that some clubs do not have the structure in place to make this decision. Many smaller clubs do not have experienced coaches or any coaches at all. I prefer the idea of a syllabus being prepared with clubs then self-certifying their members to that
syllabus.

S Ward NWSA

There is a need for a national syllabus – I have discussed this with Stuart Taylor (coach educator with ARA) and he agrees. There are several fingers in this pie, but there is no reason why it cannot be kick started by TRRC with national syllabus in mind.
	

	4. Certification of coach boat drivers should become compulsory e.g. RYA Level II with ARA specific modules;
	Completely agreed. Not before time. The present level of launch driving courtesy is appalling and is dangerous in some cases.

Fact: There is already a working group on this.

Proposal: it[the working group] needs to have a timetable set for performance of its objective, which should be twofold:

The normal/modified RYA level 2 (suitable for continental training camps, etc.)

Specialised, inexpensive, Regional-based, non-RYA Tideway-only syllabus for clubs


	CHRIS WILLIAMS (TIDEWAY SCULLERS’ SCHOOL)

disagreed with the RYA course saying that it does not meet our needs.

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 

said there was a working party looking into this with a view to modifying the RYA to suit rowers whilst still having the capacity to cover them on foreign training camps where RYA Level II is required.

CHRIS WILLIAMS (TIDEWAY SCULLERS’ SCHOOL)

Why can’t we have an ARA licence?

TONY REYNOLDS (IMPERIAL COLLEGE BC)

You have a problem here because you say it is compulsory, but under the law of the land anybody can take out a boat and you do not need to be licensed.

STAN COLLINGWOOD (TRUC)

If we are behaving responsibility as a sport then we voluntarily agree to this.

ELIZABETH WRAY (TRRC, TWICKENHAM RC)

importantly noted that coaches have dispensation to exceed the speed limit when they are accompanying crews; other river users do not have this dispensation.

BRIAN ARMSTRONG (LEANDER CLUB)

It seems we are getting bogged down in the detail of the recommendations and we should first establish whether we agree with the principle of the recommendation and then leave the detail to the people we will supply to the drafting committees.

ALAN HAWES (THAMES RC)

I have been driving launches for 55 years.  It is my view that having seen over those years a very large percentage of incompetent launch drivers putting themselves and their crews at risk, any crew gong out with an incompetent driver is stupid.

RICHARD PHILIPS (TRRC; LONDON RC) 

Perhaps ARA insurance should not cover people unless they have completed their course.

MARTIN SILCOCK (SONS OF THE THAMES)

said that he was intending to submit his own response to the SA report.

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC) 

Everyone is entitled to put own responses in but in theory they should come through the TRRC for onward transmission to PLA.

This needs to be made easily and cheaply available.  Bulk purchase of courses, championing by TRRC required

SW

The Water Safety Working Group made a start some time ago and has reached the point of tying up a three stage development of launch drivers.

 Club Based syllabus for familiarisation including local conditions

 RYA 2 with adaptations for rowing.

 RYA 3 (rescue) geared to rowing requirements.

The preliminary work has been done and it has been stalled whilst waiting to get the “experts” together to draft the final syllabus for 1 & 3 and adaptations for 2.

The RYA 3 rowing needs has been mentioned to the RYA and was received favourably.

TSS

ARA should develop its own course as part of the IA award, and get this recognised internationally.

	

	5. Increased education and effective training amongst the rowing community – noted as Attachment H
	Agreed
Agreed. This needs to cover:

Coaches – both old (experienced!) and new to Tideway

Steerspersons

Rowers in rest of crew

In addition to that in App H, the TRRC website is being developed to increase education. TRRC has done very successful seminars. Also, it is planned to issued DVDs, videos and the steering syllabus/test can be disseminated widely…  
	There were no comments regarding this recommendation.

S Dooley by email

Agreed with RWSA
Online training courses – easily accessed, effective but expensive?

SW

We need to look at what has been prepared already by Water Safety Working Group. I.E. “Sharing the Water” – this had an input from the PLA (David Foster) and is on DVD/PowerPoint.

IT WOULD BE A GOOD IDEA TO HAVE A THAMES PERSON ON THE WATER SAFETY WORKING GROUP. The group usually meets once a month 11.00 a.m. ‘till about 5.00 p.m. with action points being taken away. 


	


An ARA matter. The ARA provides national guidance – e.g. the Remploy sculling lifejacket and W.S.Code. (This will help non- rowers with smaller, better fitting lifejackets and allow non-rowers and the physically disabled / non-swimmers to row)
	
	There were no comments regarding this recommendation.

S Dooley by email

Agreed with RWSA

SW

Done. – the new lifejacket is intended for 35kg upwards.
	
	

	7. Increased internal enforcement by ARA/TRRC/Clubs.  At least for a period of introduction of any new Rules or Code of Practice.  To be tied in with promulgation, enforce the rules with regards positioning, overtaking and manoeuvring;  
	Agreed 

Completely agreed. 

The TRRC to provide the input for the PLA liaison and production of the new Rules and Clubs to become part of this process rather than seeing coming from “above”. Absolutely essential to develop the philosophy that club officers be the ‘policemen’ for club members rather than the regional or ARA advisers.


	DICK FINDLAY (QUINTIN BC)

There is a great deal of misunderstanding about the rowing rules, especially about rowing with the stream.  Perhaps considering the number of umpires involved in rowing, the PLA should enforce the rules, might it be a thought that umpires would have the authority to tell people where they should be?  You would know who you were being talked to, as we have lost boatmen and others with knowledge.  This is the sport policing its sport.  

PAULINE RAYNER (THAMES RC)

Years ago when Peter Coni argued our case to revert back to our line of rowing as we do know, we argued the case that what was agreed specifically was that at the turn of the tide, all had to be on the right of centre if they didn’t know when tide turn was.  As long as clubs had told their members this and where the centre is we wouldn’t be in these problems.  Also Coni worked out that large squads doing pieces should go on the outside of slower crews and not force them into the centre as novice people cannot cope with this.  That is what you have to enforce.

S Dooley by email

Agreed with RWSA - Yes – assuming  clear promulgation of the rules
SW

Agree this needs careful handling and it is important that although reporting of “offenders” may come from various sources, it should be the club who deals with its offending members.

It may be useful to give clubs guidance on sanctions that could be used, but at the same time the ARA grievance procedure needs to be promulgated.

Clubs with a high incidence of offenders/repeat offenders should be offered help with their education and training program.

Repeat offenders may require compulsory “educating” rather than fining etc.
	

	8. To improve internal enforcement consider appointment by TRRC of ‘duty marshals’ to monitor activities at busy periods such as weekends.  Divisional Representatives should play a significant role in this respect.  Improve reporting and enforcement procedures within Clubs and Divisions.
	Agreed
Completely agreed. Clubs to agree a duty roster of “duty marshal” with launch and agreed colour “bib”.  TRRC to provide funds for petrol and launch expenses. All clubs with launches to be involved on a proportional basis to club members/ number of launches.  Syllabus for what advice to offer and how to offer it to be provided in guidance document. Heavy reliance of video data in case of argument on grounds of fact - v common! (“I was on the right line”…when nearly on the Fulham flats on the Ebb!)

RWSA

Comment on TSS

This is a good idea.


	ALAN WHITE (THAMES TRADESMEN’S RC)

noted a typo on the presentation for this recommendation: that ‘Thames Tradesmen’s RC’ should in fact read ‘TRRC’.

CHRIS WILLIAMS (TIDEWAY SCULLERS’ SCHOOL) 

said that this is not feasible.

STAN COLLINGWOOD (TRUC)

It is entirely feasible to organise a rota of duty marshals but the difficulty is that all would need to understand what we were there to do and what our powers were.  I am in favour of sending out people with video cameras.  This is allowing people to police within their own clubs.

BEN REED (ST PAUL’S SCHOOL BC) 

said that this would be difficult for schools because they could not do duty marshalling in school time.

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC)

said that the rowing community is large, but every club ought to play its part where possible

LUKE HOWELLS (MORTLAKE, ANGLIAN & ALPHA BC) 

said that this was not practical.  He thought that his club would not buy in nor anyone agreeing to go out and sit in a launch.  People go out to coach or to row rather than to police, unless they were to be paid.

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC) 

One of the biggest issues for the PLA is that we are not policing the sport ourselves

RICHARD WEST (TRRC)

This is a load of rubbish.  I can’t see how this would work.  It is even difficult enough to keep people on multilane courses in their right place.  Clubs should be responsible for ensuring crews are educated.

MARTIN SILCOCK (SONS OF THE THAMES RC)

echoed this and asked what internal enforcement means.  He said that this seems like setting up a police force that would not have any authority.  He supported RICHARD WEST (TRRC)’s comment that it is the responsibility of clubs to ensure crews are educated.

PAULINE RAYNER (THAMES RC) 

disagreed that clubs are not doing anything – many are always telling the young members what to do but everyone makes mistakes.  

S Blackburn CDO

On recommendation 9 [sic 8], Pauline said that all clubs told their members about safety. I'm afraid that this is simply not true. Of the three clubs I have had close dealings with on the river, only 1 tells members about safety on joining and that one has only started doing so in the last 12 months as a
result of the risk review. I think it is important to remember that a lot of  what is suggested/imposed will be easy for the mega-clubs to handle (their bigger problem is keeping tabs on wayward members) but harder for the minnows to bring in to place
NEIL PICKFORD (CYGNET RC)

Would these people police just the rowing community?  They would have to ignore other river users.  What can they do?  

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC) 

We need to be reporting incidents and when people have disobeyed the laws to the PLA, or to the TRRC so we can let the PLA know.  The large proportion of complaints comes against the rowing community, but we don’t bother to send in incident reports.

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 

said it is wrong to use the term ‘policing’ as they are instead advising.  

ALISON FAIERS (THAMES TRADESMEN’S RC)

Are we establishing a duty of care by introducing duty marshals?

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 

Good point.

S Dooley by email

Agreed with RWSA

Yes, but not sure the clubs are the right pool of marshals (perceived bias and lack of volunteers).   Requires video equipment (and use of same when steering!)

SW

Agree self-regulation in these circumstances can be far more effective and on the spot warnings or pointing out mistakes can be an effective source of education.

TSS

Duty Marshals are not seen as viable as we scarcely have enough coaches and competent people to do what we do now.  A much better approach is to licence a large number of coaches who can act as enforcers while they coach, reporting transgressions to their Div Rep.
	

	9. Review of accident statistics and action on trends to be visibly improved. Include in discussions with PLA at periodic meetings. e.g. the ARA statistics contain several comments querying the use of 4’s on the tideway, particularly for inexperienced crews.   Incidents with rowers caught out by stream on bridges and fixed marks continue, including 2005 during Ladies Heads meetings;
	Agreed
Agreed. This has already been started. I have agreed with the Harbour Master to have all non-impact near miss reports sent electronically to me on a no-blame basis and am happy to have no names - if that is wanted. See http://safety.thames-rrc.org/information/incident-reporting.html 

I am to meet quarterly with the Harbour Master to review the “near miss” reports.
	RICHARD PHILIPS (TRRC; LONDON RC)

said COLREGS say that everyone has a duty to avoid a collision.  Every coach, every responsible person has a duty to report it back to the club in question.

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 

This links with the next slide which is about near misses.  I have arranged with the Harbourmaster for non-contact near misses (anonymously if required) to be submitted electronically to me and I will review these data quarterly with Harbourmaster.

MARJORIE ISRAËL (CYGNET RC)

Can you clarify what near miss is? Because if it is just a crew cutting across another this would take a lot of time to report?

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 

said that people would need to use their judgment (e.g. if both crews have to hold it hard)

EMMA DONAN (?) (PUTNEY TOWN RC)

asked how many near misses there were last year

ALAN HAWES (THAMES RC)

About four times the number that were reported.  

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 

said he will meet the motorboat, sailing people etc at the meetings with the Harbour Master.  In all cases they will be willing to respond to the complaint.  

MARJORIE ISRAËL (CYGNET RC)

Who gets more incidents reported to them ARA or PLA? And do both parties keep the other informed?

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 

said that last year there was not much communication between the two – hopefully will change.  Near miss reporting is a new thing.

S Dooley by email

Agreed with RWSA

.

SW

This could be taken further by having a single report for reportable incidents suitable for ARA and PLA database.

The PLA would much prefer us dealing with rowing incidents as long as they are aware of the incident and that it has been dealt with – less work for them – and they can close the file.

Progress is being made on using COMmunicate for online reporting for all ARA clubs, we need however to have some way of addressing the need on occasions for a plan drawing of the incident – Any ideas?. The first step will be just filling in the present form and submitting through COMmunicate. (September 2005), but we need to progress to a full electronic (dropdown box etc.) approach where data can be fed to all interested parties and analysed with little secretarial intervention. Making the process of reporting easy should encourage the culture of reporting.


	

	10.Provide guidance and take up as a theme the fact that user risk assessments should include better assessment of interaction with other craft – i.e. is it assessed sensible to row set pieces without deviation in a dynamic environment seen on the river;
	Agreed 

Agreed. This is a matter of coach and club education and a reduction of the “I will not stop for anything” attitude and a substitution of “I will just have to do this piece again – and just think of the training benefit I will get!”
	There were no comments regarding this recommendation.

S Dooley by email

Agreed with RWSA

SW

Agree work needs to be done on getting the message across.
	

	11.  The Water Safety Code provides little direct input relating to navigation.  And in particular does not touch on navigation or collision avoidance.  Produce a local Code or promulgate any Code decided after this study, to include local hazards and rules and the COLREGS.  Emphasise role of COLREGS and in particular in collision avoidance;
	Agreed 

Agreed. ARA/Regional (Tideway – initially) work on new section of the code applicable to the Tideway as appendix proposed by Region. Others to follow if desired.

Proposal: PLA TRRC working party to do.


	MARTIN SILCOCK (SONS OF THE THAMES RC)

COLREGS – the report did not contain any discussion of whether COLREGS are sensible.  That does not seem sensibly aligned with rowers instinct to turn into the bank to avoid a collision.

CHRIS SPRAGUE (TRRC) 

said that in the report it says that the collision avoidance rules should be applied in any event and this would cause a disaster.  This was a definite mistake in the report.

S Dooley by email

Agreed with RWSA

TSS

The Rowing Rules by the PLA provide local navigation rules as required by the Safety Code.  Writing something else would be counter productive!
	

	12.  If a system of rowing routes outside the main channel is chosen by the PLA, emphasise within training and publications that rowers proceeding against the stream are to remain adjacent to the bank.  There must be greater awareness of other users;
	Agreed 

Absolutely Agreed.

See the steering test. Too many crews steer so far out that several – let alone one – crews could “undertake them”. The criterion should be that no one can even think of getting inside the gap between you and the bank. See video clip![link to be put in]

Proposal: TRRC working party to do.
	EMMA DONAN (?) (PUTNEY TOWN RC)

spoke of the perceived gap between you and the bank.  She said that at low water, it may seem that you are not tucked into the bank but you often need to be further out than you ought to because of debris.

NICK WATKINS (THAMES TRADESMEN’S RC)

Said there were variable differences in scullers’ and larger crews’ speeds.  The Coni Rules say that the faster crews should be on the outside.  There are problems with faster crews catching up with slower ones. 

S Dooley by email

Agreed with RWSA. subject to RWSA making fair allowance for crews preferring to avoid shoals than brush the foliage

	

	13. Lookout – decide upon standardised guidance on frequency and operation and promulgate this widely
	Agreed 

Agreed!

Proposal: TRRC working party to do this on a SCIENTIFIC BASIS.  Look at the report – look at his calculations of speed of boat and distance covered per stroke and work out optimum number of strokes taken between looks for each of the many situations likely to be found. Take film of this process for research purposes. This “look out” is a key process. Investigate panoramic mirrors and web cams with low cost small computers, etc 
	CHRIS WILLIAMS (TIDEWAY SCULLERS’ SCHOOL) 

said that this is unenforceable as a rule and should be a matter for education

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 

said guidance should be produced to inform education

S Dooley by email

Disagrees with RWSA

Does not use words in a way that makes any sense to the reader

SW

Turning in front of bridges could also be included.
	

	14. Lookout – make this the focus of a safety campaign within rowing community.  Monitor accident and incident statistics; take action against those where poor lookout is a feature;
	Agreed 

Proposal: TRRC PR committee to take on board and devise means of doing this with stick and carrot. Action must be determined as being more training and testing – perhaps by a group of dedicated “educators” before such a person is allowed out on his or her own again?  Like being force to take the driving test again?
	PAULINE RAYNER (THAMES RC) 

This is an issue of everyone being aware of what other boats are doing and being courteous.

S Dooley by email

Agees with RWSA

SW

Agree


	

	15. Lookout – other options include lead by powered craft and verbal control; rear view mirrors (no formal assessment seen).  The current situation must be improved and if not by better application of standardised guidance then other means must be introduced for safety;
	NOT Agreed
lead by powered craft- not agreed as practical

rear view mirrors; agreed  -needs research

Proposal: TRRC technical / coaches committee to do this on a proper scientific basis as previously indicated.
	There was general agreement to this recommendation.

CHRIS WILLIAMS (TIDEWAY SCULLERS’ SCHOOL) 

said that rear view mirrors do not work

S Dooley by email

Rear view mirror proposals not clear, otherwise agreed

SW

Yes “How safe is your Club?” – clubs could be given a star or oar rating

TSS

Mirrors don’t work - been tried by many people who crash into things they haven’t seen.  Leading by powered craft is a non starter as the wash prevents rowing properly.
	

	16. Review enforcement actions open to rowing authorities:

a. Greater publicity of offenders;

b. Restrictions on competitive rowing, including removal of ARA membership;

c. Sanctions against Club for members and hosted rowers;
	Propose a committee of all Tideway Div Reps be convened with President Chairman and Safety adviser to agree coordinated action so enforcement is standardised  and provide “guidance” to Club Captains to enforce. Region only steps in as last resort

Agreed
Agreed. Tideway Slug or similar?

… this should not be personal but club-orientated, i.e. the stats published should be about safe clubs not individuals. The launch driver poll but based on fact rather than opinion could be one way forward here.

Not Agreed
The idea of banning an individual by removing personal membership of the ARA for a regional disciplinary matter is not one with which I agree. Discipline and sanctions must reside with club and club captains. It has been suggested already to provide guidance for consistency. Lets leave it at that.

Not Agreed
Hosted rowers are a problem only if they come from another region.  The only solution here is for the events to cooperate with the clubs and use the threat of a ban for offenders from events and clubs if the club in question does not take appropriate disciplinary action for individuals and if it is complete club that needs action taken then this would be a matter for Regional Council on the advice of the RWSA.
	S Dooley by email

Agrees with RWSA

CHRIS SPRAGUE (TRRC) 

I think this is going to be expected by the PLA

STAN COLLINGWOOD (TRUC)

if we are going to pursue this we should insist on a quid pro quo from our navigation authorities 

S Dooley by email 

Uncertain – bias too easy to introduce

There was general agreement to this recommendation
STAN COLLINGWOOD (TRUC)

We need to have big sticks. 

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 

I personally don’t agree with this.

RICHARD PHILIPS (TRRC; LONDON RC) 

If you go to, say, Nottingham and commit a dangerous offence you get a false start or a penalty for that event.  Perhaps there should be time penalties for Tideway heads for whole club?

CHRIS SHEA (HEAD OF THE RIVER FOURS) 

Any disciplinary system that doesn’t have sanctions which are used when necessary is not a disciplinary system.

S Dooley by email
No comment other than no retrospective sanctions for a club merely for hosting a malfeasor

SW

Agree

It could be that nationally we insist on any visiting crews coming on to the tideway must boat from a host club and that they must be fully aware of the rules and navigation governing this water. Clubs that offend could be blacklisted. Clubs hosting visitors have a responsibility for their “guests”.
	

	17. Buoyancy – it is imperative that all boats are sufficiently buoyant.  Ensure adoption and compliance with international / national standards;
	Agreed 

A British code exists for this.  The international one is for FISA regattas.   

Proposal


Every club is asked to conduct a self-audit of boats with respect to buoyancy and retain it on file. Each club should propose its own time scale to suit its budget whereby it can complete a programme of buoyancy provision. The audit document should be kept up to date to reflect the progress toward 100% buoyant fleets and the percentage achieved should be reported back to the RWSA on the annual audit.
	There were no comments regarding this recommendation.

S Dooley by email

Depends on the form of the audit.  Agree in theory, but very much provisional on the proposed form of audit and guidance

SW

This aspect could be included on the club’s register of their boats linked to boat identification. It is important for club members to assess the risk which includes knowledge of the boat they are using and if they are “overboated”.
	

	18.  Navigation Lights - Standardised design of lights for fitting forward and aft with lights also visible from side;
	;  Agreed up to a point. It is too prescriptive to insist on a standard light but what is required is a standard performance. 

Proposal

A technical panel appointed to determine luminescence and penetrative distance requirements together with a suggested list of suppliers of such suitable products
	DICK FINDLAY (QUINTIN BC)

Is it not possible for ARA or other body to have a stock of standard lights?

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC) 

said that it would not be impossible for us to work with suppliers on this issue.

ALAN HAWES (THAMES RC) 

queried the need for standardisation of design as a standard will remain a standard even when it is out of date.  The light’s performance (e.g. visibility over distance) should be the standard. 

BEN REED (ST PAUL’S SCHOOL BC)

suggested that if a standard design were not produced, then a list of approved suppliers should be drawn up. 

AMANDA BIRKINSHAW (?) (PUTNEY TOWN RC) 

Should we be rowing at night?

MARJORIE ISRAËL (CYGNET RC) 

Not rowing at night is nine of ten times the best option, as the cox/steer can’t really see what they are doing.

S Dooley by email

The requirement is for visibility, not for a particular form of light.  Panel seems decent idea, if a little OTT
S Blackburn

On recommendation 18: someone complained that the ARA does not sell lights.   It does.
	

	19. Lights - Boats to be fitted with light mounting brackets forward and aft standardised for lights in No 17;
	Partly Agreed 

Agreed but only up to a point. It is too prescriptive to insist on a standard light fitting but absolutely correct that the fitting (to suit the light) should be part of the boat

Proposal


The technical panel appointed to work with boat builders to design a universal fitting base.
	There were no comments regarding this recommendation.

S Dooley by email

Racing boats to have a light fitting?  Only if removable.  Long term proposal.  Good if easily removed as there is a need, but nereds to e thought through with care
	

	20. Lights - consider forward light having characteristics of a combined fixed and flashing/pulsating light (with fixed light aft)– discuss with PLA;
	Agreed 

Agreed. This is Sean Collins’s idea and a good one at that. 


	CHRIS WILLIAMS (TIDEWAY SCULLERS’ SCHOOL)

said that it was difficult to judge distance using a flashing light

NEIL JACKSON (TRRC) 

agreed and said that the human eye cannot judge distance of flashing objects

BEN REED (ST PAUL’S SCHOOL BC)

said that it is useful to know the direction of a boat

RICHARD PHILIPS (TRRC; LONDON RC) 

clarified that this recommendation suggests two white lights at front, one flashing, so the flashing light catches your eye.  He thought this was very sensible.

PAULINE RAYNER (THAMES RC)

said that there are times when it is very clear at night, and other times when visibility is poor.  Clubs should be advising crews on when it is appropriate to go out at night. 

NICK WATKINS (THAMES TRADESMEN’S RC) 

commented that a flashing light superimposed on fixed light is used on aircraft

S Dooley by email

No does not agree

I am informed by coxes that flashing lights have a “hypnotic” effect and result in them fixating on them rather than the river when near other crews.

TSS

We believe a flashing light confuses your binocular vision / ability to assess distance.  We don’t know if having a permanent light as well compensates.
	

	21. Lights – coach boats accompanying rowers at night are recommended to have a white light plus red/ green sidelights;
	Agreed 

Agreed. This is plain common sense. 


My personal view is that we ought to make the white light a mandatory mounting on a single vertical pole. 
	There were no comments regarding this recommendation.

S Dooley by email

YES!
	

	22. Locate or design a standard fitting for lights and for light characteristics and recommend these within the safety Code or other guidance;
	Not Agreed 

Not Agreed. This is too prescriptive. The luminescence and other characteristics should mirror normal light requirements under the Col Regs.,  Section25.
	There were no comments regarding this recommendation.

S Dooley by email

Agreed with RWSA


	

	23. Coach boats must actually be coaching to enjoy the concession of exceeding 8 knots and must be approved and certificated by the PLA as acceptable for wash;
	Not Agreed Provided that the wash is low when planing it is far, far better to be at speed than at below 8 knots. 


This recommendation does not cater for the possibility of a coach having stopped for a flotilla of scullers in order not to wash them down and lost ‘contact’ with the crew.

Acceptable for wash

Not Agreed

Not Agreed. The TRRC should decide this not the PLA. It is far better that rowers determine amongst themselves what is and is not acceptable and clubs will have to bite the bullet and accept that some launches will have to be sold

Recommendation 23 (continued)

23.  Coach boats …must be approved and certificated by the PLA as acceptable for wash;

RWSA’s initial response;  

Not Agreed

Not Agreed. The TRRC or better still Divs16 to 19 should decide this not the PLA. It is far better that rowers determine amongst themselves what is and is not acceptable and clubs will have to bite the bullet and accept that some launches will just have to be sold! [We all know which clubs we have in mind!]

Proposals: 1) A technical panel be appointed to look at low wash launches for the Tideway. 2) No tin fish-type launch has more than two coaches at any time.3) Wash characteristics are determined with stated total capacity of persons/ load on board and may never exceed this.  Load to be painted on boat externally on both sides and subject to  check by PLA and TRRC.
	ADAM WHITE (THAMES TRADESMEN’S RC)

How many coaching launches have a speedometer?  If not, how can 8 knots be judged?

CHRIS WILLIAMS (TIDEWAY SCULLERS’ SCHOOL) 

What is coaching? Catching up with a crew you are coaching that has gone ahead is coaching.

MARJORIE ISRAËL (CYGNET RC) 

What would happen if someone was going full pelt to save a sculler that has capsized?

ALAN HAWES (THAMES RC)

10 years ago all coaching boats had to be registered and should keep to speed limit.  The Environment Agency enforce this upriver.  

RICHARD PHILIPS (REGIONAL COACHING COMMISSION, TRRC; LONDON RC) 

The problem occurs when you get a fleet of 28 scullers doing a time trial and you then have to catch up with your crew.

TONY REYONOLDS (IMPERIAL COLLEGE BC)

I agree with Alan Hawes.  The PLA has been negligent in enforcing this.  They have not enforced registration laws or speed limits.  It is still a requirement.  

AMANDA BIRKINSHAW (?) (PUTNEY TOWN RC) 

spoke about specifying the number of people in a boat and in what situations this would apply (e.g. if a coach was taking three coxes to show them the course)  

BRIAN COLBORNE (DOWNE HOUSE BC)

said that thought would be given to whether this related to speed through the water or speed over the land.

There was general agreement that it meant speed though the water

S Dooley by email

Point 2 not agreed, rating boats by weight a better idea.  1 Gonzo and Reedy does not equal Steve Austin and James Elder.
	

	24. Coach boats or safety boat should accompany all rowers at night / poor visibility; particularly single scull as potentially most vulnerable;
	Not Agreed
Not Agreed. Totally impracticable and restrictive of the freedom of the individual lone sculler. Shows lack of understanding of way sculling squads are run or rights of the individual and appreciation of costs. 
	ANDREW RUSSELL (HSBC RC)

We need to explain what we mean by ‘night’.

RICHARD PHILIPS (TRRC; LONDON RC) 

suggested this implied sunset: when the streetlights came on

ALAN HAWES (THAMES RC) 

said that all clubs should set guidance on visibility levels 

ELIZABETH WRAY (TRRC; TWICKENHAM RC) 

said that there is an issue with coaches at night because they are not necessarily looking at where they are going, rather at their crews.  She said that she has been involved a number of near misses where this was the case.

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 

suggested at night having one driver and one coach.

There was general agreement to this suggestion.

MARJORIE ISRAËL (CYGNET RC) 

suggested this should be the same at busy daytime as well.

S Dooley by email

RWSA’s comment sensible, proposal was not.

S Blackburn ARA CDO

On recommendation 24: I feel that this is an OTT recommendation, but do
support the idea of requiring launches at night to have a driver as well as
a coach, or if they are only driven by one person, then that person's main
role will be as a look out rather than a coach.

TSS

Our Club Safety Rules already strongly recommend a safety boat at night, we believe this should be widespread.  Our view is you don’t get much benefit in a single scull at night, if accidents are more likely and if one does occur finding someone in the water is hard.  While the TRRC is concerned to protect freedom to do this, a sculler has a responsibility not to put others at risk by endangering himself.  We believe this point should be widely debated.
	

	25. Continue with noted work towards boat identification against a standard system for identification, including the use of a code sequence such as “LRC 27”;
	Agreed 

ARA council and WSC were well ahead of the plan here (and this goes back to Peter Coni’s recommendation in 1992 – which was never followed.) 


It will put an end to deliberately obstructive, cantankerous individuals, such as one from my club who insisted his boat was labelled with a minus sign on the basis that this was the Chinese symbol for “one”. He has been the incentive behind  by getting this latest move through the National WSsC and Council, which is nothing more than to compliance with the existing law. {On advice from the PLA, I understand his boat would only be legal here if it was registered in China!}
	There were no comments regarding this recommendation.

S Dooley by email

Get on with it, communicate to clubs in short words and set a date for implementation
	

	26. Use of day-glo and reflective strips on the vests or tops of single scullers, and at least the bowman and coxswain in larger boats and / or designate novice coxes and steerspersons;
	Agreed This has been covered in Paragraphs 1 and 2


	There was general agreement to this recommendation.


	

	
	
	
	

	15.5
Physical Mitigation of Risks:
	
	
	

	1.   If the right hand rule only is permitted across the full width of the river, mitigation of physical hazards will be required:

· Drying banks and shallows.  Place fixed marks at the ends and possibly periodically along the length.  These marks could be either fixed timber piles or withies, or small watch-radius plastic buoys.  These markers would probably incur some increased risk of contact. They would in any case potentially reduce the available width of river for rowing and constrain the rowers to within the main channel for much of the time, with detrimental impact on congestion and other users.   Outside of safety issues the use of markers would probably be detrimental to the sport, due to the higher density of traffic in the channel, risk of contact with markers, particularly for rowers and would negatively impact on the sport of rowing.   
· Fulham Flats and the Flats opposite the Bandstand: these are fairly uniform in width but do have protruding banks that extend a considerable distance into the river.  Marking would further constrain the available channel width and place rowers towards the centre of the fairway.   
· Removal of debris and obstructions.  Increased reporting by rowers and/or detection by PLA Harbour Service personnel of obstructions over flats and at the edge of the fairway would be required.
· Piers - these are outside the main channel and so only a hazard to those passing close by – e.g. rowers potentially.  Should be apparent but possibly will still be hit. Additional marking is not felt to be of benefit.  
· Tidal Stream: consider use of “tape / streamer” type markers fixed at bridges to better indicate tidal stream direction; this could present a hazard to some craft, dependent on length / type of marker.
· At Putney, the present rowing route against the tide follows the track close to the Surrey bank and inside the moored boats upstream of Putney Pier, separating rowers from craft in the main channel.  This benefit would be lost under right hand rule for the majority of the time.   
	Not Agreed 

Not Agreed – too hazardous unless small buoys used on a system of  cable that winds in and out with the Tide depth

Agreed  Agreed

Agreed

Agreed  Agreed

Agreed  Agreed

Agreed  Agreed

Agreed  Agreed

Agreed  Agreed GREAT idea

Agreed  Agreed

Agreed  Agreed


	TSS

For the reasons given channel markers are not a practical idea.  As noted on our comments on Attachment E, adoption of this right hand rule significantly increases the risk and we are very strongly opposed to it.


	

	2. Under either right hand rule or defined channel, mitigation would be required at pinch points:

· Define and mark the channel limit on the bridge; i.e. similar to road bridges with height restrictions.  Use lights in similar manner to centre span marking but relative to channel edges, as shown on PLA charts;
· Where there is sufficient width for multiple passage including outside the channel passage remains as above;
· At bridges consider making rowing vessels use the starboard side – this would significantly increase crossing of the channel, and associated collision risk during crossing;  
· At bridges consider rowing vessels to proceed with caution (cautionary area indicated on the bank) where they may encounter the main channel - avoid impeding the passage of any vessel following the channel – i.e. wait until clear;
· At bridges reduce the channel width to one vessel (10m) and have single passage through; control would be required e.g. give way to oncoming craft from one side.  Problems with congestion and waiting near bridges / hazards would arise.   Channel limits could be marked at the bridges;
· No overtaking within a set distance from bridges, e.g. 200m.  Area marked on the bank side;
· Depth gauges to be placed on all bridges for assessment of when / where safe to use side and main arches.
	Agreed  Agreed
Agreed  Agreed
Agreed  Agreed
Agreed  Agreed but must define WHEN and where and is tide height dependant so not likely to be a goer
Agreed  Agreed
Agreed  Agreed
Agreed  Agreed
Agreed  Agreed
Agreed  Agreed
Agreed  Agreed
Agreed  Agreed but modified for state of tide and bridge
Agreed  Agreed very much so

	TSS

Using the starboard side of bridges is not practical as:

· it increases crossing frequency greatly

· the location of islands near the Kew bridges makes this impossible
Reducing the channel to one vessel at bridges is unnecessary and will cause congestion, and should be implemented.

The restriction of overtaking near bridges is not necessary, there is already a voluntary restriction on this, making a 200m limit would cause congestion and arguments and probably increase the risk.
	

	3. At blind bends; restrict overtaking or prohibit overtaking within a set distance, indicated on the bank;
	Agreed  Agreed
	TSS

There is only one really blind bend, opposite the pink lodge at Richmond and this is not a factor with the COLREGs applying here.
	

	4. Past Syon it is recommended to retain the right hand rule due to narrowness of the river;
	Not Agreed but will not argue further and will accept instruction with reservation
Agreed but only at low tide as defined by an carefully selected height say 2.5 or 3 m and below – hence need for markers on bank and bridges so all have an easy reference point to the state of the tide in metres
	
	

	5. If a channel is defined and suitable channel limit is chosen it can be shown that the outfalls from the sewage works are outside the channel and therefore not necessary to go over them.   Marking of the channel may be possible by simple signage alongside the bank, rather than physical marks in the river;
	Agreed  Agreed


	
	

	6. Under a defined channel regime when navigating within the narrow channel rowing vessels should:

(i) Avoid impeding vessels which can safely navigate only within the narrow channel (Rule 9 COLREGS);

(ii) With the stream [Tide] – proceed on the starboard side of the channel but note this does not have to be up to the edge of the river and proximity of hazards;

(iii) Against the stream, if rowers have to enter the channel at Bridges or Pinch Points, they should approach with caution and if necessary wait until it is clear of approaching traffic i.e. to avoid impeding passage for vessels on the starboard side of the fairway;
	Agreed Agreed
Agreed Agreed or better still out side it altogether particularly on the Flood

Agreed Agreed

Agreed Very much Agreed!!!!!


	
	

	7. Removal of overhanging tree limbs at bank side, principally at the islands. Ongoing this would need better communication between the PLA and user groups, rowers in particular to report problems.
	Agreed  Agreed
	
	

	
	
	
	

	In the TRRC Council and open meeting on the 16th May there was a general discussion 
	
	There was then a more general discussion.

TONY REYNOLDS (IMPERIAL COLLEGE BC)

said that we have gone through recommendations to the TRRC/ARA.  We should be looking at the main recommendations (page 56) which are more important.

STAN COLLINGWOOD (TRUC)

May I pick up Brian’s earlier point.  As most of you know we started off last summer with the view that that rowers are bad.  And thanks to a lot of good work from a lot of people in this room and others, the SA report indicates that the SA has listened and is very balanced and what I would agree to Exec putting in their report, and this meeting recommending, to Exec that they do.  We are walking down a two-way street and we need to know what the PLA is going to do. 

RICHARD PHILIPS (TRRC; LONDON RC)

I am pleased to report that last weekend that there were some gentleman out in a jet ski and two PLA officials and proceeded to impound the offending vessels.  

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC)

Tony, you may be right, but given the complexity of the recommendations we would need a day’s seminar to discuss all the recommendations. But the important thing for this meeting is the recommendations to us.

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC) 

said that there will be a new working party set up by the Rear Admiral lasting 12-18 months which will work through all the recommendations with all the river users.  He said that the PLA was willing to put money into this, that we all need to work together and that there is will there from their side to ensure this happens

JOHN CULNANE (AKRC)

asked whether money be made available to dredge those parts of the river that are so silted up, e.g inner arch at Hammersmith Bridge

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC) 

said that he has spoken to PLA who say their main job is to maintain the navigable channel .

JOHN CULNANE (AKRC)

The report refers to a number of pinch points where there is danger and this has increased dramatically because a lack of dredging

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC)

said that the PLA is talking about dredging at Kew but we need to push this.

PAULINE RAYNER (THAMES RC) 

said that she agreed with Stan and need to take Coni’s recommendation as well as erect signs etc.  If clubs agree and keep to Coni’s rules then we would not have these problems.

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC) 

said that the report acknowledges that Coni’s rules were not abided by.

TONY EVANS (TRRC)

We have raised dredging upriver with the Environment Agency and the stuff pulled out is hazardous

BILL MITCHELL (THAMES TRADESMEN’S RC; HEAD OF THE RIVER FOURS)

Having been involved in some of the discussions with the PLA, when I saw this report my impression was we have won on points.  We were fearful we were going to get a report totally negative towards rowing.  Previous attitudes had been totally negative.  As a region and a rowing fraternity we should bear in mind we have got a darn site more out of this report that we thought we would.  We must push for it but PLA won’t keep to our side of the bargain unless we keep to theirs and are seen to do so.  Unless we do, and prove we understand the salient points, we cannot then go to the PLA and say keep yours!  So it is incumbent on all of us even if we don’t agree with all of them, but largely we have to go along with them in principle because if we don’t we are opening the door for the PLA to be negative towards our sport.

PAULINE RAYNER (THAMES RC)

suggested that the next edition of Regatta magazine should state clearly the current rules with big map.

ANN COLBORN (HEAD OF THE RIVER; ST EDWARD’S MARTYRS BC)

We are acting as if this only affects the Tideway, but most situations affect every river and club, certainly within the Thames region.  If other clubs came down and obeyed their own recommendations there wouldn’t be an issue, but they would not be right.  You are going to find quickly that recommendations will apply to all of rowing community as the Environment Agency will quickly tag onto the recommendations.  Whatever is decided cannot be kept exclusively within the Tideway.

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC) 

said that everyone is aware of the PLA Consultation and other regions will take on board what has come out of the Thames Region

NEIL PICKFORD (CYGNET BC)

I agree it’s down to education and we need to get our own house in order and keep it in order.  We need to address the culture of good navigation and being polite to people.

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC) 

It is worth pointing out that when this Council took on its responsibilities we recognised the biggest issue is communication.  We have now got the newsletter.  We now want to move to getting captains taking an interest in discussion relevant issues together.  But communication and education are the big issues.

CHRIS SPRAGUE (TRRC) 

Page 56 contains other issues we have not addressed: the extent to which the rowing rules will survive.  The overall recommendation seems to suggest that they will.  How we deal with pinch points and turn of the tide, and the extend to which working the slacks is retain will all need to be considered before the working party commences.  When a view is formed It will need to be reported back .

CHRIS WILLIAMS (TIDEWAY SCULLERS’ SCHOOL)

Asked if the current Notice to Mariners was to be removed.

CHRIS SPRAGUE (TRRC) 

said that the rowing rules as stated in the current Notice to Mariners cannot survive because there are some issues.  So it cannot remain as is.  He said that the report talks of the relationship between COLREGS and rowing rules, underlying Coni’s correspondence that there is only anecdotal evidence that if you row up the right it is dangerous. 

TONY REYNOLDS (IMPERIAL COLLEGE BC)

You are absolutely right in what you say.  Their definition of the fairway is the one metre mark on Admiralty charts – you have to abide by this and outside of which you can work the slacks.

CHRIS SPRAGUE (TRRC) 

If you keep to the central line you avoid collision but not consistent with COLREGs.

ALAN HAWES (THAMES RC)

Firstly it must recognised that the PLA is a navigation authority and the whole of this has been brought about by indiscipline by rowers.  However it is important to make clear to the PLA that the users of this river above Wandsworth Bridge are 80-90% rowers, so as principle user we have a strong point.  

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC)

May I reiterate that if you have any further comments you wish to be included please email me.  Everything will be directly forwarded to PLA.  We want as many comments as possible.  

CHRIS WILLIAMS (TIDEWAY SCULLERS’ SCHOOL)

Chris Sprague has explained his interpretation.  This is a report hat has cost the PLA a lot of a money.  I’m not clear what they are recommending.

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC)

We are responding on the recommendations are made to us.  Nothing will happen overnight.  The working party that will be set up will propose various situations and find funding for example for the leaflet to go out.  Nothing will change overnight but we will now be part of a process to bring about education of river users

MARTIN SILCOCK (SONS OF THE THAMES)

Do we know how this process will be governed?

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC)

Not at this time.  The Rear Admiral will call a meeting and rowing representatives will form a significant  part of the working party.

ANTHONY CAKE (PUTNEY TOWN RC)

asked whether there be an agreed code of conduct (e.g. Putney Town went ahead early on boat numbering but a later notice from ARA meant that work was wasted).

ANDREW RUSSELL (HSBC RC)

asked whether the information Chris George gave was his personal response and if clubs do not put forward individual comments whether Chris’s views will be the default comments.  

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC) 

Chris has put forward best practice.  Tonight’s minutes will be put forward  together with this.  Everything that we submit will be on the website.

CHRIS SPRAGUE (TRRC) 

said that we cannot go forward with differing views.

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC) 

Tonight we have agreed the recommendations in principle.  The majority has spoken but any minority view will be included.

Someone asked what the procedure for getting a fixed obstacle that had been placed under Surrey arch of Kew Railway Bridge removed.

CHRIS GEORGE (TRRC) 

said to report it to the Harbour Master as soon as can.

MARTIN HUMPHRYS (TRRC)

Ladies and gentlemen, on behalf of the TRRC thank you for attending.  Obviously we would like to see more of you at our quarterly Full Council Meetings.  We will keep you updated on the website.  Please do put your comments forward and communicate with us.
	

	
	
	
	


	SA Item and Paragraph number
	TSC response
	RWSA personal comment
	PLA response

	7.
ROWING RULES:  Recommended Changes
	
	
	

	7.1
Options
7.1.1
Four options considered
	
	
	

	7.1.2 Option 1

Retain Notice to Mariners U6 of 2002:
	Agreed not appropriate to do this
	Agreed not appropriate to do this
	

	7.1.3
Option 2

Retain Notice to Mariners U6 in modified form;  
	Agreed not appropriate to do this
	Agreed not appropriate to do this
	

	7.1.4
Options 3 & 4

Complex discussion – see report
	Agreed with report discussion in principle


	Agreed with report discussion in principle


	

	
	
	
	

	7.2.4
Should the rowers be permitted to follow routes outside a defined main channel, alternatives may be considered to the routes followed under the present Rowing Rules:

· Removal of crossing points at Chiswick Steps and the “Ship” below Chiswick Bridge. This would place the tracks in line with general COLREGS within the channel.   This would introduce some hazards from flats on the Surrey shore, particularly opposite the Bandstand.  They have characteristics of sudden protruding sand banks between pools of apparent safe water.  Overflow outfalls from Beverley Brook situated up-river of Barnes rail bridge have not been seen operating but are reported to send water to mid-stream following heavy rain.    There are few reported conflicts between rowers and power driven vessels at this location under the present regime, with traffic direction in line with COLREGS for the majority of the time.  Crossing hazards may be reduced, though this is uncertain.  Crossing would still take place around Chiswick Bridge for access to clubs / slipways but may be less well defined.

· Reversion to previous Chiswick crossing up-river of the bridge – balanced views amongst the rowers and assessed equal risking.

· Syon onwards. The majority of rowers advocate reversion to previous system and removal of the crossing. This is not seen as justified from a risk control view.


	7.2.4

Chiswick Bridge Crossing

We propose that the existing crossing from opposite the brewery to The Ship should be retained for use by crews coming up-river against an ebb tide from boathouses below Tideway Scullers’ School.  In addition, a crossing point above Chiswick Bridge should be reinstated for use by crews boating at Chiswick Bridge (i.e. from Tideway Scullers’ School, Quintin BC/University of Westminster BC and Mortlake, Anglian & Alpha BC).  This crossing should be much further above the bridge than the recent crossing point (i.e. from the lowest part of Chiswick Marina to Barker’s Rails – where it was some fifty years ago).  This would in effect formalise the current practice.

The reasons for this are as follows: 

1) It separates and dilutes the concentration of boats that used to occur when the “Putney/Hammermith etc” boats used to have to pass TSS whose numbers have increased particularly the young

2) It avoids the shoal just downstream of TSS

3) By putting a formalised second crossing point for the “Chiswick” Clubs much further up river one avoids the risk of the crossing ending up near the seriously large shoal just upstream of  Putney Town RC  on the Surry shore.

4) A more concentrated crossover point here will avoid the whole of the river being covered in boats all crossing over anywhere from the bridge itself (dangerous} to near UL with a concomitant reduction of risk

Syon Crossing
“As the SA are adamant in their opinion we agree  with reluctance to accept the position suggested but want to place on the record our concerns and would like the PLA to reconsider.”

BM to insert his reservations re COLREGS above Syon
BM stated his concern that the channel goes right over to the port side just after leaving the lock at Richmond and that is right in the way of the Starboard side with little or no room for boats going upstream.


	The comments of the TSC are mine  and Bill Mitchell’s  with which the TSC agree

My own view – which is not shared by the committee as being practical no matter how desirable – is that above Kew bridge, there could be two systems of river rules which are dependant on the water / tide level

For example, above a certain level, say 2.5 m (or that which is equivalent to 0.3m above the highest  BOTTOM part of embankment wall – which can be marked with a white line at say 250m intervals – then the normal rowing rules can apply all the way from Chiswick to  past the bend  above the Pink Lodge and on to Richmond Lock. [It may be that an alternative is to have a crossing point at either the bottom of the straight  just above the Pink Lodge].

AT times of low tide normal rules will apply from a point about 400 m below the Pink lodge. There would be markers on posts on the far side as well as on the wall in the Surrey side.
	

	7.2.5
Our main recommendations are:

· Define the fairway limits e.g. 1m smoothed contour

· Repeal the Rowing Rules under N to M U6 from PLA documentation

· Clarify the requirements of Rule 9, applying to all vessels when within the defined narrow channel.

· Clarify action taken to avoid collision is to be in accordance with the COLREGS e.g. head on situation in particular.

· ARA/TRRC/PLA to produce improved and consistent guidance (Code of Practice) on routes recommended for rowers.  Outside the defined narrow channel this can be as best aids rowing.

· When navigating within the narrow channel rowing vessels should:

(i)
Avoid impeding vessels which can safely navigate only within the narrow channel (Rule 9 COLREGS)

(ii) With the stream – proceed on the starboard side of the channel but note this does not have to be up to the edge of the river and proximity of hazards.

(iii)  Against the stream, if rowers have to enter the channel at Bridges or Pinch Points, they should approach with caution and if necessary wait until it is clear of approaching traffic i.e. to avoid impeding passage for vessels on the starboard side of the fairway starboard side.

Other matters discussed
	7.2.5

a) The fairway/narrow channel should be marked on bridges as an aide memoire (e.g. with painted lines of an approved colour ).  

Certain key points, such as apexes of key bends, should be buoyed (e.g. 6”soft diameter buoys as warning markers).  

We agree that the fairway limits should be defined by 1m smoothed contours.

b) We are happy to adopt/ adjust  the rules as they are and put them into a new code of practice creating guidance for crews working the slacks.  

agreed

d) Avoidance of Collision rules should only apply to crews in the channel.  Crews outside the fairway should in all circumstances turn into the bank to avoid collision.  This means that a crew that has drifted away from the bank should paddle on one side only to get back to the bank immediately

agreed

agreed

agreed

agreed and we also think that this Bullet point 6, item (iii) should be added to the new code of practice.  Crews with the tide should have the right of way.

d) Overtaking  - no change when in Fairway

Rowing Rules / Code of Practice
We need to consider what form the rowing rules / code of practice will take and what is necessary to give them validity.  The code of practice should carry the weight of law within the rowing fraternity.  

The TRRC should require that these go into the ARA Water Safety Code and the sanctions should be that CLUBS with crews breaking the rules will be fined or otherwise discipline  in accordance with ARA Rules set out in the Articles of Association and the current guidelines on sanctions and discipline.

Incident Monitoring
In liaison with the PLA and EA, the TRRC needs to create a robust system for monitoring incidents within the Thames Region.

Turn of the Tide 
Wherever practical clubs should avoid starting outings at the turn of the tide.   


	The underside of the bridge could also be marked.

Consider a researching a design of buoy where the rope reels in and out according to the tide so the rope remains near-ish vertical and short at slack water

ONLY in the channel 

The whole of the TSC were adamant that ROWING crews working the slacks that had inadvertently drifted out too far from the bank should get back to the bank directly.  [That means the bank side {normally strokeside} has to stop rowing.

There is no problem with the Dance of Death (collision) if crews are trained properly to keep in such that no crew can “undertake” them. It is the lack of this training that is the problem.

We need to codify overtaking rules when working the slacks at low water at a point to be defined – [eg 2 m?]. One crew at a time only and on the outside only.  It is custom for slow or stationery crews to stay one boats width out and do exercises letting others on the inside and this practice – though convenient should stop and boats always overtake outside. There is a protocol that overtaken boats must slow down and this should be adhered to. 

This can vary from simply avoiding that time as best to practical measures such as when boating from Putney at or near the turn of the Tide the crew should go in the opposite direction for 30 minutes into the new tide change  before turning. For example, if boating on an Ebb  from Putney 10 minutes before the Flood is due, go 30 to 40 minutes down stream before turning. That avoids all the upstream traffic and both the turn of the tide which  might “follow you” all the way up to Chiswick if you were slow enough!


	

	General comments 
	Simon Blackburn ARA CDO

Regarding he circulation pattern: one argument for working the slacks is
that it allows beginners from Putney to be coached from the bank at low tide
as they make their way upstream from the embankment. Another is that it
keeps beginners/relatively inexperienced people close to the bank. Given
that there aren't too many of the last category above Brentford Dock, I
would personally welcome a reversion to the right hand rule (and by that I
mean right of the centre line, not necessarily right over on the bank) from
above Brentford. I personally think that this would be safer.
	
	

	
	
	
	


TSS -  Assessment of Attachments D and E – Methodology and Summarised Risk Assessment

Summary
We reviewed the Methodology and the resultant risk levels.  We did not carry out any particular visits but assessed risk from our many collective years of experience of using the Tideway in all seasons. 

The detailed review follows but our main conclusions are as follows

The results can be tabulated as follows

	
	PLA assessment
	TSS assessment

	Total general collision risk 
	60
	46
	30
	23

	Total Specific risk
	170
	190
	125
	193

	Overall Total
	230
	236
	155
	216

	Number of 8s or above
	8
	6
	3
	10


1) General risk of collisions

The general risk of collisions is overstated when compared with the specific risk. Accidents generally happen at the specific risk points.  We don’t believe that this has been taken into account and believe that the general collision risk should be halved to give a relevant comparison, as shown above.

2) Specific risk

Even under the PLA assessment the specific risks are higher under COLREGS, and we actually strongly believe that the risks assessed by the PLA under COLREGS are greatly understated as detailed below. Our revised assessment is attached. In particular we believe that there are more areas of significant risk (ie 8 or above) under COLREGS.  This shows that there are a number of potentially dangerous areas under COLREGS which the rowing rules avoid, which is the whole point of them. 

3) Overall Risk

We have totalled the specific and general risk to give an indication of the overall picture.  We appreciate that this is not a mathematically correct procedure but we feel it gives an overall picture.  Even under the PLA assessment the total risk is higher under COLREGS than under the rowing rules, and under the TSS assessment the risk is much higher under COLREGS. 

In summary we conclude that the overall risk is increased by adopting COLREGS and our experience from the previous time the COLREGS were imposed supports this.  

We would note that the risk assessment as carried out does not attempt to quantify the different risks as an overall picture. We believe that if the PLA want to base their assessment on a full risk assessment then a risk assessment which takes into account the frequency of useage by rowing and other boats, the actual risk at crossings and other areas, and the experience of the rowing fraternity over the years should be taken into account.

Detailed Assessment

The following sections contain comments on the PLA assessment, and following this we have tabulated our views on the risk assessment by the PLA and what we believe it should be. 

Risk of Collision (Page 1 of Att E)

The risk of collision in all areas under the rowing rules is shown as higher than under the COLREGS.  We accept that fundamentally that collisions between boats should be lower under COLREGS, but we have to say that the incidence of collisions in the general areas is low, accidents happen in the critical risk areas.  This is because under the rowing rules and COLREGS most rowing crews are out of the channel when going against the stream for most of the time.  Hence the fact that the risk assessment is apportioning the same level of risk to boats in general areas and at critical risk points is fundamentally wrong. We don’t dispute the relative risks but we believe the absolute values are much too high.

	
	PLA Assessment
	TSS assessment

	General Collision risk
	Row rules
	Colregs
	Row rules
	Colregs

	Putney/Hammersmith
	6
	4
	3
	2

	Hammersmith/Chiswick Steps
	8
	6
	4
	3

	Chiswick Steps/Barnes Bridge
	6
	4
	3
	2

	Barnes Bridge/Chiswick bridge
	6
	4
	3
	2

	Chiswick/Kew Rail Bridge
	6
	4
	3
	2

	Kew rail Bridge/Kew Bridge
	0
	6
	0
	3

	Kew Bridge/Richmond
	6
	6
	3
	3

	All reaches - change of tide
	6
	0
	3
	0

	All reaches collision at night or poor visibility
	8
	6
	4
	3

	All reaches collision risk from multiple overtaking or rowing abreast
	8
	6
	4
	3

	Sub total
	60
	46
	30
	23


Specific risk areas.

Putney to Hammersmith

The major risk of collisions are where there are crossings.  The Putney crossing point under the rowing rules near Putney Pier is not so much a crossing point as a turning point (as noted in the assessment) with no significant risk of collision.  Imposing the COLREGS results in boats from the many Putney boathouses would increase the risk of this crossing by far more than from 6 to 8 as shown. The risk of grounding on Fulham flats at present is negligible as crews are on the opposite side of the river.  The Barn Elms fairway is included in the general assessment so should be removed from here. 

	
	PLA Assessment
	TSS assessment

	
	Row rules
	Colregs
	Row rules
	Colregs

	Putney crossing- collision
	6
	8
	3
	8

	Barn elms fairway - collision
	6
	4
	0
	0

	Hammersmith Bridge
	8
	6
	8
	6

	Fulham Flats
	6
	8
	0
	8

	N Bank vert wall - wash
	6
	6
	6
	6

	Crabtree pier
	2
	6
	2
	6

	Hammersmith Bridge Pier
	6
	6
	6
	6

	Sub total
	40
	44
	25
	40


Hammersmith to Barnes

The current risk of colliding with the Hope and Dove piers and the Eyot is negligible as they are on the opposite side from where crews are. The risk of collision with the moored barges and Chiswick pier exists at present but only when going with a flood tide. On an Ebb tide there is no risk, the risk is therefore overstated under the rowing rules and understated for the COLREGS.  The flats opposite the Bandstand do not come into play under the rowing rules as crews are on the bandstand side.

	
	PLA Assessment
	TSS assessment

	
	Row rules
	Colregs
	Row rules
	Colregs

	Hope and dove piers - contact
	6
	8
	2
	8

	Chis Eyot/Channel - contact/collision
	4
	6
	2
	6

	Moored barges (driftwood)
	6
	8
	4
	8

	Chis Pier and pylons
	6
	7
	4
	8

	Chis Steps crossing point
	6
	4
	6
	4

	Flats opposite bandstand
	6
	8
	3
	8

	Barnes Bridge
	8
	6
	8
	6

	Sub total
	42
	47
	29
	48


Barnes to Chiswick

The risk at Chiswick Bridge is lower under rowing rules as crews going against the tide go through the Surrey Arch which is clear at all tide states.  The Middlesex arch is dry from one third tide to low tide, imposition of COLREGS forces crews into the centre arch against the stream and restricts the room for other users.  

	
	PLA Assessment
	TSS assessment

	
	Row rules
	Colregs
	Row rules
	Colregs

	Outfalls from Beverley Brook - collision/capsize
	3
	6
	3
	6

	Brewery Flats - grounding
	2
	6
	2
	6

	Crossing Point off ship
	6
	4
	6
	4

	Chis Bridge at Low water
	8
	6
	3
	6

	Sub total
	19
	22
	14
	22


Chiswick to Kew

The flats on the Surrey side are more regular and easier to navigate than those on the Middlesex bank which are brought into play by COLREGS.  The Old Fuel Jetty and piles are a real danger under COLREGS as they are far out in the stream, but no danger under the rowing rules.  The risk of collision with Kew Railway Bridge under current rules is lower than under COLREGS where the combination of the piles Kew Rail Bridge and Oliver’s Eyot makes navigating against an EBB tide under COLREGS very difficult and dangerous.

	
	PLA Assessment
	TSS assessment

	
	Row rules
	Colregs
	Row rules
	Colregs

	Flats Surrey side between Chis and Kew Rail Bdge
	6
	6
	3
	6

	Flats on Middx between Chis and Kew Rail Bdge
	3
	6
	3
	6

	Vert banks on both sides wash at HW
	6
	6
	6
	6

	Old Fuel Jetty and piles collision
	3
	7
	1
	9

	Kew rail bridge collision
	8
	6
	4
	6

	Current around Olivers eyot collision
	6
	7
	3
	8

	Upstream end of Olivers Eyot contact
	3
	6
	3
	6

	Kew Pier and Bridge Collision
	7
	6
	7
	6

	Sub total
	35
	44
	23
	47


Kew to Richmond

This section is incomplete in describing the sections so we are not sure what is meant here.  However the section alongside Brentford Ait going against an Ebb tide as required under COLREGS is very dangerous as the stream is strongest around the outside of the bend, which makes progress very difficult against it.  COLREGS makes this a seriously dangerous place. 

We haven’t changed the bottom four rows as we don’t know what they mean. However with the COLREGS already applying from the Isleworth ferry gate up to Richmond we don’t understand how this area can be different!

	
	PLA Assessment
	TSS assessment

	
	Row rules
	Colregs
	Row rules
	Colregs

	Vert banks on both sides wash at HW Swamping/capsize
	6
	6
	6
	6

	crossing at Isleworth ferry gate
	6
	2
	6
	2

	Brentford ait - contact/ground/capsize
	4
	6
	4
	9

	Contact
	6
	7
	6
	7

	Collision
	6
	4
	6
	4

	Collision
	6
	8
	6
	8

	Collision
	8
	6
	8
	6

	Sub total
	34
	33
	34
	36


------------------------------------------------------------------------------

There were other, general, email comments as follows;

Dear Sirs 

I write as the President of the United Hospitals BC, which represents ICSM, RUMS, BLBC, Kings (GKT), St Georges' Hospital and Royal Veterinary College BCs in division 17. I understand that you will be discussing the Salvage Association Report this evening at the council meeting and I apologise for being unable to attend. 
I have considerable concerns about the findings in this risk assessment, particularly in the implications of withdrawing PLA 2002/U6 from the Tideway between the University of London Boathouse and Brentford Ait. I have been unable to read the document fully but I feel that any change to the existing pattern of navigation for oared vessels against the stream in this area will have an adverse impact on the safety of rowers, particularly in low tide conditions. This is particularly an issue at Kew railway bridge and alongside Oliver's Eyot, where I cannot see how the recommendations of this report at 7.2.5 would mean anything other than taking the Middlesex side in these locations when the tide is low, yet permitting use of the Surrey side at high water (on the basis that this would be outside of the narrow channel). This seems very complicated (in contradistinction to the avowed aim in section 8.1 to simplify the rules).
The constituent clubs of UHBC primarily boat from UL and would be directly affected by these recommendations. As you are doubtless aware, we deal with a considerable number of less experienced crews who I think will find these recommendations difficult. I feel that the recommendations are complicated and appear to have an adverse effect on safety in this area. I would be very happy to discuss this with you further and I apologise for not having read through the whole document but I thought it would be helpful to have some feedback for this evening.
With best wishes 

Dr Jerry Mitchell 
President 
United Hospitals BC 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------

Dear Chris 

 I attended the meeting at Thames on 16th May and firstly I must say how impressed I was by how well the meeting was conducted. I must admit I was expecting a much longer and less well ordered affair so credit where it's due to both the chair and the audience. 

    One comment from the floor early on was that we don't get bogged down in detail and only make comment on general principles. I think that this a theme that should be borne in mind through out the whole process. As I said at the meeting, I believe that we (the rowing community) can't be complacent and certainly have room for improvement in getting our own house in order. It is the way that we go about this which is important. 

    I strongly believe that rowing must do it's best not to get tied into the dogma of hard and fast rules and regs. for the simple expedient that you cannot truly legislate for something that has so many uncontrollable factors -  wind, tide, overhead conditions, other craft and most crucially the human element. Even the very best, most experienced oarsmen can make mistakes or get caught out. I'd strongly urge that we work hard within the rowing community to establish 'best practice' within a framework of regulations. Of course, as in all walks in life, there must be recourse to some rules but they must be clear, concise and easily understandable to all. A complicated, draconian array of 'rules' will cause resentment, be expensive and time consuming to implement and difficult to 'police'. Rules for the sake of rules at the expense of best practice and common sense will not necessarily make the situation any better. It would also provide the anti-rowing element with all the ammunition it requires to pick-up on any little indiscretion, even if by accident, to prove it's point. 

    Education, has to be the key and there have to be proper enforceable sanctions for those that refuse to learn (or be taught). 

    If we can't establish and maintain a culture of safety, respect and politeness within our own community then perhaps we don't deserve the right to be on the river. 

    Please not that this is not a formal response from Cygnet Rowing club, simply my personal opinion. I have drawn on parallels within the sport of mountaineering, particularly with regards to leading young people on the hills. Here the Scout Association's the response amounted to overkill and it was the kids that suffered as people felt that they could not afford the time and the money to comply with the very strict requirements. A similar situation also occurred where the HSE wanted to impose regulations on people working in high places, insisting on hand rails, warning signs and a ban on working in extreme weather conditions - including those working in the mountains! In both cases the 'rules' had to be 'relaxed' to accommodate common sense and practicality. I'd hate to see rowing go through the same pointless situation. 
     

Best Regards 

Neil Pickford 
Cygnet RC

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

From: Moulsdale [mailto:moulsdale.home@virgin.net]
Sent: 17 May 2005 23:01
To: chairman@thames-rrc.org
Subject: Salvage Association report


---------------------------------------------------------------------------


Chairman 
I was at the meeting on Monday night and wanted to add some comments, which echo some of the discussion.  I hope you feel they are positive and helpful. I was surprised at the emphasis on the recommendations in 15.4 at the expense of discussion on the main recommendations on page 56.  I had come prepared to discuss the Collision Regs and their implications for rowers but we got very sidetracked.  I think the report is a very well-balanced report which focuses very clearly on how best to ensure the ColRegs are complied with whilst also recognising and ensuring that rowers can continue to work the slacks.

The most important issue now is how will this actually work in practice and how to clarify what rowers should do when outside the main channel – there was no discussion of this.  As someone who is a qualified Yachtmaster and also skippers a yacht in a tidal river where rowers sometimes appear I can see it from the other side - it is not easy navigating in a narrow river where you are constrained by your draught.  I do also row and scull regularly on the Tideway.  Rowers are going to have to understand the ColRegs much better than at present - I was alarmed at the lack of understanding on display on Monday.  Even simple things like the discussion on lights - this is all set out in great detail in the ColRegs - intensity, colour specifications, sectors etc.  There is no need to reinvent the wheel - the marine industry has been working on this for many years and it is a full time professional industry where lives are at stake.  Someone on the rowing side now needs to study the ColRegs in great detail because you can be sure the PLA will be very aware of it and so should we.  This is the way you do justice to the report which in my view suggests a very elegant solution - but if we don't highlight some of the practical difficulties eg pinch points, change of tide, crossing points, defining the edge of the 'narrow channel' etc we will not have done it justice.  For instance will it be mandatory or permissive to work the slacks?  I am happy to help if you give me a shout.  There must be a risk that if we go back to the PLA and do not appear to have understood what they are proposing that they revert to the simple starboard hand rule.

On the points in 15.4 of course the ARA must ensure the sport has high standards of safety and navigational awareness but this is only a very small part of the report.  Please do not agree to things that you know are never going to work in practice or are impractical just because a non-rower has recommended it in a report.  It is our duty to point out what is practical based on experience in other countries and regions.  The leisure marine industry in this country has been well lead by the RYA who have ensured that by and large we have a system of self-education and self-policing that works very well.  There is no requirement for compulsory certification as there is in other countries and the RYA has stood firm against European and International bureaucratic attempts to impose regulation because it knows and can show that education is far more effective than enforcement - bad law
is worse than no law as it just gets flouted and standards drop.  The marine regulatory authorities do not always agree with the RYA's stance but they can see a well-organised lobby group when they see one - we need the ARA to similarly stand up for our rights.

For example the discussion on proper lookout. Anybody teaching the ColRegs will tell you that rule 5 is the most important rule - this states that  'Every vessel shall at all times maintain a proper lookout by sight and hearing as well as by all available means appropriate in the prevailing circumstances and conditions so as to make a full appraisal of the situation and risk of collision'.  In other words sometimes you have to look over your shoulder every stroke and sometimes you can scull along for ages with just an occasional glance - you simply cannot be prescriptive and any attempt is doomed to failure.  There are some who say that single handed round the world sailors cannot comply with Rule 5 as they have to sleep from time to time but it did not stop Ellen Macarthur from sailing to a damehood.  A common sense approach is required.

The report is clear - rowers must comply with the ColRegs just like everybody else - the issue now is how to make sure that happens – dayglo vests and the like, although possibly helpful, are nothing to do with the ColRegs and are therefore a side issue that should not concern the PLA – the ARA must demonstrate it is competent to keep its house in order by imposing sensible guidelines that will be explained though education. 

This is intended to be constructive as I perceive there is still a lot of work to do.  Happy to help further if required.

Kind regards      Johnny Moulsdale  
Hon Sec Crabtree BC-----------------------------------------------------------------------

Martin,

Just a few general comments:-

a. The report mentions the loss of "watermanship" resulting from not having "watermen" as boatmen at Clubs. I fully agree with this. It is also endemic throughout the sport. All umpires complain of the lack of skills of many crews getting attached at the start, or coming alongside a pontoon. This needs to be highlighted as an education need.

b. In addition to the above, there is also a general lack of knowledge about the river, whether it be tidal or not. Rowers don't understand or realise why water flows round the outside of bends, or forms eddies round bridges etc. Similarly the reason for locks and weirs. A module on the "physical geography" (if that is the right heading) of rivers could be useful.

c. I fully agree with Ann Colborne, that a lot of what will happen on the tideway will immediately be picked up by the Environment Agency and therefore Richard West (as the link man bewteen TRRC and EA) should be involved.

d. On a practical point, is there a conflict between wearing a lifejacket and a day-glo vest? They can't both be the outer garment. 

e. I don't think the idea of duty officers afloat will be a runner. What does work at Marlow RC (during the winter months) is  Duty Safety Adviser, who is on duty Saturday and Sunday mornings to assess conditions and advise who should or should not be allowed to go afloat. This is a group of about 20 experienced rowers who do 3 hour stints. This does work.

Tony

From: B.Grainger [mailto:bgg01@grainger.uk.net] 
Sent: 28 April 2005 11:01
To: 'Tony Evans'
Cc: martin@humphrys-education.com; diana.ellis1@btinternet.com
Subject: RE: PLA Report
 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

From Bruce Grainger International Junior medallist  Coach and Coach at Eton and Wallingford and very experienced 

Dear Tony,
 

Thank you for circularising us with this Info.: I have just taken half an hour to read through it  (quickly!). I agree that it and its implications are important.
 

May I make some observations? These are, in no particular order:
 

1)    Clearly, accident risks must be assessed and steps taken to minimise accidents.
 

2)    The long report is very thorough in its analysis, but is not sympathetic to the situation of rowers on the Tideway, in that it lacks insight into the sport and some of its practical problems.
 

3)    Rowers have brought upon themselves many of the criticisms levelled at them in the report, through ignorance of the regulations, failure to observe them, or even flagrant disregard. Abusive language directed at users of other craft has not helped us.
 

4)    However, not all the blame is attributable to rowers.
 

5)    There are some very arrogant users of motor-boats, and indeed yachts, who disregard not only the letter but the spirit of the Marine COLREGS. A visit to the Solent on any busy afternoon will reveal a disgraceful, on-going war of attrition between some motor-boat owners and yachtsmen. (In contrast, I remember one incident on the Thames at Eton in 1996, when a motor-boat proceeding in one direction, on their correct station, was about to pass my crew who were doing a piece in the other direction, on their correct station. Suddenly, the motor boat turned 90 degrees to port, to pull into the riverbank, about 50 metres in front of my crew at their full speed. Only the sharp wits and the skill of our cox prevented disaster.)
 

6)    The report indicates that wash can be dangerous. What it fails to recognise is that wash and turbulence can ruin training for rowers, even if it is seemingly insignificant to the skipper of a motor-boat travelling below the prevailing speed limit. That said, even under those circumstances, rowers can have their hands smashed against the side of their boat by a relatively small wash.
 

7)    The 8 knot limit concession for coaching boats is more problematic than indicated. I have no sympathy for anybody who drives a motor boat at excessive speed from Richmond to Putney, or whatever, without any regard for the interests for others, but considerate drivers can fall foul of this regulation quite innocently if (a) they slow down whilst passing other rowing boats or or other craft susceptible to their wash, or if (b) they stop to render assistance to another rowing boat (or indeed anybody) and meanwhile the crew whom they have been coaching proceeds with their training, drawing steadily away from the coach-boat. There has to be some recognition of such practicalities and a distinction drawn between a flagrant disregard for the rules and a situation into which a coach/safety boat has innocently been drawn. It is not always reasonable for the crew being coached to stop, perhaps in the middle of a 'set piece' of training, when they are not involved in any situation themselves or not even aware of the circumstances unfolding behind them. (Perhaps coach-boats should have a yellow flashing light that they can switch on such circumstances which would mean, "I am exceeding the speed limit for a short distance for justifiable reasons which I can explain later..." or something like that.)
 

8)    Knowledge of the regulations is important but it is unrealistic to expect crews to have studied them fully - coaches, perhaps. The reference to ignorance of sound signals used by motor vessels is an example.
 

9)    I do not defend the use of abusive language by crews. However, all coaches know that athletes who are training hard (eg for an anaerobic training effect) with a high concentration of lactate in their blood do become aggressive. I have a rule when I am coaching whereby I do not mind (too much) if an athlete has an outburst at me or another athlete in their crew under these circumstances, as long as (a) it has ceased when they have come off the water, and (b) they apologise appropriately. However, they are not allowed to be abusive to motor boat drivers even if they are driving inconsiderately, but this is potentially a real problem for rowers in hard training who suffer the difficulties caused by wash and turbulence caused by motor vessels.  There seems no prospect of the public ever understanding this point and thus Rowing must itself do something about it, presumably by education/explanation/instruction off the water. (In this context, you and I know of one or two umpires who have not always demonstrated insight into the problems of rowers.)
 

10)    Another issue concerns the steering of rowing boats by persons under the age of 18 who are (or should be) under the supervision of a coach. Is it reasonable for a young person under these circumstances to be held responsible for the consequences of an incident, if they have been acting sensibly and under the supervision or instruction of an accompanying adult?
 

I have to admit that I would not choose the Tideway as a training venue but competitive events, and the need to prepare crews, especially younger ones and their coxes, makes some experience there essential.
 

Derek Drury wrote a piece in the Almanack in the late 60s about the training of his Emanuel crews on the Tideway in which he made a few comments about organising training there so as to get the best effect. Might be worth looking up.
 

I think that I should own up to being a motor boat owner and user. We have a 36 ft motor boat that we keep at Poole, but we never go up river (honest!). However, experience in that boat around the south coast of the UK, in French waters and in the vicinity of  the Channel Islands, has given me a much better perspective on both sides of this situation. It's very difficult to take sudden avoiding action if another craft appears in front of you, BUT the helmsmen of a motor boat, especially a large vessel, has a MUCH BETTER VIEW OF THE WATER OVER A MUCH GREATER DISTANCE than rowers, and it is the duty of any skipper to anticipate a dangerous situation before it occurs, and to take appropriate action. This happens EVERY SUMMER DAY in Poole Harbour when motor vessels have to cope with the activities of yachtsmen who assume that they have carte blanche to ignore both the letter and the spirit of the COLREGS, and who rarely thank a considerate motor boat skipper.
 

Our cross-channel trips have meant that I have had to take and hold the ICC (International Certificate of Competence - a sort of international boat driving licence) which necessitates knowledge of the regulations for the Inland Waterways of Europe; hence my comment about knowledge of the sound signals for rowers.
 

I'm copying this to Martin and to Di for Info.
 

May I suggest that you send your email to John Layng acting Hon. Sec. of the Kitchin Society for circulation amongst themselves? You are welcome to send my comments as well, if they serve any useful purpose.
 

Kind regards.
 

Bruce.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Tideway Scullers School    ℅ C F Williams   46 Guilford Avenue  Surbiton  Surrey  KT5 8DQ

Tel: 020 8339 9058 (home)  020 8334 2707 (work)   

18 May 2005

To:
Martin Humphries  
Chairman, TRRC  
By E-mail

Dear Martin,

SALVAGE ASSOCIATION RISK ASSESSMENT - 22 APRIL 2005

Firstly, thank you for arranging the meeting to discuss this on the 16th , it certainly helped my understanding of the situation.  I have had comments from a number of TSS members, I have some comments myself and I have tried to summarise these in this letter.  I must thank the TSS safety committee (in particular Robert Rakison and Ruth Hatton) for their input.

Summary

TSS is firmly of the view that some form of ‘rowing rules’ must remain for the safety of all of those in rowing boats.  Imposing the Collision Regulations would make the use of the river by the rowing community, who are the majority of users, much less safe.

We accept that the discipline of those using the river needs improvement, and, while we don’t particularly view the prospect with joy, we accept that some form of monitoring of competency is inevitable. 

As the majority of the river’s users we accept our responsibilities, but we want the PLA to accept theirs by ensuring that the small minority of the river users who are not in rowing boats understand the rowing rules, and that their good behaviour is enforced by the PLA.

We agree with most of the regulations. [sic report suggestions? CJDG] 

We don’t agree with the following:-

·
We don’t think the RYA launch course is relevant.  We think the ARA should sanction a course, which can get international recognition, which would be appropriate, we will even run this and prepare a syllabus for the ARA to get sanctioned.

·
We don’t think the TRRC will get adequate competent marshals to monitor activities.  Instead we think the TRRC should recognise experienced coaches who would educate and warn those who transgress the rules, and report this to the TRRC safety adviser.  These people know the river and are out anyway.  We should use them.

·
We don’t think introduction of buoyancy aids would aid safety.  With the huge amount of activity each year we don’t remember any incident on the Tideway where this would have saved a life.

·
The summarised risk levels in the report, used to justify the main findings are so badly assessed as to be a travesty.  We have included detailed comments on this.

We don’t understand what the SA are actually proposing regarding rowing rules, and while Chris Sprague thinks it will take some time to reach a conclusion, we would be highly suspicious that the PLA might wish to implement this rapidly without full consultation.  We believe the situation has to be discussed fully.

The issue of a defined channel is repeatedly raised.  The report raises concerns over marking it, which we fully agree with - markers would be difficult and expensive to maintain, and create obstacles to run into.  The channel also moves after heavy rain or prolonged drought.  We believe the location of the channel is known well enough to enable the rowing rules, or some variant of them, to be applied.  Problems will occur because of dispute over the channel location, but these will not result in collision provided that all parties keep a proper lookout and treat other users with consideration - unfortunately our belief is that too many non-rowing users believe they have the sole right to determine this line and stick to it, forcing rowing crews to either pass them starboard to starboard or hit the bank or other crews!

Finally we would very, very strongly maintain that the whole exercise of reassessment of the rowing rules is completely unjustified.  Hundreds of boats go on the water each week and very few accidents occur.  Safety is everyone’s first priority, collisions hurt, they are expensive and filling in the report forms is a deterrent in itself!  The whole exercise seems to have been based on a minor collision in spring 2001, and the response has been wholly disproportionate.  We believe the existing rules generally work, as shown by the fact that very few accidents result.  We agree that improvement is constantly needed but we don’t need them to be substantially rewritten!      Regards, 

 C F WILLIAMS

End of  reported comments

5th June 2005[image: image1.jpg]



� ARA accident records 1994 to 2004.


� Wrong side in respect to the Rowing Rules
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