Public Inquiry into the Pedestrianisation in Tenby, 24th to the 28th April 2006

Closing submissions of A J Mendelsohn, on behalf of Tenby Walled Town Residents Association
Sir

You asked at the out set of this Inquiry that you wanted to address the Order in identifying:

· benefits of the order

-
road safety/amenity/character

· difficulties

-
permit system/authorisation

-
residents / businesses / harbour users

In addition you asked for alternatives/variations.
Firstly and briefly I would like to sum up my opinion of the County Council’s evidence.

Mr Westley stated that he inherited the order, promoted concessions over two years and now he wants, in his words, a “solid foundation” to form the basis for future flexibility and change.  Ian Westley and PCC speak the words, but are intransient in their actions and thus have demonstrated by my view, by Ian Westley’s comment, zero tolerance.

Sir, in my submission that is simply not good enough. The Order making authority should be promoting an order which has to the best of their ability ironed out the confusion.  As we have both noted the authority has not undertaken any analysis of the 63 objections, but relied on the theme being emphatically addressed in the course of the Inquiry.  You, Sir can form your opinion on this approach.

Mr Westley relied upon the PCC surveys submitted as Mr Greenwoods evidence to provide him with justification as he considered them to be “probably more positive”. This assertion in my opinion was never demonstrated and I address the weight you should attach to the survey data.
Mr Sutton presented evidence as the all caring Council Officer, working hard promoting pedestrianisation.  So hard indeed that he advised that his time was spent checking the contents of a resident’s garage. No explanation was given as to why records failed to record the overall number of calls in addition to the contact centre made to the either the Police, himself and other officers requesting authorisation; nor how many of the trips seeking authorisation were granted and how many refused. However detailed records appeared on the number of times Mr Walker had telephoned, how many Caldey Island residents had used a parking space and how many car spaces Mrs Hutton had.  Mr Sutton personal approach along, with Westley’s “zero tolerance” mandate have; irrespective of the consequences and hardship caused sought to rid the streets of Tenby of all vehicles.
Mr Greenwood, along with the 92 pages of data, from the 2005 surveys including as he admitted, suggestions from Mr Westley about his report managed over the course of one page of text (4/5 of page 47 and 1/5 of page 48) to use at least 4 if not 5 different methods of analysing and presenting the survey data.  I consider that Mr Greenwood’s conclusion should more accurately be amended to read:
wide spread support having taken a wide spread range of analytical methods to reach any conclusion I am asked to support.
It is now been emphatically shown and acknowledged by PCC that these surveys are unreliable, they do not carry the weight of the Council have sought to place on them. Indeed I presented this to the Inquiry in my evidence in chief and this remained unchallenged by the PCC.
Mr Greenwood attempted to produce a figure to estimate unfettered access one based on national traffic generation TRICS (which incidentally stands for Trip Rate Information Computer System) and the other analysis based on data which he noted in the 2004 report was highlighted as being “particularly unreliable”. A term which could also be used for the above surveys.
I do not concur that the objectors to the Order, the “whinging minority”, are the only people with a gripe or a moan, complain as the approach from the start taken by PCC that those silent must be the majority and must be happy. The Council produced no evidence to justify this approach. As you have seen these people, who form part of the community of Tenby, have come to this Inquiry and have detailed to you, Sir, that real hardship is being inflicted on people by the overtly restrictive and narrow interpretation of the guidelines.  Some issues have been settled prior to the Inquiry and more at the Inquiry. I would request that those which the Council addressed you would recommend that the Council’s commitment was confirmed by them in writing.

It has become clearly apparent at this inquiry that by allowing everybody a few extra journeys, possibly not even one a day would relieve so much hardship suffered by members of the Community.  As Mr Mackay put it, “if you are being repeatedly hit, and asked, would you like me to hit you less? You will say yes. This Sir, is surely an awful interpretation offered by my clients of the treatment of a County Council there to its residents.
My open approach has been to promote the same system as is in operation for 2004/2005 but with the small change for all residents of the walled town and Caldey Island and all harbour users being able to make trips and those not having a registered vehicle to phone the contact centre to advise of a trip rather than seek authorisation.  You have heard that my view based on fact is that this would lead to a minimal increase in vehicles.  The County Council has not prepared evidence to challenge my conclusions nor way my conclusion that the increase if unfettered access would be minimal.
In my submission sir, the increase in risk of additional accidents due to a minimal increase in trips is not a material increase. The council have offered no credible evidence that the increase would be material and would result in accidents.

My evidence on the acceptability of the two way operation of Crackwell Street with vehicles travelling independently of the park and ride bus also remained unchallenged by the Council
Mr Westley advised that unfettered access could not be tested as the residents/businesses would deliberately limit trips during pedestrianisation in order to ensure a low result proved to have no material impact given a relaxation in the current scheme.  I will leave you to consider the due weight that needs to be attached to this reason. But this opinion comes from an Authority who are “confused” about the meaning of unfettered access and don’t want to get “bogged down” in detail and who’s witnesses have outlined that no research has been undertaken on similar schemes in other towns and have presented no evidence on this matter except a Council employee is currently on holiday near Looe and may pop in.
The benefits of the scheme are clear in the reduction in traffic in the town in July and August. However as you are aware our only difference is we consider this to be too restrictive.  
Under section 122 of the RTR Act 1984 section 122 states that the desirability of securing and maintaining reasonable access to premises. In my submission the test of reasonableness has been clearly demonstrated   to have failed, due to the overtly restrictive interpretation and application of the guide lines.

What the people of Tenby need from you, Sir, is clear and definite recommendations offering certainty and consistancy and I have suggested the following for your consideration:
The solutions:

Solution 1
An Experimental Order for 2006 which allows unfettered access for all residents, Caldey Islanders and businesses with a registered car, all harbour users (under a wider definition to  be agreed with the harbour users) and a system of advising the authority of the vehicle registration by non car owners.  All taxis to have permits so that they can react to occasional requests but not to ply there trade.
This could also split the order into one order for the Inner Core of the streets in green in my appendix 1.2 and one order for the remaining streets (Shown red and yellow).  
This could, for example, be included within a recommendation to adjourn the Inquiry until say March 2007 and reconvene to consider the evidence which we and PCC could jointly collect and analysis and you finalise your recommendation given next spring.

Solution 2
Recommend Permanent Order(s)

a)
Inner core (Green streets)
b)
Remaining streets (red and yellow)
with
i)
all residents  with a car including those on Caldey Island businesses with or without a parking space and all harbour users, with a wider definition as above, allowed a trip  in and out (balanced approach).  Non car owners would be able to call up to advise if a journey either from a friends/relative car or via a workable system for taxis.
ii)
As i) but unfettered access allowing the responsible custodians of Tenby to go about their daily business, accepting a level of inconvenience but not suffering hardship.
My opinion is that the two Orders proposed for this solution is wholly workable and addresses the concerns of the County Council and the Police.

The inner core could have different signage advising of pedestrianisation and this could be accompanied by alterations to the surface treatment. This would then become a clearly defined pedestrian area.   We have heard that already part of the High Street is being resurfaced and implementation through Tudor Square and St Julians Street are subject to available funding
The remaining streets could have a second order with the “Except for Access” restriction. We remain open and willing to discuss such proposals with the County Council
This would in my opinion, remove the concerns of the Police and Council about pedestrians not realising that vehicles are allowed.  In my submission the distinction would become clearer, confusion would be removed and therefore highway safety maintained and enhanced enabling an increased level of access to be granted.
My final recommendation sir is whatever you recommend that the guidelines and their application need to be clearly defined enabling consistent and compassionate application to relieve the worst of the hardship that has been brought to your attention. Associated with that guidance to the County Council to commit a written undertaking to the individuals who had their concessions granted at this inquiry so at least these people have a reference to quote should all of the difficulties they have incurred at the Call Centre not be resolved in practise.

 My final comment Sir, is the Chief Executive approach to not to release the report until after your recommendations have been put to Cabinet. This I know is outwith your statutory duties to alter, but I would ask that you did recommend that your report was issued to all parties when received by PCC. The Chief Executives decision in my mind Sir sadly demonstrates a non transparent  way in which PCC seek to conduct their business contrary to the principles of an open society, the freedom of information ,natural justice and the sated approach of their Director of Transport.
Thank you.
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