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1.0
Introduction
1.1 Preamble
Personal History

1.1.1 My name is Alistair Mackay and I am the secretary of Tenby Walled Town Residents Association (TWTRA), having served on the committee of TWTRA since it was founded. I moved to Tenby in 1999 and live within the Walled Town after spending much of my leisure time here since 1991 when I bought a holiday property in the area. 
1.1.2 I have now retired having spent my working life in the civil engineering industry.  I worked from 1983 to 1997 for  local authorities and I consider that I have a good understanding of the procedures and of good practice in local government.
History of TWTRA
1.1.3 Tenby Walled Town Residents Association (TWTRA) was formed in July 2002 to represent the views of residents of the Walled Town in consultations with the County Council on the pedestrianisation scheme that was brought in that year.
1.1.4 Since 2002, TWTRA has organised 14 open meetings, called 18 committee meetings and held 3 AGM’s as well as publishing 43 newsletters. It has attended all of the 11 consultation meetings called by PCC to discuss pedestrianisation issues. 
1.1.5 The main issue that continues to concern its members are the access problems associated with the pedestrianisation of Tenby, but the Association has moved on and become involved in many other issues inside the walled town. These include licensing, public order, enhancement, planning issues, landscaping and garden maintenance, litter and refuse collection. 
1.1.6 TWTRA organised a public meeting for PCC to explain the new licensing laws and attended a National Park meeting concerning consent streets. TWTRA has been actively involved in the updating of the local Conservation Plan and also gave evidence to the House of Commons Welsh Affairs committee meeting on licensing and anti-social behaviour. TWTRA has attended and contributed to meetings called by PCC to discuss Tudor Square Enhancement schemes. 
1.1.7 It was active in support of the Town Council and Police in an objection to a public entertainment license and in the subsequent hearing

1.1.8 TWTRA has written over 200 letters on many issues and has frequently issued press releases and often invited to comment by the local radio station.
1.1.9 The Association has 127 members in 97 households; 73 of these households are within the Walled Town and 24 outside the Walled Town. Virtually all the members outside the Wall Town have an interest within the Walled Town, many being holiday properties. The Association has 14 committee members that include two town Councillors, one of which is also the local County Councillor.
Background to the Pedestrianisation of Tenby
1.1.10 Tenby has suffered from congestion problems in the peak summer periods for many years. There have been several failed attempts to reduce this congestion prior to the 2002 Experiment. It is my opinion they failed as a result of poor management and enforcement. 
1.1.11 People living and staying within the walled town suffered as a result of these congestion problems as well as the tourists and businesses. It is acknowledged that something had to be done to limit the number of vehicles entering the Walled Town during the peak summer period. PCC own survey showed that a significant number of vehicles entering the town walls were either lost or looking for a place to park.
1.1.12 The effect of the 2005 Draft Order on residents who live within the walled town is to deny free access to their homes. The needs of residents vary, some have been able to cope with the restrictions of the successive schemes; for others it has been intolerable. 
1.1.13 Residents already make considerable adjustments to their lives in the summer while the town welcomes the annual influx of visitors. These adjustments are made freely and willingly.
1.1.14  The additional restrictions that the effect of this Order has on residents are to add, what amounts for some, an intolerable additional burden on people’s everyday lives. Its effect should not be considered in the same way these restrictions would have on people living outside the walls. The burden on resident’s lives is all the more intolerable as I believe that it is unnecessary and does nothing to add to the enjoyment of the visitors to Tenby or the effectiveness of the aims and aspirations of ‘pedestrianisation’. Tenby’s scheme is unique in that it attempts to impose the prohibition of vehicle movements in a predominantly residential area.
1.1.15 The Association has consistently promoted a policy of pressing for unfettered access for the residents of the Walled Town to their homes. TWTRA believes this is possible to keep the central area of Tudor Square, High Street, Church Street and St Georges Street traffic free. Access being permitted through the Belmont Arch for the adjoining residential streets and along Crackwell Street for the streets in the Harbour area. The Council is well aware of this policy.
1.1.16 The detail of the extent of access that TWTRA seeks is set out in the letter objecting to the Permanent Order dated 12 May 2005 (D12).

1.2 Scope of Evidence

Principal of Submission
1.2.1 I understand the reason why this Public Inquiry is being held is because of the 2005 Permanent Order had the effect of preventing people loading and unloading at their properties. My evidence considers the succession of Experimental and Permanent Orders together with the related meetings and documents that were used by the Council to come to their decision on the 2005 Permanent Order. 
PCC Survey of Residents

1.2.2 The Council Surveys of Residents following the Experimental Pedestrianisation schemes in 2002, 2003, 2004 and 2005. 

Consultation Processes

1.2.3 The consultation meetings which all organisations in Tenby were invited to and the letter from PCC dated 15 April 2005. 
Cabinet Meetings

1.2.4 The Cabinet Meetings dated 3 March 2005 and 27 June 2005.
Traffic Orders
1.2.5 The 2003 and 2005 Permanent Orders and the 2002, 2003 and 2004 Experimental Orders.
1.3 Aims of Evidence, to show
Principal of Submission
1.3.1 Fundamental errors and assumptions made since 2002 have had a knock on effect on the processes that have led to the publication of the 2005 Permanent Order and the objections that have been received.
PCC Survey of Residents
1.3.2 The way in which parts of the survey results undertaken by PCC have been presented were flawed and subsequently unreliable. PCC has used their interpretation of these surveys to justify both its recommendations made to Cabinet and claims it has made in the press and letters.
1.3.3 There have been errors in some of the survey forms and shortcomings in the distribution to an extent that has affected the number of survey forms returned and the results obtained.
Consultation Processes
1.3.4 Consultation meetings have been held but the question of allowing residents who live in the walled town free access to their homes has effectively been ‘not negotiable’ and no consideration has been given to any such calls. The Consultation has been limited to only what PCC is prepared to consider.
1.3.5 The letter dated 15 April 2005 (D43) that was sent to potential Objectors inviting ‘observations’ had the effect of limiting the number of ‘objections’ received.
Cabinet Meetings

1.3.6 The Cabinet meetings held on 3 March 2005 and 27 June 2005 made decisions relating to pedestrianisation based on reports that contained statistics that had been obtained from flawed surveys. There was also inaccurate information in these reports and this influenced Cabinet members in reaching their decisions.

1.3.7 Some of the statistics presented to the Cabinet Meeting of 27 June 2005 by the Cabinet Member responsible for Pedestrianisation in Tenby were inaccurate and these influenced the Cabinet Members in coming to their decision.

Traffic Orders
1.3.8  At the time when the 2005 Permanent Order was published and during the period in which Objections had to be submitted there was insufficient information available for people to know what the effect of the scheme would have on them. 

1.3.9 The Experimental Orders have been used by the Council as a quick and easy way to pedestrianise Tenby and by doing so has delayed the holding of this Public Inquiry to the detriment of Residents who are denied access to their homes. 
2.0
Survey of Residents
Introduction
2.0.1
The Council has claimed in letters and Cabinet reports that successive schemes reflect the majority view. Statements in PCC’s letter dated 2nd August (D26) are typical:

‘I view my role as one of finding a solution that satisfies the majority and on this basis used the evaluation of the 2004 experiment to justify my recommendation to Cabinet. This evaluation showed overwhelming support for the scheme…..’
Letters dated 31 May 2005 (D41) and 10 May 2005 (D42) also refer.

2.0.3
It is my understanding that the Council has failed to draw a balance between the conflicting requirements, and gives no guidance in their reports to Cabinet as to the weight that should be given to the different surveys. The views of passengers on a park and ride bus who may have just arrived in a car or a visitor stopped on the street, are quoted alongside surveys from residents who live in the effected area and are denied access. Cabinet report dated 7 March 2005 (D45) is typical
2.0.4
I consider that PCC’s interpretation of the successive schemes is flawed and that the PCC has failed to address the problems that are detailed below. These flawed survey results have been used each year by Cabinet in making their decisions. I consider that this has compounded errors year on year.
2.1
2002 Survey
2.1.1
Question 7 in the 2002 survey form (D30) asked questions about the type of scheme that residents wanted in 2003. 

2.1.2 
A significant majority of replies to question 7g agreed with the statement that asked the Council to consider other ways of improving the traffic situation

Table 2a
	2002 Survey          Question 7g
	Agree
	Disagree
	No View
	Not answered

	Instead of a Pedestrianisation Scheme, the Council should consider other ways of improving the traffic situation
	Walled Town Residents
	52.4%
	11.4%
	15.7%
	20.5%

	
	Full Survey
	37.3%
	17.8%
	20.3%
	24.7%


I submit that this was against the Councils favoured approach and in clause 1.11 of report to Cabinet on 2nd December 2002 (D44) the wording of the question in the questionnaire was changed from:

‘Instead of a pedestrianisation scheme, the Council should consider other ways of improving the traffic situation’ 
to read in the report:

“Instead of pedestrianisation consider other ways of improving the traffic scheme” 

It is my submission ‘traffic situation’ refers to the general traffic, where as ‘traffic scheme’ refers to the specific scheme.

2.1.3
The report went on to dismiss this result by saying  

‘ Respondents have generally read this as “other additional ways” as opposed to ”other alternative ways”
It is my belief that the Council was trying to dismiss statistics that did not support its proposal. In my opinion the Council Officers were wrong to attempt in this way to influence the Cabinet members by giving a different meaning to a key survey question. I believe that it had no justification to make an assumption on how respondents may have misread a question. The word ‘additional’ has a very different meaning to ‘alternative’.
2.1.4
The replies to question 7 were not cross referenced to determine whether those who favoured one change also favoured another. The answers given to any one part is dependant on the responses to the other parts being met.

2.1.5
Results of the 2002 resident’s survey question 7 are shown in table 2b.
Table 2b

	
	Question 7

2002 Survey


	 
	Agree
	Agree %
	Disagree
	Disagree %
	No View
	No View %
	Not answered
	Not answered %
	Maximum no eligible to agree
	No. of forms returned 

	a
	Repeat the pedestrianisation scheme in the walled town
	Walled Town Residents
	81
	48.8
	56
	33.7
	7
	4.2
	22
	13.3
	
	166

	
	
	Full Survey
	1029
	67.5
	248
	16.3
	75
	4.9
	173
	11.4
	
	1524

	b
	Repeat the scheme with reduced hours
	Walled Town Residents
	14
	8.4
	90
	54.2
	15
	9.0
	47
	28.3
	85
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	96
	6.3
	749
	49.1
	199
	13.1
	480
	31.5
	495
	

	c
	Repeat the scheme with extended the hours starting earlier in the day
	Walled Town Residents
	41
	24.7
	77
	46.4
	14
	8.4
	34
	20.5
	85
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	631
	41.4
	459
	30.1
	140
	9.2
	295
	19.4
	495
	

	d
	Repeat the scheme with extended the hours starting later in the day
	Walled Town Residents
	48
	28.9
	76
	45.8
	9
	5.4
	33
	19.9
	85
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	668
	43.8
	414
	27.2
	131
	8.6
	312
	20.5
	495
	

	e
	Introduce a period of pedestrianisation in the evening
	Walled Town Residents
	36
	21.7
	80
	48.2
	14
	8.4
	36
	21.7
	85
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	571
	37.5
	399
	26.2
	201
	13.2
	353
	23.2
	495
	

	f
	Extend the pedestrianisation to other months of the year
	Walled Town Residents
	53
	31.9
	75
	45.2
	11
	6.6
	27
	16.3
	85
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	745
	48.9
	394
	25.9
	120
	7.9
	266
	17.5
	495
	

	g
	Instead of a Pedestrianisation Scheme, the Council should consider other ways of improving the traffic situation
	Walled Town Residents
	87
	52.4
	19
	11.4
	26
	15.7
	34
	20.5
	85
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	568
	37.3
	272
	17.8
	309
	20.3
	376
	24.7
	495
	


2.2
2003 Survey
2.2.1
Question 8 of the 2003 survey form (D31) asked questions about the type of scheme that residents wanted in 2004. It contained similar flaws to the 2002 survey in the way the results (D34) were presented as demonstrated in 2.2.5 to 2.2.9 below

2.2.2
The parameters of the 2003 scheme were not given on the survey form to remind residents of the details of that scheme. I consider that any results for questions relating to the 2003 scheme or presuming knowledge of that scheme are unreliable.

2.2.4
The main difference in the forms circulated in 2003 from that in 2002 was in question 7g. In 2002 this asked 


‘Instead of a Pedestrianisation Scheme, the Council should consider other ways of improving the traffic situation’.
This was changed in 2003 to 

‘Abandon the Pedestrianisation Experiment’.
A significant majority had supported the 2002 question and it is my opinion the effect that changing this one question was to deny the opportunity of people to answer the 2002 question again in 2003. 

2.2.5
The main issue raised following the 2002 scheme was about the degree of access that should be allowed during any pedestrianisation scheme. Question 8 did not ask anything about access and so resident’s questions about duration can not be considered comprehensive.
2.2.6
Question 8 did not ask anything about the area pedestrianised so resident’s questions about duration can again not be considered comprehensive.
2.2.7
My main criticism is that the replies to question 8 were not cross referenced to determine whether those who favoured one change also favoured another. The answers given to any one part is dependant on the responses to the other parts being met; the views of individuals are not known. Someone could have asked for an extension to other months of the year conditional on reduced hours, this cannot be deduced from the way the results were presented.
2.2.8
At the end of question 8 people are invited to express an opinion on aspects of the current experiment that they did not agree with. Answers are said to be given in an Appendix 4 that has not been published or details given to Cabinet. It could be that the statements made here influenced answers given to 8a to 8g. Somebody, for instance, might have said that they wanted a repeat, answered “agree” to question 8a, but stated here that this would be dependant on greater access being given or if it was in a smaller area.
2.2.9
Question 8c asks for opinions on extended hours to start earlier, 8d on extended hours to finish later and 8e for an evening pedestrianisation period and 8f to other months of the year. This is not even-handed with four questions about extending the time period and only one to reduce, 8b.

2.2.8
Results of the 2003 resident’s survey question 8 are shown in table 2c.

Table 2c

	
	Question 8

2003 Survey


	 
	Agree
	Agree %
	Disagree
	Disagree %
	No View
	No View %
	Not answered
	Not answered %
	Maximum no eligible to agree
	No. of forms returned 

	a
	Repeat the pedestrianisation scheme in the walled town
	Walled Town Residents
	86
	50%
	69
	40%
	5
	3%
	11
	6%
	
	171

	
	
	Full Survey
	919
	67%
	272
	20%
	75
	5%
	109
	8%
	
	1375

	b
	Repeat the scheme with reduced hours
	Walled Town Residents
	42
	25%
	93
	54%
	16
	9%
	20
	12%
	85
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	207
	15%
	820
	60%
	140
	10%
	208
	15%
	456
	

	c
	Repeat the scheme with extended the hours starting earlier in the day
	Walled Town Residents
	29
	17%
	114
	67%
	11
	6%
	17
	10%
	85
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	376
	27%
	677
	49%
	132
	10%
	190
	14%
	456
	

	d
	Repeat the scheme with extended the hours starting later in the day
	Walled Town Residents
	37
	22%
	108
	63%
	9
	5%
	17
	10%
	85
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	482
	35%
	584
	42%
	120
	9%
	189
	14%
	456
	

	e
	Introduce a period of pedestrianisation in the evening
	Walled Town Residents
	37
	22%
	106
	62%
	11
	6%
	17
	10%
	85
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	474
	34%
	558
	41%
	161
	12%
	182
	13%
	456
	

	f
	Extend the pedestrianisation to other months of the year
	Walled Town Residents
	33
	19%
	114
	67%
	8
	5%
	16
	9%
	85
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	539
	39%
	577
	42%
	103
	7%
	156
	11%
	456
	

	g
	Abandon the pedestrianisation experiment
	Walled Town Residents
	64
	37%
	72
	42%
	16
	9%
	19
	11%
	85
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	267
	19%
	758
	55%
	134
	10%
	216
	16%
	456
	


2.3
2004 Survey
2.3.1
The 2004 survey form (D32) changed the format of previous years for the question relating to the type of scheme that residents wanted in following year. The 2004 survey again contained similar flaws in the way the results (D35) were presented that in my view again cast doubt on the reliability of these results. These are shown in 2.3.3 to 2.3.7 below.
2.3.2
Question 7 asked for opinions on what people wanted in 2005 with respect to:

a. Continue with either pedestrianisation or with alternative methods

b. The number of hours on any day.

c. The length of time in weeks.

d. The area to be pedestrianised.

e. The degree of access allowed for residents.

f. The degree of access allowed to others that should be allowed in Tenby
The full results are shown in table 2g
2.3.3
Question 7a is in four parts with only those 67 Walled Town Residents and 615 respondents in the full survey who ticked the box to the question ‘continue to improve and develop the current pedestrianisation scheme’ were invited to answer questions 7b to 7f as shown in table 2d

Table 2d
	Question 7a
	Walled Town Residents Survey (122 responses)
	Full Survey

(936 responses)

	Instead of pedestrianisation consider further traffic regulations to restrict the amount of traffic in the walled town at all times
	26
	21%
	86
	9%

	Instead of pedestrianisation consider stricter enforcement of current traffic regulations
	19
	16%
	121
	13%



	Continue to improve and develop the current pedestrianisation scheme
	67
	55%
	615
	66%

	No Opinion
	3
	2%
	57
	6%

	Not Answered
	7
	6%
	57
	6%


2.3.4
From studying the numbers of answers credited against 7b to 7f in Table 2e it is clear that the opinions of some of those who ticked the boxes in 7a to the questions:

 ‘Instead of pedestrianisation consider further traffic regulations to restrict the traffic at all times’

and


 ‘Instead of pedestrianisation consider stricter enforcement of the current scheme’ 

are counted in replies to 7b to 7f as the numbers exceed 67 for Walled Town Residents and 615. 

2.3.5
In my opinion these results cannot be relied upon for this reason.
Table 2e

	Question
	Walled Town Residents Survey

(Figure should not exceed 67)
	Full Survey

(Figure should not exceed 615)

	7b
	91
	709

	7c
	88
	678

	7d
	85
	664

	7e
	95
	656

	7f
	92
	583


2.3.6
The total numbers of replies to each part of question 7 do not always add up to the total number of questionnaires received and so this indicates that there is an error in the recording on this point. In my opinion this invalidates these survey results.

2.3.7 Table 2f shows the number of questionnaires recorded against each part of question 7.
Table 2f

	Question
	Walled Town Residents Survey

(Figure should be 122)
	Full Survey

(Figure should be 936)

	7a
	122
	936

	7b
	122
	936

	7c
	122
	928

	7d
	122
	936

	7e
	122
	937

	7f
	146
	1031


2.3.8
As the published replies to 7b to 7f were not linked or cross referenced there is no way of knowing what individuals wanted. By PCC presenting the answers to each question as straight percentages the views of individuals are not known. For example, the view of a person who wanted a high degree of access for a long period of time or somebody else who wanted a low degree of access for short time cannot be deduced from the way the results are presented. It is my opinion that this one shortcoming alone invalidates the use of this part of the survey.
2.3.9
Any answer given to any part of a question was dependant on all the other preferences being met. Any person saying that they were happy to have a certain number of hours, certain number of weeks and area and also to allow unrestricted access to residents might have answered the first questions differently if this last condition on access was not met.

2.3.10
Questions 7d and 7e assumed that there would be a further experiment in 2005 and that might have influenced the answers given by those who did not want another experiment but wanted to proceed to a permanent order. The question of whether Pedestrianisation should be introduced using an Experimental Order or a Permanent Order in 2005 was not asked. 

2.3.11
The Cabinet meetings held on 7th March 2005 and 27 June 2005 were presented with reports (D45 and D5) that contained statistics from this survey and were used by them when coming to their decision to proceed with a Permanent Order and then subsequently with an Experimental Order and a Public Inquiry. I therefore have demonstrated that it is in my opinion that these decisions were made on invalid and inaccurate information.
2.3.12
Results of the 2004 resident’s survey question 7 are shown in table 2g.
Table 2g
	
	Question 7

Total number of forms returned:

                     Walled Town Residents     122

                     Full Survey                         1375
	 
	Frequency
	Percentage

	7a
	Traffic Control
	
	
	

	
	Instead of pedestrianisation consider further traffic regulations to restrict the traffic at all times
	Walled Town Residents
	26
	21

	
	
	Full Survey
	86
	9

	
	Instead of pedestrianisation consider stricter enforcement of the current scheme
	Walled Town Residents
	19
	16

	
	
	Full Survey
	121
	13

	
	Continue to improve and develop the current pedestrianisation scheme
	Walled Town Residents
	67
	55

	
	
	Full Survey
	615
	66

	
	 No Opinion
	Walled Town Residents
	3
	2

	
	
	Full Survey
	57
	6

	
	 Not Answered
	Walled Town Residents
	7
	6

	
	
	Full Survey
	57
	6

	7b
	 Hours
	
	
	

	
	Repeat the same hours of pedestrianisation 11am -5pm


	Walled Town Residents
	36
	30

	
	
	Full Survey
	376
	40

	
	Extend the hours of pedestrianisation
	Walled Town Residents
	22
	18

	
	
	Full Survey
	216
	23

	
	Reduce the hours of pedestrianisation
	Walled Town Residents
	33
	27

	
	
	Full Survey
	117
	13

	
	No Opinion
	Walled Town Residents
	3
	2

	
	
	Full Survey
	44
	5

	
	Not Answered
	Walled Town Residents
	28
	23

	
	
	Full Survey
	183
	20

	7c
	 Weeks
	
	
	

	
	Repeat the same number of weeks the experiment runs (1st week of July to last week of August)
	Walled Town Residents
	33
	27
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	293
	31
	

	
	Increase the number of weeks the experiment runs
	Walled Town Residents
	25
	20
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	296
	32
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Reduce the number of weeks the experiment runs
	Walled Town Residents
	30
	25
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	89
	10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	No Opinion
	Walled Town Residents
	5
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	45
	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Not Answered
	Walled Town Residents
	29
	24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	213
	23
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Table 2g (continued)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Question 7 (continued) 

Total number of forms returned:

                     Walled Town Residents     122

                     Full Survey                         1375
	 
	Frequency
	Percentage
	

	7d
	Area
	
	
	
	

	
	Reduce the area covered by the experiment
	Walled Town Residents
	16
	13
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	64
	7
	

	
	Repeat the same area covered by the experiment
	Walled Town Residents
	69
	57
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	600
	64
	

	
	 No Opinion
	Walled Town Residents
	9
	7
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	51
	5
	

	
	 Not Answered
	Walled Town Residents
	28
	23
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	221
	24
	

	e
	Vehicular Access for Residents
	
	
	
	

	
	Allow no access to residents as in 2003 experiment
	Walled Town Residents
	12
	10
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	72
	8
	

	
	Allow only one round trip to residents with off road parking as in the 2004 experiment
	Walled Town Residents
	31
	25
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	259
	28
	

	
	Allow residents unrestricted access to their homes to load and unload
	Walled Town Residents
	52
	43
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	325
	35
	

	
	No Opinion
	Walled Town Residents
	3
	2
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	81
	19
	

	
	Not Answered
	Walled Town Residents
	24
	20
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	200
	21
	

	7f
	 Vehicular access for others
	
	
	
	

	
	 Allow businesses unrestricted access to their premises to load and unload
	Walled Town Residents
	27
	22
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	150
	16
	

	
	 Allow tradesmen and taxis access to carry out their work
	Walled Town Residents
	65
	53
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	433
	46
	

	
	 No Opinion
	Walled Town Residents
	16
	13
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	170
	18
	

	
	 Not Answered
	Walled Town Residents
	38
	31
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	278
	30
	


2.4
 2005 Survey
Delay in Publishing Results
2.4.1
It is my opinion that the Council has delayed releasing full details of the 2005 survey and so has limited the information available in the preparation of this proof of evidence.

2.4.2
A letter asking for the survey data collected in 2005 was requested in TWTRA letter dated 15th September 2005 (D17) and a reply from PCC was sent on 14th October 2005 (D18). This reply stated it was the intention to report the survey data in a single document rather than providing partial information and PCC said it would supply TWTRA with a copy when it was completed. This did not happen. 

2.4.3
PCC’s letter dated September 2005 (D25) made an undertaking to distribute the results of the householder’s survey to the local press towards the end of November and to place the results on the Council Website. This has not happened to date. TWTRA made reference to this in their letter dated 23 October 2005 (D27). It is my opinion that the Council has delayed the release of this information to the detriment of the Objectors to the scheme.

Survey Report Presented to Meeting of 1st March 2006
2.4.4
PCC distributed a letter dated 22 February 2006 (D23) and enclosed their draft report on data collected in 2005 and gave notice of a meeting to be held on 1 March 2006. It is my opinion the report contained a selected summary of the data collected but insufficient for a proper assessment.

2.4.5
TWTRA asked at the 1st March 2006 meeting for full survey details and a further meeting to be held to discuss them. PCC undertook to do both but to date (28 March 2006) nothing has been issued. Mr Mendelsohn again asked for this information in his letter of 22 March 2006. In contrast, in the previous year the full 2004 survey data was made available by 2nd December 2004.
Problems with Distribution of the 2005 Walled Town Residents Survey

2.4.6
It is my contention that survey forms were not distributed to all properties in the walled town, the extent of the problem can however be only fully ascertained by PCC. The problem appears to have arisen in properties that have been divided into flats where it has been reported that only one form has been delivered to the property. Some houses in the town have been divided into as many as five flats.
2.4.7
The following would appear to confirm that there was something different with the distribution in 2005:
3466 survey forms were sent out to householders in 2002

3490 survey forms were sent out to householders in 2003, a difference of plus 24

3510 survey forms were sent out to householders in 2004, a difference of plus 20
3307 survey forms were sent out to householders in 2005, a difference of minus 203
2.4.8
PCC has generally not published the number of forms distributed to residents who live in the Walled Town, 552 were sent out in 2004.
2.4.9
It is my opinion that the Council has failed in its obligation to ensure all households within the walled town were aware of the survey being carried out to ensure that the maximum number of forms were returned.
2.4.10
The 2001 census records that 34% of the 525 properties in the Walled Town are either second homes or holiday properties and at the time of year the PCC surveys were distributed many of these properties are empty. This, combined with the short time between the issue and required return date conspires to ensure that a low return rate of forms from households within the Walled Town. 

It would appear that the later in the year the forms are distributed the lower the number of forms returned. See table 2h.
2.4.11
TWTRA had raised the problem of sending survey forms to empty properties with PCC prior to the 2004 and 2005 schemes, a suggestion being made, the last time at a meeting on the 13th September 2005 to send survey forms to the address used to distribute Council Tax forms rather than the postal address of the property. This was rejected. 
Table 2h

	Distribution date, return date and no. of survey forms returned between 2002 and 2005

	Year
	Date distributed
	Return Date
	No. of Forms returned

	2002
	Not known
	27 September
	166

	2003
	23 September
	6 October
	171

	2004
	20 October
	29 October
	122 (23.2%)

	2005
	8 October
	21 October
	113


Errors in the 2005 Survey Form distributed to Residents in the Walled Town
2.4.12
The 2005 survey form (D24) was delivered to households within the walled town on Saturday 8th October 2005 with PCC letter dated September 2005 (D25). Errors with the survey forms were discovered that weekend and were brought to the attention of the Council on Monday morning 10th October. In a further telephone call to the Council the next day the errors were admitted by PCC.

2.4.13
A letter was written to PCC on 23 October 2005 (D27) confirming the problems that had been identified with the 2005 survey form. A reply from PCC was received on 1 November 2005 (D28) stated the problems that had been pointed out would be rectified. TWTRA’s letter dated 26 November 2005 (D29) asked how this rectification was to be done; no reply was received to this letter. The errors brought to the attention of the Council are recorded in 2.4.14 to 2.4.17 below
2.4.14
There was an error in question 6a in which residents were directed to question 8 and 7b rather than 7 and 6b. This had the effect of directing the person past two key questions in the report: 

· What form of pedestrianisation people wanted 

· The degree of access people needed. 

2.4.15
In my opinion Question 7 was misleading as the number of journeys did not progress in sequence. The option with the second highest number of journeys being was placed last on the list. 
2.4.16
It is also my opinion that the confused wording of this key question misled the person at PCC compiling the questionnaire and left little chance for respondants to understand the question. I contend the results obtained are of little use and I can see no justification of how the Council can possible use them to estimate trips, as Mr Westley refers to in his “bogged down” letter to Mr. Mendelsohn. Table 2i refers
2.4.17
Question 7 that appeared on the 2005 survey of residents who live in the walled town is shown in Table 2i
Table 2i

	As a resident of the walled town, on average, how many return journeys in and out of the walled town do you need to make during the pedestrianised period?

	None


	
[image: image1]

	One return journey per day (one journey in and one journey out of the walled town)
	

	Between two and three journeys per day(up to three journeys in and three journeys out of the walled town)
	

	Four or more return journeys per day

	

	Within one week- up to five return journeys (less than one a day)

	


2.4.18
The survey form questions were discussed and agreed at a meeting on the 13th September 2005 but the wording of question 7 in the published survey form was changed without consultation to what was agreed at the meeting.

The wording agreed at the meeting was:


As a resident of the walled town, on average during the hours of 
pedestrianisation how many return journeys do you need to make each day?
(a) None

(b) Less than one return journey

(c) One return journey (this is the current arrangement for those 


walled town residents with off street parking)

(d) Between two and three return journeys

(e) Four or more return journeys
3.0
Consultation Processes
3.1
Limitation of Scope of Discussions

3.1.1
It is my opinion that the consultation processes has been inadequate because of the refusal by Pembrokeshire County to consider any scheme that would allow residents free access to their homes. This request for access has always been dismissed because it was considered by the Council to be incompatible with Pedestrianisation and would lead to an unacceptable number of traffic movements. No analysis, calculations or factual information has ever been produced by the Council to justify this statement.
3.1.2
The Council’s refusal to consider the effect of freer access is illustrated by the statements made by PCC in their letter dated 2 August 2005 (D26) in reply to TWTRA letter dated 8th June 2005 (D39). This letter from PCC includes the statement 

‘I remain confused by your assertion that TWTRA supports pedestrianisation while continuing to campaign for unfettered access for its members’.  
This statement illustrates the adamant refusal of the Council to consider or test the effect that the unfettered access that TWTRA seeks will have on the traffic movements in the walled town during any pedestrianised period. 

3.1.3
The Council has also refused to meet and discuss this key issue of access with TWTRA. PCC letter 2 August 2005 (D26) also contains the contradiction

‘I am personally committed to ongoing dialogue with anyone who so wishes. As explained the dialogue you sought was specifically in relation to unfettered access for residents of the walled town.’ 
The request for a meeting was thus turned down. PCC letter dated 31 May 2005 (D41) also refers.

3.1.4
The Council’s refusal to consider allowing residents even a limited form of freer access is summed up in the report to Cabinet dated 27 June 2005:

‘The 2004 experiment permitted one round trip to an off road parking space within the Walled Town. To extend this to all residents and businesses would potentially increase traffic flows to a level which could change the nature of the scheme from one of pedestrianisation to a traffic controlled area’

I consider that the Council was wrong to make this claim without any figures to back it up. Subsequently the upper limit of traffic movements that the Council would consider acceptable was requested in letter dated 14 July 2005 (D11). (See Mr Mendelsohn’s evidence on this matter)
3.2
Attempt to Limit Objections

3.2.1
The letter dated 15 April 2005 (D43) to residents and businesses invited ‘observations’ on a scheme in 2005 identical to that in 2004. Replies had to be received by 6th May 2005 and notice was given to the recipient that failure to respond will be taken by PCC that there were no adverse comments. 

3.2.2
I believe that this letter misled some people into thinking that a response to this letter would count as an Objection to the Order that later appeared in a Public Notice at the back of the local paper on 22 April 2005. Objections had to be returned to that Order by the 16th May.
3.2.3
The Council expected people who wanted to Object to reply to both the 15 April letter with comments and also to submit a formal Objection.

3.2.4
In my opinion it was wrong of the Council to send the 15 April letter without making any reference to the Public Notice that was about to be published and the correct procedures for any Objection.

4.0
Cabinet Meetings

4.1
Introduction
4.1.1
The assertion is made in this section 4.3 that the Cabinet report dated 27 June 2005 (D5) contained inaccuracies that influenced the Cabinet in coming to their decision to confirm the holding of a Public Inquiry and to continue to use an Experimental Order to pedestrianise Tenby in 2005. 
4.1.1
Many of the following points were raised in a letter to the Cabinet Leader dated 14 July 2005 (D8), a reply dated 27 July (D9) was received. Another letter dated 14 July 2005 (D11) was sent to the Director of Transport and Environment asking for the source and further details of the statistics used at the Cabinet meeting, no reply was received. A further letter dated 12 August 2005 (D10) was written in reply to the letter of 27 July. 
These letters alerted the Council to the problems that had been identified with the Cabinet meeting and are detailed in section 4.4.
4.1.2
Contemporary records were made by TWTRA at the Cabinet meeting dated 27 June 2005 (D6) and recorded the statistics and statements proffered to that meeting. The statistics and statements dealt with in section 4.4 here are considered to be both inaccurate and unsubstantiated and it is my opinion that the Cabinet were misled when making their decision.
4.1.2
It is my opinion that the Report to the Cabinet meeting held on 7 March 2005 contained statistics that were based on the 2004 survey that are considered to be fundamentally flawed and also misleading by not being complete as shown in section 4.2.
4.2
Inaccuracies in the Cabinet Report dated 7 March 2005
4.2.1
It is my opinion that the report to the cabinet meeting held on the 7th March 2005 (D45) in which selected results of the survey were published misled the cabinet members with the statement 
‘43 of the 122 (walled town residents) responding said that their particular group should have access’. 
The number of 43 recorded was incorrect, it should have been 52.

4.2.2
The Cabinet were further misled with this statement in the report by not being informed that of the 122 walled town residents who returned questionnaires, 26 wanted other measures to control traffic and 19 wanted pedestrianisation controlled by stricter enforcement of the existing regulations. These 45 were not eligible to have their opinions recorded on this point of residents access and would be unlikely to not want residents to have access. This would have given a figure of 97 out of 122 (80%) of Walled Town Residents who wanted unrestricted access to their homes rather than the reported figure of 43 out of 122 (35%).
4.2.3
The summary of the 2004 survey in the Cabinet Report contains the statement:

‘There is general support for restricting vehicular access….’

4.2.4
It is my opinion that the report failed to give the Cabinet full information on this aspect and should have included what the survey said about allowing residents who live in the Walled Town unrestricted access to their homes. 

4.2.5
The following statement would have been a more accurate:
‘There is general support for restricting vehicle access in the Walled Town. However the majority in both the surveys of the Walled Town Residents and the Full Survey call for the residents in the Walled Town to be allowed unrestricted access to their homes to load and unload. 
A further 37% of Walled Town Residents and 22% of the full survey who did not want any form of Pedestrianisation were ineligible to answer the question as to who should be allowed access and so their views on this aspect are not recorded.’ 
4.2.6
The complete results for question 7e of the 2004 Survey that covers this point is given in table 4a
Table 4a

	Question 7e

Total Number of forms returned:

Walled Town Residents       122

Full Survey                           1375

	
	Vehicular Access for Residents
	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	

	
	Allow no access to residents as in 2003 experiment
	Walled Town Residents
	12
	10
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	72
	8
	

	
	Allow only one round trip to residents with off road parking as in the 2004 experiment
	Walled Town Residents
	31
	25
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	259
	28
	

	
	Allow residents unrestricted access to their homes to load and unload
	Walled Town Residents
	52
	43
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	325
	35
	

	
	No Opinion
	Walled Town Residents
	3
	2
	

	
	
	Full Survey
	81
	19
	

	Not Answered
	Walled Town Residents
	24
	20
	

	
	Full Survey
	200
	21
	


4.2.7 The letter from PCC dated 4 March 2005 (D46) confirms the Directors misunderstanding of the results of his own survey that he had used in the Cabinet report with his statement:

 ‘……to a request for unfettered access for residents and as such did not accord with the majority view received from the 2004 experiment’
It is my belief the Director was incorrect to make this statement as shown above.
4.3
Issue of Guidelines

4.3.1
A letter dated 13th June 2005 (D2) that was sent to all properties within the walled town and for the first time gave guidance notes on access to the walled town and the limitation attached to the use of permits. This was a clear two weeks before the Cabinet met on 27 June 2005 to debate and make the decision on the 2005 scheme that were detailed in these guidance notes. 

4.3.2 
It is my opinion that the publication of these guidance notes prior to the Cabinet debating and making a decision on pedestrianisation demonstrates that the Officer responsible had taken the Cabinet decision for granted and so in doing undermined the credibility of the Cabinet decision making process.
4.4
Inaccuracies in the Cabinet Report dated 27 June 2005
4.4.1
I consider that there were inaccuracies in the report to Cabinet dated 27th June 2005 because it contained the following statement: 

‘Objections to the permanent order have been received for the most part from individuals listed below. No objection has been received from a number of Representative Groups that have been involved in ongoing discussion on the pedestrianisation scheme. The Groups not objecting include Tenby Town Council, Tenby Civic Society, Tenby Chamber of Trade and Tourism, Tenby 2020, Tenby Taxi Association,  Pembrokeshire Hotels and Restaurants Association, Tenby North Residents Association, Pembrokeshire Access Group, Tenby 200 Committee, Tenby Women’s Guild,  Commercial Ratepayers Association’.

4.4.2
My understanding of the facts are:

Pembrokeshire Hotels and Restaurants Association
Was disbanded in Dec 2004 when it merged into Pembrokeshire Tourism.  The limited company was wound up. The scheme had been discussed informally but there was no committee discussion and “never formally discussed it as a policy document”. They had not voted to send a formal representative at any time and they had never been invited. They were last involved (discussing trials) in the 1990s. 

(Contact, Bobbie King chairman for the last ten years 01834 812282) 

Pembrokeshire Tourism have not had it on their agenda since the merger. (Contact, Secretary Kate Beverage 0871 733 1942)
Tenby North Residents Association.

Was wound up in early May 2004. They had never had any meeting at which pedestrianisation was discussed or the committee made any policy decision on this matter. They had never sent any representative to any consultation meeting since November 2002. (Contact, former secretary Clive Webb 01834 843504)
Tenby 200 Committee

Was disbanded prior to the formation of Tenby 2020 in 1999. (Contact, Andrew Davies, Tenby Town Council 01834 842730)
Tenby Women’s Guild

Does not exist, Tenby Townswomen Guild chairman said they had never sent a representative to a meeting, they had never discussed pedestrianisation and no correspondence had been received. (Contact, Rosemary John, tel. 842389)
Commercial Ratepayers Association

Was disbanded in September 2004 when their chairman Nigel Chappell moved to France. They had not attended any meetings since 2003 as their policy was against any form of Pedestrianisation and had no confidence in the consultation process. (Contact, Caroline Thomas 01834 843493)

4.4.3
I suggest that these groups should not have been included in any document as these groups could in no way be construed as being part of any discussion at all. Groups that were dissolved or disbanded cannot be involved in ‘ongoing’ discussion as stated in the report to Cabinet 27th June 2005. 
4.4.4
A summary of the opinions of other organisations that have been active in the consultation process but had not Objected and mentioned above are given below:

Tenby Taxi Association.

Tenby Taxi Association had sent an email of objection to the Council and sent another following their inclusion in this list. They had attended representative groups meetings and had vigorously opposed the present scheme. Mr Westley was and still is well aware of this. 

Their objection was refused as it had been sent in error to Ian Westlake not Ian Westley. It was sent to the correct department. (Contact, Kate Telford 01646 698787) 

Tenby Town Council 

Sent no reply or written submission as they felt that their views welcoming pedestrianisation had been made at sounding group meetings. They have a policy of supporting pedestrianisation in principal and believe all interests should be taken into consideration. They recognise the need for greater access for residents whilst not jeopardising the objectives of pedestrianisation. (Contact Andrew Davies, Town Clerk 01834 842730)
Pembrokeshire Access Group
Pembrokeshire Access Group supports the pedestrianisation scheme. 

(Contact, Councillor Cavill, 01834 843617)
Tenby Civic Society
Sent no reply and did not wish an opinion to be assumed. Their reason for not responding to the letter requesting comments or formally objecting was: “The atmosphere at the last Sounding Group meeting was felt not to be conducive to constructive discussion of the remaining issues”.

(Contact, Harry Gardiner 01834 844257)
Tenby Chamber of Trade

Chairman Howard Lewis had not received the letter on comments in time for discussion at their next meeting before the deadline for comments on the 6th May 2005. Chris Osborne sent a letter direct supporting the scheme as it was.

(Contact, Elaine Rowe 01834 844175 and Chris Osborne) 
Tenby 2020

Tenby 2020 supported pedestrianisation at the last Sounding Group meeting.  

(Contacts, Chris Osborne 01834 842886 and Mike Thorne 01834 842145)

4.4.5
In my opinion the inclusion of all the above organisations influenced the Cabinet members. Councillor Stock formally commented on the list saying it was 
“relevant to look at the list of those groups who did not object and it was significant that all those groups were not objecting”. 
Other members voiced agreement.
4.4.6
To have included one group in error may have been excusable but with five of the groups claimed not to be objecting and involved in ongoing discussion when in fact they were not objecting as they did not exist demonstrates a lack of adequate research.

4.4.7
No inference should have taken from the fact that a group did not object to the Order. It should be noted that PCC did not include the reservations or “comments” it had received from individuals or any groups. 
4.4.8
If the Cabinet had been furnished with the correct information the balance of groups objecting to the proposed scheme would have been very different. Of the eleven groups mentioned five groups that didn’t exist at the time of this meeting of Cabinet and one group (Taxi Association), who was vociferous in its objections at the last Sounding Group meeting, together with Tenby Civic Society, all found their groups giving implicit approval under the criteria adopted by PCC. Groups that do not exist cannot be involved in any ‘ongoing’ discussions. 
4.4.9
It was also misleading and inaccurate to state to Cabinet members as to the weight given to 61 objections 
“for the most part from individuals” 
at the meeting and being countered by the inclusion of groups that had not objected. 
4.4.10
It is not always clear from the list of Objectors listed in the report to Cabinet which objections are from businesses and which from individuals. 
4.4.11
The following as listed would appear to be from individuals when in fact they were submitted as an objection from a business on their headed paper:

Objection 3
R.M. Francis

is from Upton Farm Foods.

Objection 7
G Birt St Julian St 
is from Charles Birt & Co Estate Agents.

Objection 8 
C Williams 

is from Victoria Local Off License.

Objection 26
G and D Lindsay 
is from Dennis Café at Castle Beach.

Objection 30
T E Brace St Julian St is from F B Mason & Co and FBM Holidays.

Objection 40
B Hilling 

is from Hilling and Allen Electrical Shop
Objection 41 
PC Whittaker

is from Thermax Heating Ltd
Objection 45
D Richards

is from The Pet Shop, Old Market Hall

Objection 47
DL Brace

is from Grey Rock House, Bed and Breakfast

Objection 49
K Willing, High St
is from JV Rowe and Sons, Butcher
Objection 54
LH Fisher 

is from Tenby House Hotel.
Only three businesses, can readily be identified from the list presented to cabinet as businesses:

Objection 43
R Bowen, Skelfayre Ltd

Objection 61 
Charles Russell Solicitor, Lock Estates

Objection 63 
Caldey Island Estates
It can be seen that there were14 Objectors from businesses and not just the 3 that were apparent to the Cabinet members. In my opinion the inference that the balance of the objectors was mostly individuals that few businesses had objected was incorrect.
4.4.12
There were two letters, numbers 10 and 11 included in the list of Objectors despite being clearly being in favour of the scheme defined by the Order. The inclusion here of the National Parks supporting the scheme is inappropriate.
4.5
Inaccurate Information given to Cabinet Meeting of 27 June 2005
4.5.1
It is my belief that unsubstantiated, misleading and erroneous statistics or statements about the 2004 experiment were presented to the Cabinet meeting held on 27 June 2005 by County Councillor Brian Hall, the Cabinet member responsible for the Pedestrianisation of Tenby.
4.5.2
Councillor Brian Hall made the following statements to Cabinet to illustrate the effect of allowing freer access to just those residents who had off-street parking spaces within the walls would have on the number of traffic movements during pedestrianised periods. I contend that these have no basis in fact.

4.5.3
Councillor Hall claimed that if these residents with access to off-street parking and were allowed one return journey in 2004 were allowed two or three return journeys, the number of traffic movements in the walled town would rise from 280 per day under the present restrictions to 612 possible and as many as 1224 journeys. He then compared his projected figures with the 1556 journeys a day recorded in the walled town during May when there were no restrictions. This use of this number clearly influenced the Cabinet in their decision deny residents freer access.
4.5.4
ADL have estimated that the number of daily journeys that would result from allowing all residents and the harbour users unfettered access along Crackwell Street to be 151 or just 1 vehicles ever 2 minutes. This would represent an increase of 66 traffic movements from the 85 traffic movements a day that were generated in 2005 when just those groups with off street parking were allowed one return journey a day.
4.5.5
The figure of an average of a total of 280 traffic movements a day during the six hour pedestrianised period had been reported earlier in the meeting. Mr Hall in estimating his figures could not have made any allowance for the park and ride bus, unauthorised traffic movements and one off journeys authorised by the Council or Police. None of this was declared to Cabinet. 
4.5.6
The Council later admitted it could not give the breakdown of the 280 traffic movements apart from that the Park and Ride bus accounted for about 80 traffic movements.
4.5.7
I consider that the use of these unsubstantiated and in my opinion wrong statistics influenced the Cabinet when coming to their decision to confirm the holding of a Public Inquiry and to use the existing Experimental Order to Pedestrianise Tenby in 2005.

5.0
Use of Traffic Orders
5.1
History of Permanent Orders
5.1.1
Objections to the two permanent orders issued to Pedestrianise Tenby on:



18th April 2003 (D3) and 22nd April 2005 (D1) 
 were published and are summarised in the reports to Cabinet: 


Item 3, Cabinet Meeting dated 23 June 2003 (D4)


Item 18 Cabinet Meeting dated 27 June 2005 (D5). 
Contemporary records were made at the Cabinet meeting dated 27 June 2005 (D6).

5.1.2
An Open letter dated 22nd June 2005 (D7) was written to all Cabinet members and published in the local paper prior to the meeting. This letter urged Cabinet members to consider an experimental scheme in Tenby in 2005 that tested some of the Objections that had been received to the Permanent Order. The point being there was no use having yet another ‘Experiment’ without any significant degree of experimentation.
5.2
Insufficient Information Available to Potential Objectors 
5.2.1
The Draft Permanent Order 2005 (D1) was published on the 22nd April 2005 and Objections had to be submitted by the 16th May 2005. This Order does not specify who would be allowed access during any pedestrianised period, only stating ‘access for health and safety reasons or where a permit has been issued to an off-road parking facility.’ Guidance notes on who would be allowed and the degree of access permitted were not available at the time the Order was published. I have also covered this point in 4.3
5.2.2
A letter was circulated to properties within the walled town dated 13th June 2005 (D2) that for the first time gave full details the conditions and limitation attached to the use of permits. This letter was only delivered to properties within the walled town and after the closing date for Objections. The letter dated 15 April 2005 (D42) was not circulated to all residents within the Town Wall and only a brief description of the Council’s intentions.
5.2.3
It is my opinion that this limited the opportunity for Objections to be submitted by the due date by having limited circulation and being published after the closing date for Objections. This also limited the number of Objections that were reported to the Cabinet meeting on 27 June (D5) at which a decision was made to proceed with a Public Inquiry and use an Experimental Order to pedestrianise Tenby in the summer of 2005.

The Council made no attempt to widely publicise details of the scheme prior to the closing date for Objections apart from the statutory notice in the local press. 

6.0
Conclusions
6.1
It is my belief that the Residents surveys that have been taken undertaken have been flawed and conclusions based on their results are unsafe

6.2
It is my belief the Consultation process has been flawed and the decisions made as a result are unsafe

6.3
It is my belief the Cabinet have made decisions based on wrong information and as a result the decisions are unsafe.

6.4
That residents who live within the Walled Town should be allowed unfettered access in any Pedestrianisation scheme by what ever means they need.

6.5
That the effect of allowing service trades and couriers access be tested to properly determine the number of traffic movements generated and their effect on the town.
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