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1.0

Introduction

1.1.1.  My name is Richard Walker. I have been chairman of Tenby Walled Town    

           Residents’ Association since 2002 and I am a governor at Greenhill School in       

           Tenby. I have a BA (Hons). I am a member of British Actors Equity Council, I  

           am an associate of Theatre de Complicite and I am a member of the National 

           Youth Theatre of Great Britain Association. I am an assessor for the National 

           Theatre Connections project with schools and youth organisations. 

1.1.2. I have represented TWTRA at the House of Commons Welsh Affairs Committee on Licensing and Anti-Social behaviour.

1.1.3. As Chairman of TWTRA, and with the approval of our committee, I offer this submission as an overview of “pedestrianisation” of the Tenby walled town area on the behalf of our members. 

1.1.4.  First, I would like to state that it is my belief that a fundamental tenet of planning and public administration is that all needs and aspirations are balanced. The whole point of the planning system is to protect individuals, businesses and the environment from excessive adverse impact of developments that benefit others. This principle should clearly be applied to the traffic orders being pursued in Tenby. Nowhere has had such draconian traffic restrictions been placed on its residents anywhere in the UK.

1.1.5. Tenby is a unique seaside resort within Pembrokeshire Coast National Park. The “pedestrianisation” area is contained within town walls on two sides with two points of access (three for egress) and the sea on the other two, thus no “rear” alternative access is available.

2. Background relationship with Pembrokeshire County Council

2.1.1. I submit that much of PCC’s action is based on an ill thought through policy with scant regard for hardships suffered by this residential group. By denying any vehicle access in 2002 they were able to say they were managing the traffic. They were, in fact, managing/ controlling the people. It is my opinion that this stifles the heart of the town and chokes the lifeblood from the permanent residents. No social impact assessment was made to determine the consequences of “pedestrianisation” on the local community.

2.1.2. TWTRA has always strived to actively contribute to the debate on “pedestrianisation” and offer workable suggestions. I contend that its continued willingness to compromise and engage in meaningful discussions is not matched by the County Council. The Association has not been able to meet PCC for “private negotiations” as a group since November 2004, despite repeated requests, while others have had the privilege of private meetings. 

2.1.3. The Association has actively co-operated whenever requested to do so. TWTRA helped conduct the night-time off and on street parking survey in 2003 after PCC acknowledged they had no idea of the number of available spaces within the walls or the likely number of vehicles parked within the walls at night. The number of off-street spaces had been stated as “very few” and not considered worthy of placing in the equation in 2002. The survey result showed 132 residential off-street parking spaces.

2.1.4. However, no other group has been asked to provide a count of numbers and a list of members prior to this inquiry by PCC. This Association provided the numbers of our members but refused to divulge members’ names, which would have been a blatant infringement of the Data Protection Act. 

2.1.5. I am of the opinion that the Council has continually misunderstood TWTRA. They do not seem to understand that just because TWTRA is against aspects of this scheme this does not mean that mean TWTRA is against “pedestrianisation” per se. 

2.1.6. Mr Hall said in 2004 that we either had to have his scheme or “pull the plug”.  The Association still maintains the opinion that it is possible to have a pedestrian zone with vehicle access. This is done elsewhere as a pedestrian zone with no motor vehicles except for loading and unloading.

2.1.7. TWTRA is hoping that through this inquiry the Inspector will recommend that PCC will follow the recommendation for a scheme that acknowledges and addresses the hardships of residents with present restrictions on their access and consideration is more fluent and flexible when dealing with unforeseen contingencies.
3. Consultation 

2002    ………………………………………………………………………………..

3.1.1 I contend the consultation process was done with basic requirements and not done by way of best practise. The moral imperative to do better than this was not acted upon. No individual property mail drops were made explaining the proposals for 2002 or any permanent scheme at that time.

3.1.2. As a member of another organisation said; 

           “Things aren’t done like that in Pembrokeshire”. 

            Why not? PCC has continued to hold onto data and detail to try to avoid this 

             public inquiry and push through their plans unaltered.

3.1.3. Initial consultation was by way of a press article “review of traffic management and parking” published in the Tenby Observer on 25th January 2002 advertising an exhibition on January 29th and 30th in St John’s Hall in Warren Street. There was no other mention of it in other papers or other weeks inviting comment on the “future of Tenby” exhibition which had to be in by February 22nd. If you didn’t buy the local paper for one week you would have known nothing about the procedure and failed to attend the exhibition outside the town walls in Warren Street. 

           There was no mention of a “pedestrianisation” scheme at this exhibition.

3.1.4. Normally County Council exhibitions are left on display at the De Valence or details are available at the local library. There were no contact details in the press article or an email address, even though it invited email. The Tenby Observer has always included TWTRAs’ email address if submitted by them in an article. I submit this is indicative of the limited way that PCC sought opinion or raised awareness to their plan. 

3.1.5. The press release did not mention “Pedestrianisation” but did talk of “pedestrian-friendly” measures in the town centre and “what can be done to improve the town centre environment”. It also included inviting comments on “the possibility of more major developments to help maintain and regenerate Tenby and its trade”. It also invited comments on “how residents, tourists and businesses are catered for in terms of parking”. 

            No report was published to the community as a result of this “review”.

3.1.6. Instead the 2002 Cabinet moved directly to a recommendation for a “pedestrianisation” scheme not just for the “town centre” but also for all the area within the town walls. All sixteen streets were included. The order came with draconian restrictions and very limited access on health and safety reasons. Motor vehicles were to be excluded. Details were not available at any local venue and anyone interested had to travel to Haverfordwest at their own expense to access the proposals.

3.1.7. The then director of Transport and Environment, Huw Roberts, stated in a phone call to me when I asked about consultation and access that he would not speak about the matter to individuals but only to organisations.

3.1.8. The Walled Town Residents’ Association was born out of a direct response to this information on 22nd July 2002. Members felt that consultation had not been widely enough sought. No church groups (St. Mary’s, St. John’s, Catholic Church), none of the main chain stores in the town (W H Smith, New Look, Peacocks, Boots, Woolworths, Victoria Wine, Wimpy), banks or building societies (HSBC, Barclays, Lloyds, Nat West, Halifax, Yorkshire), Commercial Ratepayers Association, doctors or estate agents had been approached. That is quite a majority of the central business district.

3.1.9. The Association contended that the limited consultation with some organisations by PCC represented too few people and certainly no direct contact had been made with those who lived within the walls, those who had to endure the excessive restrictions without remedy.

3.1.10  PCC have not given information when asked. Huw Roberts, director of Transport in 2002, refused to state the criteria by which the scheme would be judged and how the success or otherwise would be determined.                     No experiment was to be made enforcing the existing traffic regulations.

3.1.11  The Association concluded that PCC had plans well advanced in January 2002 for a scheme that would effectively incarcerate residents for the month of August from 12pm to 4 pm. A four-sided document was ‘hand delivered to a thousand addresses in the town centre’ on 5th July 2002 explaining the scheme and the denial of access.

3.1.12  As a direct result of their inaugural meeting TWTRA contacted Planning Aid Wales: Jill Hutt (case 90/02, 02920 485765) who offered their planning adviser in Tenby. I was delighted. Ten minutes later she returned our call to say that the local person had declared a conflict of interests and that he was advising the County Council on the matter. I asked if this was Mike Thorne, as he is their representative in this area, to which she said she couldn’t confirm or deny this but he did work for them in this area. I was then asked to contact their next nearest representative, Patrick Moss at Atkins Global in Cardiff for advice. 

3.1.13 He suggested that the community most affected should have been involved in the process.

3.1.14 TWTRA also contacted Transport 2000 for advice. They said that best practice needs community input from the people who live there. They suggested we offer suggestions for improvements and give examples where successful traffic management schemes operate. 

3.1.15 TWTRA sent in “Go with the Flow” a detailed document for a one-way scheme through the town as alternative traffic management idea. No response.

3.1.16 After each year Sounding Group meetings have taken place and suggestions have been made to improve the scheme. These meetings are often called at short notice (4 days was given for the last one in March 2005) with agenda, terms dictated by PCC and no minutes of previous meetings. TWTRA challenged PPC’s notes of meetings as not being a fair and accurate record of proceedings and published our own minutes (Letter 13/11/02). PCC continued to release their “notes” of meetings, which were biased and often contained comment not made at the meeting. We were looking for open, balanced, accurate and transparent record of proceedings.

2003    ……………………………………………………………………………….

3.2.1. At a Tenby 2020 open meeting on 13th March 2003 Ian Westley said: 

         “Private houses are not usual in a pedestrian area”.

3.2.2. In 2003 TWTRA members reviewed the 2002 experience at an open meeting and voted to end their total opposition to any form of “pedestrianisation” and agreed to accept “pedestrianisation” “in principle”, to answer the need for traffic management. Members were adamant that current regulations should have been enforced at all times before trying another experiment. This failed to happen. Traffic wardens appeared just before the start and vanished at the finish of pedestrianisation times and have every year so far. Often the early mornings and evenings presented traffic management needs but these were ignored. Members still expressed real concerns on access.

3.2.3.  In 2003 TWTRA members agreed to back a scheme, advocated by Micky Folland, the then local County Councillor, of a central core vehicle exclusion area with two adjoining independent access areas. This would ensure these mainly residential streets on the peripheral areas were serviced in a limited way. It was rejected before it reached Cabinet. TWTRA is still mandated to this policy, which they consider is fair and reasonable.

3.2.4. In 2003 Cabinet ignored further pleas for access and trebled the hours by extending the scheme from 11am to 5pm. Six hours of the working day for seven days a week for two months. From 812 hours to 2436 hours, three times as long. The former Helpline was now renamed the Serviceline. Residents now had excessive restrictions to try to adapt to. In my opinion they were being asked to temper their rights beyond endurance. 

3.2.5. TWTRA again consulted their MP, Nick Ainger, who gave his full support for a call for a public inquiry.

2004    …………………………………………………………………………………

3.3.1 PCC conceded one return trip per day permitted access for residents with off-street parking which helped some. The possession of a permit made those residents feel comfortable and consequently they used their cars less than they thought. 

3.3.2 While PCC recognised some residents a limited right to enjoy their property, many were still without access.

            No compensation or Council tax refund was given despite this loss of amenity.

3.3.3 Brian Hall said to Cabinet in 2004: 

           “we can carry on tweaking this until we get it right”. 

           No tweaking, in fact, occurred or was allowed. 

3.3.4 The supposed agreement from Sounding Group meetings that taxis would be allowed in “at the request of a resident” never materialised. PCC continued to run things their way. They set the agenda, decided on the date and time of meetings and failed to supply full and adequate details before meetings. This resulted in rushed, uninformed discussion without proper data, which was more akin to a presentation rather than an opportunity for dialogue. 

3.3.5 TWTRA’s questioning of survey results or analysis led to derision from officials and we were regarded as trying to ruin a perfectly good scheme. PCC believed it was good for everyone even though TWTRA representatives continually raised the hardships of its members.

3.3.6 In my opinion the point of a questionnaire is to inform decision makers of public opinion; judgements made on the basis of public opinion are still the responsibility of officers and council members. Democracy has been described as the tyranny of the majority over the minority and simply going with the majority opinion is exactly that; it makes no allowance for the loss of amenity to those who are opposed to the scheme. I submit that the decision makers’ job is to balance the conflicting requirements and look behind the answers to the concerns that are expressed.

2005  ……………………………………………………………………………

3.4.1 Nothing changed in the 2005 scheme for access for residents. 

3.4.2 Outside the hours of “pedestrianisation” for 2005 the order prevented lorries from entering after 10am as the trial extension to 11am in 2004 had failed and brought a manic traffic rush just before the magic hour the scheme commenced. However, this change was not enforced and lorries regularly breached the restriction.  

3.4.3 The new local County Councillor, Mike Evans, proffered a compromise that included the areas identified by Micky Folland in 2002 as access areas and to give unfettered access to off-road parking spaces within the walls. It was rejected before the Cabinet meeting even though he was deputy director for Transport. No reasons were given. 

3.4.4 PCC did include TWTRA in its report to Cabinet in 2005 as being one of the groups engaged in “ongoing discussions”. If this was merely to record our attendance at Sounding Group meetings that was correct but no private talks or offer of talks had occurred – there were no real discussions. 

3.4.5 PCC has not had any private negotiations with TWTRA since November 2004 when we asked PCC for unfettered access. For PCC this was not negotiable. The decision not to continue talking was theirs alone. No reason was given other than their view of “pedestrianisation” was different to theirs. Why this precluded any negotiation can only be answered by PCC. We were not given the opportunity to put forward the central core exclusion zone with two peripheral areas of unfettered access.

3.4.6 With no willingness by PCC to allow freer access for residents the only way to achieve some redress was for the Association and its members to object to all of the permanent order and put its trust in an independent Inspector regarding the access issue.

4. Precedent 

4.1.1. After exhaustive research we can state that there is no precedent in the UK. with similar restrictions imposed on the residents of Tenby.

4.1.2. The restrictions in Tenby for 2005 were for all 16 streets within the town walls, from 11am to 5pm, seven days a week for two months. TWTRA regarded these as excessive and unreasonable. Tenby is not a shopping mall; many of its streets within the walls are residential or mainly residential. 

4.1.3. An inconsistency, which I have identified with “pedestrianisation”, is that bicycles are usually prohibited in a pedestrian zone, where bicycles must be pushed. However, bicycles were allowed in Tenby town centre. The main road through the town is part of the Celtic Trail and promoted by the Welsh Tourist Board as part of the National Bike Network. In my opinion this distinguishes PCCs use of the term “pedestrianisation” to mean what they want it to mean and not the standard traffic term used for a pedestrian zone.

4.1.4. All examples offered by PCC at any time since 2002 can be distinguished. 

4.1.5. Huw Roberts, former director of Transport, offered Rhyl and Prestatin; these are for one street with access roads all round in the central business area.

4.1.6. Brian Hall, Cabinet member responsible for Transport, offered Wexford; this is one street, for six days a week, has rear access for businesses and has no residents. Bank deliveries and police patrols are permitted.

4.1.7. Ian Westley, director of Transport has experience in Swansea; this has a shopping mall with rear access. They also have a scheme within the "café quarter" of the city, which prohibits all vehicles between 19:00 and 06:00 hours on a Thursday, Friday, Saturday and Sunday. The scheme also operates on Bank and National holidays. No residents.
4.1.8.  TWTRA has offered Cambridge and Durham as examples of towns with restricted access by way of a barrier or rising bollard. Permits were issued for residents. (75% of unnecessary traffic was lost by the introduction of a toll in the mediaeval part of Durham town centre). We provided contact details for Cambridge but PCC has never approached them or acknowledged the research. New George Street in Kingston upon Hull has a rising bollard scheme, suggested in 2002. 

4.1.9. TWTRA has warned of precedents like Hayling Island where traditional shops closed in favour of tourist businesses and cafes and the result is that it is now totally a seasonal resort, boarded up in the winter.

4.1.10. TWTRA has offered Salcombe and Looe ( TWTRA sent details of the scheme from Looe Council to PCC) as comparative seaside resorts with similar seasonal influx of tourists. We have no knowledge of PCC making contact with Looe Council direct. Both towns offer unfettered access to residents and access for visitors, paying a toll, to the harbour to load or unload, but visitors then have to park in car parks adjacent. Tenby has a harbour and public slipway which the public are unable to access during “pedestrianisation” times.

4.1.11.  TWTRA has contacted the National Trust who allow unfettered access to residents to all their properties and unfettered access to visitors of residents at most of their properties.

4.1.12. TWTRA has contacted the Tower of London where residents have unfettered access and their “signed in” visitors have unfettered access, except for silent hours between 3am and 6am when vehicles can be left in dedicated parking adjacent to the walls. This is so as not to disturb those asleep by others returning late or leaving early for the airport etc.

4.1.13.  TWTRA considers the Congestion charge in Central London giving dispensation to residents as a clear precedent of how to treat an indigenous residential community to traffic management issues. The congestion was caused by vehicle users from outside the zone.

4.1.14.  One of the bigger schemes in Wales, for example, appears to remove all traffic from Queen Street in Cardiff, except for deliveries, which must be made before 11am. However, there are no residents and the majority of businesses in Queen Street have rear service access, and are thus not affected by the restrictions. The presence of large multi storey car parks nearby also ensures that far more cars can actually park within walking distance of these businesses than would be the case if the street were opened and on street parking only were provided. I do not see that any alternative service provision has been made for the walled town, nor that large scale parking provision at a convenient location has been made.

4.1.15.  In practice, most “car free” residential areas in Europe have in fact some kind of management system that allows residents in. The only really car free areas are those where it is impossible to get a car in, such as Venice, and on a much smaller scale, Clovelly in Devon.

4.1.16.  With so much information gathered on schemes that have successfully managed traffic movement, with permitted residents access, and forwarded by TWTRA to the County Council  I am hoping this inquiry, if not PCC, will give others experience and expertise gained fair credence and due consideration.

4.1.17. Tenby is an historic town and needs a sympathetic carefully considered scheme which I hope will be the outcome of this inquiry

5. Letters

5.1.1. Many TWTRA members have written to PCC and felt their views were not being properly considered or given due status. Letters of hardship were noted but hardly ever acted upon. Mr Westley attended an open meeting on 16th September 2004 and later dismissed the stories as merely “anecdotal”. These were not tales to be told at the office next day and dismissed but real hardships of residents trying to come to terms with the imposition of access restrictions as follows:

5.1.2.  A resident in Bridge Street said she would have to move away for four weeks during the summer as she was partially disabled and not on the bus route. 

5.1.3. A partially disabled resident of St Mary’s Street felt cut off and couldn’t always do their weekly shop after five, with carers coming to help dress and prepare an evening meal. Their street was loosing permanent residents. There are now 11 when there used to be 34.

5.1.4. A resident in St. Julian St. said the social glue is slowly being dissolved by “pedestrianisation”. They were the unpaid permanent caretakers of the town; cleaning steps and putting out flowers while holiday lets were often neglected. 

5.1.5. One couple were limited to a timetable even with Medical passes. They felt that PCC did not appreciate the actual medical condition or the full needs of the patient. He, as driver, was always stopped at the barrier and told he was abusing the system if he had need to use his permit at other times, even though this had been agreed to.

5.1.6. Parishioners from St Mary’s Church have had problems with the 11am start and as a consequence for their 10am Sunday service many elderly parishioners parked outside leave before the last hymn or do not stay for coffee. I submit that this impinges on their right to worship.

5.1.7. Several letters complain that they were refused entry after attending hospital and arrived at the barrier in a vehicle driven by a caring relative or friend, even though permission was often pre-arranged way in advance. A rule of thumb being applied was that a journey was not allowed just for a hospital appointment but would be allowed if you had had an anaesthetic. 

5.1.8. A doctor from Carmarthen with a flat in Cresswell Street was refused permission to bring his family with a disabled son into his off street parking area when arriving after his surgery but during “pedestrianisation” by car.

5.1.9. A Disabled care home in Lower Frog Street was prevented from taking residents out for a drive, even though they were being collected by approved “hospital transport”.

5.1.10. A resident has had to cancel all carers help for their child during “pedestrianisation” times as the carers were unable to gain access to help. When they were later granted access the carers no longer wanted the job due the abuse received and difficulty registering their vehicle and not being able to give a definite time of entry, which depended on how others clients were and how much time was need for them elsewhere in Pembrokeshire. 

5.1.11. TWTRA has many heartfelt pleas that have been noted by PCC and never resolved.

6. Couriers

6.1.1. Residents have made every effort to limit courier deliveries by informing them 

             personally of the “pedestrianisation” restrictions wherever possible. I believe  

            the Council has only approached Securicor to limit Bank cash deliveries and 

            collections outside the “pedestrianisation” times. In Wexford this was 

            regarded as a high security risk where banks would alter delivery times  

            daily.

6.1.2. PCC has made no provision for unsolicited items or legal/ medical papers. TWTRA Members have had goods returned to senders unknowingly. Couriers insurance does not allow them to leave their van unattended or deliver to a third party without the consent of the sender. Whether the resident is in his home but cannot be contacted does not mean someone else can sign on his or her behalf even if the resident has given permission. Contractual problems arise if these couriers are not permitted entry.

6.1.3. BAFTA winning Right Angle films, formerly residents of St. Julian Street have moved to Ceridigion for this very reason. They were unable to operate their business from home and PCC offered no concession.

6.1.4. A way to address this problem is outlined in Mr Mendelsohn’s evidence.

7. Schools

7.1.1 PCC has never counted the number of school children resident within the walls. 

          As the pedestrian scheme begins before the end of the summer term in 

          Pembrokeshire state schools no concessions have been allowed for their return 

           journey home. Often this is with musical instruments, sports equipment and 

          school bags. Work done during the year has been destroyed trying to carry it 

          home from the car park during a thunderstorm. Bulky items of art and design 

          are not considered. 

7.1.2.  Reference Mr Mendelsohn’s evidence.

7.1.3.  Children are not accommodated with activities outside the town or in the  

           community that need transport. Local buses are infrequent.

7.1.4. Inside the walls of Tenby can be a hard place to live in with busy children 

          asking to be taken here and there to friends, lessons and activities.

8. Serviceline

8.1.1 The problems of the Serviceline, formerly the Helpline, are:

i) Having no idea of the guidelines of access or where to find them. Particularly for visitors.

ii) Having problems finding the helpline number

iii) Having to wait for a long time to be answered.

iv) Having to pay for the call

v) Having to repeat personal identification information every call.

vi) Having to give confidential information to an unqualified operator who then judges the call before refusing permission to travel or passing the matter to a superior.

vii) Being recorded without their knowledge.

8.1.2. Examples that have occurred:

            The guidelines for possible travel were only made available to those  

            households who received the initial letter drop prior to each experiment.

            In 2005 many were given permission to travel after lengthy calls on the 

            understanding it was “just this once”. Callers felt resentful at the time it took 

            to reach that decision.

            Many  callers felt that the operator was following rules rather than dealing  

            with their problem and interpreting the “guidelines” for travel.

           One disabled resident was refused a taxi to attend a hair appointment. 

           Permission was only granted when she had put the request in writing and it had 

           been collected by a PCC employee.

           A pregnant member went into labour and was not allowed a taxi. She was 

           walked out by her family to South parade to be collected.

8.1.3. The ways to address this are:  

i) Issue individual permit numbers for a caller to give to the  

Operator, with all personal data necessary such as car registration and household address. (Medical permits to remain confidential).

The permitted permit number would reduce the call centre workload and time of calls.

ii) Supply all local Tourist Information Centres with restriction guidelines and serviceline details.

iii) Print the telephone number weekly in the local paper summer give-away section.

iv) Let callers know their call may be recorded.

v) Inform callers they can speak to a qualified medical officer in confidence and apply for a medical permit, if necessary.

vi) Issue a swipe card to be used with a rise and fall bollard.

vii) Able to text or email request and quote single reference number.

8.1.4. The serviceline does act as an element of control and should be retained.

8.1.5.  Many members felt more comfortable calling the police station direct to receive a sympathetic common sense approach to their request to travel. Not all requests were allowed but members felt they had been listened to and often an alternative solution was found quickly.

8.1.6. Members want to have a proper data system with a personalised reference number so that at each call to the serviceline they don’t have to repeat all their personal details. Such details could then retain confidentiality and could easily be included on a swipe card for residents. This is similar to an Oyster travel card within the London area or Bankcard when paying by phone. 

8.1.7. Brian Hall has said at Sounding Group meetings that this was not possible and he also said any increase in journeys would be hard to allow as the cameras were programmed for one journey for some vehicles. It is my understanding that most electronic usage operators can change a chip detail with ease both for a limited number of journeys and the right of unfettered access.

8.1.8. Hopefully the system will end up exactly how it was operated by the Police last year. They acted in an exemplary manner.

9. Service Trades

9.1.1   TWTRA members have been denied access for a service engineer to enter to service a photocopier. Tools and equipment had to be taken on the park and ride bus. The photocopier was an essential part of a resident running a business from home. Denial was a restraint of trade. 

9.1.2 Heavy financial premiums are being made on residents having to use service trades outside the working day. Some plumbers and electricians refuse to work within the walls during “pedestrianisation”, others find it impossible to do so. 

9.1.3 The Pest control man (rat catcher) was refused access by the serviceline unless he could state his exit time. 

10. Signage

10.1. TWTRA members find the signage to car parks confusing and often time  

         consuming if the first choice car park is full or has a long queue making it 

         Impossible to access the few dedicated bays available to residents.

10.2. Signage at the entrance to the walled town is also confusing and not conspicuous 

         at the immediate entrance to the restricted area.

10.3. The entrance to the pedestrian area has been likened by members to “Check-

         Point Charlie” with a number of uniformed officials often present who could   

         adopt a more sympathetic approach.
11. Integrated Transport scheme

11.1. 1.  TWTRA has always advocated an integrated scheme. Failure to enforce 

               current regulations outside the “pedestrianisation” period gives the town a 

               schizophrenic feel to PCCs approach to traffic management with double 

               yellow line parking ignored in the town and pavement parking unchallenged.

11.1.2   Parking spaces have been removed from two main car parks in the town, 

               which puts pressure on this limited resource and yet leaves many off-street 

               spaces empty.

11.1.3  The new Tenby Cottage Hospital has encroached upon Butts Field available  

              parking spaces. The Salterns car park has been reduced in capacity when 

              PCC sold off an area to Silcox coaches for coach parking and a maintenance 

               facility.

11.1.4  PCCs original idea was to transfer the Park and Ride facility to a new superstore at New Hedges. A public inquiry decided this development was unsuitable. No new provision for parking has been made. An overflow car park at the Clicketts was not well signed and didn’t operate all hours. Taxis often had to ferry people back to their cars here.

11.1.5  The proposal to access the South beach by way of a tunnel under the railway line at the Salterns thus ending many unnecessary vehicles from entering the town has never gone beyond the drawing board.

11.1.6  No Park and Ride or Pembrokeshire bus service meets the trains at Tenby station.

11.1.7  Train companies had not been informed of the pedestrian scheme in 2002 or 2003 and despite successive sounding group meetings agreeing to make announcements on incoming trains, this has never happened. No information on Tenby “pedestrianisation” was available at stations. There was no formal request to train companies on timetabling to the region for this period. (Arriva, former franchise holder Wales and Borders and First Great Western).

11.1.8  Train passengers have not been informed of the scheme or welcomed to Tenby on arrival during pedestrian hours. PCC officials have attended the station in 2002 and 2003 but only to count passengers. 

11.1.9  The Pembrokeshire Express, the only through train to Tenby from London once a week on a Saturday during the season has never been informed of the pedestrian scheme. The problem for visitors with heavy bags and having booked accommodation within the walls is never addressed. Every Saturday you can see people struggling through the streets with their belongings.

11.1.10  Buses do not meet trains and trains do not access the town as well or as often as cars.

11.1.11  No extra trains have been timetabled to deal with the summer invasion. The ones that do run are often overcrowded and dirty.

11.1.12  Cars are still the main transport system to Tenby. Arrivals at the car parks were told in 2002 to leave their items in the car and take a bag during the day for essential items. Police warn visitors not to leave valuables in the car parks, which have a spate of petty thefts in the summer. In 2004 travellers took over much of Butts Field car park for over a week, while their human rights were answered. Several coaches had their fuel siphoned off during this time. PCC did not manage their parking areas properly.

12. Café Culture

12.1.1 “Pedestrianisation” has been wrongly linked to the aspirations of café culture. 

            No new cafes have appeared inside the walls since the beginning of these 

            experimental orders. The Ceramic café merely changed locations. Mocca and 

            Latte have arrived outside the walls. I maintain that PCCs aspiration is mainly  

            froth with very little substance or flavour. 

12.1.2. Restaurants and pubs have boomed they changed their licences so they can 

             serve alcohol, alcohol without food, or alcohol and food but all on the streets. 

             These businesses have extended their curtilage. Many beer gardens now 

              extend into the street. Many TWTRA members think that undue 

             emphasis has been given to these premises.

12.1.3.  While many continental towns like Madrid are banning drinking on the streets, and towns like Bath and Cirencester have followed that lead, In my opinion Tenby seems to be advocating a limited idea of culture. The lonely Planet guide 2006 still recognises Tenby as the stag and hen mecca that many officials try to deny. In reality many members feel this is “beer culture” at its worst.

12.1.4. TWTRA members feel the emphasis on drinking should be redressed by encouraging other sport and outdoor activities; sailing, dinghy hire, healthy eating areas and walkers clothing supplies.

12.1.5.  In my opinion the frequent reference to Café Culture is rather puzzling. All the consent streets affected by the order need access for emergency vehicles as there is no alternative access available and thus the streets need to be kept adequately clear for this. As a fire engine is rather bigger than a private car the area kept clear should also be able to accommodate a car with little difficulty. The spaces that are given over to temporary furniture need to be more clearly specified and enforced. Ideally engineered such that a speeding fire engine does not suddenly find its way barred by café tables. 

12.1.6. Emergency vehicles have already had to remove tables and chairs when answering an emergency call. Enforcement has been an issue particularly in St Georges Street with the added risk by passing horse and cart rides in close proximity to tables and chairs.

12.1.7. The effect on the local ambulance service by residents not being able to use their cars in an emergency needs serious consideration. 

12.1.8. Also, one big reason that Café Culture has not taken off in Britain is the weather; had we had a wet summer for this experiment then there may well have been less interest in pavement cafés and considerably more complaints about the scheme.

13. Conclusions
13.1.1. I t is my understanding that normally when developing any “pedestrianisation” scheme consideration of access for those within the area is paramount. This is especially true where the roads in question provide access to private residential and business off road vehicle areas. This is because there is often a perceived right of access to these areas (and more importantly, egress). On behalf of TWTRA members I hope the inspector will give due weight to this. It appears to me that little weight has been given to this by PCC regarding Tenby. 

13.1.2.  Traditional shops have closed and no social impact assessment has been undertaken to preserve the asset of permanent residents of the town. TWTRA members feel unnecessary weight is being given to visitors at the expense of permanent residents. A balance has to be struck between managing the traffic and allowing residents reasonable access. The present scheme is in my opinion excessively restrictive. 

13.1.3.  The imposition of a ban for all trips except those necessary for health and safety is in my opinion both draconian and arbitrary. Who determines what constitutes Health and Safety? An unqualified telephone operator with PCC’s serviceline. Access of one return journey for those with off-street parking was granted in 2004 but there are still many residents with no access.

13.1.4. While the idea of restricting traffic to the absolute minimum is laudable it appears that Pembrokeshire County Councils idea of “absolute minimum” may be excessive. A more reasonable interpretation would allow all residents at least a modicum of access at all times; clearly there may be a desire to prevent residents simply motoring around the walled town during the restricted hours but for residents cars to be trapped in these times is in my submission unreasonable.

13.1.5. TWTRA members are responsible people and have always limited their journeys in the summer as demonstrated by Mr Mendelsohn and are aware of the need to encourage visitors. We ask the Inspector to recommend to PCC that they show respect for individual’s human rights and follow the lead of Pembrokeshire Coast National Park –

             “to foster the social and economic well being of the community within its 

              boundaries”. 

13.1.6. Members have been forced to temper their rights but this does not mean it is 

              acceptable. We still question the present proposal.

13.1.7. I therefore respectfully ask the Inspector to grant unfettered access to residents. 
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