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Parklife 'Proof of Evidence' for Road F5 Public Inquiry-Executive Summary.

Ref: Priory Crescent F5 Dual Carriageway (LTP Major Scheme), Southend on Sea, Essex.
Side Roads and Compulsory Purchase Orders 2003 DN5055/55/7/15 and DN5055/60/1/33.

Parklife are a single-issue residents campaign group formed in June 2001 to protect Priory Park, Southend on Sea, Essex. We oppose any current or future road schemes, which would have a detrimental impact on Priory Park and thus are opposed to the F5 road scheme for the reasons to be stated below. My role is as a campaigner for the organisation, with responsibility for campaign policy and media/public representation.

To first gain some perspective on this issue, it should be considered that nearly 20,000 signatories completed petitions against the road proposals, by the local authority's public consultation deadline of 31st January 2002. Of those responding to the official Winter 2001 Civic News survey, only 16 people were in favour of the proposals from a delivery area covering all Southend households.

Consideration is now being given to a scheme which will result in the destruction of up to 137 predominantly mature trees, loss of up to 2510m2 of green public open space (as per statutory undertakers drawings) and which will have serious impacts upon the peace and tranquillity of Priory Park and the Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM) contained within.

Costs for the F5 proposal have risen by £4.8M to £8.3M even prior to construction, during the first three years of the Local Transport Plan (LTP) period. The significant amount of impact described and investment necessary, will only result in a maximum journey time reduction of around 2 minutes and 50 seconds at peak hours. This using the best-case scenario from published authority figures and only for the 1620m timed stretch of road between Sutton Road and The Bell Road junctions.

Main points of contention:

Merits

· £8.3M of Government funding necessary for questionable and minimal journey time reductions. Journey time analysis between Sutton Road and The Bell Road junctions takes no account of overall traffic flow/journey times east-west across town, at subsequent junctions particularly to west of scheme.

· No account made in SBC traffic flow analysis for the relocation in 2004 of 600 Royal Bank of Scotland employees, from Priory Crescent north, to out of town site. Vehicle journeys to previous site with 200 parking spaces now ended.

· Signalised right turn access and/or pedestrian crossing facilities at Aldi Supermarket/Carwash, if added after scheme implementation, will further negate any proposed journey time reductions gained from 870m section (including 70m to east of bridge) of new dual carriageway.

· Increased aesthetic/noise impacts to Priory Park, particularly from the 6% flow of goods vehicles of unladen weight of 1.5 tonnes or more and the 0.9% flow contributed by buses and coaches, on the proposed 4m high embankment/minimum radius turn to new bridge deck. F5 is categorised as a 'priority freight route' within the LTP, hence the percentages stated are expected to increase significantly over time.

· Up to 940m2 of parkland and approximately 1570m2 of Shrubbery (both public open space) to be hard surfaced for road scheme. Negligible efforts by local authority to compensate for loss of green areas.

· Eastbound road access to the new bridge deck to be built on site of recently discovered burial chamber of the 'Prince of Prittlewell.' Recognised as being of internationally significant archaeological importance and most important find in past 65 years since Sutton Hoo burial. Acquisition of Scheduled Ancient Monument status could risk ‘abortive work’ on F5, if statutory orders granted ahead of further archaeological investigations to determine extent of site.

· Up to 137 predominantly mature trees to be destroyed for scheme. '2 for 1' semi mature replanting will not recover natural barrier between parkland/Scheduled Ancient Monument and traffic.

· Cost increases from originally budgeted £3.5M for scheme to £8.3M prior to construction. Section 9.2 of SBC Statement of Case confirms intention, if additional funding is not approved, to prioritise Priory Crescent within Major Scheme, threatening integrated transport principle of overall LTP and the 'Travel Centre' element.

· Local authority still intent on new east-west outer bypass through Rochford, negating need for questionable benefits from additional carriageways in particularly sensitive area of town.

· Precedent set for future environmental impacts to Priory Park on Priory Crescent south, if proposed benefits from improved northern road section not realised after scheme completion. 

Consultation

· Integrated Transportation Partnership group for Priory Crescent scheme given no opportunity for input, from Government acceptance of draft LTP plans in 2000 until date of writing.

· Negligible mention of proposed scheme in original public consultation via local press, prior to draft LTP submission in 2000. 'Smokescreen' of outer bypass used when not considered as an LTP option.

· 16% of people responding to official local authority Winter 2001 Civic News survey in favour of the road scheme. Minimal and misleading detail provided for consideration by the local public.

· Alternative survey by local groups in February 2002 showed 97.5% of people polled agree that, 'Priory Park and its surroundings are preserved in their entirety, and are never subjected to any loss or degradation from road building or development.'

The SBC statement in the 2001/2 to 2005/6 LTP document that the Major Scheme including improvements to Priory Crescent has community backing and support is very clearly contradicted by continued public opposition to and demonstrations against the F5 road proposals. 

Development of the proposals has been fundamentally flawed due to the lack of inclusion of the Integrated Transportation Partnership working group for the road and absence of clear and meaningful public consultation throughout.

Best practices highlighted by the authority, such as real planning exercises utilised on 'sister' projects including the A13 passenger corridor and Hamlet Court road improvements, have not been transferred to the development of the F5 Major Scheme element, as was committed to in previous LTP annual reviews. 

Due to the above reasons, detailed more fully in the attached Parklife ‘Proof of Evidence’ against the road, we now make the following recommendations:

· That the remainder of the currently agreed £3.5M in LTP funding, for the proposed F5 road scheme element of the Major Scheme is terminated forthwith.

· That the £4.8M budget increase sought by SBC and subject to the outcome of the F5 Public Inquiry is not granted.

· That Side Roads and Compulsory Purchase Orders 2003 DN5055/55/7/15 and DN5055/60/1/33 are refused in light of the information detailed in the attached Parklife Proof of Evidence.

· [image: image1.wmf]That any future road development on Priory Crescent north or south is undertaken with the full consent, support and consultation of the general public of Southend on Sea, to prevent a reoccurrence of the current situation at a future date.
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Parklife 'Proof of Evidence' for Road F5 Public Inquiry.

Ref: Priory Crescent F5 Dual Carriageway (LTP Major Scheme), Southend on Sea, Essex.
Side Roads and Compulsory Purchase Orders 2003 DN5055/55/7/15 and DN5055/60/1/33.
Introduction: 

Parklife are a single-issue residents campaign group formed in June 2001 to protect Priory Park, Southend on Sea, Essex. We oppose any current or future road schemes, which would have a detrimental impact on Priory Park. My role is as a campaigner for the organisation, with responsibility for campaign policy and media/public representation. 

Following previous correspondence and a written objection regarding the above orders, made to the Secretary of State for Transport on Monday 2nd June 2003, please find attached a 'Proof of Evidence' submitted on behalf of Parklife, against the impending dual carriageway scheme (F5), proposed for the A1159 Priory Crescent north, Southend on Sea.

The main proposal of this submission for your consideration, before approving the above two orders requested by Southend Borough Council (SBC), is that the development of the F5 scheme has been fundamentally flawed, due to the absence of full and proper consultation both with the general public and also working groups within the LTP Integrated Transportation Partnership. It should also be recognised that we oppose the overall F5 road scheme due to the impacts it will have on Priory Park and the A1159 Priory Crescent north.

The submission is broken down into  three main fully evidenced sections for clarity, based upon the above statement, these being:

1)
Merits pages 4-12
i) 
2) 
Consultation pages 13-25
3) Conclusion/Recommendations pages 26-27
The Merits and Consultation sections will be summarised both in the Conclusion (see page 26) and the attached 1000 word Executive Summary (preface). 

Background:

In December 2000 the Government announced that it had allocated SBC £36M to support the LTP strategy. This included some £3.5M towards the upgrading of the A1159 Priory Crescent to Dual Carriageway status, on the 800m stretch of road between Cuckoo Corner and the Southend Victoria-Liverpool Street railway line. 

Dualling of this stretch of road has been considered for many years, the first significant effort to do so being in 1974, when the local authority came under the jurisdiction of Essex County Council. The project has a history of being bitterly opposed by local residents, with 12,578 people signing petitions at that time. 

Parklife joined the Integrated Transportation Partnership – the forum set up to input into the LTP and the development of the Major Scheme elements – in June 2001 after Government had approved the draft LTP, with the expectation of working to develop the Priory Crescent scheme, whilst mitigating impacts to Priory Park.
Despite the history of public opposition to road widening, SBC should have attempted to include all groups in a constructive manner, to mitigate the effects that such a construction would bring. Case study A on page 15 of the SBC 2nd Annual Progress Report for the LTP highlights the extensive consultation, which took place on the A13 element of the Major Scheme. As stated, 'To ensure a comprehensive and inclusive approach to consultation for the first phase of the scheme, the Borough Council has experimented with various different methods of consultation.'

This included questionnaires sent to all local residents aligning the route, postal and business surveys including face to face dialogue with local traders. Meetings were also held with local community groups and the whole development culminated with a 'real planning' event, where once again a hands on approach to scheme development was utilised to capture local knowledge.

Again the 2nd Annual Review states, 'The consultation process has resulted in a project developed and supported by the local community-an essential ingredient to the success of any local transport scheme.' This closely related Major Scheme project highlights methods, which should have been utilised during the development of F5. 

The article concluding with the statement that, '..the experience gained will help develop best practice for consultation on subsequent phases of the scheme and for other integrated transport projects.' 

This clearly has not been the case for the F5 Major Scheme element of the LTP.
1) Merits
Traffic Flows/Congestion issues:

Southend on Sea is served by two principle transport corridors, these being the A13 London Road and A127 Southend Arterial Road, both converging at the Victoria Circus roundabout on Victoria Avenue in the town centre.
A number of signalised junctions are located on each route, between the Hadleigh/Thames Drive (A13) and Rayleigh/Progress Road (A127) town boundaries and the Victoria Circus. Whilst commuting either into or out of town, tailbacks are commonplace at each point, particularly for rush hour traffic at peak periods.

Published traffic flow analysis, provided by engineering consultants for the authority was however undertaken only in the immediate vicinity of the A1159 Priory Crescent and Priory Park. This is detailed in section 3 of the SBC Statement of Case document for survey dates between November 2000 and December 2002.  

Appendix 1 details information provided to consider journey times below for the scheme.

· Answer dated 31st October 2002 from Technical Services, SBC to a member of the public shows journey time information made available to the SBC Environmental Scrutiny Committee on that date. This also highlights analysis undertaken only for the 1620 metre stretch of road between the Sutton Road and Bell Road junctions.

No consideration is given in either document to the impact of congestion at subsequent junctions as far as the Southend Boundary, including in the case of the A127; Tesco’s roundabout, Prince Avenue/Prince Avenue north, Kent Elms Corner, Bellhouse Lane and Progress Road.

Taking the data provided for the 31st October 2002 committee meeting, and making the assumption that current journey times are similar to the date of analysis, the longest journey time measured is for a westbound travelling vehicle in morning peak hour traffic, timed at 6 minutes and 18 seconds. 

Predicted journey time data for scheme F5, from section 3.25 of the Statement of Case, shows the greatest reduction is also for the a.m. westbound scenario, where a figure of 45% or 2 minutes and 50 seconds is derived.  This is based upon the above original journey time when comparing to the F5 dual carriageway option with a signal controlled junction at Cuckoo Corner and a right turn ban in place from Manners Way into Prince Avenue in the year of opening.

Conversely, using the same method, the smallest reduction is in the region 9% or 23seconds for an a.m. eastbound travelling vehicle on the same measured stretch of road, based upon an original journey time of 4 minutes and 18 seconds.

Section D6.21 of the LTP document states that, 'the 800 metre length of highway at Priory Crescent is of single carriageway status, the only section of single carriageway between East Southend and the national motorway network. With its junction (Cuckoo Corner) it is a significant pinchpoint in the network and results in congestion and delays, particularly for business traffic.'

Although Priory Crescent is identified as a 'pinchpoint' between East Southend and the motorway network, no analysis has been made available by the authority to identify the significance of the predicted journey time reductions, in the context of benefits whilst travelling between the areas identified above. It is quite possible that the figures shown above would be negated when subsequently travelling to the west of Priory Crescent. This could only be confirmed by wider ranging investigations for which no data is currently provided.

A further significant factor which has not been noted in any data provided by the authority, is the recent relocation of the Royal Bank of Scotland office from Priory Crescent to an out of town site. 

· e-mail 12th February 2004 from the Royal Bank of Scotland (RBS) confirms that a staff of 600 employees worked previously at the building, with 200 car parking spaces provided. Vehicle movements, turning both left and right into and out of the site, previously caused significant disruption to the flow of traffic on this road. Flow was also affected by RBS staff using the signalised pedestrian crossing on Priory Crescent, when approaching from an adjacent bus stop and the Priory Park north-south footpath. 

All analysis (including route timing) was undertaken during a period between the dates stated above, prior to the site being fully vacated on 16th February 2004, therefore peak journey times may subsequently be reduced for the present road. Once again this could only be verified by further investigation of the latest situation.

Right turn access Aldi Supermarket/Carwash:

Proposed journey reduction times over the 1620m stretch of road between the points highlighted above could be further negated by modifications to the proposed junction at the access road east of the new bridge deck.

Section 10.7 of the SBC Statement of Case states that, ‘Options for the access road onto Eastern Avenue, just east of the railway bridge serving the IMO Car Wash, Telewest and Aldi Supermarket have been considered. A traffic survey was carried out to determine the traffic flows using this access road and options for both a priority junction and a signal controlled junction at this location were considered.’

The section ends stating that, ‘It was concluded that a priority junction and uncontrolled pedestrian facility were the best solution.’ However conclusion point three states, ‘Pedestrian flows crossing Eastern Avenue at this location did not currently warrant the provision of a controlled crossing, but that the situation relating to the provision for pedestrians would be reviewed after scheme implementation.’

Any subsequent decision to introduce a signalised junction or crossing facilities at this point would further negate any proposed journey time improvements as stated and in particular for a crossing, both traffic flow directions would be directly affected.
Tree removal and replanting/ Impacts on Priory Park:
Taking information from statutory undertakers drawing A15450/448/043, which is the only one to date to show detail of possible tree removal and replanting, approximately 137 predominantly mature trees will be felled to facilitate construction of the F5 road scheme. Of these 36 at present provide a natural break between the park boundary and the existing single carriageway, with 10 located within the northern perimeter fence.

Discussions were held at the Cabinet meeting of 15th October 2002 to establish possibilities for replanting with semi mature or possibly even mature trees to lessen the scheme impact. A commitment was then made to replace all trees removed on a '2 for 1' basis. However the example of the 10 'semi mature' horse chestnuts planted to date on the northern boundary give a clear indication that this option will not lessen either the visual or audible intrusion from the projected faster moving passing traffic.
The park area is renowned locally for the tranquility it provides for local residents, despite the current congestion issues on the roads bordering it. One further significant observation from first sight of the plans mentioned above is the height difference between carriageways, on the approach to the proposed new Liverpool Street line railway bridge.

As confirmed in section 7.12 of the SBC Statement of Case, 'The infrastructure requirements of Network Rail for clearances to the overhead railway line equipment, result in the new bridge deck being set at a higher level than the existing bridge deck. The eastbound carriageway will be constructed on a low embankment to ensure the bridge provides that clearance to accommodate the required level difference.'

On the final approach to the new bridge, drawing A15450/448/043, which again is the only one to show detail, indicates that the new road could be as much as 4 metres higher than the present single carriageway. This is in the area in full sight of the Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM) and surroundings. Again the proposed tree replanting may do nothing to lessen visual and audible intrusion upon this sensitive area. 

The combined gradient and tight radius required to accommodate the new carriageway may also contribute to further impact, from the 6% flow of goods vehicles of unladen weight of 1.5 tonnes or more and the 0.9% flow contributed by buses and coaches, as identified in section 3.4 of the SBC Statement of Case, on the bridge deck approach. F5 is categorised as a 'priority freight route' within the LTP, hence the percentages stated are expected to increase significantly over time.

Land take of up to 940m2 Park and 1570m2 Shrubbery/Works depot relocation:
Latest statutory undertakers drawing 5009534/HW/EL/170 Rev B Advanced Works-Cuckoo Corner, indicates that a cycle path only will be located along the park northern perimeter. Scaling directly from the document indicates that approximately 672m2 of parkland would be hard surfaced for this option. 

According to initial statutory undertakers drawing A15450/448/043 A127/A1159 Priory Crescent and Cuckoo Corner (which includes the footpath option), relocation of the southern footway and the addition of a cycle way (each of approximately 1.5m in width), would require the hard surfacing of approximately 940m2 of parkland including entrance facilities. 
In terms of additional loss of green space for hard surfacing, the westbound carriageway approach to the new rail bridge deck mentioned previously, could take a further 1570m2 of land from the Shrubbery area adjoining the current park eastern fenced boundary. This is based upon statutory undertakers drawing 5009534/HW/OR/122 Rev D Priory Crescent And Cuckoo Corner Improvement, with an initial carriageway width of 6.75m as detailed in section 7.1 of the SBC Statement of Case and an approach of approximately 187.5m across the Shrubbery area. In reality the tight radius on the bridge approach will be wider (scaled to 10m from latest plans), hence the estimated figure is an average based upon these two carriageway widths.

To mitigate the effects of the above, Southend Borough Council plan to provide only small areas at the eastern and proposed new northwest entrances, these may be green according to latest plans, but further hard surfacing is an option as shown on the original drawing referenced above.

Referring to the Winter 2001 Civic News survey (see Consultation section), proposals were put forward upon which the consultation was based, to relocate the current Council works depot outside of the park area. A conservative estimate would put the amount of possible green space gained from this action at approximately 2000m2+, providing a much more appropriate trade of space for the possible 2510m2 of land to be hard surfaced, based upon the above stated circumstances. The relocation proposal was dropped after the Civic News consultation ended.

Granting of Easements:

The Council vote to grant easements for displaced services and public access within Priory Park, took place on the evening of 24th April 2003. Minutes 1053 and 1158 from the previous Cabinet and Environmental Scrutiny meetings on 18th March and 3rd April 2003 respectively, relating to this issue were voted upon. Recommendations and legal information was provided in report number CE&TC 248 published in advance of the Cabinet meeting of the above date. 

Section 5.2 of the CE&TC document stated that, 'the Commission (Charities) has advised that the Council should obtain independent legal opinion in determining whether the proposals are in the charity's best interests. Accordingly, the opinion of Counsel specialising in charity law was sought. Counsel's attention was drawn to the matters set out in this report and the concerns of the Charities Commission.'

The document then adds in section 5.2 that, 'At the time of receiving Counsel's advice, no objections had been received, however as noted below the Council (SBC) has subsequently received a number of objections and Counsel has been requested to review her advice.' It is then stated clearly that this subsequent information was not available at the time of print of CE&TC 248 and that an update would be available at the full Council vote of the 24th April 2003.

· Letter dated 7th May 2003 from the Principal Solicitor, SBC acknowledges that this was the case, with the matter referred back to Counsel for consideration once objections had been received. It is then stated in this letter that Counsel's reaffirmation (our emphasis) of the benefits to the charity were reported in minute 1053. This is not the case as the minute states that report CE&TC 248 requested consideration of two opinions of Counsel, when the second was not available, as highlighted above.

Clarification of this issue should now be sought to ascertain why minute 1053 contains the reference to both opinions being available in CE&TC 248, which was the key document voted upon at the Cabinet meeting on 18th March 2003. It would appear that the authority have acted prematurely, in seeking legal advice ahead of the deadline for receipt of public objections to the granting of easements and also that Cabinet and Council members have voted upon incomplete information on this issue.

Section 5.2 of CE&TC 248 also states that, 'Counsel concluded that on balance and subject to the concurrence of the independent surveyor, it seems that the interests of the Park Charity have been sufficiently addressed despite the short term disruption and convenience to the Council as highway authority.' Again letter dated 7th May concedes that Ayers & Cruiks would not have had the benefits of seeing Counsel's second opinion before they completed their advice to concur with the above.

Anglo Saxon remains:

The current Shrubbery site located between Priory Crescent north and the Liverpool Street railway line was appropriated from public open space to use for highway purposes at a meeting of the full SBC Cabinet on 15th October 2002. Due to previous discoveries of archaeological remains in the cutting area of the railway, and the close proximity of the Prittlewell Priory Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM), proposals were agreed to investigate the site prior to construction of the F5 road scheme.

The results of the archaeological dig subsequently undertaken on part of the site were announced to the press at the Museum of London, on Thursday 5th February 2004.  These included the discovery of a complete Anglo Saxon burial chamber, currently believed to contain either King Saeberht or Sigeberht and numerous royal artifacts.

The significance of the find has been described as the most important archaeological discovery in Western Europe in living memory-on a par with the Sutton Hoo ship burial, found in Suffolk 65 years ago. Despite claims in recent press by the Chief Executive that, this will cement our claim to being the cultural centre of the whole of the Thames Gateway,' SBC are still intent on building on the area containing the burial chamber, as reiterated by the new Leader of the Council on numerous occasions in local press after the announcement was made.

A small proportion of archaeological sites of national importance are legally protected, by being placed on the Schedule of Monuments by the Secretary of State for National Heritage. It is clearly possible that the burial will meet the acceptance criteria including extent of survival, condition, rarity, representivity, importance of period and connection to other monuments (such as Sutton Hoo). 

In this case, further archaeological investigation is therefore necessary, to establish the extent of remains located in the Shrubbery area to be affected by the F5 proposals. This action would confirm if the site meets the criteria laid out above, to attain SAM status and therefore be legally protected from such a proposed development. Acquisition of protected status could risk ‘abortive work’ on F5, if statutory orders are granted ahead of further archaeological investigations to determine the extent of the site.

2) Consultation 

Integrated Transportation Partnership Consultation:
Much emphasis has been placed by the authority upon the significance of Integrated Transportation Partnership involvement in developing the overall 2000/1-2005/6 LTP for Southend on Sea. 

Page 4, paragraph 11 of the SBC Partnership and Public Involvement document, July 2000 states, 'The Partnership has shown its worth in providing for joint working, the sharing of knowledge and the pooling of resources. In addition, it has provided a forum whereby Partners can gain a greater understanding of each other's roles and problems, and engendered trust between partners and a desire to work together to solve a common problem.'

With particular reference to the major improvements scheme-A13 and A127/A1159, LTP document page 137 paragraphs five and six state, ‘The Partnership has developed the provisions of the Major Scheme in a structured way to achieve a consensus view as to how these issues should be taken forward,' and 'The principles of the Major Scheme therefore have community support which is essential to its future development and success. Due to time constraints, it has not been possible to work up full details of the scheme prior to submission of the Local Transport Plan to Government.'

The statements in the above two paragraphs acknowledge that the A127/A1159 element was at an early phase of development when the LTP was approved, with much emphasis placed upon the working groups to represent the community in a two way partnership. As Parklife joined the Integrated Transportation Partnership working group for Priory Crescent shortly after this time, our members assumed that we would be informed and consulted on a regular basis. 

However from joining the group in June 2001, there has been NO opportunity for input into the development of the Priory Crescent dualling in over 32 months until the date of this submission, from a time when both the overall LTP and the A127/A1159 Major Scheme element were clearly at an early stage as stated.

Appendix 2 details correspondence between Parklife and the Technical Services Department for Southend Borough Council regarding our 'input,' and technical questions which were submitted regarding the scheme. Additional information is also provided by way of press statements and ITP meeting notes. Below are some specific points raised in these items:

· SBC Media Statement 26th June 2001, The Executive Councillor for Planning, Transportation and Engineering states, '…the detailed work on the schemes within the Local Transport Plan is not yet completed, with work on the proposals still being carried out by the Council with the involvement of the organistions in the partnership,' (our emphasis). He also adds, 'If it is clear from this (full public) consultation that the majority of borough residents are against a scheme then we will reconsider the options available.' 

· Letter 9th July 2001 from Technical Services, SBC states, 'Scheme design for Priory Crescent is very much in its infancy...'  

· Integrated Transportation Partnership Meeting notes 11th October 2001.  Details for the F5 proposal are first announced to members of the Priory Crescent working group. Although in this case representatives of Parklife were unable to attend, it is understood that no input was sought by the authority, or vote taken by group members on the 'preferred' option.

· Integrated Transportation Partnership Meeting notes 6th December 2001. A presentation is shown to the full Integrated Transportation Partnership by SBC. On request for a copy of the overhead slides (which show little detail in the notes provided), the group are told by the Technical Director that there is no point as the details are still being developed. 

· Letter 22nd January 2002 from the Technical Director, SBC states (in response to Parklife letter dated 10th January) that, 'Construction drawings are yet to be prepared, so land areas (to be taken for displaced access) remain indicative at this stage. On the question of traffic flow improvements etc for F5, I would suggest a meeting is arranged to discuss it further once work on assembling consultation responses has been completed.'

· Telephone conversation details with the Technical Director via SBC 'Hotline' on 18th February 2002. Once again a meeting request is made, with the response that, 'there will be another one soon.'

· Letter 15th May 2002 from the Technical Director, SBC again states (in response to Parklife letter dated 2nd May 2002) that, 'Although no firm date has been fixed yet for the next LTP Partnership meeting I anticipate that a meeting will be organised soon to inform the Partnership of progress on a number of schemes.'

· Integrated Transportation Partnership Meeting held on 18th July 2002. There had been no formal feedback from SBC since 6th December 2001, during which the main period of public consultation on F5 (in Civic News) was undertaken by the authority. SBC had prepared detailed drawings of the scheme, with no consultation or input sought from the partnership. Questions by partners at this full partnership meeting regarding land take for footpaths and cycle ways, and traffic flow, are not answered specifically.

· Letter 8th October 2002 from the Technical Director, SBC (in response to Parklife letter dated 19th September 2002) that, 'As detailed design work is still under way I am not in a position to supply you with answers to the four detailed questions (re land take, traffic flow etc above) raised.' 

As the scheme was submitted as part of the overall LTP in July 2000 before being 'fully worked up' in terms of design and detail, one would expect that much work would be required on behalf of both SBC and the Integrated Transportation Partnership to draw up the detailed proposals. However a period was entered, from December 6th 2001 until 18th July 2002, with no involvement opportunity in any way for Parklife or any other party. 

Correspondence in Appendix 2 confirms that written questions on the issues of land take and traffic flow predictions were first raised on 10th January 2002 (in the absence of any further meetings since 6th December 2001). The same questions were put to the Technical Director, SBC on four separate occasions up until the Parklife letter dated 19th September 2002. 

The information requested was not available after the period of public consultation in Civic News (see Public Consultation), either to members of the public or those on the Integrated Transportation Partnership working group for Priory Crescent.

· Letter 7th January 2003 from Technical Services, SBC (in response to Parklife letter dated 6th December 2002) again reiterates that he is still not in a position to provide answers to questions on scheme detail raised at this time. 

· Letter 31st January 2003 from the Technical Director, SBC (in response to Parklife letter dated 14th January 2003) highlights again that details were not made available, even upon further questioning from our group. 

· Letter 12th June 2003 from the Technical Director, SBC announces a further meeting of the full Integrated Transportation Partnership on Wednesday 2nd July 2003 at the Civic Centre, one year since the previous event. During this particular period F5 scheme details had been fully worked up, with a subsequent bid for extra funding in the region of £4.8M made to the Regional Government Office GO-East, to cover predicted shortfalls over the 5 year budgeted LTP period.

The letter states that this latest meeting was arranged by SBC to, 'bring members up to date on all matters relating to the implementation of the adopted Southend Local Transport Plan.' Much emphasis was once again placed at the meeting by officers upon, 'extensive consultation and participation throughout the year.' 

Details for F5, made available for the SBC GO-East submission in order to justify the £4.8M budget increase, were not presented to the Partnership. Upon questioning, officers provided no information on this topic, the meeting being concluded with only a statement of intent that work would begin were possible, regardless of the recently announced Public Inquiry into the scheme.

· Letter 3rd October 2002 to the Town Clerk's department, SBC submitted by Parklife, one week prior to the full Council meeting of 10th October 2002, contains two questions regarding the issue of additional funding and a further reference to land take for pedestrian and cycle access.

The Executive Councillor for Transportation responded to this submission at the 10th October Council meeting, but would not quantify the amount of land to be taken, or indeed if this would be increased if further funding were not forthcoming. He also placed much importance at this meeting upon consultation, 'with various groups, including the disabled, to see what benefits could be derived from extending pedestrian facilities into the park.' 

Due to the comments of the Executive Councillor, members of Parklife subsequently attended the subsequent Integrated Transportation Partnership Walking and Cycling Group meeting to establish if the footway/cycleway in Priory Park would be discussed.

· Integrated Transportation Partnership Walking and Cycling Group Meeting held on 17th September 2003. Although the agenda at the meeting gave a full update upon Southend cycle network route proposals, no information was made available regarding either the new footway/cycleway for Priory Park, or if any such consultation was intended as proposed at the 10th October 2002 Council meeting. 

Once again this example highlights a blatant disregard for public opinion by the authority during the LTP period, with commitments on record yet to be fulfilled at this late stage of F5 scheme development.

Public Consultation and Opposition:

Public consultation for the road scheme, since the draft LTP was first accepted in 2000, has included articles in both local press and a survey published by the authority in Winter 2001 Civic News detailing the F5 proposals.

It is the belief of our group that the three published articles to date, have not given an appropriate indication of the significance and impact of the scheme and that the Winter 2001 Civic News survey in particular was misleading due to nature of the information published. Reasons for this are detailed below.

Due to the minimal amount of information and coverage provided by the authority and the lack of emphasis paced upon the impacts that would be caused, we are also of the belief that many people would still be unaware of the scheme, if it were not for coverage provided through the work of local groups on the issue. 

Report DTES02/35 prepared for The Cabinet and all Members of the Council on 5th March 2002 confirms in section 5.1 that, 'In addition to the individual letters, 13 separate petitions containing in total nearly 20,000 signatories have been received relating to the Priory Crescent and Cuckoo Corner proposals.' This being by the official public consultation deadline of 31st January 2002.

The 'Alternative Survey' detailed below and the subsequent section on petitions collected by Parklife, confirm that in all cases where an opportunity has been provided for a public response, the majority of people have voted against, or shown opposition to the dualling proposals.

Local press articles:

Initial public consultation of the draft plan began in February and March 2000, publicising the work of the Integrated Transportation Partnership on the draft LTP prior to wider public involvement.

Section C4.2 of the SBC Partnership and Public Involvement document from July 2000, highlights publication of daily articles relating to the LTP appearing in the local Evening Echo daily newspaper. This was over a one-week period on dates between Monday 28th February 2000 and Friday 3rd March 2000. 

With reference to the articles, only two references are given to the provisional dualling of the A1159 Priory Crescent element of the Major Scheme throughout the week. The first of these appeared on Monday 28th February, giving only a brief mention of plans for the dual carriageway option. Page 58 of the Partnership and Public Involvement document reprints the second undated article, in which the scheme was again mentioned, in the context of a story regarding an outer bypass, supported by Sir Teddy Taylor, MP for Southend East and Rochford. 

Again the dual carriageway is described only in one short section, with the main emphasis and focus of the story being on the bypass, which was not even an element of the LTP, with land required being under the jurisdiction of Rochford Borough Council. 

Winter 2001 Civic News Consultation:

The Winter 2001 Civic News article on dualling Priory Crescent has been the only official public consultation on the road, seeking public input, since the draft LTP was submitted and then funding agreed by Central Government in 2000.

Appendix 3 details correspondence between Parklife and the SBC Technical Director and Monitoring Officer, regarding the survey. 

· Letter 13th December 2001 to the Technical Director, SBC details response on behalf of Parklife to the Civic News 'consultation,' giving reasons why the F5 scheme should not go ahead.

· Letter 20th February 2002 to the Deputy Town Clerk and Monitoring Officer, SBC on behalf of Parklife highlights all of the inadequacies, which our group believed the article contained. 

These include references to journey time reductions from the proposed scheme which were not quantified (ref questions to the Technical Director, SBC in Appendix 2), the consultation period from when Civic News was delivered to the close on 31st January 2002, being during the Christmas break when the Council was shut down and the closing statement that, 'The Council would welcome comments from both local residents and businesses,' which does not place any emphasis on the fact that this was the only time the public would be surveyed during the approved LTP period.

As also detailed in the Merits section of this submission, references were made in the Civic News article to the possible relocation of the Council works depot to a site out of the park boundary. This would be a significant action on the part of the local authority and people have been consulted on this as a very real possibility. However the relocation option was not considered further as part of the scheme.

In total only 95 people responded to the Winter 2001 Civic News article. Our belief being that this was due to the misleading nature of the survey. However of the 95 who responded 67 people or 70% were against the F5 proposals whilst just 16 were in favour and 12 undecided.

Alternative survey results:

In response to what were believed to be the inadequacies of the consultation previously mentioned and to reveal the great amount of public opposition, a coalition of local groups including Karers, Parklife, Priory Park Preservation Society (PPPS), Friends of the Earth and the Green Party ran an alternative survey on Saturday 26th January 2002, towards the end of the official SBC public consultation period.

· Letter 31st January 2002 to the Technical Director, SBC on behalf of the groups listed above details the findings of the high street poll. In total 97.5% out of 420 people polled agreed with the alternative proposal that, 'Priory Park and its surroundings are preserved in their entirety, and are never subjected to any loss or degradation from road building or development.'

The letter was presented to the Assistant Technical Director, SBC and Principle Highways Engineer, SBC on the last day of the SBC public consultation of 31st January 2002. In response to questions by local press on the alternative survey findings prior to the handover, the Executive Councillor for Transportation stated in the Essex Courier 30th January 2002, ‘If every time we want to make a decision on doing something in this town, we have to rely on the public to have a vote, we would achieve absolutely nothing.’ 
This statement from the person with responsibility for SBC highways policy shows no recognition for the ‘sharing of knowledge and the pooling of resources,’ mentioned in the Partnership and Public Involvement document, or the ‘community support which is essential to its future development and success,’ as also stated in the LTP document. 

Petitions:

On Saturday 23rd and Saturday 30th June 2001 Parklife ran an information and campaign point in Southend high street. Residents were given the opportunity to sign letters of opposition to the plan to dual the road.

Following the high street work a meeting was held with the Leader, SBC leader on Tuesday 10th July 2001. At this meeting Parklife presented him with 3000 individual petition letters collected by our group, with the request that these be responded to openly, in order that the public be better informed of the intentions of the Council.

Appendix 4 details correspondence between Parklife, and Council members and officers, regarding public opposition, recorded primarily by our group at various stages since June 2001. 
· Letter dated July 2001 from the Leader, SBC is the official Council public response to 3000 petition letters, delivered by Parklife at the meeting with him on 10th July 2001. The reply states, ‘I have to say that your letter is based on a misunderstanding of the current position as no plans have yet been put forward.’ This is clearly not the case as LTP plans had been submitted and accepted, with £3.5M agreed for the dualling as part of the Major Scheme.

The above letter was sent to approximately 3000 resident households in total across the borough, and to subsequent petitions received, yet it does not provide any information on the scheme regarding the public concerns raised by our group. In paragraph 2 the Council Leader even underlines the statement, 'raising the issue before any initial ideas have even been tabled,' this is clearly not the case reflecting the information available in the published LTP submission. 

On Saturday 24th November 2001 Parklife ran a further information point, this time within the period of the SBC Civic News 'consultation.' 1117 people completed letters addressed in the first instance to Sir Teddy Taylor, MP for Southend East and Rochford.

· Letter dated 14th February 2002 from the Technical Director, SBC highlights the response to the Parklife request for inclusion of all petition documents within the consultation, and hence consideration by Cabinet. To date these included the 3000 and 1117 letters from Parklife, 6000 coupons from the Yellow Advertiser and 15000 petitioners from the Priory Park Preservation Society.

On Saturday 24th August 2002 objection letters were once again collected at a campaign point in Southend high street. This time the issue was the 'appropriation' of the Shrubbery area on Priory Crescent from public open space, to land for the approach to a new railway bridge.

· Letter dated 30th August 2002 to the Chief executive and Town Clerk, SBC from Parklife details the breakdown of objections collected by Parklife to the SBC appropriation of the 'Shrubbery.' In total 663 people completed petition letters opposing the change in status from public open space to use for road building purposes.

Following discussions with between Parklife and Regional Government Go-East regarding cost increases for the overall F5 scheme, members of the public were given one final opportunity on Saturday 26th October to complete petition letters addressed to this particular organisation. 

Over a period of 7 hours from 10.00am until 5.00pm 1084 people took the time to write, requesting that further funding be refused due to issues such as the lack of public and number of potential impacts caused. 
On Saturday 1st March 2003 a further campaign information point was run to collect public objections to SBC proposals to grant easements or 'rights over land,' within the northern boundary of Priory Park, adjacent to the A1159 Priory Crescent north.

During a 5½-hour period 574 letters of objection were completed, of which 386 were from local residents (within SBC wards), 184 were non-local residents and 4 gave incomplete addresses.  

· Letter dated 6th March 2003 to the Chief Executive and Town Clerk, SBC details the findings above, with the request that they be counted as public opposition, to be considered at a future vote of the full Council, acting solely in it's role as trustee of Priory Park (charity number 1000195).

Campaign events:

Appendix 4 also contains a selection of related press articles for reference, specifically detailing some of the events which have taken place, in the time since Parklife have been involved with the campaign. These include:

Evening Echo article re demonstration 29th June 2001

Evening Echo article re 'Picnic in the Park' 16th July 2001

Yellow Advertiser article re petition handover 18th July 2001

Yellow Advertiser article re 'Parkwalk' 29th August 2001

Evening Echo article re alternative survey 28th January 2002

Evening Echo article re 'Parklink' 9th May 2002

3) Conclusion/Recommendations:  

Conclusion:

The SBC statement in the 2001/2 to 2005/6 LTP document that the Major Scheme including 'improvements' to Priory Crescent has community backing and support is very clearly contradicted by continued public opposition to and demonstrations against the F5 road proposals. 

Development of the proposals has been fundamentally flawed due to the lack of inclusion of the Integrated Transportation Partnership working group for the road and absence of clear and meaningful public consultation throughout. 

Best practices highlighted by the authority, such as real planning exercises utilised on 'sister' projects including the A13 passenger corridor and Hamlet Court road improvements, have not been transferred to the development of the F5 Major Scheme element, as was committed to in previous LTP annual reviews. 

Negative impacts to Priory Park and the surrounding area from the proposed F5 scheme, could have been mitigated by appropriate public consultation and use of the practices identified for the A13 element as highlighted previously. 

Costs for the F5 proposal have risen by £4.8M to £8.3M even prior to construction, during the first three years of the Local Transport Plan (LTP) period. The significant amount of impact described under Merits and investment necessary, will only result in a maximum journey time reduction of around 2 minutes and 50 seconds at peak hours. This using the best-case scenario from published authority figures and only for the 1620m timed stretch of road between Sutton Road and The Bell road junctions. No further traffic flow analysis has been published for the impact of congestion at subsequent junctions on predicted journey time savings.
Recommendations: 

Due to the above reasons, detailed in this ‘Proof of Evidence’ against the road, we now make the following recommendations:
· That the remainder of the currently agreed £3.5M in LTP funding, for the proposed F5 road scheme element of the ‘Major Scheme’ is terminated forthwith.

· That the £4.8M budget increase sought by SBC and subject to the outcome of the F5 Public Inquiry is not granted.

· That Side Roads and Compulsory Purchase Orders 2003 DN5055/55/7/15 and DN5055/60/1/33 are refused in light of the information detailed in this Proof of Evidence.

That any future road development on Priory Crescent north or south is undertaken with the full consent, support and consultation of the general public of Southend on Sea, to prevent a reoccurrence of the current situation at a future date.
List of supporting documents for Road F5 Public Inquiry:

Appendix 1:

· Answer dated 31st October 2002 from Technical Services, SBC

· e-mail 12th February 2004 from the Royal Bank of Scotland (RBS)

· Letter dated 7th May 2003 from the Principal Solicitor, SBC

Appendix 2:

· SBC Media Statement 26th June 2001 re Local Transport Plan (statement 64)

· Letter 9th July 2001 from Technical Services, SBC re ITP membership

· Integrated Partnership Meeting notes Priory Crescent group 11th October 2001

· Integrated Transportation Partnership Meeting notes 6th December 2001 

· Letter 22nd January 2002 from the Technical Director, SBC re scheme details

· Parklife letter 10th January 2002 to the Technical Director, SBC re scheme 

details/consultation

· SBC 'Hotline' conversation details 18th February 2002

· Letter 15th May 2002 from the Technical Director, SBC re LTP meeting dates

· Parklife letter 2nd May 2002 to the Technical Director, SBC re LTP meeting dates

· SBC Integrated Transportation Partnership Meeting (18th July) invite 18th June 2002

· Letter 8th October 2002 from the Technical Director, SBC re LTP meeting dates

· Parklife letter 19th September 2002 to the Technical Director, SBC re scheme details

· Letter 7th January 2003 from Technical Services, SBC re scheme details

· Parklife letter 6th December 2002 to the Technical Director, SBC re scheme details

· Letter 31st January 2003 from the Technical Director, SBC re scheme details

· Parklife letter 14th January 2003 to the Technical Director, SBC re scheme details

· Letter 12th June 2003 from the Technical Director, SBC re Integrated Transportation

 Partnership Meeting 2nd July 2003

· Parklife letter 3rd October 2002 submitted to the Town Clerk's department (SBC)

· Executive Councillor for Transportation, SBC statement 10th October 2002 
· Walking and Cycling Group Meeting agenda 17th September 2003

Appendix 3:

· Parklife letter 13th December 2001 to the Technical Director, SBC re Civic News

· Parklife letter 20th February 2002 to the Monitoring Officer, SBC re Civic News

· Parklife summary letter 31st January 2002 to the Technical Director, SBC re alternative

survey by Karers, Parklife, Priory Park Preservation Society (PPPS), Friends of the Earth 

and Green party survey results Saturday 26th January 2002

Appendix 4:

· SBC letter dated July 2001 from the Council Leader giving official response to 3000 petition

letters delivered by Parklife on 10th July 2001

· SBC Letter dated 14th February 2002 from the Technical Director, SBC re petition

· Parklife letter dated 30th August 2002 detailing the breakdown of the 663 objections to  

SBC appropriation of the 'Shrubbery'

· Parklife summary letter 6th March 2003 to the Chief Executive and Town Clerk, SBC re

easements

· Press articles:

Evening Echo article re demonstration 29th June 2001

Evening Echo article re 'Picnic in the Park' 16th July 2001

Yellow Advertiser article re petition handover 18th July 2001

Yellow Advertiser article re 'Parkwalk' 29th August 2001

Evening Echo article re alternative survey 28th January 2002

Evening Echo article re 'Parklink' 9th May 2002
Further supporting evidence (not attached) for Road F5 Public Inquiry:
· Case study A, page 15 of the SBC 2nd Annual Progress Report
· Southend-on-Sea Borough Council A127/A1159 Priory Crescent and Cuckoo Corner 

Improvement. Statement Of Case, October 2003.

· Southend-on-Sea Local Transport Plan 2001/2 to 2005/6

· Winter 2001 Civic News Survey

· CE&TC report 248 for The Cabinet and all Members of the Council 18th March 2003
· Southend-on-Sea Partnership and Public Involvement Document, July 2000

· Southend-on-Sea Local Transport Plan 2nd Annual Progress Report, July 2002

· DTES02/35 report for The Cabinet and all Members of the Council 5th March 2002
· Statutory Undertakers Drawings:

A15450/448/043 A127/A1159 Priory Crescent and Cuckoo Corner, Nov 01

5009534/HW/EL/170 Rev B Advanced Works-Cuckoo Corner, 15/10/03

5009534/HW/OR/122 Rev D Priory Crescent And Cuckoo Corner Improvement, 27 FEB 03

5009534/HW/LP/162 Rev A A127/A1159 Priory Crescent and Cuckoo Corner

Improvements-Locality Plan, 24.09.03

Alistair Darling MP


Secretary of State for Transport,


Government Offices for the North East


Local Authority Orders Section – 7th Floor,


Wellbar House,


Gallowgate,


Newcastle Upon Tyne, 


NE1 4TD.

















01702 340099


priory_parklife@yahoo.co.uk


Monday 16th February 2004




















IV

