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constant deficit so no way to clear it. At p95 the council at least realises that even if it planned extra car parks it has 
nobody offering to build them. At p107 the council reveals its method of coping with the obvious extra pressure 
from cars is to encourage car sharing and park n ride, without any evidence that has ever worked or where the car 
parks would go for the buses to pick up families and their shopping. It is most unlikely that Southend residents will 
suddenly sell their car and share their neighbour’s car. Similarly, without the relief road across Rochford, nobody 
knows how all these investors, flat dwellers and workers will get here in the first place, let alone park.  
 
The plan is thus revealed as a detailed ambitious well-meaning work of fantasy relying on magical thinking that we 
can flood the town with tourists, new flat dwellers and workers and build on car parks, but many will suddenly scrap 
their cars if they move to Southend, or abandon their cars on the A127 or A13 and walk or cycle from the borough 
boundary if they are visiting, or make do with walking cycling or bussing to the shops when the trigger for the plan in 
the first place was to allow Southend to compete with the car-friendly shopping centres further west and north in 
Essex. 
 
The plan is written as if by a non-drivers, although it is the result of work approved by more than one administration 
doubtless including many drivers. In my view the lack of consultation and unreasonability of ignoring the lack of car 
parking render this plan unlawful for procedural defect by way of missing consultation and Wednesbury 
unreasonableness in its unreal assumptions on traffic. It is not as the cabinet claims a defence to term it an ‘enabling 
document’ or to play it down as ‘consideration, not policy’ – the plan is the policy, or to say to vote for it is ‘not to 
pass it’ as there an inspector who could veto it. It is a decision which must stack up as it is now, not with unknown 
amendments from a parking review in the future that again we will not be consulted on as part of the SCAAP.  
 
The nonsensical parking plan, such as it is, is a judicial review waiting to happen. It will also have incidental effects of 
bringing the council, the administration into disrepute, especially as they were specifically warned at full council that 
the plan is not finished until there is a real plan for parking, and that whilst cabinet ‘does not think it is a question of 
credibility’, the pubic do, and do not believe for example that ‘only 25% of visitors come by car’. The council debate 
included allegations of corrupted consultations and fake VMS data, so we need to put on a show of an 
unimpeachable consultation. Other respondents such as Stockvale may have similar points to make on tourism 
which is said to be the other missing plan, but either way, having policies on parking and tourism does not make a 
plan missing tourism and parking a reasonable plan. 
 
 
Whilst the plan has been six years in the making, the failure to build tourism and parking into it is not acceptable just 
because various administrations or oppositions are to blame for that. It is not half baked but missing a couple of 
essential ingredients. Planning and parking are the most widely contentious issues for officers and councillors to 
confront and the plan represents massive good work. However the council’s duty is to consider everything relevant 
and make a sane decision and it is impossible to call it a sane decision until it has been made on all relevant factors. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The SCAAP won't work as it has ignored parking considerations until after the initial consultation on the content of 
the plan, and even then has only given inadequate consideration, meaning the plan was not properly consulted on 
and so is neither compliance nor sound. It does not seek to meet requirements, it is based otherwise than on 
evidence and is undeliverable. 
 
The second consultation is only on the legality meaning residents have no chance to help the council remedy the 
defect other than by asking the inspector to refuse the SCAAP. 
 
CHANGE TO PLAN 
 
The SCAAP must include a parking plan addressing the admitted conflicts between its intended growth and reduced 
car parks to the extent that it is rendered reasonable enough to be lawful. 
 
The document is unsound because it is not: 
i. Positively prepared 
ii. Justified 



3

iii. Effective 
 
How you would like your representation to be considered at the independent 
examination: Written representation. 
 
This email is acknowledgement of the receipt of your representation.  It is NOT confirmation that the representation 
has yet been registered.  You will not receive any further notification by email that your representation has been 
registered until the end of the participation period. 
 
 




