
The term "Parts of Selwyn Drive" (or any other road) is not at all accurate.  Perhaps you 
mean that double yellow lines will remain. 

I do not understand how the proposed restrictions are better than those currently 
existing . 

For no apparent reason the proposed restrictions are an hour less each day than the 
current restrictions. 

The increased restricted hours for Ashbury Close will result in more students' cars 
parking in Selwyn Drive. 

The proposed restrictions do not protect residents from 'non-resident' parking outside 
of restricted hours, when we are used as a car park for students, walkers, 'cyclists', 
sports field and Ellenbrook Fields visitors and Galleria shoppers. 

The first three houses in Selwyn Drive are often prevented from entering or exiting 
their properties without driving on the grass verge, if at all.  Double Yellow lines need to 
be extended on the first part of the east side of Selwyn Drive and dropped kerbs need to 
be protected. 

The permission given to motorists to park on the pavement along part of the St. Albans 
Road West allows them to block the pavement.  How can pedestrians access houses, bus 
stops, Ellenbrook Fields or the post box, if the pavement is blocked (as it sometimes is 
already & forces us to walk in the road). 

Why are emergencies not catered for.  Emergencies cannot be planned. 

Over twenty years ago the Council said that the students would be prevented from 
bringing cars into Hatfield and did not listen to the residents telling them that this could 
not be done.  Unbelievably, the same lame explanation was used when residents raised 
objections to the "Fusion' development at the Comet Hotel. 
Why do residents have to pay when the situation has been caused by the Council. 

Selwyn Drive resident. 
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These objections apply mainly to Selwyn Drive, but some of my comments may be relevant to other 
roads. 
 
Generally the parking scheme seems relatively good, however:- 
 
The restricted hours seem to be less than our current restrictions hours? 
 
Double yellow lines at all the road junctions are very poor.  Surely each double line should be 
extended to provide a clear site of the road for all vehicle drivers.  This would improve road safety, 
especially for children. 
 
Dropped kerbs should be made much more visible and be included with the double line policy - this 
should prevent cars parking across these vital accesses ,  allowing much more safety for our children 
and elderly persons who rely on this for road crossing. 
 
 
I have raised some questions with Andy Clarke and hopefully he will be able to reply shortly. 
 

 
 Selwyn Drive. 
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26th January 2022                                     , 

 Selwyn Crescent, 

HATFIELD, 

           Herts.,   

                     AL10 9NW  

 

Mr D Reyner, 

Head of Environment, 

Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Offices, 

The Campus, 

WELWYN GARDEN CITY, 

Herts. AL8 6AE 

 

 Dear Sir, 

 

OBJECTIONS TO THE PROPOSED ELLENBROOK PARKING SCHEME 

 

I wish to raise an objection, please, to the proposed parking orders for Zones B24 and B25 
in the Ellenbrook area.  I am not opposed to Residents’ Permits per se but in this instance I 
feel that the solution is without merit.  I support the proposed Orders for verge and 
footway parking, and can see the logic of stronger parking in B23 and other minor 
adjustments, but cannot see that the change to a Residents’ Parking Scheme is otherwise 
needed or adds any value.    I would ask you to think again. 
  
The reasons for my objections are: 
  
1)  No parking problem.  The only reason we have lines currently is to deter student 
parking.  There is nearly always adequate off-road parking for residents and visitors when 
current restrictions are in force.  On the odd occasion that we need road space for a short 
while above driveway space we borrow a neighbour’s driveway. Cooperation between 
neighbours removes any parking issue at a stroke. 
 
2)  Restrictions are currently tied to approximately University semester time – 4 January to 
30 March, 15 April to 30th June, 15 September to 15 December.  This leaves maximum 
flexibility for homeowners and visitors as all holiday periods free.  It does not make sense 
to replace a scheme that covers specific periods to one that operates all year round when 
there is no problem outside these periods to address. 
  
3)  It incurs an unnecessary cost to implement a new scheme – capital and then running 
costs to manage it by the Council, plus a cost to all householders and visitors if they wish 
to park on the roadway. 
  
4)  All residents have road parking for at least one vehicle – some 2 or 3 or more, so in 
most cases during the day there is no need for extra parking.  In fact, many work weekdays 

Page 3 Appendix A



so there is more than enough off road parking for most visitors.  In other words, there is 
hardly any need for road parking at all during the restrictions. 

5) It is by no means clear cut that there is a mandate for change.  The Consultation was
just that – not a voting system.  Indeed, from replies you received from Bramble Road
were split 50-50, hardly a mandate.  And in my own road, Selwyn Crescent 15 wanted
permits but this is only 15 out of 55 households.  Overall I suspect that less than half the
householders responded and less than half of those voted in favour.

Background to the Existing Arrangements 

It is worth noting that the current single-line arrangements came into force soon after the 
University de Havilland Campus was opened some 20 years ago.  We had no restrictions up 
to that point when we became a student car park, especially Selwyn Drive.  Cars were nose 
to tail in the Drive, overlapped driveways, occasionally double parked and did not move 
much during term time.   Students were not allowed to park in the University.    It was 
several years later that the University opened its park and ride when the risk of student 
parking diminished. 

There has never been a parking issue of substance for any other reason.  We are not used 
by visitors to the Galleria – or if so only the odd vehicle occasionally – and there are no 
other attractions or facilities where parking is needed.  It could be suggested that the right 
thing to do is remove the current scheme entirely but I think we would all be unsure 
whether the student population would drift back even though the park and ride is in 
regular use during the semester periods. 

Perhaps at the very least if a Residents’ Scheme must be introduced, please restrict it to 
the same periods as the current arrangements – Semester times approximately only.  We 
do not need an all-year-round scheme.  The current arrangements work very effectively 
almost 100% of the time for all of us. 

Where we are today 

If you were to examine the parking ticket statistics I am sure you will find that, compared 
to the size of the estate, the number of parking tickets issued is miniscule. Given that your 
attendants are sensible when it comes to commercial, utility and emergency services and 
others then I am sure the small numbers convince you that there really is no parking 
problem to address.     

Although we do not have as much off-road space as houses in Brookside, all homes have at 
least one parking space, most have room for two vehicles and some for three or four.  Not 
only that, but many people go to work and do not need extra space during the day.  Thus 
there is no need for a Residents’ Parking scheme.  I note the point about carers and 
permits but how do you get on with services, emergency and health service vehicles?  The 
law may not include carers but I suspect that it does not preclude them either.  I am sure 
local discretion could be applied. 
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I know that if there is a need for longer term road, say for building works, then registering 
details with the parking team will, for an admin fee, stop tickets being issued.  The parking 
attendants are also sensible in not immediately applying tickets so there is no reason why 
some form of registering of care user vehicles could not be adopted in some way.  I am 
sure you have done this, or similar, for peripatetic health workers cross the borough.  You 
do not need to put in place proposed arrangements for such a tiny problem. 
  
Lastly, I remain unconvinced that there really is a majority in favour of the proposed 
scheme.  I think if you put the full pros and cons to a proper vote you might now get a 
different result.  No one I have spoken to has owned up to wanting the proposed Scheme. 
  
So there are no significant parking issues within the current arrangements and no 
problems at all when the current restrictions are not in force.  Minor issues can be 
resolved by other simpler and more cost effective means without the expense of a scheme 
which is more restrictive.  
  
Please think again. 
  
Yours faithfully 
 

  
 

 

Page 5 Appendix A



Sent: 16 January 2022 11:40 

To: parking <parkingservices@welhat.gov.uk> 

Subject: Ellenbrook Area - Proposed Residents Permit Parking Scheme (RPPS) 

 

You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important 

 

 

** WARNING: This email originated outside the WHBC Network. Please be extra vigilant when opening 

attachments or clicking links ** 

I continue to object to the proposed RPPS. 

 

I raise the following points and questions relating to the proposal. 

 

1 – The current restrictions were originally put in place solely to prevent student parking during the day, 

not for any other reason. They have worked very well for the majority of households in the area so what 

has changed? The proposed RPPS seems to me to be an answer chasing a problem which does not exist 

for most residents. “If it ain’t broke don’t fix it”. 

 

2 – What was/were the reasons for the survey in the first place? Was it at the request of some residents 

or was it driven by the Council? 

In my opinion the tone of the correspondence suggests that the decision to impose an RPPS has already 

been taken and it is just a question of dotting the ’Is’ and crossing the ‘Ts’. 

 

3 – In the survey only 20% of households in the area were in favour of an RPPS on a total response from 

only 43%. In the Selwyns some 38% of households were in favour of permits BUT 62% were not or it 

doesn’t affect them. In the Crescent only 27% were in favour. This is clearly undemocratic. 

The existing scheme has worked very well, certainly in the Selwyns and particularly the Crescent, so why 

the need to change? 

Can Selwyn Crescent remain restricted as it is now with a single yellow line? If not why not? Other parts 

of the area have been able to retain their existing status. 

 

4 - Notwithstanding that the amended proposals have changed the time of restrictions to between 10am 

to 4pm Mon-Fri they are for 52 weeks of the year. Why can they not be left as they are in term time only 

as the change still represents a 17% increase in the time the restrictions are in place which seems to be 

totally unnecessary? There must be some pretty good reasons for such an increase but I am at a loss as to 

understand what they might be. 

 

5 – I am led to believe that it is possible for people providing care or personal type services such as 

chiropody to obtain a Borough wide permit allowing them to park in restricted areas when necessary for 

a small fee. Is this correct? 

 

6 - The letter states that within parking legislation you do not have provision to issue a permit to park on 

a yellow line. So how come trades people, builders etc are able to park on yellow lines when carrying out 

work on property in the area? I assume they have paid a fee which enables a dispensation to park on a 

yellow line to be issued. Is that the case? 

 

Because of the above I believe that things should remain as they are and, as you have seen demonstrated, 

a large proportion of residents believe no change is necessary too. 

 

I await your response to the above. 

 

 

 Selwyn Crescent 

Hatfield 

AL10 9NN 
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Andy Clarke

From:
Sent: 03 February 2022 15:19
To: parking
Subject: HE BOROUGH OF WELWYN HATFIELD (VARIOUS ROADS, ELLENBROOK, HATFIELD) (RESTRICTION 

OF WAITING AND PERMIT PARKING ZONES) ORDER 2022

 
** WARNING: This email originated outside the WHBC Network. Please be extra vigilant 
when opening attachments or clicking links **  
Good afternoon 
 
I would like to register my objection to the proposed residents parking scheme. 
 
There is nothing wrong with the existing restrictions effective during University term times. 
 
Why do you now propose to penalise all residents with an unnecessary charge all year round. 
 
The response to the September survey was very low and mainly from a small minority of new residents. 
 
The consultation did not ask if we could keep the existing restrictions which achieved the original objective and have 
worked well.  
 
In addition, the consultation gave no indication of the likely charges and restrictions you are now proposing to bring in. 
 
I am also concerned that the Ellenbrook Residents Association no longer reflects the views of the residents and has 
become a closed shop. They refuse to tell us who our street rep is and have no contact list available. 
 
Please go with the silent majority who are not in favour and refuse these proposals. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 Selwyn Avenue 

Hatfield 
AL10 9NR 
 

  
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 
 

  You don't often get email from  . Learn why this is important   
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Dear Mr Clarke and team, 
 
I am writing to you once again to object in the strongest terms to the imposition of a permit 
parking scheme in my area. 
 
I have attached below my previous reasons for objection and would ask you to include this as in my 
further objection. 
 
The following comments relate to proposed zone B25 and St Albans Road West in particular, 
although they are almost certainly also true for B24 (Please note that zone numbering used is that 
designated in your Notice of Intent and Statement of Reasons which is inconsistent with the zone 
designations given on your website): 
 
In your latest communication you have finally acknowledged that the residents of this zone 
REJECTED the proposals with a 20% majority (hardly “small”).  Why undertake a consultation and 
then ignore the result? 
 
Your published justification for doing so is to prevent ‘parking displacement’. This is completely 
erroneous. 
There are already yellow line restrictions for the same hours as the proposed permit scheme that 
will prevent displacement parking. 
The imposition of a permit scheme to enforce identical restrictions is ridiculous, it provides no 
benefit without a financial burden on residents – an concern specifically raised by residents, to 
quote your own copy “We noted comments that residents in Poplar Avenue wanted to keep the 
single yellow on the basis they did not want to pay for a permit”  
Administration of a permit scheme is also a burden on the council that is funded by us, the council 
tax payers, in this case that expense is unnecessary and unwanted. 
 
You suggest that the permit scheme allows residents the option to park on the carriageway during 
restricted hours, while this is true at a price, it is of no real benefit in an area where EVERY property 
has two or more existing off road parking spaces. 
 
We noted that in your publicity for the consultation and results you stated that ‘permits’ could not 
implemented for exceptional parking (eg. builders/trades) under the existing restrictions and that 
the provision in the proposed scheme for visitors/trades permits would be a major benefit. 
This information was highly disingenuous, as you are undoubted aware there is a system of 
‘dispensations’ administered for you by East Herts that allows such issues to be dealt with in very 
much the same way as the proposed scheme. 
 
Additionally the existing parking restrictions contribute greatly to the uncluttered and tranquil 
appearance of the area.  While this is a subjective benefit it is certainly of a type that your colleagues 
in planning acknowledge and consider on a regular basis and is not to be dismissed lightly.  
 
To summarise: 
 
There is NO parking problem in B25 therefore residents soundly rejected the proposals at 
consultation with a substantial majority. 
There will be NO issue with displacement parking as existing restrictions already prevent this. 
There is minimal ‘in hours’ benefit for residents as all properties have existing off road parking. 
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A comment on the legality of the proposals - we note the following in your ‘Statement of Reasons’ as 
the basis for the proposed permit schemes: 
 

• For the purposes of relieving or preventing congestion of traffic. 
• For the avoidance of danger to persons or other traffic using the road and preventing the 
likelihood of any such danger arising. 

 
While both these reasons are laudable at face value, they are inapplicable and disingenuous in this 
instance.   
In reality the only reason is to give preferential parking rights to residents where the councils lack of 
Planning has, as predicted, caused conflict with users of local institutions (in B23). 
 
In fact these proposals can only increase the congestion (more vehicles parked on the carriageway 
for longer) and since the vehicles under consideration are parked and not moving it is difficult to see 
any justification for the avoidance of danger to other vehicles, in fact it is well established and 
demonstrable that increased levels of parked vehicles obstruct sight lines for all other road users, 
particularly pedestrians and therefore increase the hazard levels. 
On the above basis I would suggest that your ‘reasons’ are invalid and the proposals will achieve the 
opposite effect to the stated intent. 
 
With regard to the VFPO: 
 
I do not object to this in principle.  However the detail needs to be carefully examined. 
In my road residents park partially on the pavement because the carriageway is not wide enough to 
pass large vehicles eg. refuse collection trucks, alongside vehicles parked entirely on the 
carriageway. 
If on road parking is increased this will become a regular problem where the VFPO will be the direct 
cause of regular damage to the verges by virtue of large vehicles being forced to drive on the verge. 
 
Please desist from this unwanted and un-needed scheme, save my time and your resources for 
where they can be more beneficially be deployed. 
 
Kind regards 
 

 
 St Albans Road West 

 
 

 
From:  
Sent: Friday, September 10, 2021 3:16:19 PM 
To: parkingservices@welhat.gov.uk <parkingservices@welhat.gov.uk> 
Subject: Ellenbrook Area Parking Consultation  
  
Dear Mr Clarke 
  
I am writing in response to your letter regarding survey results for the parking survey in the 
Ellenbrook area. 
My wife and I live at  St Albans Road West, I will start by stating my position regarding the 
situation: 
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We do not have any serious issues with parking under the current restrictions and would seriously 
resent the imposition of a Resident Parking Scheme of any sort. 
We object to these schemes, in general, on both moral and practical grounds. 
  

• All motorists pay related taxes and all have an equal right to use the road system including 
parking where it is safe to do so. 

• Administration of such schemes is a financial burden both on the residents and local 
authority. 

• Due , I am sure,  to lack of funding,  facilities/means to purchase visitors/trades permits 
generally have very wholly inadequate opening hours, cannot be purchased by any other 
than the resident and take up to two weeks to obtain -  my experience as a Gas Safe 
engineer responding to emergency situations has frequently left me in a situation of either 
walking away from an emergency situation or parking illegally, either the relevant permit 
was unobtainable or tenants were unwilling to purchase. 

  
With regard to our specific location: 
  

• There is no parking problem under the current restrictions. 
• A canvas of half a dozen of our immediate neighbours reveals that none of them consider 

parking a problem nor have they made any representations to you for further parking 
controls so I would ask why was this area part of  the survey in the first place? 

• The current parking restrictions are not enforced regularly – what would that change under 
a resident scheme? (any Tuesday evening when five-a-side league runs at the University 
sports field will see inconsiderate and illegal parking on double yellow lines and verges of 
Poplar Close but little or no enforcement action is ever taken.) 

  
Moving from specific objections to permit schemes to the results of the survey: 
  
You state that the survey results indicate a general preference for a permit scheme. 
On the basis of the published results of your own survey this is quite simply incorrect. 
You sent 507 surveys and only received 103 responses in specific favour of a permit scheme, in what 
world does just over 20% form any kind of majority or general consensus? 
Even if we ignore the 288 households that did not respond (although any psychologist would 
indicate a nil response to a  proposal is  broadly a negative) the result is 103 in favour versus 124 i.e. 
53% against a permit scheme – a larger majority than the one that took the nation out of Europe. 
  
Taking my road in isolation 60% are against. 
  
Your interpretation of the statistics as indicating a general desire for a permit scheme is flawed in 
the extreme, quite obviously there is an area of Ellenbrook that is experiencing parking issues but by 
no means all. 
  
If anything the survey shows that the majority of the area are satisfied with the current controls. 
My suspicion is that this percentage would rise significantly if regular comprehensive enforcement 
was taken particularly out of office hours when the inconsiderate parking takes place. 
  
The results would indicate that the real area of concern is Ashbury Close and the Selwyns’ closest to 
the main road. 
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This would make it fairly apparent to anyone with any common sense that the problem is caused 
directly by the University and it’s satellite development (Fusion) possibly with some contribution 
from Galleria, concerns that were raised repeatedly when these schemes went to planning. 
  
On the above basis, I would suggest that the problem is the failure of local planning to place 
conditions on these consents that mandate adequate FREE parking. 
Having failed to listen to your residents at planning stage your answer is now to impose an onerous 
parking scheme on all residents and the public purse. 
Perhaps you could approach the University to ask them to make suitable free parking available to 
staff students and visitors? 
  
We are aware that there is a level of concern from several households of our acquaintance about a 
small number of vehicles that regularly park at the junction of Selwyn Drive with SARW, where the 
occupants remain  in car and exhibit suspicious  behaviour (drug dealing?) 
These acquaintances are reluctant to pursue the matter (fearing reprisal) and may well mistakenly 
see a parking scheme as a possible deterrent to this behaviour and may have skewed the results in 
favour for this road. 
  
We would petition you in the strongest terms to abandon your proposals completely in favour of 
increased level of enforcement to the current restrictions,  failing that remove the proposal for  ‘2nd 
Zone’ and suggest that the ‘3rd Zone’ be much more tightly targeted. 
  
With regard to the VFPO: 
  
Concerning my own part of St Albans Road West – While it undoubtedly true that there are often 
cars parked over the footway this is because the carriageway is not sufficiently wide to allow the 
passage of LGV or larger light goods vehicles when meeting a parked car. 
Currently this is not a major issue as the existing single yellow lines prohibit parking during most 
business hours. 
If this prohibition was put in place and permit parking was allowed you will find the road routinely 
impassable to refuse lorries and any other deliveries, the inevitable result being routine serious 
damage to the uncurbed verges, a ridiculous situation where the order is the direct cause of the 
situation it is supposed to prevent. 
The answer here is to educate and enforce current restrictions for the small majority that park 
inconsiderately far over the footway rather than a blanket action that will cause more damage, again 
we are back to lack of enforcement of existing controls. 
  
Out of interest, you mention on your website the intention to extend this provision to the Alban 
Way – I cannot understand this – surely parking on a cycle way itself (verge or otherwise) is a 
contravention and parking across the cycleway road crossings with dropped curbs and suitable road 
markings would also already be an offence? 
  
I look forward to your response. 
  
Kind regards 
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Andy Clarke

From:
Sent: 03 February 2022 15:21
To: parking
Subject: Ellenbrook Area Parking Consultation

 
** WARNING: This email originated outside the WHBC Network. Please be extra vigilant 
when opening attachments or clicking links **  

Dear Mr Clarke and team, 

I am writing to you once again to object in the strongest terms to the imposition of a permit parking scheme in my 
area. 

I have attached below my previous reasons for objection and would ask you to include this as in my further objection. 

The following comments relate to proposed zone B25 and St Albans Road West in particular, although they are almost 
certainly also true for B24 (Please note that zone numbering used is that designated in your Notice of Intent and 
Statement of Reasons which is inconsistent with the zone designations given on your website): 

In your latest communication you have finally acknowledged that the residents of this zone REJECTED the proposals 
with a 20% majority (hardly “small”).  Why undertake a consultation and then ignore the result? 

Your published justification for doing so is to prevent ‘parking displacement’. This is completely erroneous. 

There are already yellow line restrictions for the same hours as the proposed permit scheme that will prevent 
displacement parking. 

The imposition of a permit scheme to enforce identical restrictions is ridiculous, it provides no benefit without a 
financial burden on residents – an concern specifically raised by residents, to quote your own copy “We noted 
comments that residents in Poplar Avenue wanted to keep the single yellow on the basis they did not want to pay for a 
permit”  

Administration of a permit scheme is also a burden on the council that is funded by us, the council tax payers, in this 
case that expense is unnecessary and unwanted. 

You suggest that the permit scheme allows residents the option to park on the carriageway during restricted hours, 
while this is true at a price, it is of no real benefit in an area where EVERY property has two or more existing off road 
parking spaces. 

We noted that in your publicity for the consultation and results you stated that ‘permits’ could not implemented for 
exceptional parking (eg. builders/trades) under the existing restrictions and that the provision in the proposed scheme 
for visitors/trades permits would be a major benefit. 

This information was highly disingenuous, as you are undoubted aware there is a system of ‘dispensations’ administered 
for you by East Herts that allows such issues to be dealt with in very much the same way as the proposed scheme. 

  You don't often get email from   Learn why this is important   
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Additionally the existing parking restrictions contribute greatly to the uncluttered and tranquil appearance of the 
area.  While this is a subjective benefit it is certainly of a type that your colleagues in planning acknowledge and 
consider on a regular basis and is not to be dismissed lightly.  

To summarise: 

There is NO parking problem in B25 therefore residents soundly rejected the proposals at consultation with a 
substantial majority. 

There will be NO issue with displacement parking as existing restrictions already prevent this. 

There is minimal ‘in hours’ benefit for residents as all properties have existing off road parking. 

A comment on the legality of the proposals ‐ we note the following in your ‘Statement of Reasons’ as the basis for the 
proposed permit schemes: 

• For the purposes of relieving or preventing congestion of traffic.

• For the avoidance of danger to persons or other traffic using the road and preventing the likelihood of any
such danger arising.

While both these reasons are laudable at face value, they are inapplicable and disingenuous in this instance.   

In reality the only reason is to give preferential parking rights to residents where the councils lack of Planning has, as 
predicted, caused conflict with users of local institutions (in B23). 

In fact these proposals can only increase the congestion (more vehicles parked on the carriageway for longer) and since 
the vehicles under consideration are parked and not moving it is difficult to see any justification for the avoidance of 
danger to other vehicles, in fact it is well established and demonstrable that increased levels of parked vehicles obstruct 
sight lines for all other road users, particularly pedestrians and therefore increase the hazard levels. 

On the above basis I would suggest that your ‘reasons’ are invalid and the proposals will achieve the opposite effect to 
the stated intent. 

With regard to the VFPO: 

I do not object to this in principle.  However the detail needs to be carefully examined. 

In my road residents park partially on the pavement because the carriageway is not wide enough to pass large vehicles 
eg. refuse collection trucks, alongside vehicles parked entirely on the carriageway. 

If on road parking is increased this will become a regular problem where the VFPO will be the direct cause of regular 
damage to the verges by virtue of large vehicles being forced to drive on the verge. 

Please desist from this unwanted and un‐needed scheme, save my time and your resources for where they can be more 
beneficially be deployed. 

Kind regards 
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 St Albans Road West 

Sent from Mail for Windows 
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**From: 

Sent: 14 January 2022 10:52 

To: parking <parkingservices@welhat.gov.uk> 

Subject: Ellenbrook Parking Restrictions (New Proposals). 

You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important 

** WARNING: This email originated outside the WHBC Network. Please be extra vigilant when opening 

attachments or clicking links ** 

Dear Sir, 

As a resident of Brookside in Ellenbrook, I hereby comment on the new parking restriction proposals and 

object to the proposed changes in Brookside. 

Parking restrictions were only ever introduced to counter the threat of nuisance parking by University of 

Hertfordshire students and hence only applied during their term time. 

Those restrictions have proved perfectly adequate for many years now and allow residents freedom of 

use of their street at all other times. 

No other parking problems have occurred during this period and so any changes to the current situation 

are completely unnecessary. 

The Council will also not incur any additional expense by leaving the current regulations in place. 

Please do not inconvenience the residents of Brookside with any unnecessary and unjustified new 

restrictions. 

Thanking you in anticipation. 

 Brookside. 

Hatfield. 
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Dear Mr Reyner, 

I am writing in connection with the parking proposals in the Ellenbrook area and, in 
particular, Brookside.  As a resident of Brookside for many years, I am very concerned with 
the proposal to change the existing parking arrangements and hereby wish to lodge my 
objections. 

The current parking restrictions, which have been in place for several years, have worked 
very well and the ability to park on the road for particular weeks of the year have proved 
invaluable.  Not all residents of Brookside have sufficient offroad parking to accommodate 
visitors/workmen, etc. and we have already seen some households convert their front 
gardens to parking areas.  Surely this is not at all environmentally friendly and 
unfortunately, should these parking proposals go ahead, then we shall be forced to follow 
suit and concrete over our own front garden. 

In conclusion, please take this email as my objection to the change in parking restrictions for 
Brookside and our preferred option would be for the existing restrictions to remain in place. 

Regards. 

 Brookside, Hatfield, Hertfordshire A10 9RR 
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