
MEETING OF THE SOUTH ESSEX PARKING PARTNERSHIP 
(TRAFFIC REGULATION ORDERS) SUB COMMITTEE  

THURSDAY 24 SEPTEMBER 2020 
HELD THROUGH MICROSOFT TEAMS  
DUE TO SOCIAL DISTANCING MEASURES 
COMMENCING AT 10.00AM 

AGENDA 

1. Welcome by Chairman of the Sub Committee.

2. Apologies for absence.

3. Matters arising

4. Consider representations against proposed TRO relating to Avondale Road and Thundersley
Park Road, Benfleet.

5. Consider representations against proposed TRO relating to Weald Road, South Weald.

6. Consider representations against proposed TRO relating to Rayleigh Road and Goodwood
Avenue, Hutton

7. Consider representations against proposed TRO relating to Broomfield Parade Service Road
and Pentland Avenue, Chelmsford.

8. Consider representations against proposed TRO relating to Roman Road, High Street,
Fryerning Lane, Market Place, The Limes, Stock Lane, & Haslers Court, Ingatestone.

9. Any other business.
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MINUTES  
 

of the 
 

SOUTH ESSEX PARKING PARTNERSHIP 
 (TRAFFIC REGULATION ORDERS)  

SUB-COMMITTEE  
on 5 December 2019 at 3.25pm 

 
Present: 
 

Councillor Michael Steptoe (Chairman) Rochford District Borough Council 

Councillor Jon Cloke Brentwood Borough Council 

Councillor Mike Mackrory Chelmsford City Council 

 
In attendance: 
 

Nick Binder Chelmsford City Council 

William Butcher Chelmsford City Council 

Brian Mayfield Chelmsford City Council 

 
 
1. Welcome 

 The Chairman welcomed those present. 
 
 

2. Apologies and Substitutions 
 

 
 

There were no apologies for absence. 
 
 

3. Minutes and Matters Arising 
 
The minutes of the meeting on 3 October 2019 were confirmed as a correct record. There 
were no matters arising. 
 
 

4.  The South Essex Parking Partnership (Various Roads (District of Rochford) 
(Prohibition of Waiting and Permit Parking Places) (Amendment No. 53) Order 201* - 
Helena Road (southern end), Rydal Close, Graysons Close and Mill Field Close, 
Rayleigh 
 

 The Sub-Committee considered representations on the above Order which proposed the 
variation of the Essex County Council (Rochford District) (Permitted Parking Area and 
Special Parking Area) (Consolidation) Order 2008 to introduce a resident parking scheme in 
the southern section of Helena Road, Rydal Close and Graysons Close operating from 
Monday to Friday 8am to 10am and 2pm and 4pm. 
 
Twelve expressions of support and one objection had been received. One local resident 
attended the meeting and spoke against the Order, citing the lack of parking for visitors to 
Kings Gate and the need for them to park in roads the subject of the proposed parking 
restrictions. In response to those concerns, officers said that visitor tickets could be 
purchased by residents of Kings Gate.  
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 AGREED that: 

  1. the South Essex Parking Partnership (Various Roads) (District of Rochford) 
(Prohibition of Waiting and Permit Parking Places) (Amendment No. 53) Order 
201* insofar as it relates to Helena Road (southern end), Rydal Close, 
Graysons Close and Mill Field Close, Rayleigh be made as advertised; and 
 

  2. those who made representations be advised accordingly. 
 
(3.25pm to 3.35pm) 
 
 

5. The South Essex Parking Partnership (Chelmsford City Council) (Waiting, Loading 
and Parking Consolidation) (Variation No. 92) Order 201* - The Laurels, South 
Woodham Ferrers 
 

 The Sub-Committee considered representations on the above Order which proposed the 
variation of the Borough of Chelmsford (Waiting, Loading and Parking Consolidation) Order 
2009 to introduce a parking restriction on one side of The Laurels, South Woodham Ferrers 
from 10am to 11am on Monday to Friday and on the other side of that road from 2pm to 
3pm. 
 

 There has been one objection and seven expressions of support for the proposal. The 
officers were of the view that the objection did carry sufficient weight to warrant the Order 
not being made. 
 

 AGREED that: 

  1. the South Essex Parking Partnership (Chelmsford City Council) (Waiting, 
Loading and Parking Consolidation) (Variation No. 92) Order 201* insofar as it 
relates to The Laurels, South Woodham Ferrers be made as advertised; and  
 

  2. those who made representations be advised accordingly. 
 

(3.35pm to 3.37pm) 
 
 

6. The South Essex Parking Partnership (Chelmsford City Council) (Waiting, Loading 
and Parking Consolidation) (Variation No. 92) Order 201* - Church Avenue, Broomhall 
Road, Broomhall Close, Main Road and Jubilee Avenue, Chelmsford 
 

 The Sub-Committee considered representations on the above Order which proposed the 
variation of the Borough of Chelmsford (Waiting, Loading and Parking Consolidation) Order 
2009 to introduce a residents parking scheme in Church Avenue, Broomhall Road, 
Broomhall Close, Main Road and Jubilee Avenue, Chelmsford which would operate from 
Monday to Friday, 10am to 11am.  
 

 There has been seven objection and 94 expressions of support for the proposal. Two further 
emails supporting the Order were read out at the meeting and five local residents attended 
to speak in favour of the scheme. One emphasised the need for enforcement of the 
restrictions and the Sub-Committee was informed that the planned recruitment of two 
additional enforcement officers for Chelmsford would help in that regard. Although others 
spoke in favour of increasing the hours of operation, the Sub-Committee felt that the effect 
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of the scheme should be monitored for six to nine months before any changes were 
considered. 
 

 AGREED that: 

  1. the South Essex Parking Partnership (Chelmsford City Council) (Waiting, 
Loading and Parking Consolidation) (Variation No. 92) Order 201* insofar as it 
relates to Church Avenue, Broomhall Road, Broomhall Close, Main Road and 
Jubilee Avenue, Chelmsford be made as advertised; and  
 

  2. those who made representations be advised accordingly. 
 

(3.37pm to 3.51pm) 
 
 

7. The South Essex Parking Partnership (Chelmsford City Council) (Waiting, Loading 
and Parking Consolidation) (Variation No. 92) Order 201* -   Chestnut Walk, Town 
Croft and Sunrise Avenue, Chelmsford and Borda Close, Chelmsford 
 

 The Sub-Committee considered representations on the above Order which proposed the 
variation of the Borough of Chelmsford (Waiting, Loading and Parking Consolidation) Order 
2009 to introduce a resident permit parking scheme operating Monday to Friday between 
10am and 11am and 2pm and 3pm in Chestnut Walk, Town Croft and Sunrise Avenue, 
Chelmsford. A scheme for Borda Close, Chelmsford operating from Monday to Friday, 10am 
to 11am and 3pm to 4pm was also proposed. 
 

 Four objections and 50 representations of support to the proposals had been received. A 
further email setting out opposition to the Order was read out at the meeting and four local 
residents were in attendance to speak in favour of the scheme. One of those emphasised 
the need for the junction protection measures proposed. 
 

 AGREED that: 

  1. the South Essex Parking Partnership (Chelmsford City Council) (Waiting, 
Loading and Parking Consolidation) (Variation No. 92) Order 201* insofar as it 
relates to Chestnut Walk, Town Croft and Sunrise Avenue, Chelmsford and 
Borda Close, Chelmsford be made as advertised; and  
 

  2. those who made representations be advised accordingly. 
 

(3.51pm to 4.04pm) 
 
 

8. The South Essex Parking Partnership (Chelmsford City Council) (Waiting, Loading 
and Parking Consolidation) (Variation No. 92) Order 201* - Chelmer Road, Springfield 
Park Avenue and Springfield Park Parade, Chelmsford  
 

 The Sub-Committee considered representations on the above Order which proposed the 
variation of the Borough of Chelmsford (Waiting, Loading and Parking Consolidation) Order 
2009 to introduce a resident permit parking scheme which would operate from Monday to 
Saturday 8am to 6pm in Chelmer Road, Springfield Park Avenue and Springfield Park 
Parade, Chelmsford. 
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 There had been 10 expressions of support and six objections to the proposal and four 
residents attended the meeting to speak in favour of it.  
 

 AGREED that: 

  1. the South Essex Parking Partnership (Chelmsford City Council) (Waiting, 
Loading and Parking Consolidation) (Variation No. 92) Order 201* insofar as it 
relates to Chelmer Road, Springfield Park Avenue and Springfield Park Parade, 
Chelmsford be made as advertised; and 
 

  2. those who made representations be advised accordingly. 
 

(4.04pm to 4.07pm) 
 
 

9. The South Essex Parking Partnership (Chelmsford City Council) (Waiting, Loading 
and Parking Consolidation) (Variation No. 92) Order 201* - Telford Place, Chelmsford 
 

 The Sub-Committee considered representations on the above Order which proposed the 
variation of the Borough of Chelmsford (Waiting, Loading and Parking Consolidation) Order 
2009 to prohibit waiting at all times on the bend of Telford Place, Chelmsford. 
 

 One objection to the proposal had been received and a local resident attended the meeting 
to speak against the restriction. Whilst the Sub-Committee recognised that the loss of 
parking spaces may make it more difficult for some residents to park near to their houses, it 
felt that the restrictions were necessary to deter all day parking by non-residents.  
 

 AGREED that: 

  1. the South Essex Parking Partnership (Chelmsford City Council) (Waiting, 
Loading and Parking Consolidation) (Variation No. 92) Order 201* insofar as it 
relates to Telford Place, Chelmsford be made as advertised; and  
 

  2. those who made representations be advised accordingly. 
 

(4.7pm to 4.29pm) 
 
 

10. The South Essex Parking Partnership (Chelmsford City Council) (Waiting, Loading 
and Parking Consolidation) (Variation No. 92) Order 201* - Rossendale, Chelmsford 
 

 The Sub-Committee considered representations on the above Order which proposed the 
variation of the Borough of Chelmsford (Waiting, Loading and Parking Consolidation) Order 
2009 to introduce a resident permit parking scheme in Rossendale, Chelmsford which would 
operate Monday to Saturday from 10am to 11am and 2pm to 3pm. 
 

 There had been one objection and eight expressions of support to the proposal and two 
residents and a local ward councillor attended the meeting to speak in favour of it.  
 

 AGREED that: 

  1. the South Essex Parking Partnership (Chelmsford City Council) (Waiting, 
Loading and Parking Consolidation) (Variation No. 92) Order 201* insofar as it 
relates to insofar as it relates to Rossendale, Chelmsford be made as 
advertised; and  
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  2. those who made representations be advised accordingly. 
 

(4.29pm to 4.36pm) 
 
 

11. The South Essex Parking Partnership (Chelmsford City Council) (Waiting, Loading 
and Parking Consolidation) (Variation No. 92) Order 201* - Richmond Road and 
Beaufort Road, Chelmsford 
 

 The Sub-Committee considered representations on the above Order which proposed the 
variation of the Borough of Chelmsford (Waiting, Loading and Parking Consolidation) Order 
2009 to extend the double yellow lines restrictions in Richmond Road and Beaufort Road, 
Chelmsford to assist the movement of larger vehicles using those roads. 
 

 Two objections and three expressions of support to the proposal had been received 
following advertising of the Order. One objector attended the meeting to speak against it, 
arguing that the restrictions were only necessary between New Duke Street and Richmond 
Road. The Sub-Committee decided that the Order should be made as advertised but that 
the situation should be monitored. 
 

 AGREED that: 

  1. the South Essex Parking Partnership (Chelmsford City Council) (Waiting, 
Loading and Parking Consolidation) (Variation No. 92) Order 201* insofar as it 
relates to insofar as it relates to Richmond Road and Beaufort Road be made as 
advertised; and  
 

  2. those who made representations be advised accordingly. 
 

(4.36m to 4.37pm) 
  

 
 

The meeting closed at 4.37pm. 
 
 

Chairman 
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SOUTH ESSEX PARKING PARTNERSHIP SUB COMMITTEE 
 

THURSDAY 24 SEPTEMBER 2020 – 10.00AM 
 

AGENDA ITEM 4 
 
Subject THE SOUTH ESSEX PARKING PARTNERSHIP (CASTLE POINT 

BOROUGH) (PERMITTED PARKING AREA AND SPECIAL PARKING 
AREA) (AMENDMENT NO.43) ORDER 201* 
 
Relating to Avondale Road & Thundersley Park Road, Benfleet 

Report by South Essex Parking Partnership Manager  
 
Enquiries contact: Nick Binder, South Essex Parking Partnership Manager,  
01245 606303, nick.binder@chelmsford.gov.uk 
 
Purpose 

To report the receipt of representations made on part of the South Essex Parking 
Partnership (Castle Point Borough) (Permitted Parking Area and Special Parking Area) 
(Amendment No.43) Order 201* 

Options 
The Joint Committee has the following options available: 

1. to agree that the proposed Order be made as advertised; 
 

2. to agree that the proposed Order be made subject to modifications which result in 
less restrictive provisions or reduced scope; or 

 
3. to agree that the proposed Order should not be made.  

Recommendation(s) 
 

1. The Order be made as advertised; and 
 

2. The people making representations be advised accordingly. 
 

 
Consulters South Essex Parking Partnership 
 
Policies and Strategies 
The report takes into account the South Essex Parking Partnership Document setting out 
how the SEPP will deal with requests for parking restrictions requiring TROs.  
 
 
1. Background 
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1.1 The purpose of this Order is to vary The Essex County Council (Castle Point 
Borough) (Permitted Parking Area and Special Parking Area) (Consolidation Order) 
2008 set out below: 
 
In September 2018 an application form was received accompanied by a 33- person 
petition with support by a local Councillor requesting parking restrictions on the 
junction of Avondale Road and Thundersley Park Road to improve sight lines for 
motorists exiting Avondale Road.  
 
Following receipt of the application the SEPP carried out a number of site visits and 
compiled a report with a recommendation for junction protection measures (to 
enforce the Highway Code) for the Lead Councillor and Lead Officer for parking 
matters for Castle Point for a local decision. 
 
Plan of recommendation supplied with the report: 
 

 
 
 
It was agreed with the Lead Councillor and Lead Officer for parking matters for 
Castle Point to cost a scheme to propose to prohibit parking at all times as detailed 
in the proposed plan. This cost will be reduced if incorporated with other roads in 
Castle Point, to publish one Traffic Regulation Order. 
 
The scheme was costed at £1500 and placed before the South Essex Parking 
Partnership Sub Committee on 07 March 2019 for funding. It was agreed at the 
meeting to proceed with the necessary Traffic Regulation Order. 

1.2 The Order was originally published in the Echo and on site on 31 October 2019, and 
copies of the draft Order were sent to a number of organisations including Essex 
Police, Essex County Council (the highway authority), Essex Fire & Rescue Service, 
Essex Ambulance Service, the Road Haulage Association, the Freight Transport 
Association, and the Chamber of Commerce and Industry. 

1.3  When the Order was published on 31 October 2019 a 21-day period of formal public 
consultation commenced. 
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1.4 Copy of letter sent to residents of Nos. 80, 94, 96 & 97 Thundersley Park Road on 
28 October 2019 –  
 
Dear Resident, 
 
Re: The South Essex Parking Partnership (Castle Point Borough) (Permitted 
Parking Area and Special Parking Area) (Amendment No.43) Order 201*, 
relating to Thundersley Park Road 
 
The South Essex Parking Partnership will shortly be publishing a proposal to 
introduce a No Waiting at Any Time (double yellow line) parking restriction as follows 
(see also enclosed plan): 
Avondale Road – Both sides: From its junction with Thundersley Park Road 
northwards for a distance of 15 metres. 
Thundersley Park Road – North west side: From a point 10 metres south west of its 
junction with Avondale Road north eastwards to a point 16 metres north east of its 
junction with Avondale Road. 
Thundersley Park Road – South east side: From a point 10 metres south west of its 
junction with Golf Ride north eastwards to a point 16 metres north east of its junction 
with Avondale Road. 
 
The proposal will be published in The Echo on the 31 October 2019 and site notices 
will also be placed. Further information on the proposed Traffic Regulation Order can 
also be found on the Council’s website from 31 October 2019: 
https://www.chelmsford.gov.uk/parking-and-travel/parking-restrictions/view-current-
and-proposed-parking-restrictions/castle-point-parking-restrictions/ 
 
When the proposal is published it will commence a 21-day formal consultation period 
whereby any person may write objecting to the proposal or write in support.  
 
If there are unresolved objections the matter will be reported to the South Essex 
Parking Partnership Joint Committee for a decision. The Committee can agree to 
proceed as published and bring the Order into effect, amend the proposal or 
withdraw it in its entirety. 
 
If you wish to make any comments on or after the 31 October 2019 you can email or 
write to the above. All comments must be received by 22 November 2019. 
 
I hope this information is useful. 
 

2 Comments 

2.1 The details of the representations are summarised in Appendix 2 to this report 
together with the comments of the Technicians. 

3 Conclusion 

3.1 Although the correspondents have made a number of points which lead them to 
believe the Order should not be pursued in whole or part, the Lead Councillor, Lead 
Officer and Technicians consider that none of them are of sufficient weight to 
warrant the Order not being made. 
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List of Appendices     
 
Appendix 1 – List of people making representations 
 
Appendix 2 – Summary of objections or support and Technicians comments  
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APPENDIX 1 
 

 

Ref List of people making representations Type 
1 Email from a resident of Avondale Road Support 
2 Email from a local resident Support 
3 Email from a local resident Support 
4 Email from a local resident Support 
5 Email from a local resident Support 
6 Email from a resident of Thundersley Park Road Objection 
7 Email from a resident of Avondale Road Support 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

REPRESENTATIONS & RESPONSES FOLLOWING FORMAL ADVERTISEMENT – 31 OCTOBER TO 22 NOVEMBER 2019 
 

Representations & responses relating to Avondale Road & Thundersley Park Road 
Ref Representation -  Technician response -  
1 I am writing to strongly support the introduction of yellow lines around Avondale Road 

and Thundersley Park Road.  I live in Avondale Road and it is extremely dangerous to 
pull out into Thundersley park Road as cars park right up to the junction and it is 
impossible to see if any cars are coming along. Cars usually travel at a fast speed 
down Thundersley Park Road and I am concerned that a very serious accident will 
occur if yellow lines aren't in place.  

Support noted. 

2 I'd like to give my full support to the proposal for no waiting at any time at the junction 
of Avondale Road and Thundersley Park Road. 
It is so dangerous to pull out at the moment - when vehicles are parked on the junction 
it's impossible to see if anything is coming down Thundersley Park Road and a 
restriction is definitely needed. 

Support noted. 

3 I just wanted to let you know that I am in support of the yellow lines that are proposed 
for the junction of Avondale Road and Thundersley Park Road. It is so dangerous to 
pull out there.  The cars park right on the junction and it's impossible to see if anything 
is coming down Thundersley Park Road. 

Support noted. 

4 I thoroughly support the proposed yellow lines at the junction of Avondale Road and 
Thundersley Park Road in Benfleet as it is quite dangerous with the parked cars there 
at the moment. 

Support noted. 

5 I just wanted to write in support of the notion of putting yellow lines on and around the 
junction of Avondale Road/Thundersley Park Road in Benfleet. 
The junction is always rammed with parked vehicles and it is impossible to see any 
motorists or cyclists coming down Thundersley Park Road from the left. You 
essentially have to pull out and turn right without being able know if anything is coming 
and that is really dangerous. 
We need Yellow Lines. 

Support noted. 

6 I am writing to appeal the proposed parking restrictions on Avondale and Thundersley 
Park Road, on behalf of myself and my wider family who occupy XX Thundersley Park 
Road. 
 

Objection noted.  
 
This scheme has been advertised in 
accordance with our statutory obligations. 
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I would first like to express my confusion and concern over the method in which the 
parking restrictions have been proposed; little to no contact has been made to the 
residents of Thundersley Park regarding this extreme parking restriction, are we to 
expect this behaviour moving forward? With our Local Authority able to impose 
restrictions with so much as a notice stapled to a lamppost in advance? I would also 
like to kindly note that the little notice given; a letter explaining that a proposal was 
going to be published in the local Echo on the 31st October 2019, arrived at our 
residence on the 28th October 2019. Thus meaning that should the letter would of 
arrived late, or had been unopened for more than 3 days, we would have no 
knowledge of the proposal entirely.  This unfortunately was first in many disappointing 
factors surrounding this notice.  
 
My family have lived at XX Thundersley Park Road for over 10 years now and have 
spent a lot of time and money in investing in the house and our local area to ensure 
Benfleet is a better place to live and work. But how can we continue doing this with no 
trust in our Local Council?  
 
Sitting in the Planning &Transport team of Southend Borough Council I am personally 
horrified at how this situation has been handled, upon further inspection of the parking 
notice at  
https://www.chelmsford.gov.uk/parking-and-travel/parking-restrictions/view-current-
and-proposed-parking-restrictions/castle-point-parking-restrictions/ , I found the reason 
to be somewhat perplexing; there has allegedly been a petition to invoke this 
restriction?  
 
I’m sure you can appreciate the shock of this, as I speak for myself, my family and also 
a number of residents who I have been speaking with, the residents of Thundersley 
Park Road have received absolutely no notice of a petition being created, let alone one 
that has been approved and actioned.  
 
Furthermore I’m shocked again at this apparent disregard for the residents of 
Thundersley Park. I understand as it stands the junction between the two roads can 
cause minor disruptions however upon looking at the diagram signposted outside of 
our property – the parking restrictions does not affect any built residence on Avondale 
road. Only the building sat opposite XX, XX Thundersley Park Road itself and the 
opposite houses; both which have a fully paved driveway. Now we are completely 

It is a legal requirement to post notices in the 
press and on site for the duration of the formal 
advertising period. Notices were  
For the implementation of parking restrictions 
that will enforce the Highway Code it is not 
generally considered necessary to write to all 
residential properties, however out of courtesy 
we may also (as in this case) write to affected 
residents. 
 
It was considered that due to the proximity of 
vehicles parked near to this junction that No 
Waiting At Any Time (double yellow line) 
parking restrictions should be implemented to 
enforce the Highway Code but additionally, 
due to the nature of the junction formation, 
extend the restrictions slightly further 
eastwards to ensure that adequate sight lines 
are provided for motorists exiting Avondale 
Road onto Thundersley Park Road and for 
motorists travelling westwards along 
Thundersley Park Road. 
 
There are no other parking restrictions in this 
section of Thundersley Park Road, therefore, 
assuming that vehicles are parked in 
accordance with the Highway Code, the loss of 
one parking space will have minimal effect. 
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aware that as homeowners parking space is not a guaranteed entitlement however as 
a house of eight people; with 5 being car owners, our household would be at an 
extreme disadvantage more than any other residency that would be affected by the 
restrictions.  
 
Shortly over a year ago my family installed a complex CCTV system to monitor our 
vehicles outside our house in fear of theft, this has come in handy a multitude of times; 
when my mother’s car was almost stolen the system alerted us and we were able to 
notify the police swiftly, in a more unfortunate case the CCTV camera was able to pick 
up a group of young teenagers stealing a car further down the road – enabling us to 
help another resident by providing valuable video footage. If the parking restrictions 
were to be imposed, due to the lack of space available left on the road we would have 
to park the majority of our vehicles elsewhere: causing even more congestion for 
locals, and more importantly rendering our CCTV system utterly useless. 
 
I understand that recently the junction has caused more inconvenience than usual, 
however I would like to quite clearly point out the reason for this being is the 
construction works happening on the corner of Avondale Road – opposite my property. 
Upon notice of the planned building work, numerous residents including myself 
opposed to this building plan with a number of objections including: 
 

 The increase in traffic due to these new developments. 
 The high level of construction needed to build these developments. 
 The increase in parking needed to support these new developments. 
 The planned 6x 3 storey houses would mean direct viewing access into our 

private, fenced garden, where my young siblings play. 
 
Now despite our objections Castle Point council proceeded to deem these buildings 
necessary and as a direct result my residency is being seriously affected. Castle Point 
Council were confident in reassuring the local residents that these new developments 
would not pose more issues however before the properties have even been built we 
are facing yet more disruption. Not only are we having to deal with a high level on 
construction going on most days, the higher volume of vehicles due to this work has 
been quite simple abhorrent.  
 
Imposing a ‘No waiting at any time zone’ would certainly tackle the issue of 
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construction vehicles; however how is this a fair and reasonable restriction when the 
residents of the road opposed to the building works in the first place? It is quite simple 
to see that the Council has agreed to these new building developments, not thinking of 
the consequences, and now unfortunately are trying to correct their mistakes by 
disadvantaging the local residents. 
 
I would like to point out that despite the melancholy tone of my email, we still recognize 
the need for restrictions, however strongly urge your team to think about how drastic 
these measures need to be.  
 
We would like to propose that instead of a ‘No waiting at any time’ zone, that the 
restriction can be made into a ‘Permit Holders Only Zone’ which would enable 
residents of Thundersley Park and Avondale Road to not be affected by this restriction; 
yet still tackles the issue of construction vehicles. We would be more than happy to 
apply and pay for these permits which would enable us to resume parking outside of 
our property safely and in a manner that does not pose risk to anyone else.  
 
I would like to thank you for your time in reading my objection – I’m aware that it is 
lengthy and incorporates many issues, however my family and I strongly urge you to 
reconsider how drastic the restrictions need to be and hope that you will make to 
correct decision that benefits the local residents of the area, not disadvantages them. 
 
Should you wish to contact me regarding this email please feel free to contact me. I 
look forward to hearing from you regarding the outcome of this proposal.  
 

7 We support above proposal to be actioned as soon as possible before a serious 
accident happens. 

Support noted. 
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SOUTH ESSEX PARKING PARTNERSHIP SUB COMMITTEE 
 

 THURSDAY 24 SEPTEMBER 2020 – 10.00AM 
 

AGENDA ITEM 5 
 
Subject THE ESSEX COUNTY COUNCIL (BRENTWOOD BOROUGH) 

(PROHIBITION OF WAITING, LOADING AND STOPPING) AND (ON-
STREET PARKING PLACES) (CIVIL ENFORCEMENT AREA) 
(AMENDMENT No.4) ORDER 202* 
 
Relating to Weald Road, South Weald.  

Report by South Essex Parking Partnership Manager  
 
Enquiries contact: Nick Binder, South Essex Parking Partnership Manager,  
01245 606303, nick.binder@chelmsford.gov.uk 

 
Purpose 
To report the receipt of representations made on part of;  
THE ESSEX COUNTY COUNCIL (BRENTWOOD BOROUGH) 
(PROHIBITION OF WAITING, LOADING AND STOPPING) AND (ON-STREET PARKING 
PLACES) (CIVIL ENFORCEMENT AREA) (AMENDMENT No.4) ORDER 202* 
Options 
The Joint Committee has the following options available: 
 

1. to agree that the proposed Order be made as advertised; 
 

2. to agree that the proposed Order be made subject to modifications which result in 
less restrictive provisions or reduced scope; or 

 
3. to agree that the proposed Order should not be made.  

 
Recommendation(s) 
 

1. The Order be amended, and the hours of operation reduced to Monday to Friday 
9.30am-5.30pm, Saturday 10.30am-4.30pm & Sunday 7.30pm-8pm; and 

 
2. The people making representations be advised accordingly. 

 
 

Consulters South Essex Parking Partnership 
 
Policies and Strategies 
The report takes into account the South Essex Parking Partnership Document setting out 
how the SEPP will deal with requests for parking restrictions requiring TROs.  

 
1. Background 
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1.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.2 
 
 
 
 
 
1.3 
 
 
 
1.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The purpose of this Order is to vary the Essex County Council (Brentwood Borough) 
(Prohibition of Waiting, Loading and Stopping) and (On-street Parking Places) (Civil 
Enforcement Area) (Amendment No.4) Order 202* as set out below: - 
 
The South Essex Parking Partnership (SEPP) propose to make the above named 
Order following a parking review of Weald Road, South Weald. 
 
On 18 September 2019 the SEPP received an enquiry from Cllr Jon Cloke regarding 
a Disabled bay outside St Peter’s Church, South Weald.  Initially Essex County 
Council had agreed to implement the bay however as the bay would be for general 
use this would fall under SEPP’s remit. As provisions were required for easier 
access to the church for blue badge users an application form was not required. 
 
It was agreed with the SEPP Joint Committee Member and Lead Officer for parking 
matters for Brentwood to cost a scheme to propose a Disabled bay and include the 
proposal in the next batch of schemes to be advertised. 
 
SEPP Policy – 1.6    
It is acknowledged that all requests for a parking restriction will carry some form of 
merit and may be beneficial to the particular area. The requests will be submitted for 
a variety of reasons and depending on the circumstance will be considered as a high 
or low funding priority to the Partnership. As the amount of funding available for new 
schemes is limited it is the intention of this policy to provide a criteria, which if met, will 
be considered a high priority scheme for the Partnership and therefore stand a greater 
chance of receiving the available funding. Schemes that do not meet all the criteria 
can still be progressed and considered by the Joint Committee, but schemes with a 
higher priority will take precedence. All schemes will be subject to available funding.  

1.5 The Order was originally published in the Essex Chronicle and on site on 9 July 
2020, and copies of the draft Order were sent to a number of organisations including 
the following; Agricultural Industries Confederation, Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry, Essex Police, Essex Fire & Rescue Command Centre, Essex Fire & 
Rescue Water Section, Essex Ambulance Services, Essex Search and Rescue, 
ECC Asset Management, Freight Transport Service and the Road Haulage 
Association 

1.6 The Proposed Order is to implement ‘Disabled Badge Holders Only’. 

1.7 When the Order was published on 9 July 2020 a 21-day period of formal public 
consultation commenced. 

2 Comments 
 

2.1 The details of the representations are summarised in Appendix 2 to this report 
together with the comments of the Technicians. 

3 Conclusion 

3.1 Although the correspondents have made a number of points which lead them to 
believe the Order should not be pursued in whole or part, the Lead Councillor, Lead 
Officer and Technicians consider that none of them are of sufficient weight to warrant 
the Order not being made however with the amendment as per the recommendation.  

List of Appendices     
 
Appendix 1 – List of people making representations 
 
Appendix 2 – Summary of objections or support and Technicians comments  
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APPENDIX 1 
 

Ref List of people making representations Type 
1 Email from resident of Weald Road, dated 08/07/2020  

2nd email dated 09/08/2020 confirming objection 
Objection 

2 Email from resident of Weald Road, dated 08/07/2020 
2nd email dated 12/08/2020 confirming objection 

Objection 

3 Email from resident of Weald Road, dated 22/07/2020 Objection 
4 Email from resident of Weald Road, dated 23/07/2020 

2nd email dated 24/08/2020 confirming objection 
Objection 

5 Email from resident of Weald Road, dated 24/07/2020  
2nd email dated 10/08/2020 confirming objection 

Objection 

6 Email from non-resident of Weald Road, dated 27/07/2020 Objection 
7 Email from user of St Peter’s Church dated 29/07/2020 Support 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

REPRESENTATIONS & RESPONSES FOLLOWING FORMAL ADVERTISEMENT –  
9 July to 31 July 2020 

 
Representations & responses relating to Weald Road, South Weald. 

Ref Representation -  Technician response -  
1 1st email  

 
To whom it may concern,  
 
I would like to object to the proposed disabled bay outside St Peter's Church in Weald Road, 
South Weald and adjacent to my property 
There are 3 houses in South Weald village (49-51 tower cottages) that do not have any 
designated parking and rely on  parking outside St Peter's church where you are proposing to 
put a disabled bay.  
No one that lives in these houses are disabled and therefore would not be able to use the 
bay. Parking is already very limited with only enough room for 6 cars and as all 3 houses have 
2 cars each. If you remove a space that we can use, it would mean we can not park near our 
houses. All 3 house have young children and there is no alternative parking other than approx 
1/2 mile away down Wigley bush lane. This would be extremely dangerous as it would involve 
crossing an unlit  busy road on a blind bend. 
I am aware that it is the church who has requested the disabled bay, however, the church has 
it's own car park where they could easily mark out disabled bays and do not feel it is fair to 
restrict a vital car parking space, especially when the restriction would be in place at all times 
and potentially only in use to the church for a couple of hours a week. 
I would like to propose an alternative arrangement to make all of the land outside st perers 
church and adjacent to 49-51 tower cottages residents parking. This would stop the problems 
we experience during school times where parents of st Peter's school use the spaces and 
more recently since lockdown, people parking here to avoid paying for the car park charges in 
weald park.  
The church would also be entitled to resident visitor permits and therefore if someone in there 
congregation particular needed to use a space the church would be able to give them a 
visitors permit. 

It is acknowledged that some 
residents in the area have no off-
street parking facilities and need the 
area outside the church to park near 
to their properties.  Alternative 
parking could be some distance away 
and not that practical.  However, it is 
also acknowledged that provision 
should be made for easy access for 
blue badge holders visiting the church 
to allow them to be able to fully 
participate, in the knowledge that they 
will be able to park safely within close 
proximity.  The proposed location is 
the easiest and safest location.  
Therefore, it is recommended that a 
disabled bay should be implemented 
however with a time restriction as 
stated in the recommendation to allow 
residents to park there outside of 
these hours.  
 
It should be noted that the route from 
the Church car park is not adequate 
for wheelchair users. 
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Please could you acknowledge you have received my objection and advise me how I would 
go about applying for residents parking? 
 
Email from SEPP requesting consideration to objection if hours reduced – 06/08/2020 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
I am writing to you regarding the proposed disabled bay that has recently been formally 
advertised for outside St Peter’s Church, South Weald. 
I note your objection to the proposal and wondered whether you would consider withdrawing it 
if the operational times were reduced.  It has been suggested reducing the operational times 
to Monday to Friday 9.30am-5.30pm, Saturday 10.30am-4.30pm & Sunday 7.30pm-
8pm.  Outside of these times residents would be able to park in the bay.   
Could you please confirm if you would find this suggestion acceptable and would withdraw 
your objection. 
Thank you for your time in this matter. 
 
2nd email  
Unfortunately I would not find the proposed times acceptable.  
 
As I mentioned parking is a constant struggle most days with people using the parking for the 
school and to avoid paying parking charges in weald park.  With 2 small children I require the 
ability to park as close as possible to my house at all times.  
The only potential solution and where I would be willing to consider withdrawing my objection 
would be if you gave equal rights to residents as well as a disabled person visiting the church 
to be able to park. As I mentioned in my previous email there are 3 houses (49 -51 tower 
cottages) that do not have designated parking and rely on using the land you are proposing to 
put the disabled bay.  
If you were to make 6 residential parking bays in addition to the disabled bay I would happily 
consider withdrawing my objection  

In addition, the Church has offered 
residents the chance of parking in the 
Church car park. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted. The request for 
resident permit parking will be 
discussed with the SEPP Joint 
Committee Member and Lead Officer 
for Brentwood. It should be noted that 
marking out 6 bays in the area in 
question would be difficult and require 
regular maintenance.  Each bay 
would require signing to ensure 
effective enforcement and be clear to 
motorists. A Permit Parking Area 
would require large signs and would 
be environmentally impactful.  

2 To whom it may concern,  
 
I would like to object to the proposed disabled bay outside St Peter's Church in Weald Road, 
South Weald. 
 
49-51 Tower Cottages do not have any designated parking and rely on parking outside St 
Peter's church where you are proposing to put a disabled bay.  

It is acknowledged that some 
residents in the area have no off-
street parking facilities and need the 
area outside the church to park near 
to their properties.  Alternative 
parking could be some distance away 
and not that practical.  However, it is 

Page 21 of 82



7 
 

 
Parking is already limited with only enough room for 6 cars which we have between us at the 
Cottages. If you remove a space that we can use, it would put us at a huge detriment with 5 
small children all under the age of 7 living here (49-51 Tower Cottages). It is simply too 
dangerous for us to park elsewhere being on a blind bend and a country road.  
 
The church has its own, huge car park they have use of which we do not. Unless of course 
there is a service being held then we willingly move our vehicles into their car park to assist 
the church.  
 
I would also like to back up a proposal made by my neighbour for an alternative arrangement 
to make all of the land outside St Peters Church and adjacent to 49-51 Tower Cottages 
residents parking. 
 
I do hope our objections are taken into consideration. 
 
Please could you acknowledge you have received my objection to this enforcement. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
 
 
 
Email from SEPP requesting consideration to objection if hours reduced – 06/08/2020 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
I am writing to you regarding the proposed disabled bay that has recently been formally 
advertised for outside St Peter’s Church, South Weald. 
I note your objection to the proposal and wondered whether you would consider withdrawing it 
if the operational times were reduced.  It has been suggested reducing the operational times 
to Monday to Friday 9.30am-5.30pm, Saturday 10.30am-4.30pm & Sunday 7.30pm-
8pm.  Outside of these times residents would be able to park in the bay.   
Could you please confirm if you would find this suggestion acceptable and would withdraw 
your objection. 
Thank you for your time in this matter. 
 
 

also acknowledged that provision 
should be made for easy access for 
blue badge holders visiting the church 
to allow them to be able to fully 
participate, in the knowledge that they 
will be able to park safely within close 
proximity.  The proposed location is 
the easiest and safest location.  
Therefore, it is recommended that a 
disabled bay should be implemented 
however with a time restriction as 
stated in the recommendation to allow 
residents to park there outside of 
these hours.  
 
It should be noted that the route from 
the Church car park is not adequate 
for wheelchair users. 
 
In addition, the Church has offered 
residents the chance of parking in the 
Church car park. 
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2nd email  
Dear sir/madam 
Thank you so much for your response and for taking my objection further. 
Unfortunately the below you have proposed doesn’t change our situation and still puts us at a 
detriment when parking therefore I won’t be withdrawing my objection. 
However, if you are able to make 6 resident only parking bays outside the front of the church 
where the disabled bay is, I will remove my objection. 

Comments noted. The request for 
resident permit parking will be 
discussed with the SEPP Joint 
Committee Member and Lead Officer 
for Brentwood. It should be noted that 
marking out 6 bays in the area in 
question would be difficult and require 
regular maintenance.  Each bay 
would require signing to ensure 
effective enforcement and be clear to 
motorists. A Permit Parking Area 
would require large signs and would 
be environmentally impactful. 

3 To whom it may concern,  
 
My name is Muhazzal Syed-Imam and I reside at 50 Tower Cottages in South Wealds. I recently 
moved into this are and have two young children under 7. I am aware that there is a proposed 
disable bay set in place for weald road outside the St Peters Church. I would like to object to 
the proposed disabled bay outside St Peter's Church in Weald Road, South Weald and adjacent 
to my property. As a key worker I need to be out of the house by 6am and getting into work to 
start my shift at 7am. Sometimes there is no free bays to park my cars and I have to drive 
approximate another 0.5 miles to park the car on the side and this will result me to be late to 
work. With the current climate and Covid-19 situation it is essential that I need to be work on 
time. When I park my car at Wigley Bush lane I struggle to walk to the house as there is no light 
and blind bend which is dangerous. My wife works in the evening as a key worker and result in 
her getting into work late as I have to get inside before she leaves the house, as we have two 
young children at home 
There are 3 houses in the Tower Cottages and to my knowledge there is no designated car 
park available to us. I rely parking my car on the disabled parked bay which is very useful to 
have. This is the bey that you are proposing to designate as a disabled bay which would be 
very disappointing. From my understanding, the church has its own parking area and a disabled 
bay can be placed there. There are only 5 car bays outside and the cottages including the one 
that you are proposing to make permanent disabled may. This will be disappointed and will 
make it extremely difficult to get to work. I would like to propose another arrangement and to 
make all the land outside St peters parking for all houses (49-51)  

It is acknowledged that some 
residents in the area have no off-
street parking facilities and need the 
area outside the church to park near 
to their properties.  Alternative 
parking could be some distance away 
and not that practical.  However, it is 
also acknowledged that provision 
should be made for easy access for 
blue badge holders visiting the church 
to allow them to be able to fully 
participate, in the knowledge that they 
will be able to park safely within close 
proximity.  The proposed location is 
the easiest and safest location.  
Therefore, it is recommended that a 
disabled bay should be implemented 
however with a time restriction as 
stated in the recommendation to allow 
residents to park there outside of 
these hours.  
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Please let me know that you have received this email and the process it will take to receive 
visitors permit. 

 

 

 

Email from SEPP requesting consideration to objection if hours reduced – 06/08/2020 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
I am writing to you regarding the proposed disabled bay that has recently been formally 
advertised for outside St Peter’s Church, South Weald. 
I note your objection to the proposal and wondered whether you would consider withdrawing it 
if the operational times were reduced.  It has been suggested reducing the operational times 
to Monday to Friday 9.30am-5.30pm, Saturday 10.30am-4.30pm & Sunday 7.30pm-
8pm.  Outside of these times residents would be able to park in the bay.   
Could you please confirm if you would find this suggestion acceptable and would withdraw 
your objection. 
Thank you for your time in this matter. 

It should be noted that the route from 
the Church car park is not adequate 
for wheelchair users. 
 
In addition, the Church has offered 
residents the chance of parking in the 
Church car park. 
 

4 To whom it may concern,  

My name is Dr Aysha Begum and I am a resident of 50 Tower cottages in South Weald.  

I am writing this email to object to the permanent disabled car park bay outside the St Peters 
Church.  

I work as a General Dental practitioner and I mainly work in the evening for the Emergency 
Dental Hub in Romford. I usually finish late and I struggle to find a car park outside the cottages 
and must sometimes travel to Wigley bush lane to park the car (which is 0.5miles from my 
home)  As you are aware there is no light on this road and is very dangerous and there is a 
blind bend to it. I also have 2 young children and need a permanent resident car park as it is 
easier to go to the house and come out of the car with the children.  

to my understanding, there are permanent car park bays in the church car park and i can 
suggest that perhaps disabled bay can be created there. I am proposing and requesting to 

It is acknowledged that some 
residents in the area have no off-
street parking facilities and need the 
area outside the church to park near 
to their properties.  Alternative 
parking could be some distance away 
and not that practical.  However, it is 
also acknowledged that provision 
should be made for easy access for 
blue badge holders visiting the church 
to allow them to be able to fully 
participate, in the knowledge that they 
will be able to park safely within close 
proximity.  The proposed location is 
the easiest and safest location.  
Therefore, it is recommended that a 
disabled bay should be implemented 
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construct permanent resident car park outside the church for the 3 house members for the 
resident of the cottages (49-51 Tower Cottages). There are 3 families based in the cottages 
and we all have 2 cars each. It would be easier if we have resident car park and thus would be 
easier to come out with the children and get to work on time.!  

I would like to propose new arrangement and to make all the land outside St peters parking for 
all houses (49-51) 

Please let me know that you have received this email and the process it will take to receive 
resident permit. 

 

Email from SEPP requesting consideration to objection if hours reduced – 06/08/2020 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
I am writing to you regarding the proposed disabled bay that has recently been formally 
advertised for outside St Peter’s Church, South Weald. 
I note your objection to the proposal and wondered whether you would consider withdrawing it 
if the operational times were reduced.  It has been suggested reducing the operational times 
to Monday to Friday 9.30am-5.30pm, Saturday 10.30am-4.30pm & Sunday 7.30pm-
8pm.  Outside of these times residents would be able to park in the bay.   
Could you please confirm if you would find this suggestion acceptable and would withdraw 
your objection. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 

2nd email  
Dear Technician,  
 
Thank you for the email.  
 
unfortunately I still need to use the bay during the times you allocated and thus 
will NOT  withdraw my objection  

however with a time restriction as 
stated in the recommendation to allow 
residents to park there outside of 
these hours.  
 
It should be noted that the route from 
the Church car park is not adequate 
for wheelchair users. 
 
In addition, the Church has offered 
residents the chance of parking in the 
Church car park. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted. The request for 
resident permit parking will be 
discussed with the SEPP Joint 
Committee Member and Lead Officer 
for Brentwood. It should be noted that 
marking out 6 bays in the area in 
question would be difficult and require 
regular maintenance.  Each bay 
would require signing to ensure 
effective enforcement and be clear to 
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motorists. A Permit Parking Area 
would require large signs and would 
be environmentally impactful. 
 
SEPP do not provide speed humps.  
This is the function of the Highway 
Authority, Essex County Council. 

5 Good evening 
 
Please accept this email as my objection to the planned proposal for the bay outside St 
Peter's church. 
 
Parking is at a premium for residents already and making this bay "no stopping at all times" is 
taking away another space for the residents that really need it. 
 
The bay is used once a week by the church and the residents are happy to keep this clear on 
the day there is a service but it is needed by all at all other times of the week who have young 
children and families. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

It is acknowledged that some 
residents in the area have no off-
street parking facilities and need the 
area outside the church to park near 
to their properties.  Alternative 
parking could be some distance away 
and not that practical.  However, it is 
also acknowledged that provision 
should be made for easy access for 
blue badge holders visiting the church 
to allow them to be able to fully 
participate, in the knowledge that they 
will be able to park safely within close 
proximity.  The proposed location is 
the easiest and safest location.  
Therefore, it is recommended that a 
disabled bay should be implemented 
however with a time restriction as 
stated in the recommendation to allow 
residents to park there outside of 
these hours.  
 
It should be noted that the route from 
the Church car park is not adequate 
for wheelchair users. 
 
In addition, the Church has offered 
residents the chance of parking in the 
Church car park. 
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Email from SEPP requesting consideration to objection if hours reduced – 06/08/2020 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
I am writing to you regarding the proposed disabled bay that has recently been formally 
advertised for outside St Peter’s Church, South Weald. 
I note your objection to the proposal and wondered whether you would consider withdrawing it 
if the operational times were reduced.  It has been suggested reducing the operational times 
to Monday to Friday 9.30am-5.30pm, Saturday 10.30am-4.30pm & Sunday 7.30pm-
8pm.  Outside of these times residents would be able to park in the bay.   
Could you please confirm if you would find this suggestion acceptable and would withdraw 
your objection. 
Thank you for your time in this matter. 
 
2nd email  
Good afternoon 
Thank you for your email response. 
I am not prepared to withdraw my objection. 
The times proposed are ridiculous and would still last all day and with more people still 
working from home the need for residence to be able to use that space is still essential, 
especially to those who have young children.  
If 6 resident only spaces were provided outside the church then I may consider my objection 
as we too need spaces made available. 
 
Not enough has been done on that stretch of road to control traffic either and it would be a 
great idea if speed bumps were also introduced as speeding cars often fly round the bend and 
down the lanes. 
 
Only yesterday I had to contend with the attached who felt it was their right to park wherever 
they wanted to and block our gate, you can clearly see the cars that are parked correctly, with 
clear resident only spaces this could have been avoided.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted. The request for 
resident permit parking will be 
discussed with the SEPP Joint 
Committee Member and Lead Officer 
for Brentwood. It should be noted that 
marking out 6 bays in the area in 
question would be difficult and require 
regular maintenance.  Each bay 
would require signing to ensure 
effective enforcement and be clear to 
motorists. A Permit Parking Area 
would require large signs and would 
be environmentally impactful. 
 
SEPP do not provide speed humps.  
This is the function of the Highway 
Authority, Essex County Council. 
 

6 Chelmsford council, 
 
I would like to object to the newly installed disabled bay located in the front of the church. 
There is very little communal parking as it is and the bay can be easily sited within the church 
existing car park with the same distance to access the church. 

It is acknowledged that some 
residents in the area have no off-
street parking facilities and need the 
area outside the church to park near 
to their properties.  Alternative 
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While I'm not a resident within the neighbouring cottages, I've had to park on the other side of 
the road on the pavement which shouldn't happen.  
 
Many thanks  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Email from SEPP requesting consideration to objection if hours reduced – 06/08/2020 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
I am writing to you regarding the proposed disabled bay that has recently been formally 
advertised for outside St Peter’s Church, South Weald. 
I note your objection to the proposal and wondered whether you would consider withdrawing it 
if the operational times were reduced.  It has been suggested reducing the operational times 
to Monday to Friday 9.30am-5.30pm, Saturday 10.30am-4.30pm & Sunday 7.30pm-
8pm.  Outside of these times residents would be able to park in the bay.   
Could you please confirm if you would find this suggestion acceptable and would withdraw 
your objection. 
Thank you for your time in this matter. 

parking could be some distance away 
and not that practical.  However, it is 
also acknowledged that provision 
should be made for easy access for 
blue badge holders visiting the church 
to allow them to be able to fully 
participate, in the knowledge that they 
will be able to park safely within close 
proximity.  The proposed location is 
the easiest and safest location.  
Therefore, it is recommended that a 
disabled bay should be implemented 
however with a time restriction as 
stated in the recommendation to allow 
residents to park there outside of 
these hours.  
 
It should be noted that the route from 
the Church car park is not adequate 
for wheelchair users. 
 
In addition, the Church has offered 
residents the chance of parking in the 
Church car park. 
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7 I am delighted that this project has come to fruition and deeply grateful for the bay at the front 
of church which makes it easier for those of limited mobility to park closer to the church door - 
thank you for all you have done to support it. 
 
I am sad to hear that the next stage has been opposed, but have some sympathy with the 
three families now living at Tower Cottages, because they really don't have anywhere else to 
park their cars.  I offer the use of the church car park regularly, but it is not as convenient - 
particularly as they all have small children - as that piece of land at the front.  for that reason, I 
wonder if there is room to negotiate perhaps a time restriction on the disabled bay, that would 
make it more acceptable to the residents?   
 
Monday to Friday, funerals and other services when the bay might be in use by churchgoers 
take place between 10am and 5pm, Saturdays (mainly weddings) usually between 11 and 4, 
and Sundays the church is in use from 8am which is the start time of the first service) and 
7.30pm, the finish time of the last service of the day.  Is there a way to incorporate this rough 
schedule into the regulations for the disabled bay perhaps? 

Support and comments noted. 
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SOUTH ESSEX PARKING PARTNERSHIP SUB COMMITTEE 
 

 THURSDAY 24 SEPTEMBER 2020 – 10.00AM 
 

AGENDA ITEM 6 
 
Subject THE ESSEX COUNTY COUNCIL (BRENTWOOD BOROUGH) 

(PROHIBITION OF WAITING, LOADING AND STOPPING) AND (ON-
STREET PARKING PLACES) (CIVIL ENFORCEMENT AREA) 
(AMENDMENT No.4) ORDER 202* 
 
Relating to Rayleigh Road and Goodwood Avenue, Hutton.  

Report by South Essex Parking Partnership Manager  
 
Enquiries contact: Nick Binder, South Essex Parking Partnership Manager,  
01245 606303, nick.binder@chelmsford.gov.uk 

 
Purpose 
To report the receipt of representations made on part of;  
THE ESSEX COUNTY COUNCIL (BRENTWOOD BOROUGH) 
(PROHIBITION OF WAITING, LOADING AND STOPPING) AND (ON-STREET PARKING 
PLACES) (CIVIL ENFORCEMENT AREA) (AMENDMENT No.4) ORDER 202* 
Options 
The Joint Committee has the following options available: 
 

1. to agree that the proposed Order be made as advertised; 
 

2. to agree that the proposed Order be made subject to modifications which result in 
less restrictive provisions or reduced scope; or 

 
3. to agree that the proposed Order should not be made.  

 
Recommendation(s) 
 

1. The Order be made as advertised; and 
 

2. The people making representations be advised accordingly. 
 

 
Consulters South Essex Parking Partnership 

 
Policies and Strategies 
The report takes into account the South Essex Parking Partnership Document setting out 
how the SEPP will deal with requests for parking restrictions requiring TROs.  

 
1. Background 
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1.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.3 
 
 
 
 
 
1.4 
 
 
 
 
 
1.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.6 

The purpose of this Order is to vary the Essex County Council (Brentwood Borough) 
(Prohibition of Waiting, Loading and Stopping) and (On-street Parking Places) (Civil 
Enforcement Area) (Amendment No.4) order 202* as set out below: - 
 
The South Essex Parking Partnership (SEPP) propose to make the above named 
Order following a parking review of Rayleigh Road and Goodwood Avenue, Hutton. 
 
On 7 June 2019 the SEPP received a completed application form from a resident of 
Goodwood Avenue requesting double yellow lines (junction protection), to prevent 
dangerous and obstructive parking on the junction of Rayleigh Road and Goodwood 
Avenue. The request stated that this would be consistent with other nearby 
junctions. The application contained 26 supporting signatures from other residents of 
Goodwood Avenue. 
 
Numerous site visits were carried out however vehicles were never observed within 
15 metres of the above junction.  Therefore, the request was declined.  The SEPP 
have limited resources and whilst there might be occasions where vehicles do park 
within 15 metres of the junction it was felt that this was likely due to the development 
on the junction, which has now been completed. 
 
After the request was declined the SEPP were approached by Brentwood Borough 
Council who offered to fund a scheme. Therefore, it was agreed with the Lead 
Councillor for parking matters for Brentwood to cost a scheme. It was estimated at 
£2500. This cost could be reduced if incorporated with other roads in Brentwood, to 
publish one Traffic Regulation Order. 
 
SEPP Policy – 1.6    
It is acknowledged that all requests for a parking restriction will carry some form of 
merit and may be beneficial to the particular area. The requests will be submitted for 
a variety of reasons and depending on the circumstance will be considered as a high 
or low funding priority to the Partnership. As the amount of funding available for new 
schemes is limited it is the intention of this policy to provide a criteria, which if met, will 
be considered a high priority scheme for the Partnership and therefore stand a greater 
chance of receiving the available funding. Schemes that do not meet all the criteria 
can still be progressed and considered by the Joint Committee, but schemes with a 
higher priority will take precedence. All schemes will be subject to available funding.  
 
SEPP Policy – 7.1 
The SEPP will receive all parking restriction requests that do not meet the criteria of 
ECC safety and congestion policies, detailed above. Although these schemes do not 
meet the ECC criteria the Partnership may decide to implement parking restrictions to 
improve safety and sight lines, if the Partnership consider that the restriction will be 
beneficial to the area. 

1.7 The Order was originally published in the Essex Chronicle and on site on 9 July 2020, 
and copies of the draft Order were sent to a number of organisations including Essex 
Police, Essex County Council (the highway authority), Essex Fire & Rescue Service, 
Essex Ambulance Service, the Road Haulage Association, the Freight Transport 
Association, and the Chamber of Commerce and Industry. 

1.8 The Proposed Order is to implement ‘No Waiting at Any Time’. 

1.9 When the Order was published on 9 July 2020 a 21-day period of formal public 
consultation commenced. 

2 Comments 
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2.1 The details of the representations are summarised in Appendix 2 to this report 
together with the comments of the Technicians. 

3 Conclusion 

3.1 Although the correspondent made a point which lead them to believe the Order should 
not be pursued in whole, the Lead Councillor, Lead Officer and Technicians consider 
that it is not sufficient weight to warrant the Order not being made in full.   

List of Appendices     
 
Appendix 1 – List of people making representations 
 
Appendix 2 – Summary of objections or support and Technicians comments  
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APPENDIX 1 
 

Ref List of people making representations Type 
1 Email dated 10/07/2020 from resident of Goodwood Avenue Support 
2 Email dated 10/07/2020 from resident of Goodwood Avenue Support 
3 Email dated 20/07/2020 from resident of Goodwood Avenue Support 
4 Email dated 20/07/2020 from resident of Goodwood Avenue Support 
5 Email dated 21/07/2020 from resident of Goodwood Avenue Support 
6 Email dated 27/07/2020 from resident of Goodwood Avenue Support 
7 Email dated 27/07/2020 from resident of Goodwood Avenue Support 
8 Email dated 27/07/2020 from resident of Goodwood Avenue Support 
9 Email dated 27/07/2020 from local resident  Support 
10 Email dated 27/07/2020 from resident of Goodwood Avenue Objection 
11 Email dated 27/07/2020 from resident of Collins Way Support 
12 Email dated 27/07/2020 from resident of Goodwood Avenue Support 
13 Email dated 28/07/2020 from resident of Goodwood Avenue Support 
14 Email dated 31/07/2020 from resident of Goodwood Avenue Support 
15 1st Email dated 31/07/2020 from resident of Goodwood Avenue             

2nd Email dated 01/08/2020 from resident of Goodwood Avenue 
Support 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

REPRESENTATIONS & RESPONSES FOLLOWING FORMAL ADVERTISEMENT –  
9 JULY TO 31 JULY 2020 

 
Representations & responses relating to                                                                                                                              

Rayleigh Road and Goodwood Avenue, Hutton. 
Ref Representation -  Technician response -  
1 Both myself and my wife are in support of double yellow lines at the top of Goodwood Avenue. 

I can supply photos of vehicles parked at the top of the road if you want them. Also, only this 
week I was proposing to turn into Goodwood Avenue, when a large lorry was coming out, but 
had to be on my side of the road because of parked vehicles. The car behind me in Rayleigh 
Road had to swerve to get round me, which could have caused a head on collision if 
something that been coming in the opposite direction. 

Support noted. 

2 I am totally in favour of the yellow line restriction at the top of Goodwood Avenue. I have lived 
here for many years and have never found the exit from the road as hazardous as I have in 
the last couple of years. 
Many times I have had to reverse at the dog-leg bend to let incoming traffic through and have 
often had to straddle the entrance of the Rayleigh Road whilst traffic did the same for me. 
As you can see from the attached photographs, these cars are consistently breaking Rule 243 
of the Highway Code which states “Do not park opposite or within 10 metres of a junction 
except in an authorised parking space” and, hopefully, double yellow lines would solve the 
problem. 

Support noted. 

3 Dear Sir, 
I am writing to support the proposal to extend no waiting at the junction of Goodwood Avenue 
and Rayleigh Road in Hutton. My reasons are simply that the entrance to Goodwood Avenue 
is frequency obstructed by vehicles parked very close to the junction, making it difficult and 
unsafe to turn in from Rayleigh Road, and to approach the junction when leaving Goodwood 
Avenue. There is often a line of 4-5 vehicles parked on one side of the entrance of Goodwood 
Avenue, effectively reducing it to a single lane.  
I’d also support extending the restrictions to the bend at the top of Goodwood Avenue as this 
problem won’t be completely solved by 15m double yellow lines, though they will make a 
significant difference. 

Support noted. 

4 Sirs,  Support noted. 
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This to Confirm my SUPPORT for the propsal for "No Waiting at Any Time" at the junction of 
Goodwood Avenue and Rayleigh Road, Hutton as outlined in your Notice dated 9th July. (Tile 
Ref. TQ  630 950). 
On many occasions I have been in a 'Head-to-head' situation with vehicles entering Good
wood Avenue by my being forced onto the wrong side of the road when leaving Goodwood, 
due to several vehicles being parked close to the corner. I have witnessed a collision caused 
by such a situation. 
I have sent many photographs to SEPP depicting the problem over a long period. I assume 
that these have been retained - if not, then I can make copies available for the committee to 
view, if necessary. 

5 Dear Sir or Madam 
I am writing in support of the Yellow Line proposal at the junction of Goodwood Ave and 
Rayleigh Rd, Hutton. 
I live at number 7 Goodwood Ave. 
Thank you and kind regards, 

Support noted. 

6 We would like to support the proposition of having yellow lines at the top of Goodwood 
Avenue in Hutton. 

Support noted. 

7 Dear Sir or Madam, 

I am writing to support the proposal to create an area of no waiting or stopping at the junction 

of Goodwood Avenue and Rayleigh Road in Hutton. My reasons are simply that the entrance 

to Goodwood Avenue is frequently obstructed by vehicles parked very close to the junction, 

making it difficult and unsafe to turn in from Rayleigh Road or to approach the junction when 

leaving Goodwood Avenue. There is often a line of 4-5 vehicles parked on one side of the 

entrance of Goodwood Avenue, effectively reducing it to a single lane, restricted still further by 

vehicles parked on the opposite side. 

I would also support extending the restrictions to include the bend at the top of Goodwood 

Avenue, if not on both sides at least on the inside (west side) of the bend, as this problem 

won’t be completely solved by 15m double yellow lines. Although they will make a significant 

difference they will not prevent vehicles parked on the west side obstructing the view for 

Support noted. 
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drivers of oncoming traffic from both directions. A neighbour this afternoon, who is a 

Firefighter, pointed out that he couldn't get an engine down that section of Goodwood Avenue 

when vehicles are parked both sides, even when they place one set of wheels on the verge. I 

wish to point out that my desire for more effective restrictions is in no way opposition to this 

proposal, merely a desire to get the job done properly at the first attempt. 

8 Dear Sir or Madam, 

If you think that you've seen this before, you're correct, my husband sent it earlier and I liked it 

so much that I saw no reason to change it. My one additional comment would be that very few 

people in Goodwood Avenue are aware of these proposals, due to the utterly inadequate 

notification. We know the one sign in Goodwood Avenue near the junction with Rayleigh Road 

is there because we walk our dog twice a day but most people drive and are so busy watching 

the road because of this dangerous junction, that they never see this lonely notice. 

I am writing to support the proposal to create an area of no waiting or stopping at the junction 

of Goodwood Avenue and Rayleigh Road in Hutton. My reasons are simply that the entrance 

to Goodwood Avenue is frequently obstructed by vehicles parked very close to the junction, 

making it difficult and unsafe to turn in from Rayleigh Road or to approach the junction when 

leaving Goodwood Avenue. There is often a line of 4-5 vehicles parked on one side of the 

entrance of Goodwood Avenue, effectively reducing it to a single lane, restricted still further by 

vehicles parked on the opposite side. 

I would also support extending the restrictions to include the bend at the top of Goodwood 

Avenue, if not on both sides at least on the inside (west side) of the bend, as this problem 

won’t be completely solved by 15m double yellow lines. Although they will make a significant 

difference they will not prevent vehicles parked on the west side obstructing the view for 

drivers of oncoming traffic from both directions. A neighbour this afternoon, who is a 

Support noted. 
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Firefighter, pointed out that he couldn't get an engine down that section of Goodwood Avenue 

when vehicles are parked both sides, even when they place one set of wheels on the verge. I 

wish to point out that my desire for more effective restrictions is in no way opposition to this 

proposal, merely a desire to get the job done properly at the first attempt. 

9 To the committee  
I am in support of the proposal to put double yellow lines for 15 meters either side of 
Goodwood Avenue at the T junction of Goodwood Avenue and Rayleigh Rd in order to keep 
the top of Goodwood Avenue clear when pulling in or out of it. 

Support noted. 

10 Dear Sir/Madam, 
I would like to make a request that the restrictions in Goodwood Avenue should be restricted 
to only 10mts (not 15 Mtrs as proposed). 

Objection noted. 
Rule 243 of the Highway Code does 
state that you should not park within 
10 metres of a junction however 15 
metres has been proposed on the 
junction of Rayleigh Road and 
Goodwood Avenue to allow vehicles 
to turn into the junction safely and is 
consistent with other junctions 
nearby. 

11 Dear Sir/Madam, 
On perusal of the proposed parking restrictions at the junction of Goodwood Avenue and 
Rayleigh Road, we (three driving residents) at 3 Collins Way would like to support the plan to 
put down yellow lines as marked on the tile Reference TQ 630950. 
In addition we also collectively agree that if the Goodwood lines were to be longer on both 
sides down to near the property 2b this would help visually in both directions, there is a kink in 
the road and sometimes oncoming vehicles are harder to see. 
We have been saying for some time that moving in and out of this junction has been 
hazardous so look forward to lines being in place. 

Support noted. 

12 Dear Sirs 
I am totally in favour of the “NO WAITING AT ANY TIMES” lines on both sides In Goodwood 
Avenue, Hutton from the junction with Rayleigh Road North-eastwards for 15 metres. The 
road can be extremely dangerous when people park so near to the corner. 

Support noted. 

13 I would like to register my strong support for the double yellow lines on the junction of 
Rayleigh Road and Goodwood Avenue, Hutton. 

Support noted. 
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I have had many close scrapes over the 22 years that i have lived in Goodwood Avenue, not 
only from exiting Goodwood, but also having to break sharply turning left into Goodwood and 
also risking being bumped from behind, after having to stop quickly 
I also recommend that the lines be extended beyond 15m in Goodwood avenue, due to the 
bend in the road. Especially around the Immediate inside bend because parked cars block 
your view of upcoming traffic approaching the bend. 
The new house built at the junction has inadequate off road parking which is causing 
problems as well. 

14 I am a resident of Goodwood Avenue and I support the proposal of Yellow lines at the junction 
of Rayleigh Road and Goodwood Avenue. 
It can be quite dangerous pulling in to Goodwood Avenue from the Rayleigh Road when there 
are vehicles parked so close to the junction especially if there is a vehicle trying to pull onto 
the Rayleigh Road. 

Support noted. 

15 Email 1 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 
I am writing to support the proposal to create an area of no waiting or stopping at the junction 
of Goodwood Avenue and Rayleigh Road in Hutton. My reasons are simply that the entrance 
to Goodwood Avenue is frequently obstructed by vehicles parked very close to the junction, 
making it difficult and unsafe to turn in from Rayleigh Road or to approach the junction when 
leaving Goodwood Avenue. There is often a line of 4-5 vehicles parked on one side of the 
entrance of Goodwood Avenue, effectively reducing it to a single lane, restricted still further by 
vehicles parked on the opposite side. 
  
I would also support extending the restrictions to include the bend at the top of Goodwood 
Avenue, if not on both sides at least on the inside (west side) of the bend, as this problem 
won’t be completely solved by 15m double yellow lines. Although they will make a significant 
difference they will not prevent vehicles parked on the west side obstructing the view for 
drivers of oncoming traffic from both directions. I would like to assert that my desire for more 
effective restrictions is in no way opposition to this proposal, merely a desire to get the job 
done properly at the first attempt. 
 
Email 2 

Support noted. 
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Dear Sirs, Since writing to you, my son could not drive into Goodwood Ave. To pick me up for 
a hospital appointment because the end of the road was blocked by cars being parked on 
both sides of the road,  reducing The road to one lane and cars coming out preventing him 
from entering. Things  are now becoming dangerous . 
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SOUTH ESSEX PARKING PARTNERSHIP 
(TRAFFIC REGULATION ORDERS) SUB COMMITTEE 

 
THURSDAY 24 SEPTEMBER 2020 – 10.00AM 

 
AGENDA ITEM 7 

 
Subject THE ESSEX COUNTY COUNCIL (CHELMSFORD CITY)  

(PROHIBITION OF WAITING, LOADING AND STOPPING) AND  
(ON-STREET PARKING PLACES) 
(CIVIL ENFORCEMENT AREA) (AMENDMENT NO.13) ORDER 202* 
 
Relating to Broomfield Parade Service Road and Pentland Avenue, Chelmsford. 
 

Report by South Essex Parking Partnership Manager  
 

 
Enquiries contact: Nick Binder, South Essex Parking Partnership Manager,  
01245 606303, nick.binder@chelmsford.gov.uk 

 
Purpose 
To report the receipt of representations made on part of: 
THE ESSEX COUNTY COUNCIL (CHELMSFORD CITY) (PROHIBITION OF WAITING,  
LOADING AND STOPPING) AND (ON-STREET PARKING PLACES)  
(CIVIL ENFORCEMENT AREA) (AMENDMENT NO.13) ORDER 202* 
Options 
The Joint Committee has the following options available: 

1. to agree that the proposed Order be made as advertised; 
 

2. to agree that the proposed Order be made subject to modifications which result in less 
restrictive provisions or reduced scope; or 

 
3. to agree that the proposed Order should not be made.  

 
Recommendation(s) 
 

1. The Order be made as advertised with the following condition: 
• Where a business located in Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a requirement 

for their customers to park in excess of the 2 hour limited waiting period, an 
agreed number of permits allowing a maximum of 5 hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their customers.  

 
2. The people making representations be advised accordingly. 

 
 

Consulters South Essex Parking Partnership 
 

Policies and Strategies 
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The report takes into account the South Essex Parking Partnership Document setting out how 
the SEPP will deal with requests for parking restrictions requiring TROs.  

 
1. Background 

The purpose of this Order is to vary the Borough Council of Chelmsford (Waiting, 
Loading and Parking Consolidation) Order 2009 as set out below: - 
 

1.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

At its meeting on the 6 December 2018 the Joint Committee agreed to equally share 
£116,000 to each partner authority to implement highway improvements in accordance 
with Section 55 of the Road Traffic Act 1984. 
 
At the Joint Committee meeting on 5 September 2019, Chelmsford City Council had part 
of the funding approved to improve the road safety and the footway access in 
Broomfield Parade and Pentland Avenue and to implement a Traffic Regulation Order to 
install a parking control to prevent all day commuter and worker parking within the 
designated shop parking areas to provide greater turnover and availability of space for 
customers visiting the shops. These measures were considered necessary following a 
fatal road traffic accident at the junction of Broomfield Avenue and Pentland Avenue and 
as a result of recommendations following an Essex County Council safety review of the 
area. The proposal was actioned and supported by receipt of an application including a 
petition submitted by the local ward councillors. 
 

1.2 A Traffic Regulation Order setting out the proposal to implement:  
 

• ‘No Waiting at Any time’ in parts of Pentland Avenue and Broomfield 
Parade  

• Limited Waiting  between the hours of 9am to 6pm, Monday to Saturday,  
2 hours parking with no return within 4 hours in Broomfield Parade 

• Limited Waiting  between the hours of 9am to 6pm, Monday to Saturday,  
4 hours parking with no return within 4 hours in Pentland Avenue 
 

was published in the Essex Chronicle and via site notices located in Broomfield Parade 
on 12 March 2020. 
  
Copies of the ‘Notice of Proposal’, Plans, ‘Statement of Reasons’ and ‘Draft Order’ were 
also sent to the following organisations; 
Essex Police, Essex County Council (the highway authority), Essex Fire & Rescue 
Command Centre, Essex Fire & Rescue Water Section  Essex Ambulance Service,
Essex Search and Rescue ECC Asset Management, Road Haulage Association, 
Freight Transport Service, Agricultural Industries Confederation and the Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry. 
 

1.3 When the Order was published on 12 March 2020 a 21-day period of formal public 
consultation commenced. 

2 Comments 

2.1 The details of the representations are summarised in Appendix 2 to this report together 
with the updated comments from the Technicians. 

3 Conclusion 

Page 41 of 82



3 

 

3.1 The correspondents have made a number of points which lead them to believe the 
Order should not be pursued in whole or part. The objections received relate to the 
customers and workers who attend the Hairdresser Salon which is located in the 
Parade. There is concern that some customers require treatments that are in excess of 
two hours and the two-hour permitted parking will not be enough on these occasions 
and can be detrimental to the business. The purpose of the restriction is to remove all 
day worker and commuter parking and make parking available for the customers visiting 
the area. It has therefore been agreed that where a business located in Broomfield 
Parade can demonstrate a requirement for their customers to park in excess of the two 
hour limited waiting period, an agreed number of permits allowing a maximum of five 
hours parking will be made available for the business to distribute to their customers. It 
is recommended that the Order be made as advertised, subject to this condition.  
     

List of Appendices     
 
Appendix 1 – List of people making representations 
 
Appendix 2 – Summary of objections or support and Technicians comments  
 

 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 1 
 

Ref                      List of people making representations Type 
1 Email from shop owner dated 13/03/2020 Support 
2 Email from shopper dated 13/03/2020 Objection 
3 Email from manager of local business dated 15/03/2020 Objection 
4 Email from shopper dated 15/03/2020 Objection 
5 Email from shopper dated 15/03/2020 Objection 
6 Email from shopper dated 15/03/2020 Objection 
7 Email from shop worker dated 15/03/2020 Objection 
8 Email from shop worker dated 16/03/2020 Objection 
9 Email from shop worker dated 16/03/2020 Objection 
10 Email from shop worker dated 16/03/2020 Objection 
11 Email from shopper dated 16/03/2020 Objection 
12 Email from shop owner dated 16/03/2020 Support 
13 Email from shopper dated 16/03/2020 Objection 
14 Email from shopper dated 17/03/2020 Objection 
15 Email from shopper dated 17/03/2020 Objection 
16 Email from shopper dated 17/03/2020 Objection 
17 Email from relative of shop owner dated 18/03/2020 Objection 
18 Email from shopper dated 19/03/2020 Objection 
19 Email from shopper dated 19/03/2020 Objection 
20 Email from shopper dated 21/03/2020 Support 
21 Email from shopper dated 21/03/2020 Objection 
22 Email from shopper dated 21/03/2020 Objection 
23 Email from shopper dated 21/03/2020 Objection 
24 Email from shopper dated 26/03/2020 Objection 
25 Email from local resident dated 27/03/2020 Support 
26 Email from local resident dated 01/04/2020 Support 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

REPRESENTATIONS & RESPONSES FOLLOWING FORMAL ADVERTISEMENT –  
12 March 2020 to 3 April 2020 

 
Representations & responses relating to Broomfield Parade Service Road & Pentland Avenue 

Ref Representation -  Technician updated response following 
further consideration  

1 I write in support of these new parking regulations. For too long there have been cars 
parked along the parade all day meaning that spaces are unavailable for customers. The 
mix of 2- and 4-hour spaces seems a good compromise for the different needs of the 
businesses along the parade. 

Support noted. 

2 I am a regular client of Headline hairdresser along Broomfield parade and I understand 
that there is plans for parking restrictions to come into play, this would prevent me from 
being able to attend my regular appointment because the service I require take 3-4 hours, 
I am unable to take public transport as I live over an hour away which would make it 
impossible to continue my business with headline.  I have been a regular client for 22 
years and if this restriction is implemented you would cost the salon my business.  Please 
feel free to contact me on. 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
 

3 As manager of ***********, the proposed parking restrictions are going to have a 
huge negative impact on our business.  
1. Staff will have nowhere to park.  
The salon is open from 7am until 8pm most days. 6 days a week. As manager I can be 
there 14 hours on any one of these days 
2. Clients having *********** will not be able to park as these services can last anything 
from **********..  
If these restrictions are put in place, it will destroy the business! 
We should be given permits for the staff and clients to put in cars whilst in the ***** and we 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
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should not have to pay for them.  
I watch people park their cars on the parade and get a bus to either the hospital or town. 
And at times, I've even witnessed people taking a bicycle out of the boot and riding off. 
When I approached the individual, I was faced with foul language and the statement of, 
there's nothing to stop me from doing this. No restrictions!!  
The parade parking should be limited to users of the shops on the parade. 
This parking restriction will destroy the ****** business. We have been there over **years. 
Please rethink this proposal  

an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
Allowing all day worker parking reduces the 
amount of available space for customers and 
increases the chance of dangerous parking at 
the Junction of Broomfield Parade and 
Pentland Avenue and therefore no concession 
will be made for staff. 

4 There needs to be some allowance for access to certain businesses and for their staff who 
may not be local and need to park locally, i.e. Headline Hairdressers. This business has 
been here for many years as other local traders have been forced out by bigger shops 
such as Tesco’s.  
The restrictions would severely affect the staff and clients of this well-respected local 
business.  
I agree that parking restrictions are needed but the main shops that cause congestion are 
Tesco’s and KFC, big companies that can cope with some loss of trade which there will 
be.  Restrictions proposed in neighbouring roads will also impact on staff. Reducing the 
pavement width would allow for safer parking and stopping commercial vehicles parking 
there as well as commuters leaving cars to go to the station or visitors to the hospital. 
 Please amend the conditions for this hairdresser so that their business can remain viable.  

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
Allowing all day worker parking reduces the 
amount of available space for customers and 
increases the chance of dangerous parking at 
the Junction of Broomfield Parade and 
Pentland Avenue and therefore no concession 
will be made for staff. 

5 Hi, I am a regular at Headline hairdressers on Broomfield parade. It has come to my 
attention that parking restrictions will be put into place at the whole Broomfield parade. 
This is going to have a massive impact on said Hairdressers as all appointments are at 
least 2 hours long or longer for clients who have colour on hair etc. We would not be able 
to park there for the restriction of 2 hours; we would have to run out with hair not done and 
move cars. Please do not let this happen. 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
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requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
 

6 I wish to object to the parking restrictions being imposed along Broomfield Parade. 
I use a lot of the shops there including the hairdressers. If you impose a 2-hr parking 
restriction it means I will be unable to park there when getting my hair done as some 
procedures such as hair colouring take longer than 2 hrs. 
Also, where are all the staff to park? 
Improving parking there would be better than restricting it. For instance, taking some of the 
pavement away and introducing diagonal parking would help! 
Please reconsider your actions. 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
Allowing all day worker parking reduces the 
amount of available space for customers and 
increases the chance of dangerous parking at 
the Junction of Broomfield Parade and 
Pentland Avenue and therefore no concession 
will be made for staff. 

7 I’m writing to object your idea of the parking restrictions you may be adding to Broomfield 
parade. I am against this idea as a travel from ******* to work at ********** on the parade. I 
cannot travel in any other way. I work for a minimum of 8 hours a day. This parking 
restriction will affect the businesses along the parade massively. Some clients who come 
to us can be in the ********* for **** hours or more if having a *********** so the parking 
restrictions will affect our clientele as well as the staff. By doing this you will have a 
massive effect on the small businesses and people’s jobs. I’m strongly against the idea of 
the parking restrictions. 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
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maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
Allowing all day worker parking reduces the 
amount of available space for customers and 
increases the chance of dangerous parking at 
the Junction of Broomfield Parade and 
Pentland Avenue and therefore no concession 
will be made for staff. 

8 Good morning, I’ve received some information that you as the Chelmsford council are 
planning to place double yellow lines, make fewer parking spaces for a specific time limit 
and apparently a few more other changes. I am a client at the hair salon on the strip of 
Broomfield Parade and this is a highly inconsiderate situation to not only the customers 
and clients like myself but the actual workers. This will affect many individuals as most of 
the time clients and/or workers are having to park there for an excessive amount of time. 
There are not many parking areas around this point so I would like to understand where 
you would potentially want individuals like myself to park as well as the workers. 
Please take this note into consideration. 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
Allowing all day worker parking reduces the 
amount of available space for customers and 
increases the chance of dangerous parking at 
the Junction of Broomfield Parade and 
Pentland Avenue and therefore no concession 
will be made for staff. 

9 I am a client of headline hairdressers and I’m very upset to hear about the changes to the 
parking!  
I attend headline hairdressers every 4 weeks to have my colour and cut meaning I’m in the 
salon for at least 3 hours! Due to the amount of time allowed when parking changing, I 
may no longer be able to use a local small business which I am very upset about.  
I am sure I am not the only one to have voiced my concern, because of this, the 
hairdressers may no longer be able to afford to stay open due to lack of parking meaning 
a lack of clients.  

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
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And I would have to blame you for this.  
This isn’t just a hairdresser this is people’s jobs and someone’s business who they’ve put 
everything into to make it work. As a council it should be in your best interest to support a 
small local business as they don’t come about that often anymore!  
I hope you take my thoughts into consideration!  

excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
 

10 I understand restrictions are being proposed for Broomfield Parade, Chelmsford. 
Whilst I agree that something needs to be done to prevent cars being parked all day whilst 
commuters travel to work the current proposed restrictions will have an effect in some 
businesses on the parade and people working in shops there. 
I would propose permits for people working there and customers who will be parking for 
longer periods of time.  This would include the hairdressers and betting shop.  
Consideration needs to be given to accommodating this whilst restricting commuters.  

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
Allowing all day worker parking reduces the 
amount of available space for customers and 
increases the chance of dangerous parking at 
the Junction of Broomfield Parade and 
Pentland Avenue and therefore no concession 
will be made for staff. 

11 I've been made aware of plans to cut off parking down Broomfield parade which i believe 
is ridiculous. I regularly visit headline salon down the strip and its easy for me to park there 
as its really close to the salon. If the parking gets removed the other parking sites are 
really far away and it’s going to be very inconvenient for me and other customers using 
shops on Broomfield parade and I’m worried it will damage businesses on the strip as well. 
I hope you will take into consideration how needles it would be to take away the parking. 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
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available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
 

12 Thank you for the latest updates and communication in regard to the Parking Restrictions 
on Broomfield Parade and Pentland Avenue. 
As one of the many businesses on the parade, we welcome this with open arms for a 
couple of reasons. 
Firstly, this will help stop people parking on the parade all day and heading to work 
whether that be in Chelmsford itself or into London. 
Secondly this will also help reduce traffic and help increase cashflow for the businesses 
that currently occupy the shops on the parade. 
There is just one question, how will the restriction be monitored? Will it be traffic wardens, 
or will it be camera operated? I only ask this because the parking has got worse since the 
planters went in front of KFC, and there never seems to be anyone around to issue tickets 
for the horrendous and idiotic parking at peak times, i.e. Lunch times and after 3pm once 
schools have finished for the day. 
As I said earlier, we welcome the restriction and believe this is the best way forward for the 
safety of the people using the parade, as well as a boost for the businesses that rely on 
the parking outside of the stores. 

Support noted. 
 
Enforcement will be carried out by Civil 
Enforcement Officers.  Existing legislation does 
not permit camera enforcement for this type of 
parking restriction. 

13 I feel that in the light of the nature of the work done at Headline, special passes giving 
extra parking time should be given to clients and staff of Headline.  Small businesses who 
give good service such as Headline must be given support from local government. 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
Allowing all day worker parking reduces the 
amount of available space for customers and 
increases the chance of dangerous parking at 
the Junction of Broomfield Parade and 
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Pentland Avenue and therefore no concession 
will be made for staff. 

14 Good morning, I have been informed that you, the Chelmsford Council, are going to be 
enforcing double yellow lines and make less parking spaces with a particular time limit 
along the strip of Broomfield Parade. I am a client of the hair salon on that strip and 
believe these actions to be highly inconsiderate for those people that need to visit the 
area. For example, customers from the salon may need extensive work done and this can 
take a long period of time, and they would be unable to keep coming out of the salon to 
move their cars. Also, it will affect the workers of the various buildings as they may not be 
able to park there for the entirety of their shift, meaning they will also have to keep moving 
their vehicles. These actions are going to affect a large number of individuals as there are 
not many parking spaces in the area. I just ask that you understand from a customer’s 
point of view and see how we are frustrated at this. 
Please take this into consideration before any movements are finalised. 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
Allowing all day worker parking reduces the 
amount of available space for customers and 
increases the chance of dangerous parking at 
the Junction of Broomfield Parade and 
Pentland Avenue and therefore no concession 
will be made for staff. 

15 I would like to OBJECT to the above proposal for the reasons; 
1) As a customer of Headlines, a hairdresser shop in the parade, I am usually in the 

hairdresser for over 2 hours and is not possible to finish my hair dyeing and cut 
within the time limit stipulated/proposed 

2) This will seriously reduce the customers using this hairdresser or put hairdressers 
working in this premises out of job 

3) Local Councils are supposed to support local small businesses, this proposal 
appears to do all it can to damage the businesses on this parade. 

 
May I suggest a system whereby local businesses on this parade can enable its 
customers to stay more than 2 hours like the system used by Nuffield health Chelmsford, 
Riverside retail Park, Victoria Road, Chelmsford. 
And owner or employee of the businesses have some sort of parking permits. 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
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16 I would like to OBJECT to the above proposal for the reasons; 

1. My wife is a customer of Headlines, a hairdresser shop in the parade, she is 
usually in the hairdresser for over 2 hours and is not possible to finish the hair 
dyeing and cut within the time limit stipulated/proposed 

2. This will seriously reduce the customers using this hairdresser or put hairdressers 
working in this premises out of job 

3. Local Councils are supposed to support local small businesses, this proposal 
appears to do all it can to damage the businesses on this parade. 

4. My wife lives in Springfield and there is no direct public transport which could result 
in me taking her there and back creating an unnecessary journey and further 
pollution and congestion. 

I would like to suggest a permit system whereby local businesses on this parade can 
enable its customers to stay more than 2 hours like the system used by Nuffield health 
Chelmsford, Riverside retail Park, Victoria Road, Chelmsford. 

And owner or employee of the businesses have some sort of parking permits. 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
Allowing all day worker parking reduces the 
amount of available space for customers and 
increases the chance of dangerous parking at 
the Junction of Broomfield Parade and 
Pentland Avenue and therefore no concession 
will be made for staff. 
 

17 This 2-hour parking restrictions is going to kill my brother’s business, also with this virus. 
Customers will not be able to have their hair normal hair appointment. 
 
Most colour appointment take about 4 hours. 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
 

18 I am writing to you with regard to the parking restrictions which you wish to bring in with 
relation to Broomfield Parade and Pentland Avenue in Chelmsford. I can really understand 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 

Page 50 of 82



12 

 

why you wish to do this as I feel it is commuters to London that are clogging these roads. I 
use the hairdressers on this parade and more often than not cannot get a space along the 
parade road. For me this would be great for parking if the restrictions come into force. 
What concerns me is the people who work in these shops how does it affect them. My 
hairdresser gets to the shop most mornings at 7.30 am she can leave sometimes at 6 pm 
where can she park? Are you going to give employees of these shops’ free permits? I 
know something needs to be done about parking. You seem to be closing so many car 
parks and building either retirement homes or flats on them so commuters cannot find 
parking at a reasonable rate nearer the station. I hope you can support the local shop 
employees who will find these restrictions detrimental to their service to the community. 

but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
Allowing all day worker parking reduces the 
amount of available space for customers and 
increases the chance of dangerous parking at 
the Junction of Broomfield Parade and 
Pentland Avenue and therefore no concession 
will be made for staff. 

19 Me and my sister are customers of this salon and my hairdresser, Katie, told me you are 
implementing double yellow lines outside of their shop including the parking timetable 
restrictions. I do feel this will impact this small hardworking salon and do not see how this 
can be justified. Katie informed me the staff use this parking as well and that will harm 
their shifts if they can longer park nearby or for the full duration of their timetables. I hope 
you understand my concerns as I do really enjoy the service I receive here and know they 
are all very motivated.  

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
Allowing all day worker parking reduces the 
amount of available space for customers and 
increases the chance of dangerous parking at 
the Junction of Broomfield Parade and 
Pentland Avenue and therefore no concession 
will be made for staff. 
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20 I very much agree with the proposal to limit parking at Broomfield Parade. As a Broomfield 
resident I really want to support my local shops but have lost count of the number of times 
I have tried to park but have been unable to.  I regularly want to use the Post Office, 
balloon shop, tanning shop, charity shop and Tesco Express, but often drive there only to 
find no parking spaces and have to give up and drive home. Sometimes it’s an option to 
walk, but when I have 3 young children with me and shopping to carry home it’s not 
always an option. It’s a real shame for these businesses to be losing custom all due to 
customers not being able to park.  
 
I have witnessed myself (several times) people using the parade as a park and ride into 
Chelmsford centre. You see them park up and then go straight to the bus stop. It’s not fair 
on the Broomfield Parade shops. It’s hard enough for small shops to survive these days, 
we should be helping to support them to survive any way we can.  
 
I have also on occasion found people double parking so inconsiderately that large cars 
cannot fit down the road, so anything that can be done to reduce the number of cars 
parked there should also help this situation.  
 
I strongly agree with a 1-2-hour time limit for parking. I use several shops on the Parade 
and I would never usually need to park there for more than 30 minutes generally. I would 
speculate that the only shop that customers would need a longer parking time would be 
the hairdressers, as I can take 2-3 hours for a colour appointment.  

Support noted. 

21 I am writing with regards to the proposed parking restrictions to be implemented at 
Broomfield Road Parade/Pentland Avenue. 
I would suggest that 2 hours and 4 hours are too generous and perhaps they could be 
reduced to 1 hour and 2 hours respectively.  
This would encourage a greater turnover of vehicles, ensuring that spaces are often 
available to shoppers/customers.  
When you consider the nature of the majority of the businesses who operate on the 
parade there is no logical need for their customers to be there for longer than an hour. 
The only exceptions to this would be Headline (hairdressers) and the Vape Shop/Cafe 
where it is perfectly feasible that customers may stay for longer periods of time - in which 
case, permits could be offered to customers to enable them to remain longer. 
Furthermore, it is imperative that staff parking permits are made available for ALL shop 
staff. The retail sector is traditionally low paid, and it would not be acceptable to expect 
staff to have to pay to park their vehicles or to force them to park miles away in local 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
Allowing all day worker parking reduces the 
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streets and walk to work.  
Thanks for taking the time to consider my feedback. 

amount of available space for customers and 
increases the chance of dangerous parking at 
the Junction of Broomfield Parade and 
Pentland Avenue and therefore no concession 
will be made for staff. 

22 I'm a local resident who uses the post office to post items for my business yet over the 
years it's getting harder and harder to park near the post office. I have to drive round and 
round the 1-way system 3- or 4-times hoping cars will move and often have to give up and 
find a different post office.  
Therefore, i welcome any help with this part of Chelmsford and have made my comments 
below.   
Definitely needs time restrictions with no return 4hrs.  Would think 1 hour is plenty 
though.?  
But.... residents living above shops and shop staff who pay rates must be allowed to park 
with no restrictions.  
Proposed solution:  
Make parking along pavement PERMIT only for staff and residents (deliveries /postman 
will need to be allowed to park permit free on pavement side of course) 
Make parking along roadside public use but with time restrictions.  
Easy!  
The double yellow lines round the KFC part are completely ignored, despite being 
introduced after the lady was knocked down.   Surely a traffic warden needs to patrol the 
area more frequently.  

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
Allowing all day worker parking reduces the 
amount of available space for customers and 
increases the chance of dangerous parking at 
the Junction of Broomfield Parade and 
Pentland Avenue and therefore no concession 
will be made for staff. 

23 I wish to object to the above proposed parking restrictions.  I frequently go to the 
hairdressers, post office and Tesco Express in the parade.  If I go to Headline 
hairdressers, I can be in there for over 2 hours. Can parking permits be given to clients 
who will need to be there for longer than 2 hours. 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
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customers 
 

24 I write with to submit an objection to the above parking proposal. 
I completely agree with the need to do something about the parking situation on 
Broomfield Parade, which at times can even be dangerous, but I do not believe the 
proposals you have put forward will resolve the issues in the way intended.  
There are obviously a number of small businesses located on Broomfield Parade, and the 
proposed restrictions would make it impossible for the staff who work in these businesses 
to park anywhere remotely near their jobs. Additionally, some of the businesses, such as 
Headline Hairdressers, have customers who can be on site for as long as 6 hours, with 
many often staying longer than the 2 hours in the proposal. The likely end result of these 
proposals is that businesses will have to close or relocate away from Broomfield Parade to 
somewhere more business friendly; whilst this would solve the parking situation I do not 
believe it is the solution you were aiming for.   
Some form of parking restrictions is undoubtedly necessary along Broomfield Parade, but 
there are alternatives which would be far less impactive to the businesses located there.  
If stopping commuters parking there is the objective, then surely a parking permit system 
similar to what has recently been introduced in the Beeches Road area to combat this very 
issue (On-Street Parking Consolidation Order 2019: Amendment No. 2 refers), might be a 
viable solution?  
I look forward to hearing the results of this consultation. 

It would be possible to park in the Limited 
waiting bays in Pentland Avenue for 4 hours, 
but we appreciated that there is less parking 
provision in this area. To assist customers who 
need to park beyond the 2 hour period, it has 
been agreed that where a business located in 
Broomfield Parade can demonstrate a 
requirement for their customers to park in 
excess of the two hour limited waiting period, 
an agreed number of permits allowing a 
maximum of five hours parking will be made 
available for the business to distribute to their 
customers 
Allowing all day worker parking reduces the 
amount of available space for customers and 
increases the chance of dangerous parking at 
the Junction of Broomfield Parade and 
Pentland Avenue and therefore no concession 
will be made for staff. 

25 I am in support of the above proposed order. As a resident of the Avenues who frequents 
the parade of shops, the parking is absolutely appalling with regular altercations amongst 
drivers. It is completely unsafe to cross with children and the elderly. My only concern is 
that it will push people to park right at the top of Sixth and Seventh Avenue, which may 
also cause problems for the residents in those streets.  

Support noted. 

26 I fully support the introduction of the proposed time limited and yellow line parking 
restrictions as advertised.  I believe, as a local resident and regular user of the Parade that 
the proposals are long overdue. If implemented they will stop the long term and all-day 
parking of vehicles along the Parade’s Service Road.  This is of course assuming the 
regulations once implemented are enforced otherwise they will be meaningless. 
The cessation of long-term parking by commuters and employees of the shops will 
hopefully free up space for shoppers which may increase footfall thereby be of benefit to 
the proprietors of the shops.   
The addition of yellow line restrictions at the southern end of the Service Road where it 
accesses Patching Hall Lane will hopefully aid the free flow of traffic and improve highway 

Support noted. 
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safety.  Assuming once again that the restrictions are enforced. 
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SOUTH ESSEX PARKING PARTNERSHIP SUB COMMITTEE 
 

 THURSDAY 24 SEPTEMBER 2020 – 10.00AM 
 

AGENDA ITEM 8 
 
Subject THE ESSEX COUNTY COUNCIL (BRENTWOOD BOROUGH) 

(PROHIBITION OF WAITING, LOADING AND STOPPING) AND (ON-
STREET PARKING PLACES) (CIVIL ENFORCEMENT AREA) 
(AMENDMENT No.3) ORDER 202* 
 
Relating to Roman Road, High Street, Fryerning Lane, Market Place, The 
Limes, Stock Lane, & Haslers Court, Ingatestone. 
 

Report by South Essex Parking Partnership Manager  
 
Enquiries contact: Nick Binder, South Essex Parking Partnership Manager,  
01245 606303, nick.binder@chelmsford.gov.uk 
 
Purpose 
To report the receipt of representations made on part of;  
THE ESSEX COUNTY COUNCIL (BRENTWOOD BOROUGH) 
(PROHIBITION OF WAITING, LOADING AND STOPPING) AND (ON-STREET PARKING 
PLACES) (CIVIL ENFORCEMENT AREA) (AMENDMENT No.3) ORDER 202* 
Options 
The Joint Committee has the following options available: 
 

1. to agree that the proposed Order be made as advertised; 
 

2. to agree that the proposed Order be made subject to modifications which result in 
less restrictive provisions or reduced scope; or 

 
3. to agree that the proposed Order should not be made.  

 
Recommendation(s) 
 

1. The Order be made as advertised; and 
 

2. The people making representations be advised accordingly. 
 

 
Consulters South Essex Parking Partnership 
 
Policies and Strategies 
The report takes into account the South Essex Parking Partnership Document setting out 
how the SEPP will deal with requests for parking restrictions requiring TROs.  
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1. Background 
 

1.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.3 
 
 
 
 
 

The purpose of this Order is to vary The Essex County Council (Brentwood 
Borough) (Prohibition of Waiting, Loading and Stopping) and (On-street parking 
places) (Civil Enforcement Area) Consolidation Order 2019 as set out below: - 
 
The South Essex Parking Partnership (SEPP) propose to make the above named 
Order following a parking review of Roman Road, High Street, Fryerning Lane, 
Market Place, The Limes, Stock Lane, & Haslers Court, Ingatestone. 
 
A request to SEPP was received from a local Councillor.  The Parish Council also 
supported an amendment to the parking restrictions in Ingatestone High Street and 
Roman Road, Ingatestone.  The request was for the removal of double yellow lines 
in Roman Road, Ingatestone between Whadden Chase and Petre Close. The 
reason for this is to allow some on-street parking to act as traffic calming and 
provide local workers facilities to park, whilst preventing commuters. A speed survey 
has been carried out by Essex County Council (ECC) and results of this can be 
requested through them. In addition, a safety report by Essex County Council made 
a number of recommendations regarding on-street parking restrictions to the north of 
Ingatestone village.   
 
A scheme was designed based on the requests and reports and agreed with the 
SEPP Joint Committee Member for Brentwood. It was agreed with the SEPP Joint 
Committee Member for Brentwood to cost a scheme to propose a number of 
amendments to improve traffic flow, safety, sight lines, access to bus stops, reduce 
vehicle conflict and provide facilities for residents, their visitors, local workers and 
shoppers to park on-street.  It was estimated at £7,500.  

1.4 The Order was originally published in the Essex Chronicle and with Notices on site 
on 20 February 2020.   
Copies of the ‘Notice of Proposal’, Plans, ‘Statement of Reasons’ and ‘Draft Order’ 
were sent to the following organisations; 
Essex Police, Essex County Council (the highway authority), Essex Fire & Rescue 
Command Centre, Essex Fire & Rescue Water Section  Essex Ambulance Service,
Essex Search and Rescue ECC Asset Management, Road Haulage Association, 
Freight Transport Service, Agricultural Industries Confederation and the Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry.

1.5 The Proposed Order is for double yellow lines, single yellow lines, resident permit 
bays, limited waiting bays, keep clear entrance markings, disabled bay and bus 
stops 

1.6 When the Order was published on 20 February 2020 a 21-day period of formal 
public consultation commenced. 

2 Comments 
 

2.1 The details of the representations are summarised in Appendix 2 to this report 
together with the comments of the Technicians. 

3 Conclusion 

3.1 Although the correspondents have made a number of points which lead them to 
believe the Order should not be pursued in whole or part, the SEPP Joint Committee 
Member, Lead Officer and Technicians consider that none of them are of sufficient 
weight to warrant the Order not being made in full.   
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List of Appendices     
 
Appendix 1 – List of people making representations 
 
Appendix 2 – Summary of objections or support and Technicians comments  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 58 of 82



4 
 

APPENDIX 1 
 

Ref List of people making representations Type 
1 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 20/02/2020 Objection 
2 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 20/02/2020 Objection 
3 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 27/02/2020 Support 
4 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 02/03/2020 Objection 
5 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 02/03/2020 Support 
6 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 05/03/2020 Support 
7 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 08/03/2020 Objection 
8 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 09/03/2020 Support 
9 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 09/03/2020 Support 
10 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 10/03/2020 Objection 
11 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 10/03/2020 Objection 
12 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
13 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 11/03/2020 Support 
14 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 11/03/2020 Support 
15 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
16 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
17 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
18 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
19 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
20 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
21 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
22 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
23 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
24 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
25 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
26 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
27 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
28 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
29 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
30 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 11/03/2020 Support 
31 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
32 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 11/03/2020 Support 
33 Email from local worker dated 11/03/2020 Objection 
34 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 12/03/2020 Objection 
35 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 12/03/2020 Support 
36 Email from Councillor of Ingatestone dated 12/03/2020 Support 
37 Email from local worker dated 12/03/2020 Objection 
38 Email from local worker dated 12/03/2020 Objection 
39 Email from local worker dated 12/03/2020 Objection 
40 Email from local worker dated 13/03/2020 Objection 
41 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 13/03/2020 Support 
42 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 13/03/2020 Support 
43 Email from Councillor of Ingatestone dated 13/03/2020 Support 
44 Email from Councillor of Ingatestone dated 13/03/2020 Support 
45 Email from local worker dated 13/03/2020 Objection 
46 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 13/03/2020 Objection 
47 Email from resident of Ingatestone dated 13/03/2020 Objection 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

REPRESENTATIONS & RESPONSES FOLLOWING FORMAL ADVERTISEMENT –  
20 FEBRUARY TO 13 MARCH 2020 

 
Representations & responses relating to Roman Road, High Street, Fryerning Lane, Market Place,  

The Limes, Stock Lane, & Haslers Court, Ingatestone. 
Ref Representation -  Technician response -  
1 I wish to OBJECT to the proposed order on the following grounds: 

 
Tile reference TQ 640 987: 

Objection 1 

The inclusion of the “No waiting Midnight – 8:30am” area on the north side of Roman Road is highly likely, 
based on past experience, to result in commuter parking at this location. 

Objection 2 

The introduction of “No waiting at any time” on the main stretch of Roman Road (the locations other than 
junction protection) to replace the existing Monday to Friday will result in a lack of available parking for 
church services and weddings on Saturdays and Sundays. 

Tile reference TQ 640 990 

Objection 3 

The inclusion of the “No waiting Midnight – 8:30am” area on the south side of Roman Road is highly 
likely, based on past experience, to result in commuter parking at this location. 

Tile reference TQ 645 990 

Objection 4 

The existing “no waiting Mon-Fri 2pm-3pm” restriction is inadequate in the stretch of Station Lane in the 
immediate vicinity of the station carpark entrance and the level crossing. Parking in these locations is 
never safe, and the presence of this restriction (especially with the “no waiting at any time” to the 
immediate north) makes it appear as it is endorsed. “No waiting at any time” should be extended from 

Objection 1 
The proposed times of ‘No 
Waiting Midnight-8.30am’ 
would provide local workers 
facilities to park and prevent 
commuters, as well as acting 
as possible traffic calming.  If 
implemented this would be 
monitored for its 
effectiveness. 
 
Objection 2 
Alternative parking is 
available in other nearby 
roads and it possible for blue 
badge holders to park on 
double yellow lines for up to 3 
hours if displaying badge. 
 
Objection 3 
The proposed times of ‘No 
Waiting Midnight-8.30am’ 
would provide local workers 
facilities to park and prevent 
commuters, as well as acting 
as possible traffic calming.  If 
implemented this would be 
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Ashleigh Court to this area. (Note: the station car park applies charges throughout the weekend, 
encouraging parking on street at the weekend when the on-street restrictions in Station Lane do not 
apply). 

Tile reference TQ 645 992 

Objection 5 

The residents parking area located opposite the junction with The Furlongs is dangerously located, and 
makes it difficult to safely exit the junction onto Roman Road in a Brentwood-bound direction: it is 
necessary to travel a distance along Roman Road in direct conflict with oncoming traffic. If this was not an 
authorised parking area, it would be against Rule 243 of the Highway Code, and it does not appear that 
the planning of this restriction has properly considered the dangers it causes. 

It would be a much better design to swap the “no stopping except buses” and the “resident permit 
holders” areas, so the bus stop was opposite the junction: buses are only momentarily present, and 
vehicles exiting The Furlongs can wait for them to move on, whereas the residents permit area is 
generally permanently occupied by parked vehicles. 

Tile reference TQ 645 995 

Objection 6 

There is often dangerous parking on the junctions of the Pemberton Avenue island (to the far left of the 
tile), and the proposal should add “No waiting at any time” junction protection on all three junctions, not 
merely include a one hour weekday restriction on one of them. 

Tile reference TQ 650 995 

Objection 7 

The removal of the day time parking restrictions on the southern side of Fryerning Lane (near Millers 
Mews) is highly likely to result in this area being used for all-day parking. There is no pavement on 
Fryerning Lane south of Millers Mews, and a large number of school children cross the road around this 
area every day. Parked cars in this location will make it dangerous for the children to cross, and should 
not be permitted. This should be a “no waiting at any time”. 

If it is felt there is available road space here, it would be far better used to add a walking area on the 

monitored for its 
effectiveness. 
 
Objection 4 
Station Lane was not 
included in the proposal.  Any 
amendment for Station Lane 
will need to be applied for. 
 
Objection 5 
To move the bus stop would 
require moving the shelter.  
This would be the 
responsibility of Essex County 
Council it would be unlikely 
that this would be funded.  It 
should also be noted that 
Rule 243 of the Highway 
Code states ‘DO NOT stop or 
park opposite or within 10 
metres (32 feet) of a junction, 
except in an authorised 
parking space’ 
 
Objection 6  
Pemberton Avenue and other 
nearby junctions will be 
included in another proposal.  
The proposal will be for 
double yellow lines on 
junctions. 
 
Objection 7 
The proposal for this side of 
Fryerning Lane is to amend 
the single yellow line to a 
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northern side of the road, rather than to provide additional car parking. 

Objection 8 

The removal of the parking restrictions on the south side of the entrance to Haslers Court would result in 
dangerous parking in this location, which would obstruct the view of drivers exiting Haslers Court of 
pedestrians walking in the roadway up Fryerning Lane. Consequently this should be preserved as a 
parking restriction on safety grounds. 

Support 

I am otherwise in support of the proposals, especially the general introduction of “No waiting at any time” 
on the majority of the High Street. 

double yellow line from the 
High Street to a point 17 
metres northwest of the 
junction with Haslers Court.  
The remaining single yellow 
line (Mon-Sat 9am-6pm) will 
remain. 
 
Objection 8 
The proposal for this side of 
Haslers Court is to amend the 
single yellow line to a double 
yellow line. 

2 I am writing to raise an objection to the upcoming parking restrictions planned for Ingatestone High Street 
and Stock Lane. The title Reference is TQ650995. 
 
I live at 23 High Street and I believe these restrictions are going to negatively impact my household’s 
quality of life and would like my objection noted.  
 
I believe restrictions during peak travel times would be understandable. But after 8pm and on Sundays on 
Stocks Lane would be too restrictive. 

The proposed amendment 
from single yellow line (Mon-
Sat 9am-6pm) to double 
yellow lines is to maintain 
sight lines and reduce the 
chance of vehicle conflict at 
all times on a narrow part of 
Stock Lane. 

3 Good afternoon, On-Street Parking Consolidation Order 2019: Amendment No. 3 In response to the 
above consultation I would like to support the proposals that have been made. As a resident and a 
business within Ingatestone I feel that they would make a positive impact on the village. It would ensure 
that areas would be less congested and vehicles will not be able to park where they wish, which leads to 
obstructions for road users and pedestrians. I fully support the proposals put forward and would 
recommend that they are all actioned in order to improve the lives of the residents of Ingatestone. Thank 
you. 

Support noted. 

4 We would like the yellow lines extended both side up to Willow Green, as we have a real issue of people 
leaving there cars all day for the station and blocking my drive even though I have white T bars over my 
drive, this doesn’t make any difference to the stressful situation, please could you consider extending the 
yellow lines, just for safety reasons! 

Further parking restrictions for 
Fryerning Lane can be 
considered separately.  

5 Thank you for arranging the informative evening at Fryerning Parish Room to consider the Ingatestone 
parking revisions. 
 

Support noted. 
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I thought a note to confirm that I support these proposals would be helpful to ensure that revisions are 
implemented. 

6 I refer to the current proposal to revoke the parking restrictions in Fryerning Lane to Bakers Lane.  
Fryerning Lane is a school run route and the road is heavily congested with cars between Bakers Lane 
and the junction of Fryerning Lane/High street due to the difficult junction of entering and exiting Fryerning 
Lane during school run times. The school children also walk in the road as there is no pavement on one 
side forcing cars to drive in the middle of the road. If the restrictions are revoked and cars are parked on 
one side of the road between Bakers Lane and Fryerning Lane/High Street junction it will create even 
more of a bottle neck where cars will be unable to pass which will subsequently block the junction even 
more creating congestion in the High Street.  With the school children walking in the road this becomes a 
safety issue and should be taken into consideration. There should be a restriction in place to keep the 
road clear at that time.  
 
To have no parking restrictions will invite commuters to park and subsequently causing chaos at both 
ends of the day for school traffic.  If parking is to be made available it should be used to encourage 
shoppers to use the High Street to support the local shops and not for commuters. 
  
Please consider this affect that this will have on the road and particularly the safety of school children.  
 
Reply 
The proposal for Fryerning Lane is to replace some of the single yellow line with double yellow line.  The 
below information is taken from the notice.  However, the proposal is for double yellow lines from the High 
Street to Willow Green on the northeast side and double yellow lines on the southwest side from the High 
Street to a point 17 metres northwest of the junction of Haslers Court.  The proposal is more restrictive 
than the current restrictions. 
 

2. To revoke ‘No Waiting Mon to Sat 9am-6pm’ on the following lengths of road in the  
            Borough of Brentwood: 
Fryerning 
Lane, 
Ingatestone 

Northeast side – from its junction with Haslers Court north-westwards to a point 7 
metres northwest of its junction with Bakers Lane. 
Southwest side - from its junction with High Street north-westwards to a point 17 
metres northwest of its junction with Haslers Court. 

3. To introduce ‘No Waiting at Any Time’ on the following lengths of road in the Borough of 
Brentwood: 

Fryerning 
Lane, 

Northeast side – from its junction with Haslers Court north-westwards to a point 15 
metres southeast of its junction with Willow Green. 

Support noted. 
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Ingatestone Southwest side – from its junction with High Street north-westwards to a point 17 
metres northwest of its junction with Haslers Court. 

 
Could you please confirm if you would still like to object? 
 
2nd email 
Thank you for your reply. I attach two maps taken from the notice. First the one as it stands now with 
restrictions. The second one is the proposed where there are no lines from 11 Miller Mews to 8 Fryerning 
Lane on that side of the road (top left corner of the map).  Can you just confirm again what is correct.  
 
Reply 
Thank you for your email.  The restriction you are referring to seems to have been dropped off when 
generating the plan on the system.  Please find another plan attached showing the single yellow line. 
 
3rd Email 
Thank you for clarifying and I confirm I have no objection to the plan.  

7 I write with reference to the consultation document of February 20, 2020, affecting Ingatestone village. 
Whilst supporting the general intent of improving road safety, sight lines, and so on, I have a number of 
concerns which I list below, and as a result I wish an objection to be recorded to the plans as presently 
configured. 
 
Firstly, the overall plan seems to result in a reduction of on-street parking overall. This is highly likely to 
worsen the problem of illegal parking in the village, as well as having a negative effect on High Street 
businesses. SEPP should provide before-and-after analysis of the amount of on-street parking available. 
Recognising that where there are no marked bays, a number of spaces cannot be given, the number of 
linear metres of parking before and after the change should be tabulated so that we can see the real 
effect. The proposals appear to generate a significant increase in “no waiting at any time” compared with 
time-limited waiting. Examples of this include Market Place, Fryerning Lane and Haslers Court (Para 3). I 
understand the logic of having “Midnight to 8.30am” restrictions (Para 5) on the newly controlled stretches 
of High Street near New Road, and on Roman Road near Tor Bryan and Petre Close to prevent 
commuters from using them. However, as the station car park rules change at 9.30, it seems likely that 
commuters will still park in the roads in order to avoid the higher charges earlier in the morning. It only 
requires a small adjustment to their working time to do this, as many can nowadays. Would it not be 
better to synchronise the regulated hours with the station car park tariff? These areas also form part of the 
A12 Relief Road, and obstructing traffic flow in these areas with rows of parked vehicles will hinder the 
flow of traffic in these circumstances, which will include articulated lorries and other large vehicles. This 

The loss of on-street parking 
affects mainly commuters.  
The provision of a single 
yellow line with an operating 
time of ‘No Waiting Midnight-
8.30am’ is to provide facilities 
for local workers. Where it is 
not possible to park both 
sides of the carriageway, 
where congestion occurs and 
to ensure clear sight lines 
double yellow lines are 
proposed. Commuters are 
currently causing sight line 
issues and preventing buses 
from gaining access to the 
bus stop. 
 
SEPP have no control over 
the station car park.   
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stretch of road is used by the frequent Rail Replacement bus 
services as well. 
 
Finally there is the problem of enforcement. At present, frankly, enforcement appears to be fairly lax. 
Increased prohibition will require increased enforcement resource, which does not appear to have been 
considered in the proposal. 

 
 
 
The matter of Enforcement is 
noted. 

8 Following the meeting in Fryerning Parish Hall regarding the new parking restrictions, 
I would like to fully support the new restrictions.  

Support noted. 

9 Following the recent meeting at Fryerning Village Hall regarding the new proposed parking restrictions, 
It was an interesting meeting and have decided that I agree with all that is proposed.  

Support noted. 

10 With reference to the consultation document dated 20th February 2020 for changes in on-street parking. I 
wish to object to the planned changes in section 5 for the area of Roman road. Northwest side, 54m 
northeast of Petre Close and Southeast side, southwest of Tor Bryan.  
On the southeast side, the area of parking is very close to the entrance to Tor Bryan. It will make it more 
difficult to turn out safely from that road. At peak traffic times, cars waiting to pass around the proposed 
parked cars will block the road making it more difficult to turn right out of Whadden Chase.  
On the northwest side, the planned parking close to the brow of the hill will block sight lines for 
pedestrians crossing the road and drivers travelling towards Brentwood.  
The allocated times for parking in these bays will mean that they will be used by people using the station 
and will not be available for local residents. 
Unfortunately the A 12 is sometimes closed because of traffic accidents. At these times, these extra areas 
of parking will make it more likely that the village will become gridlocked. 

The single yellow lines for 
Roman Road have been 
located far enough from the 
junctions with Petre Close 
and Tor Bryan and do not 
affect sight lines.  This was 
given careful consideration at 
design stage.  The times of 
the restriction are designed to 
allow local workers 
somewhere to park and to act 
as traffic calming. The vast 
majority of commuters will 
travel before 8.30am. 
 
It should be noted that the 
existing single yellow line 
operates from Monday to 
Friday 10-11am & 2-3pm and 
that the proposed 
amendment gives a further 5 
metres of double yellow line 
southwest of the junction of 
Roman Road and Tor Bryan.  

11 With reference to the consultation document dated 20th February 2020 for changes in on-street parking. I 
wish to object to the planned changes in section 5 for the area of Roman road between Petre Close and 

The single yellow lines for 
Roman Road have been 
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Tor Bryan. 

On the southeast side, the area of parking is very close to the entrance to Tor Bryan. It will make it more 
difficult to turn out safely from that road. At peak traffic times, cars waiting to pass around the proposed 
parked cars will block the road making it more difficult to turn right out of Whadden Chase. 

On the northwest side, the planned parking close to the brow of the hill will block sight lines for 
pedestrians crossing the road and drivers travelling towards Brentwood. 
The allocated times for parking in these bays will mean that they will be used by people using the station 
and will not be available for local residents or shoppers. 
Unfortunately the A12 is sometimes closed because of traffic accidents. At these times, these extra areas 
of parking will make it more likely that the village will become gridlocked. 

The traffic calming which this proposal aims to achieve is also needed outside of the hours when parking 
is to be allowed.   Extending the hours would have no effect as the locations are not attractive to 
residents.   A better solution would be mini roundabouts at Whadden Chase, Station Lane and 
The Furlongs. There is enough public land at these junctions to make this feasible.    

A pedestrian crossing near station lane would be appreciated and the volume of people using the station 
would justify it.  All families living south of the High Street need to cross to get to the primary schools via 
The Furlongs.  A crossing near The Leas would increase safety for those using the bus stops in that area 
as the bend in the road and 40 limit make this a dangerous area to cross, especially for families and the 
elderly. 

located far enough from the 
junctions with Petre Close 
and Tor Bryan and do not 
affect sight lines.  This was 
given careful consideration at 
design stage.  The times of 
the restriction are designed to 
allow local workers 
somewhere to park and to act 
as traffic calming. The vast 
majority of commuters will 
travel before 8.30am. 
 
It should be noted that the 
existing single yellow line 
operates from Monday to 
Friday 10-11am & 2-3pm and 
that the proposed 
amendment gives a further 5 
metres of double yellow line 
southwest of the junction of 
Roman Road and Tor Bryan.  
 
Requests for mini 
roundabouts and pedestrian 
crossings should be directed 
to Essex County Council who 
are the Highway Authority.  
The SEPP implement, 
maintain and enforce on-
street parking restrictions and 
has no other function. 

12 Please take note of our objection to the planned changes in section 5 on Roman Road. Northwest side, 
54m northeast of Petre Close and Southeast side, Southwest of Tor Bryan. 
Both of these proposed parking areas on the main road will enable commuters to park on the main road 
all day long and will not provide any benefit for local residents.  In addition the proposed parking areas will 

The times of the restriction 
are designed to allow local 
workers somewhere to park 
and to act as traffic calming.  
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create a kind of chicane for motorists, and far from calming the traffic, I feel it will make them drive even 
faster and make it harder and dangerous for pedestrians (many of whom are older people) to cross the 
road because of the speed and restricted sightlines. 
When the A12 is blocked because of traffic accidents, and more recently flooding, the village becomes a 
diverted traffic route, the proposed parking on the main road will mean that the village will be totally 
blocked with traffic. 

A certain amount of on-street 
parking in the right location is 
recognised as a way of 
calming traffic.  
The current parking 
restrictions to the north of the 
village cause congestion and 
conflict which is why the 
amendments are proposed. 
There is far less parking to 
the south of the village even 
taking into account the 
proposed amendments. 

13 I should like to offer my full support for the proposed amendments to parking restrictions in Ingatestone, 
as presented by Cllr Jon Cloke at a meeting at Fryerning Village Hall on 26th February 2020. 
 
Should further parking spaces be deemed necessary, by far the best solution would be to extend the 
derestricted parking at the north end of the village, adjacent to Seymour Field, which could be extended 
as far as the village “gates”. This area has three significant benefits: 
1) It is much nearer to the centre of the village than alternative locations at the south end of the village. 
2) It is much further away from the railway station, reducing the likelihood of commuter parking. 
3) There are no houses on that side of the road, reducing the road safety risk. 

Support noted. 

14 Just a short note to tell you that I was most impressed recently by the above display at Fryerning by Jon 
Cloke. I concur with all the proposals many of which I have fought to get over the last 7 years. They will 
improve safety and prevent ‘bottlenecks’ from which have increasingly suffered over the last few years. 

Support noted. 

15 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and are regularly working in the office at Ingatestone.  
I have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
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Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

16 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and am regularly working in the office at Ingatestone.  
I have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

17 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone. I regularly work in the office at Ingatestone.  I have no 
alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

18 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and are regularly working in the office at Ingatestone.  
I have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a distance from Ingatestone which doesn’t have a 
bus route or railway line to Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
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and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

19 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and are regularly working in the office at Ingatestone.  
I have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.  .   

20 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for an accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and regularly work in the office (usually 5 days a 
week).  I have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone 
and there is no public transport available from where I live north of Chelmsford. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for assignments and projects. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
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loading/unloading of files.   
21 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   

I work for Taylor Viney & Marlow who are an accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and work in the office 
at Ingatestone during the working week (Monday to Friday 9am – 5:30pm).  I have no alternative but to 
drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

22 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work an accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and am regularly working in the office at Ingatestone.  I 
have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

23 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for an accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and regularly working in the office at Ingatestone.  I 
have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 

Page 70 of 82



16 
 

I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

24 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and are regularly working in the office at Ingatestone.  
I have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

25 We write to object to the proposed parking restrictions suggested by the above named.   
We are an employer of approximately 30 staff and work from offices in the centre of Ingatestone.  It is 
important for our staff to have the ability to park relatively close to our office in order to call in when 
assignments are completed, and to pick up files for the next assignment.  It is also true that much of the 
work conducted by our practice is done by staff in location at the offices in Ingatestone. 
The offices that we rent do not have sufficient parking to accommodate all of our staff, and therefore staff 
often park their car in the areas that are within the restriction proposition.   
We have also been informed by staff that alternative pay and display parking areas are often full. 
We believe therefore that the parking restrictions proposed could significantly damage our practice. 
If these parking restrictions are introduced, I believe it is the duty of the council to obtain alternative 
parking areas for those people to use. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.  
The Local Authority does not 
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have a duty to provide on-
street parking.  The main 
purpose of the highway is to 
pass and repass. 

26 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and are regularly working in the office at Ingatestone.  
I have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

27 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and are regularly working in the office at Ingatestone.  
I have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 
I believe this is a very short-sighted decision that the Council have made and that this will effectively ruin 
the existing businesses in Ingatestone High Street (unless they happen to be lucky enough to walk into 
work !! 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

28 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and work daily in the office at Ingatestone.  I have no 
alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
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and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

29 Response to the parking consultation – Ingatestone & Fryerning Parish Council 
Ingatestone & Fryerning Parish Council has been preparing a Neighbourhood Plan which is almost ready 
for consultation. During the evidence gathering it has been established that parking is one of the main 
concerns for both residents and businesses. Over 150 staff vehicles commute to the village businesses 
daily. 
The Parish has experienced a growth in housing with a large development planned in the south sited for 
57+ housing units in both the Brentwood Local Development Plan and the Neighbourhood Plan. This 
combined with other development sites on its boundaries, will see over 200 housing units in the next five 
years. 
In 2016 Brentwood Borough Council published the Brentwood Parking Strategy, Strategic Options 
Development Report, which reviewed all BBC owned and operated off-street parking facilities across the 
Borough. The report acknowledges that Ingatestone Village has parking demand and supply problems, 
but notes ‘that there are limited opportunities to improve the situation due to the size of the town and its 
geographic location between the railway line (to the south) and A12 (to the north)’. In relation to 
Ingatestone village, the strategy concluded that: 
The provision of additional short-term parking in Ingatestone would be beneficial for 
accessing the available retail offer, however geographical constraints impede the 
ability to expand current parking provision in the area; 
Given the key role of Ingatestone as a commuter location, an appropriate balance 
between short-stay and commuter parking is required; 
Improved wayfinding and signage infrastructure can help to improve navigation for 
visitors and help to identify the location of all car parks; and 
Effective enforcement can help to improve the efficiency and management of 
parking and minimise incidences of inappropriate parking. 
The Parish Council recognises the need for additional car parking provision within 
Ingatestone village, and will be supportive of development proposals which provides or contributes 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
These would act as traffic 
calming as well. 
 
The High Street is a PR2 
route and has a high volume 
of traffic during the day.  This 
can be greatly exacerbated 
by any issues on the A12. 
 
The proposals take into 
account the safety report 
carried out by ECC and 
address the issues of 
congestion and vehicle 
conflict to the north of the 
village.  The proposals would 
also allow access for the bus 
at the bus stop north of the 
village and prevent 
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towards improved and additional parking. 
ECC has recently undertaken a parking safety survey of Ingatestone village, which identifies areas of the 
village where parking arrangements may be amended to ensure the safety of all users. The Parish 
Council has welcomed this and was looking forward to working with ECC, BBC and SEPP to see how 
parking could be improved and expanded to meet existing and future parking requirements. In addition, 
the Parish Council will also liaise with Abellio Greater Anglia and Network Rail to consider the possibility 
of catering for the increasing numbers of commuters. 
The Neighbourhood Plan will have a Policy that seeks to improve and where possible increase parking 
provision for local businesses, customers, and commuters within the Parish. The Parish Council will 
therefore not be supportive of proposals which may reduce the provision of parking within Ingatestone 
village. 
The speeding of vehicles through the village is also of great concern to residents, particularly on the 
Roman Road from the junction with Station Lane towards Mountnessing. In the south of the village, the 
suggestion to re-instate parking in this section with staggered parking bays on both sides of the road, 
would be an appropriate solution and go someway to replace parking bays removed in the north of the 
High Street, because of safety reasons. More bays could be provided on the Seymour Field side of New 
Road to help with the replacement. 
In conclusion, the Parish Council supports the suggested alterations to the junctions with 
the High Street highlighted in the Safety Survey, but does not support the loss of parking that will result. 
The bays displaced must be reinstated to the south of the village as described above, and to the north – 
along New Road and the Chelmsford Road along the Seymour Field side. This should form part of further 
discussions with the authorities named in this submission to review parking across the whole village. 
These discussions should take place before further housing development, as sited in the LDP and the 
draft Ingatestone & Fryerning Neighbourhood Plan, is considered. 

congestion and forcing 
vehicles on to the footway. 
 
The proposals provide on-
street parking in safe various 
locations for residents, local 
workers, disabled, shoppers 
and allow safe access/egress 
to bus stops.  Ingatestone is 
an old village and given the 
volume of traffic and locations 
for the users above the 
proposal provide a balance of 
safety and parking facilities 
for multiple users.  However, 
the north of the village the 
issue of safety and 
congestion needs to be 
foremost in any proposal. 

30 Please accept this email as my support for the Ingatestone parking proposals in so far as they impact on 
High Street/Roman Road south of Station Lane. In particular, we support the retention of the double 
yellow lines in our section of the road for the numerous reasons I have already shared with you. 

Support noted. 

31 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone and I have no alternative but to drive to the office as I 
live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. When our offices first moved here it was 
easy to park and free but with this proposed step, I will be extremely difficult to park my car, businesses 
will be less attracted to the area and the shops on  high street will have less business too. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 

The provision of a single The 
provision of a single yellow 
line, in four locations to the 
south and north of the village, 
which would operate from 
Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
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I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

32 As recent new residents , we are most relieved that action is being taken to resolve the very serious traffic 
hazard of all day parking on the High Street blocking vision for cars exiting New Road. We have 
experienced several near misses and it is always a source of considerable anxiety . Our elderly next door  
neighbour would not use his car without a passenger to check traffic coming into the village. Thank you  
to you and your Councillor colleagues. 

Support noted. 

33 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and are regularly working in the office at Ingatestone.  
I have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

34 I wish to object to this complex parking order as it will  reduce the amount of parking in Ingatestone, both 
short & long term; if implemented as it stands, it will have a detrimental effect on  activities in the High 
Street and probably on the village itself. It will affect access to both shops and businesses alike. It might 
be ameliorated if additional parking were provided in other areas of the High Street and Roman Road. In 
particular, 
1]  I object to the retention of double yellow lines along Roman Road directly south of Station Lane, as 
this misses an opportunity to increase parking for the benefit of people who travel to work in Ingatestone. 
At the very least, additional parking could be provided along one side of Roman Road down to the Tor 
Bryan/Whadden Chase junction. This parking might also help to slow  traffic down to reasonable speeds 
which would be in accord with the safety audit. 
2]  I would also like to object to the removal of parking in the Market Place opposite the car park. These 

Careful consideration was 
given to the amount of on-
street parking to the south of 
the village. The proposal 
would slow traffic down 
coming into and going out of 
the village if there were 
parked vehicles in the 
proposed locations.  
As it is not possible to park 
both sides of the carriageway 
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spaces should be used for short term 1 hour parking for shoppers as they are at the centre of the village. 
Other sections of the High Street have limited on-street parking for 1 hour. 
There may be other areas where small changes would bring increased parking  benefits , such as 
extending parking  along Seymour Field to the 30mph limit signs. 

in Market Place the single 
yellow line which operates 
Mon-Sat 9am-6pm would 
become double yellow lines if 
the proposal was 
implemented 
It is not advisable to allow on-
street parking up to the 
30mph limit signs as it then 
changes to National Speed 
Limit 

35 Having attended the public consultation recently and followed closely the proposed changes to the 
parking in Ingatestone, can I please lodge my full support for the scheme proposed by SEPP and the 
Borough Council. 
As a resident living at 6A High Street I experience first hand the difficulties and dangers currently caused 
by the existing arrangements and have witnessed the aftermath of accidents that have occurred because 
of them as well as having a few near misses myself. The new plans reduce the dangers caused  by 
parking opposite the T entrances to Pine Drive, Park Drive and Docklands Avenue and well as improving 
the field of view from New Road and my house drive which frequently I can only exit with no view of traffic 
at all which is very dangerous. To achieve this whilst supporting local permit holder parking and favouring 
those who work in and use the village rather than commuters is much to its credit as is the proposal for 
double yellow lines in the immediate area around the Stock/Fryerning Lanes - High Street cross roads. 
For me the sooner these changes can be implemented the better 

Support noted. 

36 I am writing to give my strong support for this proposal.  I have followed with interest the exceptionally 
careful work that SEPP as an organisation, and you in particular, have undertaken to find solutions to the 
considerable parking problems in the Village and the sensitive and patient way in which you have 
consulted about proposed solutions.  We would like you to know how much we appreciate these efforts.   
I consider that the scheme on which you are presently consulting would provide considerable benefits for 
our community.  It is a much more coherent approach than the muddled approach that exists at present, 
incorporating the whole of the High Street, up to Station Lane, and including the parts most under parking 
pressure - the whole of the retail and business area, the Stock Lane Fryerning/Lane junction, the 
community centre area and Seymour Field and it’s surrounding roads. 
It will alleviate much of the congestion caused by inconsiderate parking, including over driveways and 
around road junctions with the High Street.   
It will deter commuter parking which has no care for the interests of local residents and can be aggressive 
when requested to park in a way which does not obstruct.  It provides for sufficient residents permit 

Support noted. 
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spaces on the High Street and I’m pleased to see that it does not allow those with existing space in their 
own drives to apply for such permits.   
The history of accidents around New Road, some of which I have witnessed personally, fully supports the 
need for this scheme as does the problem experience by those like my family who have to take their lives 
in their hands when trying to exit blind and without site lines onto traffic oblivious to us. 
I understand that a committee of the Ingatestone and Fryerning Parish Council has indicated its objection 
on the basis that more parking changes are required at the opposite end of the High Street/Roman Road. 
 I hope I have been misinformed about this.  I am aware of your efforts in this respect but that there is 
substantial and well reasoned objection to the possibility alternative arrangements that have been mooted 
there. By contrast, Emails to me from local residents fully support a parking scheme of the kind now 
envisaged for the rest of the village.  Many are concerned as to why this cannot be achieved more 
quickly. 
I therefore consider that any such Parish Council Committee objection would be wholly unjustified and 
entirely contrary to the interests of the village. 
I am fully in support of the Ingatestone High Street (North) and Ingatestone High Street (South) parking 
proposals and would urge you to implement them a soon as possible  

37 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone.  I have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live 
a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

38 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I part-own the accountancy practice in Ingatestone, employing over 30 people who are regularly working 
in the office at Ingatestone. Most of us have no alternative but to drive to the office, as we live at various 
points around the county. 
As you will be aware, there are very few alternative possibilities for parking in the village, as pay and 
display parking is often very full, and we have very limited parking attached to the office. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
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Our staff need to park their vehicles somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have 
no idea where they would be able to park in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

39 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and are regularly working in the office at Ingatestone.  
I have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   

40 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.   
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and are regularly working in the office at Ingatestone.  
I have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   
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41 To be clear, I support the scheme which was presented to us at Fryerning Village Hall on 26th Feb 2020. 
This was a revision of a scheme previously presented to us and supported by the Parish council Planning 
Committee.  

The initial scheme presented by the Parish Council was totally unacceptable and presented more hazards 
and problems than it solved and seemed to be a 'knee jerk' reaction to a perceived issue. It is for this 
reason I support the revised proposal. 

Please formally register my objection to the former scheme and my support for the revised scheme ( 
which shows No Parking to the south of Station Lane ) 

Support noted. 

42 We would like to confirm our support for the changes to parking in Ingatestone as proposed in the 
following document: 
 
THE ESSEX COUNTY COUNCIL (BRENTWOOD BOROUGH) (PROHIBITION OF WAITING, LOADING 
AND STOPPING) AND (ON- 
STREET PARKING PLACES) (CIVIL ENFORCEMENT AREA) (AMENDMENT No.3) ORDER 202 

Support noted. 

43 I fully support both of the Projects, both North and South as being the best that can currently be achieved 
for the village. 
They go a long way towards correcting some long-standing safety issues. 
Having spent 7 - 8 years to get this far I would like to see them in-place as soon as possible. 

Support noted. 

44 I fully support the current proposed parking restrictions to both North and south of Ingatestone High Street  Support noted. 

45 I write to object to the parking restrictions proposed in the above order.  
I work for the accountancy practice in Ingatestone, and are regularly working in the office at 
Ingatestone.  I have no alternative but to drive to the office, as I live a considerable distance from 
Ingatestone. 
There are very few alternative possibilities for parking my car, as pay and display parking is often very full, 
and my employer has very limited parking attached to the office. 
It is also an issue when I have been working away from the office and need to call in to drop off files, and 
pick up files and instructions for the following assignment. 
I need to park my vehicle somewhere, and if these parking restrictions are introduced, I have no idea 
where I would be able to park my vehicle in order to access the office. 
Please accept this email as an objection to the proposed restrictions. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers. 
Limited waiting bays provide 
places to park nearby for the 
loading/unloading of files.   
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46 We strongly oppose the proposed parking restrictions for High Street Ingatestone North East of New 
Road from the Bus Stop for the following reasons: 
- There should be no parking at any time as the road is not wide enough for 3 vehicles particularly Vans, 
Buses and Lorries, as one of these vehicles has to mount the pavement to get through which happens on 
a daily basis. This is especially dangerous when the school children are coming out. 
- There have been numerous parked vehicles that have been damaged including one this week which 
had its wing mirror smashed off because it makes the road too narrow with parked cars. 
- With these proposed restriction times it will not stop or discourage commuters driving from out of the 
area to park all day bringing nothing to the village. 
- If you are insistent about having parking along this section of road it should either be a One Hour 
Restriction or Permit Holders Only like the rest of the High Street. 
- It makes it extremely difficult for residents to pull in and out of their driveways with the parked cars. 
- It would have been helpful to have spoken to or asked residents views before making these proposals. 
Please acknowledge receipt of this letter. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers 
and act as traffic calming 
south and north of the village 
an allow access to the bus 
stop.  
The proposals take into 
account the safety report 
carried out by ECC and 
address the issues of 
congestion and vehicle 
conflict to the north of the 
village.  The proposals would 
also allow access for the bus 
at the bus stop north of the 
village and prevent 
congestion and forcing 
vehicles on to the footway. 
 
The proposals provide on-
street parking in safe various 
locations for residents, local 
workers, disabled, shoppers 
and allow safe access/egress 
to bus stops.  Ingatestone is 
an old village and given the 
volume of traffic and locations 
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for the users above the 
proposal provide a balance of 
safety and parking facilities 
for multiple users.  However, 
the north of the village the 
issue of safety and 
congestion needs to be 
foremost in any proposal. 

47 I moved into my new home in High Street, Ingatestone yesterday and after only one day, feel strongly that 
the restrictions are not sufficient.   My property is opposite Seymour Fields and adjacent to the lane which 
gives access to the veterinary surgery.  I have some suggestions:- 
There should be a one hour parking restriction, perhaps from 10am to 11am to deter people from parking 
and walking to catch a train, instead of using the station car park.  
Could Permit Holders only, as is in place further along the High Street, not be introduced?  I haven’t yet 
been able to find out what other roads have restrictions but know there is one in place on New Road so 
why not here as well? 
Another thought is that a speed camera could be put in - in the short time since I moved in, I am surprised 
at the speed of some cars although the road at this point has a 30 miles per hour limit.  The signs flashing 
30 which are in place when coming into Ingatestone from Mountnessing don’t seem to be a deterrent but 
if someone thought they would be penalised it would make a difference.  Either people coming into 
Ingatestone don’t seem to slow down sufficiently or those leaving the village speed up before leaving the 
30 mph zone.  I would not like to reverse out of my driveway as I feel it is dangerous but there are 
inevitably going to be occasions when this is unavoidable if I have other cars on my driveway and we 
don’t have space to turn around.  Cars parked across the road from my house make it more dangerous.  
As mentioned above, I only moved in yesterday but have already been able to make these observations.   
I would appreciate acknowledgement of my letter. 

The provision of a single 
yellow line, in four locations to 
the south and north of the 
village, which would operate 
from Midnight-8.30am would 
provide parking for 
approximately 20 vehicles. 
The proposed operational 
times would prevent 
commuters but would allow all 
day parking for local workers 
and act as traffic calming 
south and north of the village.  
Speed cameras are not the 
remit of SEPP. When 
possible it advisable to 
reverse in and drive out of a 
driveway on to the highway. 
The proposals take into 
account the safety report 
carried out by ECC and 
address the issues of 
congestion and vehicle 
conflict to the north of the 
village.  The proposals would 
also allow access for the bus 
at the bus stop north of the 
village and prevent 
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congestion and forcing 
vehicles on to the footway. 
 
The proposals provide on-
street parking in safe various 
locations for residents, local 
workers, disabled, shoppers 
and allow safe access/egress 
to bus stops.  Ingatestone is 
an old village and given the 
volume of traffic and locations 
for the users above the 
proposal provide a balance of 
safety and parking facilities 
for multiple users.  However, 
the north of the village the 
issue of safety and 
congestion needs to be 
foremost in any proposal. 
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