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A	report	prepared	by	the	Executive	Committee*	of	The	Friends	of	Chorleywood	
Common	 for	 the	 members	 of	 Chorleywood	 Parish	 Council	 regarding	 the	
creation	of	a	new	children’s	play	area	in	Chorleywood.	

	

EXECUTIVE	SUMMARY	

The	position	of	the	Friends	is	that	for	many	reasons	Locations	13	and	15	are	not	suitable	locations	
for	a	playground,	principally	on	the	grounds	of	safety,	access	and	impact;	and	also	that	it	is	
inappropriate	and	not	in	the	long-term	interests	of	Chorleywood	to	have	a	Play	Area	on	the	
Common	for	reasons	of	ecology	and	legality.	
	

This	 stance	 is	 in	 line	 with	 the	 Chorleywood	 Parish	 Survey	 in	 2014	 which	 revealed	 that	 935	
respondents	 (96%	 of	 those	 voting)	 and	 across	 all	 age	 groups	 were	 in	 favour	 of	 “protecting	 the	
Common	 for	 future	 generations”.	 	 It	 also	 reflects	 the	 survey	we	 conducted	 in	 2014	 in	 which	 the	
majority	of	our	members	who	voted	opposed	the	siting	of	a	play	area	on	the	Common.		

Both	 sites	 on	 the	 Common	 suffer	 from	 serious	 safety	 issues	 associated	with	 the	 access	 routes	 to	
them	e.g.	lack	of	pavements,	rough/uneven	ground,	very	limited	parking	and	proximity	to	traffic	on	
nearby	roads.		Other	sites	do	not	have	these	issues	to	the	same	extent	and	they	remain	the	same	as	
when	the	Parish	Council	rejected	the	Common	as	a	potential	site	for	a	playground	in	2013.	

The	 Common	 is	 already	 a	 wonderful	 natural	 play	 and	 recreation	 space.	 	 Many	 families	 and	
unaccompanied	children	already	use	 it	 regularly	 for	enjoyable	and	creative	play.	 	 It	does	not	need	
permanent	infrastructure	for	this	to	continue	for	generations.		Such	development	would	herald	the	
potential	 for	 further	 degradation	 of	 its	 uniqueness,	 and	 be	 contrary	 to	 the	 terms	 and	 conditions	
under	which	the	CPC	took	on	ownership	of	the	Common.		

	 	

																																																													
*	 Cllr	 Jackie	Worrall	 did	not	 take	part	 in	 any	of	 the	 Executive	Committee’s	 discussions	on	 the	
play	area.	
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CONCLUSION	

The	Friends	conclude	that	Locations	13	and	15	are	not	suitable	for	a	Play	Area,	and	that	no	such	Play	
Area	should	be	sited	on	the	Common	because:	

• the	designated	possible	sites	are	unsuitable	on	the	grounds	of	safety,	access	and	parking;	
and	

• any	Play	Area	on	the	Common	would	degrade	forever	the	character,	ecological	value	and	
enjoyment	of	the	Common	as	an	undeveloped,	open	space.	

We	recommend	that	the	CPC:	

1. reject	any	Play	Area	sites	on	the	Common;	
2. consider	other	more	suitable	alternatives;	and	
3. adhere	to	their	obligations	to	preserve	the	Common	in	accordance	with	the	terms	and	

conditions	of	their	ownership.	

 
 
 
 
 
So that members of FOCC can identify the location of the two sites, they are shown here 
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Introduction	

The	Friends	of	Chorleywood	Common	(the	Friends)	is	an	Association	that	was	formed	in	1990	and	its	
principal	objective	is:	

“To	 conserve	 and	 safeguard,	 to	 the	 extent	 possible,	 Chorleywood	 Common	 …	 and	 Chorleywood	
House	Estate”.	

	
The	matter	of	a	new	play	area	arises	from	the	decision	of	the	Chorleywood	Parish	Council	(CPC)	in	
response	to	Three	Rivers	District	Council’s	 (TRDC)	request	 in	October	2014	“to	re-open	the	debate	
on	a	play	area	in	Chorleywood”.		

Seven	sites	(later	reduced	to	four)	were	then	short-listed	by	the	“Play	Area	in	Chorleywood	Advisory	
Committee”	 (PACAC)	 and	 members	 of	 the	 CPC	 will	 be	 aware	 that	 all	 seven	 of	 these	 sites	 have	
already	been	rejected	in	the	past	as	being	unsuitable.			

This	report	deals	only	with	the	two	prospective	sites	on	the	Common,	Location	13	and	Location	15.	

Location	13	was	rejected	by	the	CPC	on	1st	October	2013	and	a	site	very	near	 to	Location	15	was	
rejected	some	15	years	ago.		

	

1	 THE	MATTERS	OF	PRINCIPLE	FOR	THE	FRIENDS’	POSITION	ARE	:	

A. Protection	against	development	-	The	unique	and	unspoilt	nature	of	the	Common	makes	
an	emphatic	contribution	to	the	special	character	of	Chorleywood.			

B. Environmental	 and	Ecological	 -	 The	Common	 is	 a	County	Heritage	 Site,	 a	 Local	Nature	
Reserve	and	the	centre-piece	of	its	own	designated	Conservation	Area.	 	The	reason	for	
its	 being	 a	 Conservation	 Area	 is	 to	 protect	 it	 and	 its	 surroundings	 from	 inappropriate	
development	and	to	preserve	its	character	and	appearance.	

C. Ethical	 -	 The	 gift	 of	 the	Common	 to	 the	 (now)	CPC	 contained	 an	 expression	of	 intent,	
accepted	by	both	parties,	that	it	would	remain	an	undeveloped	open	space.	

D. Legal	-	The	Common	is	a	common,	not	just	an	open	space,	and	is	protected	by	law.		

Dealing	with	these	reasons	in	more	detail	and	the	consequences	that	follow:	

A	 PROTECTION	AGAINST	DEVELOPMENT	

a)	 	 The	 single	most	 compelling	 reason	 for	 not	 locating	 a	 formal	 play	 area	 on	 the	 Common	 is	 the	
protection	of	the	Common	against	development.		The	Common	makes	an	emphatic	contribution	to	
the	 special	 character	 of	 Chorleywood	 in	 many	 ways,	 reference	 to	 which	 is	 evident	 from	 the	
following:	

i)	The	Common	is	described	by	the	CPC	on	its	website	in	the	following	terms:	-		
	

“At	 the	 centre	 of	 Chorleywood	 lies	 its	 beautiful	 Common,	 80	 hectares	 (approx.	 200	
acres)	 of	 grassland,	 and	 woodland,	 declared	 a	 County	 Heritage	 Site	 and	 has	 Local	
Nature	 Reserve	 status	 on	 account	 of	 its	 conservation	 value	 and	 high	 ecological	
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importance.	This	is	one	of	the	most	important	wildlife	sites	in	Hertfordshire,	combining	
acid	 heathland,	 neutral	 grassland	 and	 chalk	meadow	 all	 on	 one	 site,	 together	with	 a	
series	of	ponds	supporting	rare	plants	and	amphibians	and	secondary	woodland	which	
has	grown	up	since	commoners’	cattle	ceased	grazing	after	World	War	I.	Some	70	plant	
species,	50	birds	and	almost	300	fungi	have	been	recorded	on	the	Common	in	addition	
to	squirrels,	rabbits,	foxes,	hedgehogs,	voles,	woodmice	and	Muntjac	deer.	

The	Common	also	provides	a	centre	for	recreation	and	leisure	activity,	both	formal	and	
informal.	 As	 a	 Registered	 Common	 owned	 by	 a	 Local	 Council,	 the	 public	 has	 right	 of	
access	on	foot	for	“air	and	exercise”.	Subject	only	to	reasonable	bye-laws,	residents	and	
visitors	alike	enjoy	recreations	such	as	walking,	jogging,	kite	flying	and	ball	games.”	

This	description	sums	up	so	eloquently	the	contribution	that	the	Common	makes	to	the	
life	 of	 Chorleywood.	 	 To	 protect	 its	 existence	 as	 such	 a	 valuable,	 unspoilt,	 uncluttered	
open	space	in	our	very	midst	should	be	the	first	duty	of	our	Councillors.	

ii)	 In	 their	 local	manifesto	 of	May	 2014,	 the	 Liberal	 Democrats	 described	 the	 Common	 as	
being	“the	jewel	in	Chorleywood’s	crown”.	

	
iii) The Chorleywood Residents Association is passionate about maintaining “the special 

character of Chorleywood.” 
 
We	endorse	 the	 view	 that	 Chorleywood	 has	 a	 special	 character	 and	we	 contend	 that	 the	
open	and	undeveloped	Common	plays	a	vital	part	in	contributing	to	it.		
	

From	 these	 three	 perspectives,	 the	 character	 of	 Chorleywood	 is	 held	 in	 very	 high	 regard	 and	
installing	 a	 playground	on	 the	Common	would	permanently	 degrade	 a	major	 constituent	 element	
that	contributes	to	that	character.	

vi)	 	 People	 come	 to	 live	 in	 Chorleywood	 because	 of	 its	 many	 attractions	 and	 its	 open	
Common	is	undoubtedly	one	of	those.		“Open”	in	this	context	means	giving	a	sense	of	
uncluttered	spaciousness	to	the	landscape,	rather	than	just	freedom	to	access	it.		

The	 2014	 Community	 Plan	 survey	 shows	 that	 an	 overwhelming	 96	 %	 of	 the	 974	
responses	wanted	the	Common	to	be	protected	for	future	generations.		This	unanimity	
was	reflected	across	all	age	groups.	 	In	our	view,	this	implies	that	the	Common	should	
be	maintained	in	its	present	open	and	undeveloped	state	and	in	itself	 implies	that	the	
Common	is	not	a	suitable	place	for	a	playground.	

vii)		A	most	significant	objection	to	Location	15	is	the	visual	impact	it	would	have	on	one	of	
the	remaining	areas	of	open	grassland	that	has	a	prime	position	on	the	landscape	of	the	
Common,	at	its	best	when	viewed	from	the	top	of	Hubbards	Road	and	Capell	Road.		A	
built	play	area	would	be	visually	 intrusive	and	run	completely	counter	to	the	Council’s	
obligation	 that	 they	will	 “not	do	any	act	or	 thing	which	may	 vary	or	 alter	 the	natural	
features	or	aspect	of	the	Common”.	(See	sections	C	and	D	below)	
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The	impact	on	residents	of	a	playground	in	close	proximity	to	their	homes	is	felt	to	be	
detrimental	 to	 them	and	one	of	 the	points	put	 across	 very	 strongly	by	 the	 Friends	of	
Grove	Wood	was	their	concern	about	this	aspect	of	a	play	area.	

b)	The	“thin	end	of	the	wedge”	syndrome.	There	is	already	much	pressure	for	development	of	one	
sort	or	another	on	the	Common.			

i)		As	one	of	their	design	principles	for	successful	play	spaces,	Play	England	propose	that	play	
spaces	 should	 allow	 for	 change	 and	 evolution.	 	 This	 means	 that	 pressure	 to	 introduce	
additional	 equipment	or	 facilities,	 or	 equipment	 for	 older	 age	 groups,	 or	 adults,	would	be	
much	harder	to	resist	once	the	initial	precedent	had	been	set.		Future	Health	&	Safety	laws	
or	regulations	could	also	necessitate	further	development.	

ii)		the	Community	Plan	survey	discloses	that	39%	of	25–44	year	old	respondents	suggested	
“there	would	be	benefits”	of	a	playground	for	older	children	eg	a	skate	park,	BMX	ramp	etc,	
so	the	eventual	site	chosen	for	the	playground	should	be	mindful	of	such	opinions,	although	
no	such	need	has	yet	been	identified.			
	
iii)	Although	there	 is	no	stipulation	yet	as	 to	the	 level	of	 facilities	 that	should	be	on	site,	a	
lack	of	facilities	would	always	be	open	to	pressure	to	install	them.	
	

B	 ENVIRONMENTAL	AND	ECOLOGICAL	

a)		The	Common	is	a	County	Heritage	Site,	a	Local	Nature	Reserve	and	in	a	Conservation	Area	

i. The	 Common	 is	 a	 County	 Heritage	 Site	 on	 account	 of	 its	 conservation	 value	 and	 high	
ecological	 importance.	 	 Indeed	 our	 Common	 is	 of	 such	merit	 in	 its	 own	 right	 that	 on	
account	 of	 its	 conservation	 value	 and	 high	 ecological	 importance	 it	 was	 listed	 at	 the	
United	 Nations	 Conference	 on	 Environment	 and	 Development	 held	 in	 1992	 in	 Rio	 de	
Janeiro	 –	 “the	 Rio	 conference	 on	 climate	 change”.	 	 The	 Common	 is	 adjacent	 to	 the	
Chilterns	 Area	 of	 Outstanding	 Natural	 Beauty	 and	 is	 regarded	 by	 the	 Chilterns	
Conservation	 Board	 as	 being	 an	 exemplar	 of	 good	 management	 practice.	 	 No	 one	 is	
denying	the	importance	or	relevance	of	this.		The	designation	applies	to	the	whole	of	the	
Common	and	is	not	restricted	to	just	those	areas	where	a	particular	species	of	flora	or	
fauna	might	or	might	not	 exist	 at	 the	moment.	 	 Location	13	 is	 a	 glade	 surrounded	by	
secondary	 woodland	 and	 comprises	 trees	 that	 the	 uncommon	 Purple	 Hairstreak	
butterfly	is	just	as	likely	to	favour	as	the	trees	above	Larks	Meadow.	

ii. The	 unimproved	 grassland	 of	 Location	 15	 may	 not	 sound	 particularly	 exciting,	 but	
unimproved	grassland	is	becoming	an	increasingly	rare	habitat.		Even	on	a	short	visit	one	
comes	across	the	Star	of	Bethlehem,	Crow	Garlic,	Pignut	and	the	increasingly	threatened	
Harebell.		Green	woodpeckers	feed	on	the	insects	there.		Records	at	St	Albans	Museum	
suggest	 that	 this	 unimproved	 grassland,	 ie	 uncultivated	 and	 in	 its	 natural	 state,	 may	
have	 existed	 for	 2,000	 -	 3,000	 years.	 	 The	 importance	 that	 DEFRA	 attaches	 to	
unimproved	 grassland	 is	 reflected	 in	 their	 Greening	 Guidance	 for	 2016	 payments,	 in	
which	they	state	that	if	the	percentage	of	permanent	grassland	in	England	–	relative	to	
the	 area	 of	 agricultural	 land	 –	 falls	 by	 more	 than	 5%,	 farmers	 who	 have	 ploughed	
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permanent	 grassland	 may	 have	 to	 reinstate	 it.	 	 Under	 the	 permanent	 grassland	 rule	
farmers	 with	 any	 permanent	 grassland	 in	 areas	 covered	 by	 the	 Wild	 Birds	 and/or	
Habitats	Directive	(Natura	2000)	must	not	plough	that	land.		In	a	nutshell	this	spells	out	
the	increasing	importance	of	unimproved	grassland,	to	such	an	extent	that	it	is	carrying	
more	importance	than	food	production.	

iii. The	biodiversity	of	the	Common	has	benefited	in	recent	years	from	the	management	of	
it	 that	has	 resulted	 in	 reduced	and	 far	more	selective	mowing	and	 the	 introduction	of	
conservation	grazing.		As	a	result,	the	Wasp	Spider	was	first	recorded	on	the	Common	in	
2014	and	the	Bee	Orchid	has	returned.			
The	management	of	 the	Common	 is	by	 its	 very	nature	of	 long-term	effect.	 	Damaging	
any	 part	 of	 the	 Common	 would	 run	 completely	 contrary	 to	 the	 Council’s	 own	
Management	Plan	and	seriously	undermine	the	efforts	that	are	being	made	to	conserve	
this	important	area	of	grassland	for	the	benefit	of	the	neighbourhood	and	the	nation	as	
a	whole.			

b)	 	Undeveloped,	open,	 space	 is	a	premium	asset	 in	a	 semi-rural	environment	 so	close	 to	Greater	
London	and	 is	under	constant	pressure	 to	be	put	 to	other	uses,	each	with	 their	own	merits	when	
considered	individually	but	adding	up	to	a	gradual	piecemeal	erosion	of	this	resource.		Open	space	
has	 a	 value	 in	 itself	 and	 this	 has	 to	 be	 recognised	 alongside	 other	 requirements	 and	 other	
alternatives.			

	
i) A	play	area	should	enhance	the	environment	 in	which	 it	 is	 located,	 interpreting	genius	

loci,	 i.e	 the	 “spirit	 of	 the	 place”,	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 particular	 circumstances	 of	 the	
proposed	 location.	 	 In	 a	 Conservation	Area,	 the	 guiding	 principles	 are	 “to	 protect	 and	
enhance”	it.		We	believe	that	a	play	area	on	the	Common	would	definitely	not	enhance	
the	environment,	but	detract	from	it.	

ii) The	quiet	enjoyment	of	the	Common	is	an	existing	use	–	games	are	allowed	to	be	played	
on	 it,	 but	 these	 do	 not	 involve	 the	 installation	 of	 a	 permanent	 infrastructure	 as	 is	
required	for	a	playground	–	this	is	a	clear	distinction.	

	
iii) We	 are	 fortunate	 in	 having	 a	 formal	 playground	 at	 the	 Swillett	 and	 although	 the	

perception	is	that	it	is	under-used,	the	Community	Plan	survey	records	that	it	is	used	by	
54%	of	25	–	44	year	olds	at	 least	once	a	month.	 	Presumably	unaccompanied	children	
use	it	as	well.			

	
iv) The	Community	Plan	survey	of	2014	shows	that	63%	of	those	in	the	age	group	25	to	44	

disagree	that	there	are	adequate	play	facilities	available	for	children	in	the	Chorleywood	
area.	 	 Whilst	 we	 support	 the	 development	 of	 play	 facilities	 in	 Chorleywood	 and	 we	
whole-heartedly	acknowledge	that	children	enjoy	playing	on	formal	equipment	and	that	
such	 play	 encourages	 their	 self-development,	 the	 installation	 of	 a	 playground	 (fixed	
play)	on	the	Common	would	irrevocably	change	the	natural	aspects	of	it	and	change	the	
character	of	Chorleywood	by	introducing	an	element	of	“suburbanisation”	to	it.			

	
v) It	has	been	said	by	the	advocates	of	the	siting	of	the	playground	on	the	Common,	that	

“there	 is	 no	 intention	 of	 damaging	 it”.	 	 This	 is	 a	 worthy	 aim,	 but	 it	 cannot	 be	
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accomplished	 if	 a	playground	were	 to	be	built	on	 it.	 	 The	mere	digging	of	 the	ground,	
covering	 it	 with	 safety	 surfacing	 and	 erecting	 equipment	 upon	 it,	 will	 inescapably	
damage	the	fabric	of	the	Common,	wherever	it	was	to	be	put,	and	the	Council	would	be	
failing	 in	 its	 obligation	 “to	 preserve	 the	 turf,	 shrubs,	 trees,	 plants	 and	 grass	 thereon”.	
The	visual	impact	of	such	equipment	would	introduce	an	entirely	unnatural	aspect	to	it	
at	either	Location	13	and	Location	15.			

	
The	 Common	 would	 thus	 be	 significantly	 damaged	 in	 two	 different	 ways.	 	 If	 the	
intention	is	not	to	damage	the	Common,	a	playground	cannot	be	installed	upon	it.			

	
It	 is	 highly	 relevant	 at	 this	 point	 to	 contrast	 an	 attitude	 to	 “damage”	 to	 the	 Common	 by	
advocates	of	the	suggestion	that	a	playground	be	built	on	it,	with	the	infinite	care	taken	by	
the	Council’s	Open	Spaces	Committee	in	September	2014	to	ensure	that	the	Common	was	
not	damaged	either	through	an	outdoor	fitness	class	dragging	equipment	across	it,	or	by	the	
granting	 of	 permission	 to	 “close	mow”	 a	 pathway	 from	Cedars	 Village	 to	 the	A404	 rather	
than	create	a	path	with	new	materials	and	by	the	granting	of	permission	for	a	cycling	event	
for	Cubs	in	connection	with	their	cycling	proficiency	badge,	as	it	would	be	a	“one-off”	event.			
	

vi) The	 installation	of	a	playground	at	either	 location	would	amount	to	a	single,	 intensive,	
use	of	that	part	of	the	Common,	with	no	broader	interaction	with	the	natural	features	of	
the	Common	itself.	
	

vii) The	Common	is	not	a	registered	Village	Green,	on	which	a	playground	might	be	suitable	
and	 is	not	a	 ‘conventional	 recreation	 site’,	 such	as	 the	King	George	V	Playing	Fields	 in	
Mill	End,	on	which	it	is	suitable	to	build	a	playground.	

	
viii) We	believe	 that	 the	Common	 lends	 itself	 to	 the	 encouragement	 of	 informal,	 creative,	

play,	 such	 as	 is	 espoused	 by	 “Project	 Wild	 Thing”,	 which	 re-connects	 children	 with	
nature	and	being	outdoors.	

c)		The	driving	force	behind	the	move	to	establish	a	formal	playground	on	the	Common	comes	from	
the	 Knight,	 Kavanah	 and	 Page	 “Open	 Space,	 Sport	 and	 Recreation	 report”	 (the	 KKP	 report),	
commissioned	in	2005,	to	TRDC	that	identified	Chorleywood	as	having	only	one	formal	play	area	and	
consequently	having	 less	 formal	play	area	per	head	of	population	 than	other	parts	of	 the	District,	
revealing	 that	we	were	 “deficient	 in	provision”	 in	 respect	of	 our	provision	 for	 children	and	 young	
people.		

This	 report	 also	 noted	 that	 “private	 garden	 access	 is	 generally	 high	 in	 the	 District	 as	 90%	 of	
respondents	 own	 a	 private	 garden.	 	 Respondents	 without	 a	 garden	 are	 least	 common	 in	
Chorleywood	(2%)”.		This	demonstrates	that	although	a	‘need’	may	have	been	identified,	the	effect	
must	clearly	be	of	 less	 significance	 in	Chorleywood,	but	 the	 report	does	not	make	 this	connection	
and	TRDC	leisure	policy	does	not	take	account	of	it.		One	can	also	see	from	observation	that	swings,	
trampolines	etc	are	not	uncommon	in	Chorleywood	gardens.	
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The	 KKP	 report	 asserted	 that	 (in	 2005)	 “the	 main	 issue	 on	 the	 Common	 is	 the	 lack	 of	
activities	for	children”.		This	was	referring	to	a	lack	of	fixed	play	facilities.		It	ignores	the	fact	
that	Chorleywood	Common	 is	 already	a	 recreational	 space	and	used	by	 children	 for	many	
activities.		Young	people	use	it	for	cricket,	riding,	pond-dipping,	bug	hunts	and	other	outdoor	
educational	activities,	other	informal	play	such	as	den	building,	climbing,	swinging,	kite	flying	
and	 both	 structured	 and	 informal	 play	 by	 the	 pupils	 of	 Christ	 Church	 school,	 where	 a	
tarmacadam	surface	has	been	 laid	on	 the	Common	 for	 the	playing	of	netball	games.	 	Play	
England	 in	published	material	 emphasises	 that	 imaginative	play	provision	 can	be	provided	
through	 natural	 play	 opportunities	 that	 do	 not	 require	 formal	 play	 equipment.	 	 The	
arrangement	of	the	fallen	tree	trunks	in	two	different	locations	on	the	Common	exemplifies	
this	approach	and	these	items	form	part	of	the	play	trail/nature	trail.			

e)		A	reason	being	put	forward	for	the	playground	being	on	the	Common	is	that	it	would	contribute	
to	 reducing	 the	 prevalence	 of	 obesity	within	 the	 junior	 school	 children	 of	 Chorleywood,	 some	 of	
whom	would	be	able	walk	to	 it.	 	 It	 is	a	sine	qua	non	that	any	encouragement	to	do	more	exercise	
should	contribute	towards	that	aim,	but	no	analysis	of	the	obesity	statistics	has	been	put	forward	to	
suggest	 that	 those	 children	 living	 within	 walking	 distance	 of	 the	 Swillett	 playground	 are	 any	 less	
obese	than	those	living	further	away.	 	All	four	of	Chorleywood’s	Primary	Schools	already	have	well	
equipped	fixed	play	 facilities	and	the	time	available	to	use	them	every	day.	 	The	Health	and	Social	
Care	 Information	Centre,	 in	 its	 2014	 statistics	 report	on	obesity	 in	 adults	 and	 children	 in	 England,	
refers	to	the	relationship	between	obesity	and	income,	lifestyle	habits	and	diet.	 	This	suggests	that	
there	 are	 other	 factors	 beyond	 the	 need	 for	 more	 exercise	 that	 are	 contributing	 to	 the	 obesity	
levels.			

An	open-ended	desire	 for	 ‘more	play	 facilities’	does	not	equate	 to	 there	being	a	 strong	argument	
that	 justifies	a	new	playground	having	to	be	built	on	the	Common.	 	 It	does	not	guarantee	that	the	
take-up	level	will	be	any	greater	than	at	present.	

Adult	obesity	is	a	national	health	concern	as	well	and	open	air	play	areas	can	be	seen	to	be	including	
more	 equipment	 to	 cater	 for	 adults	 as	 well,	 pressure	 for	 which	 may	 therefore	 well	 arise	 in	 the	
future.	

In	relation	to	obesity	and	the	under-utilisation	of	existing	facilities,	Ann	Shaw,	Leader	of	the	TRDC,	
writes	in	the	August	2015	edition	of	“My	Chorleywood	and	Loudwater	News”	that:	

“I	am	astonished,	and	delighted,	at	the	increase	in	people	out	running	and	the	number	of	cyclists	on	
our	roads.	 	So	 I	 felt	 rather	guilty	when	 I	 read	that	physical	activity	 levels	 in	Three	Rivers	are	 lower	
than	both	the	rest	of	Hertfordshire	and	the	national	average.	Nearly	a	third	of	the	adult	population	
are	in	the	inactive	category	–	less	than	30	minutes	a	week	–	and	classified	as	a	high	risk	health	group.	

Only	53%	of	the	local	adult	population	meet	the	recommended	levels	of	physical	activity	….In	total	
70%	 of	 children	 do	 not	 meet	 the	 recommended	 levels	 of	 60	 minutes	 per	 day….The	 Council	 has	
worked	hard	to	offer	all	local	residents	a	wide	choice	of	facilities	to	gain	the	benefits	of	being	more	
active.		Leisure	centres…Plenty	of	green	spaces	for	walking…skate	parks,	play	areas	and	parkour	[sic]	
for	the	young	and	free	swimming	for	OAPs	and	school	children	in	the	holidays.		The	free	outside	gym	
equipment	installed	at	sites	round	the	district	is	popular	but	could	be	used	much	more.	If	you	have	
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any	ideas	on	what	we	can	do	to	encourage	more	local	residents	to	gain	the	benefits	of	being	more	
active…please	get	in	touch”.				

Location	13	–	photo	
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Location	15	-	photos	
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C	 ETHICAL			

a)	 The	gift	 of	 the	Common	by	Mr	Batty	 in	his	 conveyance	of	 9th	May	1921	 to	 the	 (now)	CPC	
contained	 a	 clear	 expression	 of	 intent,	 accepted	 by	 both	 parties,	 that	 it	would	 remain	 an	
undeveloped	open	space.	

i)	 The	 Common	 was	 given	 to	 the	 then	 Chorleywood	 Urban	 District	 Council	 which	
agreed	 to	 accept	 the	 gift	 for	 the	 benefit	 of	 the	 inhabitants	 of	 the	 Parish	 of	
Chorleywood	and	covenanted	that	 it,	 its	successors	and	assigns	 (the	CPC)	“will	not	
do	any	act	or	thing…which	may	vary	or	alter	the	natural	features	or	aspect	of	the	
Common	or	interfere	with	free	access	to	every	part	thereof…”.	

These	are	critical	obligations	and	are	at	the	heart	of	the	benefits	that	the	Common	
brings	to	Chorleywood	and	that	give	it	its	special	character.		They	are	repeated	in	the	
Scheme	for	Regulation,	referred	to	in	section	D	below.	

ii)	 The	benefits	are	the	open,	undeveloped	nature	of	the	Common,	providing	a	natural,	
informal,	playground	–	the	disadvantages	–	to	some	–	are	that	this	gets	in	the	way	of	
building	an	artificial	playground	on	it.	

iii)	 The	Common	is	still	‘fit	for	purpose’	as	originally	intended	and	this	precludes	certain	
other	activities.		The	rules	governing	what	activities	can	and	what	cannot	be	carried	
out	on	the	Common	are	contained	in	the	1995	bye	laws.	

b)	 Councillors	 are	 effectively	 trustees	 in	 respect	 of	 Chorleywood’s	 endowment	 and	
consequently	 all	 Councillors	 are	 obliged	 to	 abide	 by	 the	 terms	 that	 they	 have	 inherited	
from	their	predecessors.	

D	 LEGAL	

The	 Common	 is	 a	 common	 and	 not	 “just	 an	 open	 space”.	 	 It	 is	 protected	 from	 development,	
encroachment	and	restriction	to	right	of	access	by	law.		We	know	that	it	has	existed	for	at	least	150	
years,	 as	 there	 was	 a	 conveyance	 of	 it	 in	 1868.	 This	 legal	 standing	 has	 been	 hard	 won	 over	 the	
centuries	and	requires	firm	and	resolute	action	by	those	charged	with	its	custodianship	to	maintain	
its	position.	

i) Our	 Common	 derives	 its	 current	 protection	 from	 its	 1954	 Scheme	 for	 Regulation	
approved	by	the	Secretary	of	State.		The	following	excerpts	are	pertinent:	
Clause	3	–	Protection	and	improvement	of	common	
“The	Council	shall…preserve	the	turf,	shrubs,	trees,	plants	and	grass	thereon…”	
“…the	Council	 shall	do	nothing	that	may	otherwise	vary	or	alter	 the	natural	 features	or	
aspects	of	the	common	or	interfere	with	free	access	to	any	part	thereof….”	
Clause	4	–	Against	encroachment	
“The	Council	shall	maintain	the	common	free	from	all	encroachments…”	
Clause	5	–	Public	Right	of	Access	and	Recreation	
“…the	 inhabitants	of	the	District	and	neighbourhood	shall	have	a	right	of	 free	access	to	
every	part	of	the	Common	and	a	privilege	of	playing	games	and	of	enjoying	other	species	
of	recreation	thereon….”	
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Clause	7	–	Games,	etc	
“The	 Council	 may	 set	 apart	 for	 games	 any	 portion…of	 the	 common…and	 may	 form	
grounds	 thereon	 for…games,	 and	 may	 allow	 such	 grounds	 to	 be	 temporarily	
enclosed…but	 such	 grounds	 shall	 not	 be	 so	 numerous	 or	 extensive…as	 to	 affect	
prejudicially	the	enjoyment	of	the	common	as	an	open	space…and	shall	not	be	so	near	to	
any	dwelling	house	or	road	as	to	create	a	nuisance	or	be	an	annoyance	to	the	inhabitants	
of	the	house	or	to	persons	using	the	road.”	
	

ii) The	 law,	through	the	Commons	Act	2006,	recognises	that	commons	require	protection.		
Section	38	of	that	Act	requires	the	Secretary	of	State’s	approval	for	restricted	works	to	be	
carried	out	on	commons.		Although	such	works	can	be	authorised	under	this	Section,	we	
would	expect	the	CPC	to	maintain	the	consistency	of	its	approach,	exemplified	by	many	
decisions	of	its	Open	Spaces	Committee,	for	example	over	the	issue	of	fencing	in	relation	
to	cattle	grazing	and	the	steps	taken	to	mitigate	it,	and	continue	not	to	apply	for	works	
that	would	require	this	authorisation,	unless	there	is	a	clear	and	unambiguous	reason	for	
granting	it,	such	as	the	replacement	of	the	pre-existing	cricket	pavilion.	
	

iii) Were	Chorleywood	to	have	no	play	area,	no	other	open	space	and	a	common	that	was	
the	only	place	where	a	playground	could	be	built,	there	might	be	more	of	a	case,	but	that	
is	not	the	position.		We	have	a	playground,	only	Sarratt	has	more	open	space	than	us	in	
the	District,	and	the	Common	is	not	the	only	open	space	in	Chorleywood	where	a	
playground	could	be	built.		It	does	not	follow	that	if	no	other	site	is	considered	suitable,	
the	Common	should	become	the	location	of	last	resort.			

	

2	THE	MATTERS	OF	PRACTICALITY	FOR	THE	FRIENDS’	POSITION	ARE	:	

	
There	are	entirely	practical	considerations	that	mitigate	against	both	locations,	concerning	the	issues	
of:	
	

A. Safety	
B. Access	
C. Parking	
D. Facilities	

	
Taking	these	considerations	in	turn	for	each	location:		
	
LOCATION	13	
A.	 SAFETY	

i)	 Fencing	 is	 not	 permitted	 on	 the	 Common	 (see	 the	 1954	 Scheme	 for	 Regulation).	 	 An	
unfenced	play	facility	in	close	proximity	to	a	dangerous	road	and	a	car	park	whose	users	
must	reverse/turn	to	exit	poses	an	obvious	and	unacceptable	risk	to	children.	
	
ii)	 Lack	 of	 fencing	 poses	 the	 risk	 of	 toxocariasis	 -	 blindness	 caused	 by	 toxocara	 canis	
(dog	roundworm)	from	dog	faeces	(long	term	residues	even	if	picked	up)	or	from	dogs	
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not	 under	 control.	 	 These	 risks	 are	 increased	by	 the	 fact	many	dogs	 ae	 driven	 to	 the	
Shepherds	 Bridge	 car	 park	 and	 are	 released	 there.	 	 They	 then	 immediately	 relieve	
themselves	and/or	behave	in	an	excited	way.		

	
iii)	 The	safety	of	both	children	and	adults	is	also	put	at	serious	risk	by	the	already	difficult	

point	 of	 entry	 across	 Shepherds	 Bridge.	 	 This	 would	 be	 exacerbated	 by	 the	 dangers	
posed	 by	 cars	manoeuvring	 in	 a	 small,	 overcrowded	 car	 park	 close	 to	 the	 play	 area,	
which	anyone	approaching	on	foot	across	the	bridge	has	to	negotiate.			

	
iv)	 The	proposed	improvements	to	increase	the	safety	of	the	structure	of	the	bridge	itself	

are	not	designed	to	improve	pedestrian	safety.		
Cllr	Trevett	reported	to	Full	Council	on	14	October	2014	that	“…	LUL	and	Highways	are	
satisfied	that	 installation	of	a	smaller	kerb	will	be	sufficient	to	protect	the	sides	of	the	
bridge	 from	 being	 hit	 by	 a	 lorry	 or	 other	 vehicle.	 	 However	 having	 monitored	 the	
number	of	pedestrians	using	the	bridge	LUL	did	not	think	there	were	sufficient	number	
on	 the	 bridge	 at	 any	 one	 time	 to	 be	 at	 risk,	 so	 they	 do	 not	 propose	 to	 make	 any	
separate	proviso	for	them.”	
We	understand	that	these	proposals	are	to	be	replaced	by	warning	signs.	

v)								the	risks	from	vandalised	equipment,	broken	bottles	etc	if	the	area	becomes	a	meeting	
place	after	hours.	
	

B	 ACCESS	
i) In	the	KKP	report,	it	was	stated	that	mobility	and	access	problems,	which	limit	access	to	

open	space	sites,	are	the	greatest	in	Chorleywood.				
	

ii) There	 is	 no	 pavement	 access	 to	 Location	 13	 from	 Chorleywood	 Bottom	 and	 the	
pavement	from	Station	Approach	ends	about	100	metres	away	at	the	brow	of	the	hill.	
Reports	have	been	received	from	a	person	who	has	been	hit	 twice	by	passing	cars	on	
this	 stretch	of	 Station	Approach.	 	 The	 safest	 access	would	be	an	approach	 to	 the	 site	
from	 the	Memorial	Hall	 car	park	either	up	 two	 flights	of	 steps	and	 through	Betjeman	
Gardens	or	up	Colleyland.	 	Both	of	 these	 routes	are	steep	and	require	 the	crossing	of	
Common	Road,	 in	 the	 latter	 case	close	 to	a	dangerous	bend.	 	 From	the	Memorial	 car	
park,	 access	 would	 be	 via	 the	 horse	 track.	 	 An	 alternative	 route	 from	 Chorleywood	
Bottom	 via	 the	 cattle	 creep	 is	 by	 no	 means	 convenient.	 	 Neither	 of	 these	 routes	 is	
suitable	for	those	having	to	push	a	buggy	or	use	a	wheelchair.	

	
iii) The	 limited	 access	 via	 Shepherds	 Bridge	 into	 the	 small	 and	 well-used	 car	 park	 there	

poses	 a	 real	 danger	 to	 both	 adults	 and	 children	 and	was	 one	 of	 the	 reasons	 for	 the	
rejection	of	Location	13	by	the	CPC	in	2013.	

	
iv) Being	 on	 the	 edges	 of	 the	 settlement	 of	 Chorleywood	West,	 neither	 Location	 13	 nor	

Location	15	is	near	to	its	centre.	
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C	 CAR	PARKING	
	
The	KKP	report	noted	that	“there	is	an	extremely	high	level	of	car	ownership	in	the	District”	and	that	
“furthermore,	the	percentage	of	households	owning	two	or	more	cars	(44.8%)	is	significantly	higher	
than	the	national	average	(29.4%).	 	The	report	also	 included	a	further	comment	that	“There	 is	not	
enough	car	parking	provision	yet	residents	do	not	want	to	see	any	of	the	Common	developed	into	a	
car	park.	
	
Whilst	 some	people	will	walk	 to	 the	 Common,	 it	 is	 realistic	 to	 expect	 that	many	would	 drive	 and	
therefore	car	parking	 is	essential.	Lack	of	adequate	car	parking	 is	an	 issue	at	both	Location	13	and	
15,	 it	has	been	cited	 in	regard	to	the	use	of	 the	Swillett	and	was	an	 issue	raised	by	the	Friends	of	
Grove	Wood.	
	

i) The	small	cark	park	at	Shepherds	Bridge	is	now	just	adequate	for	the	number	of	present	
users.		With	new	users	of	a	playground	at	Location	13	who	do	not	wish	to	walk,	the	car	
park	would	become	more	congested	and	add	to	the	hazards,	and	consequently	the	
safety,	of	more	children	who	will	be	in	it,	along	with	the	dog	walkers.			
	

ii) The	lack	of	adequate	parking	provision	at	Shepherds	Bridge	was	another	of	the	reasons	
for	Location	13	being	rejected	by	the	CPC	in	2013.	
	

iii) The	Memorial	Hall	 car	park	 is	now	 just	adequate	 for	 the	number	of	existing	users	and	
would	likewise	become	more	congested	with	additional	users.	

	
D	 FACILITIES	

i)	 The	facilities	nearest	to	Location	13	comprise	the	public	house	“The	Old	Shepherd”,	the	
public	 house	 “The	 Rose	 and	 Crown”	 and	 the	 station	 toilets.	 None	 of	 these	 can	 be	
considered	as	suitable	 for	users	of	a	playground	at	Location	13.	 	Facilities	at	 the	pubs	
are	for	users	of	the	pubs	and	the	route	to	the	station	toilets	is	tortuous	and	subject	to	
passing	through	the	ticket	barrier,	which	technically	requires	a	payment.	

	
LOCATION	15	
Many	of	the	practical	objections	that	apply	to	Location	13	also	apply	to	Location	15.	
	
A	 SAFETY	

i) Fencing	is	not	permitted	on	the	Common	and,	as	for	Location	13,	the	risk	to	children	of	
traffic	 from	 two	 roads	 that	 frame	an	unfenced	play	 facility	 is	 a	 self-evident	 reason	 for	
this	location	being	unsuitable	too.	
	

ii) Lack	of	 fencing	poses	the	risk	of	toxocariasis	 -	blindness	caused	by	toxocara	canis	 (dog	
roundworm)	 from	dog	 faeces	 (long	 term	 residues	even	 if	 picked	up)	or	 from	dogs	not	
under	control.				
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iii) For	those	users	who	would	not	walk	to	Location	15,	the	Shepherds	Bridge	car	park	
would	be	the	natural	first	point	of	call.		Thus	the	safety	of	both	children	and	adults	is	put	
at	serious	risk	as	they	would	have	to	negotiate	the	crossing	of	Shepherds	Bridge.		This	
would	be	exacerbated	by	the	dangers	posed	by	cars	manoeuvring	in	the	small,	
overcrowded	car	park.	The	danger	would	be	further	exacerbated	by	the	increased	usage	
that	would	be	expected	to	follow	from	building	a	playground	at	Location	15.	

	
iv) It	 is	worth	 repeating	 that,	 as	 for	 Location	13,	 the	proposed	 improvements	 to	 increase	

the	 safety	of	 the	 structure	of	 the	bridge	 itself	are	not	designed	 to	 improve	pedestrian	
safety	and	–	if	anything	-	narrowing	the	roadway	will	make	matters	worse.		
As	mentioned	above,	Cllr	Trevett	 reported	 to	Full	Council	on	14	October	2014	 that	“…	
LUL	 and	 Highways	 are	 satisfied	 that	 installation	 of	 a	 smaller	 kerb	will	 be	 sufficient	 to	
protect	 the	 sides	 of	 the	 bridge	 from	 being	 hit	 by	 a	 lorry	 or	 other	 vehicle.	 	 However	
having	monitored	 the	number	of	pedestrians	using	 the	bridge	 LUL	did	not	 think	 there	
were	 sufficient	 number	 on	 the	 bridge	 at	 any	 one	 time	 to	 be	 at	 risk	 ,	 so	 they	 do	 not	
propose	to	make	any	separate	proviso	for	them.”	
This	 would	 be	 made	 even	 more	 dangerous	 by	 the	 increased	 usage	 that	 would	 be	
expected	to	follow	from	building	a	playground	at	Location	15.	
	

v) the	risks	from	vandalised	equipment,	broken	bottles	etc	if	the	area	becomes	a	meeting	
place	after	hours.	

	

B	 ACCESS	
i)	 As	 relevant	 for	 Location	 13,	 the	 KKP	 report	 stated	 that	mobility	 and	 access	 problems,	

which	limit	access	to	open	space	sites,	is	the	greatest	in	Chorleywood.		
	
ii)	 Location	15	is	without	pavement	access	from	Chorleywood	Bottom,	making	it	dangerous	

for	any	pedestrian	and	even	more	so	for	those	pushing	a	buggy	or	a	wheelchair.	
	

iii) The	steep	slope	and	narrow	track	from	North	Road	to	the	path	above	it	and	then	again	to	
the	 car	 park	 service	 road	 makes	 this	 access	 route	 difficult	 for	 buggies	 and	 almost	
impossible	for	wheelchairs.	In	addition,	people	pushing	buggies	and	wheelchairs	have	to	
cope	with	uneven	ground	and	steep	sided	verges	on	the	Common.	
	

v) Being	 on	 the	 edges	 of	 the	 settlement	 of	 Chorleywood	West,	 neither	 Location	 13	 nor	
Location	15	is	near	to	its	centre.	

	
C	 CAR	PARKING	
	

i)	 Car	 parking	provision	 is	 in	 reality	 no	better	 than	 at	 Location	 13.	 	 The	 same	 constraints	
would	apply	at	Shepherds	Bridge,	with	the	then	correspondingly	dangerous	access	back	
across	the	Bridge.		The	station	car	park	is	full	during	the	week	and	requires	payment	at	all	
times.	 	 The	 Ferry	 car	park	 cannot	 seriously	be	 considered	as	being	 convenient	 and	 if	 it	
were	to	be	used,	the	access	constraints	from	it	via	Chorleywood	Bottom	and	Lower	Road	
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would	 remain.	 	 The	 car	 park	outside	 the	Old	 Shepherd	 is	 only	 for	 the	use	of	 the	pub’s	
patrons	and	the	residents	of	the	cottages	alongside	it.	

	
D	 FACILITIES	

i)	 The	facilities	near	to	Location	15	comprise	the	public	house	“The	Old	Shepherd”	and	the	
station	toilets.	Neither	of	these	can	be	considered	as	suitable	for	users	of	a	playground	at	
Location	15.	 	 Facilities	at	 the	pub	are	 for	users	of	 the	pub	and	 the	 route	 to	 the	station	
toilets	 is	 lengthy	 and	 subject	 to	 passing	 through	 the	 ticket	 barrier,	 which	 technically	
requires	a	payment.	

	

3	 THE	TRDC	SURVEY	IN	2012	

The	 sole	 justification	 that	 has	 been	 put	 forward	 by	 those	 who	 advocate	 building	 a	
playground	 on	 the	 Common	 is	 based	 on	 a	 single	 TRDC	 survey	 in	 2012	 which	 asked	 the	
question	”Where	do	you	feel	the	play	space	would	be	best	located”	and	gave	as	alternatives	
“Chorleywood	 House	 Estate,	 the	 Common	 and	 Other”.	 	 Whilst	 this	 is	 a	 straightforward,	
unqualified,	 question,	 it	 raises	 the	 expectation	 that	 each	 choice	 has	 equal	 standing	 in	
relation	to	the	answers.			

TRDC	 quoted	 a	 response	 rate	 of	 25%	 to	 the	 survey,	 being	 1103	 responses	 from	 4400	
households,	 but	 as	 many	 responses	 were	 from	 children	 under	 10	 years	 old	 and	 some	
responses	quoted	 identical	comments,	more	than	one	response	from	each	household	may	
be	inferred.	Consequently	the	response	rate	 in	relation	to	the	number	of	households	 is	far	
less	than	25%.	
	
This	aspect	of	the	survey	was	also	commented	upon	in	the	CPC	meeting	of	1st	October	2013	
and	recorded	in	the	minutes	as	follows:	

“Members	had	been	influenced	by	the	statistical	data	reported	in	the	TRDC	survey.	The	
TRDC	report	stated	that	over	1000	people	had	voted	in	favour.	However	concern	had	been	
raised	by	some	parishioners	as	to	the	credibility	of	the	statistical	evidence	in	the	Three	
Rivers	reports	which	had	lead	[sic]	to	an	independent	audit	of	the	figures,	revealing	that	398	
adults	had	voted	for	the	play	area	on	Chorleywood	Common	(not	specifically	Shepherds	
Bridge)	this	was	out	of	an	electorate	of	9125.”	
	
In	 our	 view	 these	 criticisms	 undermine	 the	 validity	 of	 placing	 such	 weight	 on	 this	 single	
factor	in	the	debate	over	the	siting	of	a	prospective	new	play	area	on	the	Common	and	that	
disregard	the	constraints	that	have	subsequently	emerged.	

61%	of	respondents	voted	for	the	Common	and	39%	voted	for	other	places.	However,	none	
of	 the	 constraints	 later	 identified	by	 the	CPC	were	mentioned	as	 factors	 to	be	 considered	
when	determining	“best”	and	no	specific	location	was	given.		If	they	had	been	disclosed,	the	
results	would	almost	 certainly	have	been	different.	 	 The	practical	 considerations	are	dealt	
with	elsewhere	in	this	report.			
	
This	aspect	of	the	survey	was	commented	upon	at	the	CPC	meeting	held	on	1st	October	2013	
and	recorded	in	the	minutes	of	that	meeting	as	follows:	
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“Criticism	was	also	made	of	the	questionnaire	as	not	sufficient	 information	had	been	given	
out	regarding	the	restrictions	on	the	Common	specifically	the	lack	of	fencing	around	the	play	
area.”	

4	 FENCING		

Whilst	we	endorse	the	concept	of	unfenced	play	areas	in	suitable	locations,	the	impact	of	an	
unfenced	 play	 area	 on	 the	 Common	 at	 either	 location	 has	 been	 referred	 to	 above.	 	 It	 is	
highly	relevant	to	point	out	here	that	nowhere	in	the	whole	Tree	Rivers	District	 is	there	an	
unfenced	 play	 area	 comparable	 to	 that	 proposed	 for	 either	 Location	 13	 or	 15.	 The	 two	
unfenced	 play	 areas	 within	 the	 District	 referred	 to	 by	 TRDC	 in	 their	 reports	 are	 both	
subsidiary	to	large,	comprehensive,	fenced	play	areas	close	by	and	in	each	case	the	unfenced	
equipment	is	far	away	from	any	roads.	Parents	at	these	locations	can	choose	to	use	a	fenced	
play	 area	 (and	 thereby	 feel	 able	 to	 relax	 and	 chat	 as	 opposed	 to	 having	 to	 be	 constantly	
vigilant	 to	 ensure	 young	 children	 do	 not	 disappear	 from	 sight	 in	 dangerous	 proximity	 to	
traffic).	Such	a	choice	would	not	be	available	to	Chorleywood	parents	-	or	might	 inevitably	
lead	to	pressure	for	it	to	be	installed,	despite	the	fact	that	our	Scheme	for	Regulation	does	
not	allow	it	-	thereby	proposing	further	degradation	of	the	Common.	

	

5	 OTHER	MATTERS		

i)	 It	has	been	suggested	that	the	decision	taken	by	the	CPC	in	2013	to	reject	a	play	area	at	
Location	13	was	not	‘evidence-based’.		Much	one	would	regard	as	being	self-evident,	as	
has	 been	 referred	 to	 in	 this	 report,	 but	 clear	 indications	 can	 be	 drawn	 from	 the	
comments	that	were	made	by	respondents	to	TRDC’s	consultation	in	that	year	about	the	
design	 options	 of	 equipment	 that	 were	 favoured	 for	 a	 play	 area.	 	 Having	 raised	
awareness	of	the	 issue,	respondents	took	the	opportunity	to	voice	their	opinions	about	
matters	of	principle	and	practicalities.	 	Over	70	of	 the	 recorded	 comments	 from	adults	
were	either	against	the	proposal	or	expressed	serious	objections	to	it	eg	

“None	 of	 the	 4	 options.	 If	 there	must	 be	 a	 play	 area	 then	 various	 play	 trees,	 like	 the	
curved	 one	 opposite	 the	 railway	 line	 should	 be	 spread	 around	 the	 Common	 so	 that	
different	 parking	 areas	 can	 be	 used.	 The	 proposed	 site	 for	 parking	 will	 quickly	 fill	 up	
leaving	 walkers	 and	 dog	 walkers	 disadvantaged.	 We	 are	 both	 totally	 against	 any	
manufactured	play	area	but	there	is	no	option	for	this	in	your	current	survey”.	

No	further	evidence	has	been	put	forward	since	2013	to	suggest	that	the	Parish	Council	
were	 wrong	 in	 making	 their	 decision	 in	 2013.	 	 We	 conclude	 that	 the	 Parish	 Council’s	
decision	 in	 2013	 and	 its	 suggestion	 of	 another	 site	 not	 necessarily	 on	 the	 Common	
remains	as	valid	now	as	it	was	then.		

ii)	 Alternative	 sites	 have	 been	 considered	 by	 the	 PACAC	 but	 the	 merits	 and	 demerits	 of	
them	are	not	discussed	in	this	report.	

iii)	 It	 is	 a	 moot	 point	 as	 to	 whether	 Chorleywood	 really	 needs	 another	 play	 area,	 when,	
besides	the	Swillett	and	other	facilities	a	short	drive	away	in	Rickmansworth	and	Mill	End,	
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children	 can	 already	 enjoy	 natural	 play	 on	 the	 Common	 and	 in	 Chorleywood	 House	
Estate.		However,	the	Friends	are	not	opposed	to	there	being	increased	provision.	

iv)	 The	 Community	 Plan	 results	 give	 the	 most	 recent	 evidence	 of	 what	 Chorleywood	
residents	feel	about	play	facilities.	As	mentioned	previously,	the	Swillett	play	area	is	used	
by	54%	of	25-44	year	olds	at	least	once	a	month,	but	63%	of	this	age	group	disagree	that	
there	 are	 adequate	 play	 facilities	 available	 for	 children	 “in	 the	 Chorleywood	 area”.	
However	57	%	of	over	65’s	(therefore	including	grandparents)	consider	that	play	facilities	
are	adequate.	

	
v)	 The	 timescale	 and	 uncertainty	 of	 the	 outcome	 of	 a	 Section	 38	 application,	 with	 an	

inevitable	public	enquiry,	means	that	any	Parish	Councillor	who	is	keen	to	deliver	a	play	
area	for	Chorleywood	children	as	soon	as	possible	should	 look	at/promote	a	site	that	 is	
not	on	the	Common.	

	
vi)	 Should	the	CPC	vote	 in	favour	of	a	site	on	the	Common,	a	further	delay	with	significant	

additional	costs	would	be	inescapable.		Those	considering	such	a	move	should	be	mindful	
of	those	consequences.	

	
vii)	 We	believe	that	if	the	CPC	votes	in	favour	of	another	site,	it	should	be	clearly	stated	that	

for	 the	 reasons	 given,	 the	 Common	 should	 not	 be	 considered	 as	 a	 suitable	 site	 in	 the	
future.	 	On	the	basis	used	for	assessing	the	formal	play	area	provision	 in	2005,	another	
two	playgrounds	the	size	of	the	Swillett	would	be	required	in	Chorleywood	(to	cover	the	
populations	of	both	East	and	West)	to	bring	that	provision	up	to	the	2005	Rickmansworth	
and	Abbots	Langley	 level,	noting	 that	at	present	 there	 is	no	provision	at	all	 that	 covers	
the	settlement	of	Chorleywood	East.		In	his	submission	on	1st	October	2013,	Cllr	Trevett	
stated	“we	can	be	sure	that	when	Three	Rivers	reviews	its	leisure	facilities	again	in	a	few	
years,	 Chorleywood	will	 again	 be	 flagged	 up	 as	 the	worst	 provided	 for	 in	 the	District.”		
That	may	still	be	the	case,	but	it	does	not	follow	that	a	site	on	the	Common	should	be	the	
remedy.	

viii)	 If	no	suitable	alternative	site	can	be	 found	 in	Chorleywood,	we	should	encourage	more	
people	to	use	the	facilities	we	already	have	and	encourage	TRDC	to	upgrade	them.	

ix)	 We	support	the	Parish	Council’s	creation	of	a	Nature	Trail.	 	 It	 is	 the	view	of	the	Friends	
that	a	Play	Trail/Nature	Trail	on	 the	Common	would	be	suitable	as	a	 form	of	enhanced	
natural	play	and	which	does	not	require	the	introduction	of	a	permanent	infrastructure	of	
equipment.	 	 Such	a	 facility	would	be	 complementary	 to	a	new	playground	 that	 is	 sited	
elsewhere	 in	Chorleywood	and	 should	be	 suitable	encouragement	 for	additional	use	of	
the	Common	by	children	and	adults	alike.	

x)	 We	describe	our	Common	as	being	“an	uncommon	Common”	on	account	of	its	special	
features	and	this	description	sums	up	why	it	should	be	protected	from	the	building	of	a	
playground	upon	it.	

End	of	report		


