
Chorleywood Parish Council: Open Meeting  

Notes by MH on behalf of GH  
(in attendance as a member of the public and Chairman of FOCC) 

of the discussions that took place at the meeting on 23 February 2016 
 

Agenda is at: http://www.chorleywood-pc.gov.uk/pdf/agendas/CWPC-Play-Space-for-
Chorleywood-Agenda-2016-02-23.pdf 

Supporting papers – it is intended that the PowerPoint slides used by Cllr Barbara Green, 
Chairman of the Play Area Advisory Committee, in her presentation will be disclosed on the 
Parish website under the Home Page item Play Space for Chorleywood. 

The meeting was chaired by Mr David Moore and several Parish Councillors were present in 
the audience to listen to the debate. 

Cllr Green opened her presentation of the findings of the Play Area Advisory Committee by 
saying that TRDC had identified Chorleywood as having the poorest provision of play 
facilities in the District and had set aside £100k to address this issue. She drew attention to 
the rates of obesity amongst children in Chorleywood in 2012/13 and that an additional play 
facility would help to alleviate this condition.  She noted that the numbers of 0-18year olds 
and the number of older people in the community had increased. 

She went on to describe the sites visited, the criteria listed for considering their suitability, 
that expert reports had been commissioned from TRDC, the Police and Countryside 
Management Services and that “interested parties” had submitted reports.  Scores were 
attributed to each of the listed criteria for each of the four short-listed sites – Grovewood, 
Sites 13 and 15 on the Common and Chorleywood House Estate and these were then 
weighted.  She drew attention to the fact that of the criteria listed for consideration, the 
“Special Features” of each site were not included in the rankings, on the grounds that to have 
done so “didn’t really make sense” and neither were the “Planning & Legal” issues, on the 
grounds that the Committee “was not qualified to do so”, but the Council’s Officers will 
include Legal issues in their report to Full Council.  She also mentioned that “Social Return 
on Investment” was not discussed.  The Committee had expressed a wide range of views on 
the rankings and weightings.  From the criteria used in the scoring, the scores were close - 
Chorleywood House Estate emerged as the most favourable site, the two Common sites were 
second equal and Grovewood was the least favourable and removed from the short-list.  This 
led to her commenting that “there was no ideal site in Chorleywood”.  She concluded her 
address by saying that “we can only give TRDC a recommendation”. 

The floor was then open for the public to speak. 

Many contributions to the ensuing debate were concerned with whether or not the play area 
should, or should not, be built on the Common, together with the question as to whether or 
not there was a need for a new play area.  Cllr Green re-iterated that a need had been 
established.  In many cases the view was expressed that either CWHE or the Common would 
be acceptable sites and there was a need to ensure that the funding would not be lost through 
delay.  A recording of the Dawn Chorus was played to the meeting, to highlight the risk of 
losing this due to development. 



Those advocating a new play area cited a lack of exercise amongst today’s younger people 
and the benefit to their social development as being advantages to be gained from a play area.   

For those who were in favour of the Common, it was within walking distance of “the 
village”, although the point was made that access was hazardous approaching Site 13 from 
across Shepherds Bridge.  Access through Betjeman Gardens or up Colleyland and along the 
horse track was advocated as an alternative.   

Points were made about the advantages of CWHE, in particular about access for the disabled, 
as a tarmac pathway was not envisaged on the Common and also that there was no 
impediment to fencing on the Estate, though it was pointed out that at times during the 
[football season’s] weekends there was a lot of car parking by users of the Football Club.   

Our Chairman GH made the following points: 

First. It has been said many times that Chorleywood already has a play area – it is called the 
Common.  It is a wonderful place for people (as well as being an important conservation site).  
The public have rights of access for air and exercise (under the Law of Property Act 1925) 
over all of it, and it is well used for kick-about, kite-flying, dog-walking and all sorts of 
informal recreation.  Keeping it as an entirely open space for informal activities sends the 
right message: use, enjoy and appreciate the whole of the Common.  It is the nearest thing we 
have to unspoiled open countryside, which makes it a valuable resource and one of the things 
which make Chorleywood such a congenial place to live.  Any change which alters the 
character of the Common, or of part of it, and in particular anything which might lead to 
pressure for further changes, should be resisted.  For what I suggest are obvious reasons, that 
would include play equipment concentrated in a single small area. 

Second. We welcome the Advisory Committee’s recommendation that Chorleywood House 
Estate is the most suitable site. 

• The Estate is parkland, and already has the public tennis courts, so formal play 
equipment would not be out of place. 

• There would be no need for an application under the Commons Act, or for the public 
enquiry, and delay, which would be likely to follow: That gives time and cost savings 
(additional benefits which are not in the Advisory Committee’s calculations), and the 
equipment would not be subject to the restrictions in design and colour which would be likely 
to apply to a site on the Common. 

• Access by car is straightforward and parking space is available. 

• Access on foot is by made-up and level pavements, and the distance from the 
residential parts of West Chorleywood is not significantly greater than that of the site near 
Christ Church which was among the sites on the Common recommended in 2012 (before 
Natural England said it was too close to the pond). To cross the A404, there is already a 
pedestrian phase on the traffic lights at Dog Kennel Lane, and there will also shortly be a 
pedestrian crossing at the junction with Common Road. 

• A site on the Estate obviously avoids any adverse effect on the unique, complex and 
important pattern of grasslands and other habitats on the Common. 

Third. The Community Plan questionnaire was probably the most comprehensive survey, and 



a large majority of respondents said it is important to protect the Common; opinion on the 
adequacy of children’s play facilities was fairly evenly divided; and a very low percentage 
actually asked for new play facilities.   

A question was raised about maintenance costs and Cllr Green assured the meeting that 
TRDC had agreed that it would be their responsibility.  However, she admitted having no 
idea of what a public enquiry might cost, having had not much interest in it as such costs 
would be covered by TRDC. 

In relation to the previous Police report, although the conditions at Site 13 had not changed, 
the Police report this time compared all four sites. 

The Secretary of the Chorleywood Golf Club mentioned access and car parking in his 
comments and gave his views about the possibility of siting the play area on the Common,. 
which Cllr Green, in referring to the 0.3% and 20% of the Common for a play area and the 
Golf Club, described as “churlish and out of order”.  

The PCSO expressed the view that a play area on the Common “would give the kids 
somewhere to go and talk” and a 16 year-old felt that whilst young people spent a lot of time 
on phones and computers, a playground would be an incentive to go out, mentioning the 
obesity crisis.   

A question was raised about the impact on air quality in Chorleywood of cutting down trees 
and the representative from CMS said that their report was an ecological appraisal and did 
not take into account the loss of trees.  Cllr Watkins intervened and said that as TRDC had 
targeted 1160 sq m for a play area and there was only 800 sq m of grass at Site 13, that 300 
sq m of trees would be lost.  He mentioned that there were now two play areas in 
Chorleywood, with the advent of a new one at Swannells Way.   

Cllr Jane White then spoke from the floor and asked to hear of preferences and reasons for 
either CWHE or the Common. . 

Cllr Green pointed out that a Pelican crossing was to be installed shortly at the crossing of the 
A404 with Common Road, with one contributor being “thrilled” at that prospect.   

Most of those who then spoke were in favour of the Common, citing a variety of reasons, 
from “somewhere to go and where 11-14 year olds could be allowed to go”, “Chorleywood 
parents are seen at Scotsbridge and the Aquadrome”, ”a place for parents to meet”, “a 
designated place away from being warned off ‘flags’ by Golf Club members”.  One 
contributor ventured to say that the Common had plenty of play opportunities to offer and 
that there appeared to be two groups of parents with differing views, though neither was 
saying ‘no’ to a play area, “why spoil the Common?”.   

No mention was made of any of the specific environmental or planning and legal constraints 
that apply to the Common.   

Other contributions referred to the potential demand for extra facilities once a play area was 
installed, though this was met with a denial, the value of unstructured play, that children’s 
development benefits from a play area, both physically and socially, that to a new resident the 
Common was one of the most attractive features of CW, equating ‘value for money’ as a ratio 
between those benefitting from a play area with the numbers of golfers and cricketers who 
already enjoy the Common, the Social Return on an Investment from a play area,  the Swillett 



was for younger children, that schools’ PTAs raise money to support play.    

The final contributor expressed a preference for CWHE, on the grounds that if Site 13 was 
chosen, it would take a further two years to bring to fruition and that there was a risk that the 
funding would be lost. 


