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Review of Guildford Borough Council document 
‘CHANTRY WOOD CAMPSITE CONSULTATION 
REVIEW’ 
 
This document sets out the #SaveChantry assessment of the document, ‘CHANTRY WOOD 
CAMPSITE CONSULTATION REVIEW’, published by Guildford Borough Council (GBC) in 
advance of the council meeting to consider this issue on the 7th March 2019. The document 
and other papers can be read here: 
http://www2.guildford.gov.uk/councilmeetings/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=132&MId=966&Ve
r=4 
  
The review was undertaken by local resident Catherine Fowler, a former business case 
specialist & consultant, who is involved in the #SaveChantry campaign. 
 
The review looks at each contentious claim made by the council in the paper, or issue raised 
about the council’s claims, analyses it, and offers a verdict over whether the claim is either 
incorrect, misleading, incomplete, or unclear, or something else. 
 
There are a great number of problems with this document, and we have attempted to make it 
as simple as possible to read for lay-people or those not familiar with such documents. 
 
Our aim with this document is to bring a sense of transparency to the whole issue. It is our 
contention - as evidenced very clearly in this review - that the Council have not been 
transparent, and indeed have actively avoided being transparent. We invite you to make 
your own judgement, and draw your own conclusions. 
 
We are still - as many others are - unclear as to why the leader of GBC, Councillor 
Paul Spooner and Managing Director, James Whiteman, have permitted much of this 
to happen, but it is clear that it is their responsibility to make good the mess and 
distrust around this issue that has been permitted to fester under their watch.  
 
James Whiteman is responsible for operations, and the things his staff do; Cllr 
Spooner, for the democratic oversight an elected council is supposed to bring.  
 
As a result, an individual involved in the campaign to #SaveChantry has submitted a 
formal letter of complaint to both Cllr Spooner and James Whiteman concerning the 
failure to consult properly (dealt with below), demanding that the consultation 
process be rerun transparently and with the active involvement of stakeholders. If 
necessary, this will be escalated to the Local Government Ombudsman. 
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Claim/Issue: ‘The local consultation has now taken place’  
#SaveChantry Verdict: Misleading.  
After a number of conversations with stakeholders – including residents groups, regular 
campers, families with a booking for 2019, schools, nurseries, Scouting groups, and even 
local forest schools – we have not been able to find anybody who was formally approached, 
or informally invited to submit their views or feedback on the proposals agreed by the council 
executive on the 8th January 2019.  

The relevant data that would normally accompany a consultation, in order that consultees 
may scrutinise the proposals, has not been made available (e.g. visitor numbers, cost 
analysis, etc.). 

 
Claim/Issue: …and the report sets out the issues that were raised together with wider 
correspondence that has been received by the Council. 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Incorrect.  

- Most of the issues raised by local residents are either not mentioned in this report, or 
are misunderstood. For instance, I struggle to find in this report most of the issues I 
raised in my email of 25th Feb (attached).  

- Many of the issues that are listed in this report are “straw men” (e.g. “Issue: Chantry 
Wood is being privatised and there will be no public access.”  - I have been unable to 
locate anyone who thought that the entire woodland was being privatised or fenced 
off).  

This report does not publish the “wider correspondence that has been received”, whatever 
that means. 
  
 
Claim/Issue: ‘… Officers remain of the view that option (d) referred to in the report to that 
meeting should be implemented, with the addition, that we seek a forest school operator who 
will to make the campsite available for community group or family weekend use.’ 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Misleading and incomplete. 

- This wording makes it appear as if the Council is responding to residents’ concerns, 
but in fact leaves the door open to not succeeding in finding an operator willing to 
make the campsite available at the weekends, then reverting to the original plan 
(Option D). 

- “community groups at the weekend” suggests that access is being facilitated, but in 
fact many community groups including schools and nurseries don’t operate at the 
weekend. 

- Is the “weekend” all weekend, or Saturday only? 
- If the forest school is now obliged to, at the same time as running its business, 

simultaneously run a campsite which attracts hundreds - possibly thousands - of 
visitors, this is a significant change to the proposals and it is misleading  

- If the new plan is for the forest school to be taking bookings and money from the 
general public, potentially thousands of visitors, it is misleading to present it as still 
Option D with a small “addition”. The original income projections shown at the 8th Jan 
meeting will no longer apply. The income will be affected by what fees they will be 
able to charge, what margin will be permitted, how many campers they would be 
obliged to allow, how much of that money would flow back to the Council, under what 
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model, etc.  In this scenario does the Council also have to bear a new additional cost 
of oversight of the forest school in its behaviour towards campers, contract 
enforcement, price setting, etc.? 

- If on the other hand the new plan is for the Council to continue taking bookings and 
money from the general public for weekends and holidays, while the forest school 
limits itself to running the forest school during the week, this will materially impact on 
the projected cost savings.  Part of the Council’s incentive under Option D was to 
save on administration and ranger costs. 

- Either way it is misleading to suggest that the financial business case agreed on 
January 8th still applies without any material change. 

- We note that the Council is being inconsistent here. On Jan 8th it also considered 
Option E, which was still a forest school lease, but under different terms, including 
some camping by Scouts; and this option was shown with its own, different, business 
case and financials. 

- As the new proposal was only made public (by publication online – consultees were 
not proactively informed) on the 5th of March, for an Executive meeting on the 7th of 
March, it is hard to avoid the conclusion that scrutiny is not welcome. 
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Claim/Issue: Of the matters raised, nothing materially changes the issue of the future 
viability of the campsite 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Incorrect.  

- Residents have come forward with suggestions that would materially change both the 
income generated and the costs suffered under the current campsite model of 
operation.   The Council has not shown any interest.  

- Residents have also raised serious concerns regarding the quality of the original 
financial analysis in the 8th of Jan report.  Despite requests, the data has not been 
provided for public scrutiny.  We believe that the 8th of Jan numbers do not present 
an accurate picture of the financial viability of the campsite. 

 
Claim/Issue:…we seek an operator who will provide some camping opportunities. 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Vague/open to future interpretation. 
 
 
Page 3:  
 
Point 4.1  
Claim/Issue: Everyone who accepted a provisional booking for 2019 was made aware of 
the 
likelihood of the need for refurbishment works to be carried out in 2019. 
#SaveChantry verdict: Irrelevant.  
The notice about refurbishment came via email on Jan 21st, after the campsite was shut.  
 
 
Point 4.2  
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Claim/Issue: After the Executive’s decision, we issued a press release and updated the 
Chantry Wood Campsite webpage notifying the public of the decision and that a local 
consultation would take place. 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Misleading.  
The Executive’s decision was on the 8th Jan. The press release on the 10th Jan did say there 
was going to be a consultation, but forgot to include any dates for the consultation, or any 
contact details for responses.  The campsite webpage remained the same for two months 
after the Executive’s decision until being updated some time between the 3rd and the 5th of 
March (see attached and dated screenshots) – which is after the end of the purported 
consultation (22nd Feb) - see below for screenshot of the webpage: 
 

 
 
 
Pic above shows the site on the 3rd March 

 
Pic above shows the site on the 5th  March 
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Point 4.3  
Claim/Issue: Local residents and interest groups were contacted. These included the 
Tytings 
Society, Holy Trinity Amenity Group and customers who had made provisional 
bookings. 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Incorrect 

1. We have it in writing from the Chair of HTAG that they were not contacted about 
changes to the campsite. 

2. Tyting Society were alerted to the issue after reading about the closure in the local 
media (Guildford Dragon article early Jan) and they subsequently got in touch with 
the Council.  The Council then apparently leafleted a small area (a few houses?) in 
the Tytings area is adjacent to the campsite, and, after being further chased by the 
Society, had one meeting with them at the campsite.  

3. Customers who had made bookings were emailed on 21st Jan to tell them the 
campsite was closed.  It did not mention consultation nor any invitation to comment. 
It didn’t even describe the decision as provisional.  

4. I have been unable to identify any other site users or residents who did not find out 
by either the local press or word of mouth. 

5. No other groups, as far as I have been able to ascertain, were contacted.  I myself 
was the first person to inform several local schools, nurseries, and Scouting groups.  

 
Point 4.4  
Claim/Issue: An onsite meeting was held with representatives of the local residents 5 
February 2019 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Misleading.  
The meeting was with representatives of only one group of residents, the Tyting Society.  To 
put this in context, the Society represents approximately 90 homes, and the campsite 
attracts thousands of visitors from across Guildford.  The meeting did not even involve 
HTAG, the main residents association for the ward. 
 
 
Point 4.5  
Claim/Issue: Following this meeting, notice of further public consultation was posted on the 
Chantry Wood Campsite webpage. The consultation was held between 8 and 22 February 
2019. 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Incorrect.  
As explained above, this webpage was not updated until sometime between the 3rd and 5th of 
March.  
 
 
Point 4.6 
Claim/Issue: The Council wishes to ensure that the full potential of the site is realised at 
reasonable cost to the taxpayer 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Misleading.  No financials or business case is presented for the 
new proposal, so both the potential and the cost to the taxpayer are unknown.  
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Claim/Issue: … Bookings by campers have been steadily reducing 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Direct contradiction. 
Exec report 8th Jan, section 3.4.1 - 
“Since [2013-14] prices have increased with inflation, as has usage.” 
Data are not provided for us to scrutinise. 
 
 
Claim/Issue:…and the interest of scout and forest school groups has diminished… 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Direct contradiction. 
Exec report 8th Jan, section 3.3.2 -  
“Daytime bookings for use as a forest school and children’s birthday party venue, without 
overnight stays, are increasing.“ 
Data are not provided for us to scrutinise. 
 
Claim/Issue: …because of the quality of its facilities. 
Unfounded claim.  
No research into the perceptions or requirements of scout groups has been done as far as 
we can tell from the published documents.  No scout groups were consulted during options 
design or options appraisal or decision stage. 
 
 
Page 4:  
 
Point 5.1  
Claim/Issue: The Council received 12 responses. In addition, a further 5 responses were 
received as a result of the blog published by a member of the public and some 
other correspondence has followed.  
#SaveChantry Verdict: Misleading.  
Responses appear to be counted separately if received after someone publishes a blog and 
some aren’t counted at all (“some other correspondence”).  
 
Point 5.1.1  
Claim/Issue: We are proposing to lease the facilities (storage barn and fire pits) 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Incomplete.  The old proposal included the toilet block – is this a 
typo or a real change? I notice it appears several times in the report. 
 
Claim/Issue: …Forest school operators already use the venue so in effect no change will 
occur other than for a forest school using the buildings and firepits. 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Misleading 
The wording attempts to present the lease as nothing much changing. In reality, the current 
forest schools, as I understand it, operate in the Woods, not the campsite.  Under the lease 
thousands of campers will lose out so that these existing Woods users may additionally have 
sole use of a barn and some firepits. 
 
Point 5.1.7  
Claim/Issue: The Council said it is too difficult to consult.  
Council say that ‘Widespread consultation was listed as an option in the original report.  In 
the event, consultation relative to the issue at hand, the low and declining use and the costs 
involved has been undertaken. 
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#SaveChantry Verdict: Garbled English.  Doesn’t even make sense.  
 
Page 6:  
 
Point 5.1.8  
Claim/Issue: Council say ‘…we cannot accommodate groups while repair works take place.’ 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Misleading. The campsite was shut in January.  It is early March 
now and the Parks team have told me that no refurbishment works have begun yet, nor is 
there a date for when they start, nor is there a date for when they are supposed to end.  It is 
necessary to ask how many months these “minor” repairs can really take. 
 
Claim/Issue: Council say ‘… we need to engage with forest school providers to plan a 
transition of the operation.’ 
#SaveChantry Verdict: Irrelevant. The lease hasn’t even been offered on the open market 
yet and there is no explanation given why this would not be possible with camping continuing 
as usual. 
 
Point 5.1.9  
Claim/Issue:  
In response to the question ‘Why can’t the Council promote the site further to increase 
business and income?’, Council say: ‘This has been considered in the original report.’ 
#SaveChantry Verdict:: Misleading. It suggests that the Council has considered options to 
increase the revenue from existing site users, with the same or less capital investment.  The 
Council has not done this.  It has shown no interest in many ideas put forward by residents 
repeatedly suggesting that fees could change, ranger involvement be less, etc. 
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