
Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan Examiners Report  

Additional Ward Member and Cabinet Member Consultation  

Officers recommended response to Examiners report incorporating results of member 

consultation. 

Following the consideration of the Examiner’s Report by officers a report was written as attached 

(Appendix A). This report incorporated the initial views of local ward members and Chalfont St Peter 

Parish Council. 

The report made six recommendations for consideration by the Head of Sustainable Development 

under his delegated authority, which in essence agreed with the Examiners recommendations 

except on one point and recommended that in this one case the Council should be minded to 

disagree with the Examiner. The recommendations then dealt with the consequences of this in that 

the Council would have to undertake further public consultation on this point and subsequently 

depending on the responses received could recommend further examination of this one issue. The 

final recommendation was to agree that the referendum area should be the same as the 

Neighbourhood Plan area and as that recommended by the Examiner. 

The local ward members and Cabinet Member for Sustainable Development responses to the 

officer’s recommendations 2 to 6 are set out in the table below. 

Officers 
Recommendation 
Summary 

Cllr 
Darby 

Cllr 
Meacock
1
 

Cllr 
Rush

2
 

Cllr Smith Cllr 
Warder

3
  

Cllr 
Wertheim

4
 

Cllr 
Harris 

2. Propose to 
disagree with the 
Examiner 
Recommendation 
on Winkers 
Nightclub 

Yes No No Yes No No Yes 

3.  Agree minor 
additional 
modifications 

Yes   Yes   Yes 

4.  Consult on Yes No Yes Yes   Yes 

                                                           
1
 Cllr Meacock stated he supported the Neighbourhood Plan Examiners recommendations. He also expressed 

his concerns about the potential delays to the Neighbourhood Plan if a further round of consultation was 
required and suggested the Council should seek the Examiner’s clarification of his recommendation on 
Winkers Nightclub. 
2
 Cllr Rush considers that Winkers Nightclub is not a community facility because you had to pay an entrance 

fee, the age limit as over 18 meant it was not accessible to all and it was little used by locals with customers 
having to be bussed in. Also if retained as a community use there were little alternative community uses that 
could operate on the site as the village was well served by community facilities and as it was in a poor location 
for public transport i.e. you would need a car to access the site. 
3
 Cllr Warder stated he agreed with the Examiner on Winkers Nightclub and that the definition of community 

facility would relate to the people using it or living around it. 
4 Cllr Wertheim has been consistently of the opinion that the Winkers Night Club should be excluded from the 

Neighbourhood Plan as the consequences for the future of that site are problematic.  

 



Officers 
Recommendation 
Summary 

Cllr 
Darby 

Cllr 
Meacock
1
 

Cllr 
Rush

2
 

Cllr Smith Cllr 
Warder

3
  

Cllr 
Wertheim

4
 

Cllr 
Harris 

Winkers Nightclub 
Examiner 
recommendation if 
minded not to 
agree 

5.  After 4. consider 
the need for 
further 
examination of this 
issue 

Yes   Yes   Yes 

6. Agree the 
referendum area 

Yes   Yes   Yes 

  



It is clear from the responses of members that opinion is divided on whether or not the Examiner 

was correct to suggest that Winkers Nightclub should be excluded from Table 8.1 as a commercial 

facility rather than a community facility. 

It is however a misconception that the neighbourhood plan alone will define which facilities are 

actually regarded as community facilities. The development plan for the District currently consists of 

the Core Strategy for Chiltern District (adopted November 2011) and the Chiltern District Local plan 

(adopted 1997). The definition of a community facility is also repeated in the emerging Delivery 

Development Plan Document which has recently been submitted to the Secretary of State The Core 

Strategy Policy CS29 protects community facilities and the Local Plan defines community facilities in 

its glossary and includes “entertainment and indoor leisure activities other than sport”. As such with 

or without inclusion in a list of community facilities within the Neighbourhood Plan the Winkers 

Nightclub would still be regarded as a community facility under the adopted Development Plan. It is 

therefore necessary to consider whether or not the Neighbourhood Plan, if it proceeds without the 

inclusion of the Winkers Nightclub on a list of community facilities where a change of use will be 

resisted, would be in general conformity with the strategic policies contained in the Development 

Plan. The following paragraphs and the officer’s initial report consider this issue in more detail. 

 Correspondence from the owners of Winkers Nightclub was referred to in the officer’s initial report 

(see Appendix 1) and further correspondence has been received. The owners believe that the 

inclusion of their property in Table 8.1 acts to designate it as a Community Facility. This is not, in 

fact, the case as Winkers Nightclub has been treated as a Community Facility under the existing 

Development Plan for many years and the Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan does not have any 

effect on its status as such. The Neighbourhood Plan however seeks to identify and protect specific 

uses as community facilities including Winkers Nightclub. The owners state that, if the Council 

decides to move forward to a referendum with Winkers Nightclub listed in Table 8.1 it is their 

intention to apply for that decision to be challenged by way of judicial review. Such a challenge 

would only be successful if it can be shown that the said decision was legally flawed. 

For the reasons as set out in the officer’s initial report (see Appendix 1) the officers consider the 

Examiner’s recommendation does not meet the basic conditions in that his proposed modification of 

Table 8.1 would result in the Neighbourhood Plan not being in general conformity with the strategic 

policies of the Development Plan and would not be consistent with National Guidance. It is worth 

noting that Chiltern District Council raised no objection to the inclusion of Winkers Nightclub on a list 

of community facilities during the consultation phase of the Neighbourhood Plan The Examiner’s 

recommendation is contrary to the adopted Development Plan which does regard indoor leisure and 

entertainment facilities as a community facility. This is reinforced by the fact that planning 

applications have been determined using the Development Plan’s definition of the nightclub as a 

community facility in their consideration of re-development proposals for this particular site. An 

appeal decision has also supported the definition of the site as a community facility. 

The Council has various duties under the Localism Act (the main Act) and the related planning Acts 

as amended. In relation to an examiner’s report a local authority must consider each of the 

recommendations made in the report (and the reasons for them) and decide what action to take in 

response to each recommendation. 



It is clear from the wording of the Act that this is not simply to follow the examiner’s 

recommendations on each point and that the Council can come to a different view. In fact even at 

this stage the Council can only proceed to the next stage of the neighbourhood plan process if they 

are satisfied that the plan meets the requirements of the Act. 

Officers consider that accepting the Examiner’s recommendations in full including deletion of 

Winkers Nightclub from Table 8.1 would mean that the plan would not meet the statutory basic 

conditions. If that is the case then under the Council’s legal obligation it either has to not accept the 

recommendation or reject the Plan 

The main Act requires that if a council is minded to make any decision which differs from that 

recommended by the examiner, this has to be notified to prescribed persons and those persons 

invited to comment. There is no choice in this requirement. As such to comply with this requirement 

it is recommended that further consultation is undertaken to all those consulted on the 

neighbourhood plan during the submission consultation with the addition of any respondents to that 

submission who were not originally consulted and that the same notifications of the consultation are 

made (e.g. a press release and local notices) in accordance with the Council’s commitment with 

regard to publicity at each stage of the neighbourhood planning process.  

Following the results of the consultation the Council can decide if it feels it is necessary to refer the 

proposal to disagree with an examiner’s report to further examination however this is a decision to 

be taken by the authority.  

Following this process, and taking into account any consultation responses and the outcome of 

further examination if this is relevant, the Council can continue to disagree with the Examiner’s 

recommendation in this respect. If the Council still considers that to follow the Examiner’s 

recommendation in respect of Winkers Nightclub would mean that the Plan fails to meet the basic 

conditions, then under the Council’s legal obligation it either has to reject the recommendation or 

reject the proposed Plan. If the Council decides to proceed, the modified plan taking into account 

any other Examiner recommended changes, matters to update errors and factual updates is then 

taken to referendum.  

Therefore despite the views of some members consulted on the officer recommendations, it is 

considered that to meet its legal requirements the Council has no option but to be minded not to 

accept the Examiner’s Winkers Nightclub recommendation subject to the outcome of further 

consultation. As such it is recommended that the officer’s original recommendations are followed. 

 

The consultation document will be based on the original officer report and set out why the Council 

considers it is minded to disagree with the Examiner ( see appendix 3) . Consultees will then be 

invited to respond on this point.   



Appendix A 

Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan Examiners Report  

Additional Ward Member and Cabinet Member Consultation 29/7/14 

Introduction 

 

As members will be aware the Local Planning Authority’s decisions on a Neighbourhood Plan 

Examiners report are delegated5 to the Head of Sustainable Development provided the Examiner is 

only proposing minor modifications. The Neighbourhood Plan delegation requires the Head of 

Sustainable Development to consult the local ward members and the Cabinet portfolio holder for 

Sustainable Development. 

 

You will recall that we consulted you on the Examiner’s Report and gave a period for responses 

before finalising the officer’s report and recommendations. The officers are now in a position to 

propose what action to take in respect of each of the Examiner’s recommendations. The Council has 

also received additional correspondence in relation to Winkers Farm Country Club or Nightclub (see 

Appendix 1) and you are being consulted again before a decision is taken on the officer’s report. The 

officer’s report, recommendations and the implications are set out in the attached report which has 

been considered by the Head of Sustainable Development who is minded to agree with the 

recommendations, subject to the views expressed by members in this additional consultation.  

We therefore would welcome any comments that you may have on the attached Officers report 

before the Head of Sustainable Development makes his formal decision on the Examiner’s Report. 

Comments should be made by close of play on the 22nd August 2014.  

                                                           
5
 Delegation was agreed at the 3

rd
 August Cabinet 2012. Minute 32. 



Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan Examiners Report Chiltern District Response 

Recommended Response by Head of Sustainable Development under Delegated Authority 

 

Chalfont St Peter Parish Council submitted a Neighbourhood Plan covering the whole parish in 

February 2014. This Council considered the submitted documents and under delegated powers 

confirmed that the Plan was legally entitled to go forward for examination. 

During the consultation period from the 6th March 2014 to the 22nd April 2014 representations were 

received from 25 respondents. 

This Council, following a recommendation from the Parish Council, appointed Mr Nigel McGurk BSC 

(Hons), MBA, MCD, MRTPI as the Examiner on the 28th April 2014. He duly presented his report to 

the Council on the 23rd June. 

Upon receipt of the Examiner’s Report the District Council in accordance with the regulations (the 

Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012) has to consider each of the Examiner’s 

recommendations and come to a view on each of them 

The Examiner’s report concluded that subject to several modifications to the submitted 

Neighbourhood Plan it could be recommended to proceed to a referendum. 

If the Council is satisfied that the Neighbourhood Plan meets the Basic Conditions as defined in the 

statutory provisions and does not conflict with European law a referendum must be held. The 

council may extend the referendum area if it considers it appropriate to do so. 

As a reminder, if the referendum is held and over 50% of the people who vote in the referendum 

support the neighbourhood plan then the Council has to “make” the plan. The plan once made 

would become part of the Development Plan for the area and would be relevant to all planning 

decisions falling within the neighbourhood plan area. 

Under the delegation approved by Cabinet 3rd August 2012, before decisions are taken on the 

recommendations in the Examiner’s report the Head of Sustainable Development has to consult with 

the local ward members within the neighbourhood plan area and the Portfolio Holder for 

Sustainable Development. The delegation only extends to minor modifications. Should any 

modification be significant then the decision has to revert to the Cabinet to make a formal decision.  

All of the modifications recommended by the Examiner are considered to be of a minor nature and 

so formal Council consideration of the Examiner’s Report can be determined under delegated 

authority. The table below summarises the responses of the members who commented, Parish 

Council and officers on the Examiner’s Report. In addition Members have been consulted on the 

Officer recommendations and this draft report (including the representations set out in Appendix 1) 

Comments received are (to be) summarised in Appendix 2. 

Content of Examiners Report 

The Examiner suggested some 65 modifications to the submitted Neighbourhood Plan. Some 

recommendations are made up of several parts or, such as in the case of local green spaces, if the 



recommendation is supported will involve the creation of numerous maps all of which will form a 

modification to the plan as submitted. 

The District Council in its own response had raised concerns about the number of policies in the plan 

which were not land use planning policies and in many cases were statements of intent. The 

Examiner has come to a similar view on many of these ‘policies’ and as such the vast majority of 

proposed modifications relate to these. In most cases the Examiner has recommended keeping the 

sentiment of the ‘policy’ either as revised supporting text or as plan aims. As such although the 

number of proposed modifications appears to be high the end result will not mean the overall 

content of the Plan will be much different. The concerns of the District Council with regard to the 

scale of some plans and the easy identification of local green spaces proposed in the plan have been 

repeated by the Examiner but subject to some work on the production of clearer diagrams and maps 

again the end result will not mean a major change to the content of the Neighbourhood Plan.  

The District Council could therefore be mostly in agreement with the Examiner’s report and his 

proposed modifications. However, there is one minor modification where officers and the Parish 

Council consider the Examiner has not come to the correct conclusion. This relates to the 

recommendation (numbered 48 in the attached table) in respect of Table 8.1 and the 

Neighbourhood Plan’s identification of Winkers Farm, Country Club or Night Club (Winkers), as an 

existing community facility. The Examiner states that evidence has been submitted that this is a 

private facility and as such should not be identified as a community use. It is not agreed that Winkers 

should be removed from Table 8.1 and the reasons are set out in full below in the response table. As 

such officers are recommending that this proposed modification is not agreed but that all other 

recommendations are agreed. 

Winkers Farm Country Club or Nightclub  

During the decision making process for the Examiner’s report the Council has received 

correspondence from the site’s owners directly in a letter dated 21st July 2014 and a letter from their 

legal representatives dated 24th July 2014 (See Appendix 1). Essentially, the owner’s correspondence 

advised that the owners are aware that the Council disagrees with the Examiners view on Winkers 

and that in their view the neighbourhood plan would be unsound if it were proposed for referendum 

with the Examiners recommendation in respect of Winkers not being followed. The correspondence 

states the owners are seeking further legal advice. The letter from the owners’ legal representatives 

states that they dispute the Councils definition of their clients’ site (Winkers) as a community facility. 

In their view a decision by the Council not to follow the Examiner’s Recommendation would be 

legally challengeable under the Act. They state that the NPPF does not include private night clubs in 

its list of examples of community facilities. In their view as people visiting the club have to pay an 

entrance fee it cannot be argued to be a community facility. They also contend that the Council’s 

conclusion that it is a community facility is irrational unless the Council clearly lists all forms of 

community facility. They claim that the business is not viable because local people do not use it in 

enough numbers so clearly it is not a local community facility because if it was needed by the local 

community they would use it. They also make reference to the recent planning application for a 

redevelopment of the Winkers site for residential units and that the planning officers have refused 

the planning application on their definition of community facilities. They conclude that to not follow 

the Examiners recommendation on the Winkers point would be legally challengeable and that 



therefore the Head of Sustainable Development should go against his officers’ recommendation and 

approve the neighbourhood plan as recommended by the Examiner.  

The developer seeking to redevelop the site has also sent in an email on behalf of the site’s owners, 

again pointing out the Examiner’s recommendation that in the Examiner’s view Winkers is not a 

community facility and should not be included in the plan and also that if the Examiner’s 

recommendations are not followed in full the Neighbourhood Plan would not meet the basic 

conditions. Therefore in their view if the recommendation regarding Winkers is not followed then 

the plan should not proceed to referendum because the plan would not be sound. 

In relation to neighbourhood plans, unlike the guidance on Local Plan documents which do have to 

be ‘sound’, a Neighbourhood plan only has to meet the prescribed basic conditions. The Local 

Planning Authority have to assess whether they consider the plan as proposed to be modified by the 

Examiner meets those basic conditions before they recommend the plan can proceed to 

referendum. 

Officers consider the Examiner’s recommendation does not meet the basic conditions in that the 

reason for the proposed modification is contrary to the Development Plan and National Guidance. In 

addition, to exclude Winkers on the basis recommended would not be consistent with other 

community facilities in the Neighbourhood Plan. The officers have recommended that the Examiners 

recommendation in respect of Winkers should not be accepted and to undertake additional 

consultation on this point. The legislation6 states that where a local planning authority propose to 

make a decision that differs from that of the examiner this decision should be advertised together 

with the reasons for making the different decision and people invited to comment. The implication 

of this is that the consultation would have to be for a minimum of 6 weeks and the consultation 

undertaken would have to be the same as that undertaken for the publication of the Neighbourhood 

Plan. However, the consultation would only relate to this one point. 

Referendum Area 

The statutory procedure rules state that the Examiner has to make an assessment of the appropriate 

area for the referendum and in this case the Examiner recommended that the referendum area is 

that of the Neighbourhood Plan Area (concurrent with the Parish area). Despite his recommendation 

the Council also has a duty to consider whether or not the referendum area should be wider than 

the area of the Neighbourhood Plan. Given the Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan does not 

specifically propose new development within its boundaries and its content is mostly related to the 

protection of the character of the Neighbourhood Area it is not considered that there is any need to 

extend the referendum area into neighbouring areas which in this case could include part of 

Gerrard’s Cross in South Bucks, parts of Three Rivers District and or parts of Chalfont St Giles.  

Chalfont St Peter Parish Council considered the Examiner’s report at an Extraordinary Council 

Meeting on the 15th July. They agreed with the Examiner that the referendum area should be the 

Neighbourhood Plan area. Therefore it is not considered that the Council should be recommended 

to decide on a revised referendum area.  

                                                           
6
 Schedule 4B of the Town and County Planning Act 1990 paragraph 13 as inserted  

by The Localism Act 2011 Schedule 10   



Recommendations to the Head of Sustainable Development 

1. To agree the Examiner recommendations for all modifications apart from modification 

numbered 48 identified in the attached table. 

2. To propose not to agree the Examiner’s recommendations for modification numbered 48. 

For the reasons set out in this report the recommended modification does not meet the 

basic conditions because the reason given for the proposed modification is contrary to the 

NPPF and Development Plan in that these do not exclude privately owned facilities from 

being community facilities and to follow the recommendation would lead to 

inconsistencies between the Neighbourhood Plan and the Development Plan. 

3. To make the minor consequential modifications to the Neighbourhood Plan as described in 

the report. 

4. If recommendation 2 is agreed to undertake further consultation in accordance with the 

statutory procedure rules on the proposed decision not to accept the Examiner’s 

recommendation number 48. 

5. Following the close of consultation carried out under recommendation 4 determine 

whether further examination is needed. If not also agree recommendation 6. If further 

examination is needed appoint an examiner in accordance with the scheme of delegation. 

6. Recommend that the referendum area is defined as the area covered by the Chalfont St 

Peter Neighbourhood Area (the Chalfont St Peter parish area) in accordance with the 

Examiner’s and Parish Council’s recommendations. 

The existing delegations to the Head of Sustainable Development do not currently extend to 

decisions in relation to determining whether to extend the referendum area or whether to hold a 

further examination. A report will be submitted to Cabinet in August to extend the existing 

delegations to include these matters. 

 

Implications and Next Steps 

 

If the above recommendations are accepted then: 

a) The Council will arrange a consultation on its proposal not to accept the Examiner’s 

recommendation relating to Winkers Farm, Country Club or Nightclub. The consultation 

period would be for at least 6 weeks, probably during September and October 2014. 

 

b)   After the close of consultation consider all representations and decide whether an 

 examination on this point is needed or decide whether the proposal is to be agreed. 

 

c) Subject to  b) above either proceed to examination or referendum



 

Table Summary of Responses From Those Consulted on The Examiner’s Report.  

Where respondents disagree with the Examiners recommendation their reasons will be set out below. 

The Examiner did not number his recommendations therefore for reference the paragraph or policy he refers to in his recommendation has been used as 

the reference in the table below. For ease of reporting each of the Examiner’s recommendations has been numbered 1 to 61 in the table below. 

CDC number 
order 

Examiners 
recommendation 

Cllr 
Darby 

Cllr 
Meacock7 

Cllr 
Rush 

Cllr 
Smith 

Cllr 
Warder8  

Cllr 
Wertheim 

CDC 
Officers 

CSP9 
Parish  

1 Para 2.15 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

2 Figure 2.5 - Title Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

3 Figure 2.5 - colour Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

4 Figure 2.5 - Listed Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

5 Para 2.16 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

6 Figure 2.9 - AONB Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

7 Figure 2.9  - HS2 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

8 Re-number policies Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

9 Non land use policies to 
aims 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Partial 

10 VC1 - delete Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

11 Para 5.1 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

12 VC2 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

13 VC4 - delete Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Partial 

14 Figure 5.3 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

15 VC5 - delete Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Partial 

                                                           
7
 Cllr Meacock stated he was minded to support the Neighbourhood Plan provided all the Examiners recommendations were followed (which will include recommendation 

No. 48.). He also expressed his concerns about the imposition of the HS2 route on the mapping. 
8
 Cllr Warder made several comments about the content of the Plan which would involve changes. It was pointed out that this could not be considered and at this stage 

comments could only relate to the Examiners recommendations. No further response has been received. 
9
 Parish council minutes attached. 



CDC number 
order 

Examiners 
recommendation 

Cllr 
Darby 

Cllr 
Meacock7 

Cllr 
Rush 

Cllr 
Smith 

Cllr 
Warder8  

Cllr 
Wertheim 

CDC 
Officers 

CSP9 
Parish  

16 Figure 5.4 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

17 New Policy VC? Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

18 VC6 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

19 VC7 Yes Yes Yes YES No view Yes Yes Yes 

20 VC8 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

21 Para 5.9 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

22 VC9 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

23 Para’s 5.11 and 5.12 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

24 VC10 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

25 VC11 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

26 Para 5.15 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

27 Para 5.16 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

28 VC13 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

29 H3 - delete Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

30 H4 - Delete Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

31 H6 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

32 H7 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

33 H9 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

34 H10 and H11- delete Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

35 Para 6.11 - Delete Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

36 H12 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

37 O1 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

38 O2 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Partial Partial 

39 Fig 7.2 Mill meadow Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

40 Fig 7.2 and 7.3 highway 
land 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

41 Local green space 
individual plans 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

42 O3 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

43 O4 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 



CDC number 
order 

Examiners 
recommendation 

Cllr 
Darby 

Cllr 
Meacock7 

Cllr 
Rush 

Cllr 
Smith 

Cllr 
Warder8  

Cllr 
Wertheim 

CDC 
Officers 

CSP9 
Parish  

44 O5 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

45 LC1 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

46 LC2 - delete Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

47 LC3 Yes Yes Yes YES No view Yes Yes Yes 

48 Table 8.1 Winkers Farm  Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes No No 

49 Figure 8.1 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

50 LC4 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

51 LC5 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

52 LC6 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

53 MP2 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

54 Para 9.2 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

55 PWI1 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

56 Table PG 41 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

57 Figure 10.1 Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

58 PWI2 - delete Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

59 PWI3 - delete Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

60 PWI4 - delete Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

61 Para’s 10.2 and 10.3 - 
Delete 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No view Yes Yes Yes 

          

 

Explanatory Notes 

CDC Officers  

Recommendation 38 – Local Green Space 

Officers have consistently though the plan preparation expressed concerns about the amount of land proposed as local green spaces given the NPPF and as 

much of which appeared to be highway land. Some of the proposed areas were already designated as Green Belt. The Examiner however has considered 



the designated areas and whilst requesting removal of areas already designated as Green Belt has accepted that following public consultation the local 

population do feel the areas are of particular importance to them. (NPPF Para 76.) The Examiner required the Parish to negotiate with the County Council as 

Highway Authority to establish which areas of land were highway land and which areas the County required to be available for highway works. These areas 

were not to be covered by local green space designation. Following correspondence between the Parish council’s consultants and the County Council the 

areas proposed as local green space have been significantly reduced in scale and number. Given the Examiner’s view and position of Buckinghamshire 

County Council as Highway Authority Chiltern Council’s officers support the proposed outcome.  

Modification 48 – Winkers Farm country club or nightclub – Officers disagree with the Examiner on this point. Winkers is a privately run nightclub which 

serves the residents of the District and a much wider area. Although it is privately run this is similar to say a village pub or a privately run sports club. The 

Development Plan consists of the Adopted Core Strategy and the saved Local Plan polices. The Local Plan defines community facilities in paragraph 12.2 and 

states that for the purposes of the Local Plan, ‘community services and facilities include education, health, water, sewerage, electricity, gas and telephone 

services, and cultural, entertainment and indoor leisure facilities other than sport.’ It is considered that a night club clearly falls within this definition. 

Indeed the premises have been considered as a community facility in recent planning applications submitted to re-develop the site for housing. In addition 

nowhere in the Development Plan or NPPF are community facilities excluded on the basis of being a privately owned use. As such the Officers consider the 

Examiner’s recommendation fails to meet the basic conditions in that the reason for the proposed modification is contrary to the Development Plan and 

National Guidance. In addition to exclude Winkers on the basis recommended would not be consistent with other community facilities in the 

Neighbourhood Plan 

Officers therefore consider that the modification should not be made and reference to Winkers as a community facility should be retained in the 

Neighbourhood Plan and the site identified on Figure 8.1.  

Chalfont St Peter Parish Council 

Modification 9 – explanation of the meaning of aims and policies 

While the Parish Council agree to change the identified polices in the draft Neighbourhood plan to aims they did not agree with the wording proposed by 

the Examiner to explain the differences between aims and policies. The Parish Council therefore intend to propose different wording which they feel would 

be clearer to the public. Chiltern’s officers support the principle of alternative wording and have seen an initial draft but at the time of writing have not seen 

the final wording proposed. Final wording is not needed to enable the Council to consider the Examiner’s recommendations 

 



Modification 13 – deletion of Policy VC4 

While the Parish Council agree to delete Policy VC4 they suggest that Para 5.4 which relates to the Policy also needs to be deleted. Chiltern officers agree 

that this is a consequential change related to the deletion of the Policy and support its deletion. 

Modification 15 - deletion of Policy VC5 

While the Parish Council agree to delete Policy VC5 they suggest that in Para 5.6 the last sentence which refers to the Policy also needs to be deleted. 

Chiltern officers agree that this is a consequential change related to the deletion of the Policy and support its deletion. 

Modification 38 – Local Green Space designation 

The Parish Council have negotiated with the County Council as Highway Authority over the extent of highway land that should be identified as local green 

spaces. The negotiations have been on-going with final agreement delegated to the neighbourhood plan group coordinator on the Parish Council. Chiltern’s 

officers have seen revised areas which are much reduced in scale and number but have not seen the final proposed areas.  The final agreed areas are not 

needed to enable the Council to consider the Examiner’s recommendations 

Modification 48 – Winkers Farm country club or nightclub 

The Parish Council, who identified Winkers as a community facility in the Neighbourhood Plan, have specifically requested the District Council to reject the 

Examiners Recommendation  stating that being a private use does not exclude it from being a community facility. 

Note: Recommendations no 56 and 57 

The Recommendation provides two options either to confirm that the table and figure 10.1 are indicative only and comprise work in progress, or provide 

sufficient detail to identify each individual non designated heritage asset. The Parish Council have agreed to the former. This choice is supported by officers. 



APPENDIX 1 



 



 

  



  



 

Without prejudice 

21ST July 2014 

Dear Mr. Beckford, 

 

Winkers Nightclub, Denham Lane, Chalfont St Peter.  

 

Dear Mr. Beckford 

 

We understand that, following Cabinet discussion on the 15th July, Chiltern District Council gave 

executive powers to the Head of Sustainable Development and the Head of Legal Services to 

consider the inclusion of Winkers Farm in the Neighborhood Plan as a Community Facility. 

 

Further we understand from the Case Officer Report, presented at Planning Committee on the 17th 

July that “Officers will not be removing Winkers from the list of facilities in the Neighborhood Plan”. 

We can only presume, in the absence of any direct communication from Officers, that this will be 

considered ‘positively’ by full Council on 22nd July. 

  

After considering all the evidence the Neighborhood Plan Examiner has instructed the removal of 

Winkers Farm as a Community Facility, in order that the whole Plan, and subsequent LDP, may be 

considered ‘sound’. 

 

The Neighborhood Plan is required to provide a detailed evidence base to support its conclusions. 

The Examiner has obviously considered this evidence in reaching his decision, so it is unclear on 

what basis the Council is proposing to overrule an Independent Inspectors recommendation. To 

ignore the Examiners recommendation would obviously have serious consequences.  

 

We are therefore seeking to ensure that due to the high threshold of evidence required to make 

either a Community Facility or Asset of Community Value designation, all Council members are fully 

apprised of all the facts.  

 



All our papers are now with Legal Counsel, who will of course require access to all CDC’s information, 

and if this is not forthcoming, we will enact a Freedom of Information application in respect of the 

Neighborhood Plan and its process. 

 

To date we are only aware of hearsay evidence provided by one or two individuals, who sit on the 

Parish Council, as to the clubs role in the local community. You will be aware that we have in the 

past provided extensive information that demonstrates that only a small fraction of the community 

use the clubs facilities on a regular basis. 

 

We are disappointed that the Council did not see fit to contact us properly regarding its plans for our 

home and we look forward to seeing the review of the Examiners recommendations 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Mrs. P Maynard 

Cc All Council Members 

  



 

CHALFONT ST PETER PARISH COUNCIL 
Minutes of the EXTRAORDINARY FULL COUNCIL held on: 

Tuesday 15th July 2014 in the Council Offices, Gravel Hill, 

Chalfont St Peter at 8:00pm 

 
MINUTES 

 

 
 

THE CHAIRMAN ISSUED INSTRUCTIONS REGARDING EMERGENCY FIRE EXITS IN THE EVENT OF FIRE 
 
 

Present: Cllr Mrs L Smith (Chairman), Cllr K Adams, Cllr M Beane, Cllr Mrs I Darby, Cllr P 
Dale, Cllr Mrs J Harper, Cllr J Hatton, and Cllr Mrs H North,  

  Also Present: Debbie Evans, Clerk, Vikki Murdock, Admin Assistant 

49. Apologies: Cllr Mrs J Brooke, Cllr Mrs K Southworth, Cllr R Allen, Cllr Mrs K Dickson, Cllr 
Mrs D Longshaw and Cllr D Martin  

50. Declarations of Interest: Cllr Mrs L Smith and Cllr Mrs I Darby as Chiltern District 
Councilors. 

51.  Cllr Mrs H North began by explaining that the meeting was required to discuss and agree the 
recommendations made by the examiner for the Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan. The 
aim was to hold the referendum on Thursday 25th September 2014. Chiltern District Council 
require two months to arrange this, hence the Parish Council needed to respond by 
Wednesday 16th July, to allow time for this.  

The changes recommended by the Examiner were discussed and are detailed below along 
with the outcome:.  

  

a) The Parish Council agrees to the recommended changes to Section 4 but requests alternative 
wording to make the change clearer to future plan readers. Proposed by Cllr  North, seconded 
by Cllr Hatton. Vote unanimous. 

 

b) The Parish Council requests that the following consequential changes resulting from 
Examiner recommended modifications and not picked up by the Examiner are supported by 
Chiltern District Council;  
 



 
i) In relation to Policy VC4, para 5.4 also needs to be deleted 
ii) In relation to Policy VC5, need to also delete the last sentence of para 5.6 

         Proposed by Cllr North, seconded by Cllr Hatton. Vote unanimous. 

 

c) In relation to Policy O2 Examiner recommendation in negotiation with Bucks County 
Council - need approved delegated authority. Proposed by Cllr North, seconded by Cllr 
Hatton. Vote Unanimous. 

  

d) The Parish Council requests that the Examiner recommended modification relating to 
Winkers is not agreed by Chiltern District Council, as a private use does not exclude it 
from being a community facility and to exclude it would not be consistent with other parts 
of the Plan. Proposed by Cllr North, seconded by Cllr Hatton. Vote unanimous. 

  

e) Under Policy PWI1 the Examiner has recommended two options, to either confirm the 
Table and Figure 10.1 are indicative only and comprise work in progress, or provide 
sufficient detail to identify each individual non designated heritage asset.  The Parish 
Council request Chiltern District Council to accept the former option (i.e. indicative and 
work in progress). Proposed by Cllr North, seconded by Cllr Hatton. Vote unanimous. 
 

f) The Parish Council agrees to all other recommendations in the Examiners’ Report 
including that the referendum area should be the Neighbourhood Plan area which is also 
consistent with the Parish Council boundary. Proposed by Cllr North, seconded by Cllr 
Hatton. Vote unanimous. 
 

Cllr North added that Cllr R Allen, had contacted her, with a specific concern regarding the extended 
retail area and asked if this was too prescriptive. Cllr North assured the meeting that this was not the 
case and retail could extend elsewhere. 

Cllr North concluded that now that the changes had been agreed she would go back to Tibbalds and 
Chiltern District Council to finalise the Plan, which when completed, would be available on the website 
to view. 

Cllr Darby asked that a vote of thanks be made for Cllr North and her team, for all their hard work in 
the compiling the Neighbourhood Plan. Proposed Cllr Darby, seconded Cllr Smith. 

 

Cllr Darby added that publicity for the referendum would need to be discussed, and suggested that 
the Parish Council could help facilitate this, by issuing polling cards to village residents. The 
Neighbourhood Plan team would be meeting to discuss publicity in the coming weeks. 

 

 

Meeting ended: 8.45pm  



Dear Mr Beckford 

 

I write as planning consultant on behalf of Kebbell Developments and specifically in regard to the 

Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan. This is a document we commented upon at the draft 

consultation stage in spring 2014. We understand that you are now instructed to consider the 

content of the examiner’s report and the Parish Council and planning policy team’s response to the 

findings of the report as received by the District Council on 22nd June. In regard to my client’s 

interests, there are two key statements in the examiner’s report: 

  

 

  

This is included on page 4 and suggests that the NP meets the requirements of the Planning Act 

‘Subject to the contents of the Report’. It is our view that if the content of the examiner’s report is 

not pursued in an appropriate manner then the Plan would not meet the above tests.   

  

The Inspector then goes onto state at page 26 in regard to Policy LC3 as follows: 

  



 

  

The recommendation is clear in stating that reference to Winkers Farm Country Club should be 

removed from Table 8.1 as it is a ‘private facility, not a community facility’.  

 

The examiner’s report concludes as follows: 

  

 

  



 

  

The examiner is clear therefore that the NP will only meet the Planning Act’s requirements if the 

recommended modifications (including to de-list Winkers Club from Table 8.1) are made and it is 

only in such circumstances that it should proceed to referendum. 

  

I now write on behalf of my client to make clear that in our view any decision to not proceed with 

this modification to Table 8.1 of the document would be unsound as a result of the failure to follow 

the correct procedure and my clients will be taking further advice in this regard. 

 

I trust the above position is clear but please don’t hesitate to contact me should you wish to discuss 

further.  

  

Kind Regards 

  

Thomas Rumble BSc(Hons) MSc MRTPI 

  

 

  

Woolf Bond Planning 

The Mitfords 

Basingstoke Road 

Three Mile Cross 

Reading 

RG7 1AT 

  

http://www.woolfbond.co.uk/


Tel: 01189 884923 

Fax: 01189 888378 

Mobile: 07825 065775 

 

  



Appendix 2 

Cllr Darby – I have no comment to make and am in agreement with the position taken by CDC. 

 

Cllr Smith -  I confirm that I am in agreement with the recommendations to be made to the Head of 
Sustainable Development to move this NP forward. 
 
Cllr Wertheim - I am consistently of the opinion that the Winkers Night Club should be excluded 

from the Neighbourhood Plan as the consequences for the future of that site are problematic.  

 
 
Cllr Meacock - Supports the Neighbourhood Plan Examiners recommendations. Expressed his 
concerns about the potential delays to the neighbourhood plan if a further round of consultation 
was required and suggested the council should seek the examiners clarification of his 
recommendation on Winkers Farm 
 
Cllr Rush - indicated that he considered that Winkers farm was not a community facility. because you 
had to pay an entrance fee, the age limit as over 18 meant it was not accessible to all and it was little 
used by locals with customers having to be bussed in. if retained as a community use there were 
little alternative community uses that could operate on the suite as the village was wells served by 
community facilities and as it was in a poor location for public transport. ie you would need a car to 
access the site. 
 
 
Cllr Warder - agreed with the Examiner on Winkers Farm and that the definition of community 
facility would relate to the people using it or living around it. Made no other comments on the 
recommendations 
 
 
Cllr Harris -   I have considered all of the documents and I fully support the officer's proposed 
response to the examiner’s report on the neighbour plan.  
 
 

  



 




