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Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan Examination Stage1 

 

Matter 4 – 

Revision of Green Belt Boundaries and Development in the 

Green Belt  

 
This statement has been prepared in response to the Inspectors’ questions for 

Matter 4.  

 

Representations previously submitted drew attention to a minor Green Belt 

anomaly at Mulberry Lodge, 64A Wycombe Road, Prestwood. However, this 

statement is not intended to repeat the case for this site, but to point out 

overarching issues within the Green Belt review methodology, or implementation 

of it, that affect not only this site but the plan as a whole, making it inconsistent 

and illogical. 

 
Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release  

 

Green Belt assessment methodology 

Q12. Are the revised boundaries capable of enduring in the long term, 

beyond the plan period?  

 

1. No. Within the Inner Green Belt Boundary Review there are a number of 

sites where the Green Belt boundary does not follow a physical feature on 

the ground, giving uncertainty as to the precise location of the boundary. 

 

2. Where this type of boundary discrepancy has been amended,( such as at 

site 62A, Stratton Chase Drive, Chalfont St Giles), large residential 

curtilages have been excluded from Green Belt. For these sites the report 

states- 

 

‘The review of the Green Belt to accommodate potential strategic 

Green Belt sites allows the council to consider Green Belt 

anomalies. In this case the boundary splits properties and there are 

no features along the existing boundary.’ 

 

3. Whilst the stated intent is that the Local Plan is an opportunity to create 

new enduring boundaries, it has not been applied in every case. 

 

4. As demonstrated by the site in Prestwood, on page 83 of Proposals Map 

Changes, the proposed revision to the Green Belt boundary will still not 
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follow a recognisable boundary feature, (the reason for change); 

therefore will not be NPPF compliant or capable of enduring beyond the 

plan period.  

 

5. Instead of using the Local Plan review as an opportunity to create a new 

enduring boundary, the proposed new location of the boundary will cut 

across the garden, bisecting the residential curtilage and planning unit, 

with nothing to determine its precise location.  

 

6. As previously detailed in the letter and accompanying document 

attached to the Regulation 19 submission for this site (ID: 1222710), this 

proposed action, whilst claiming to resolve an anomalous Green Belt 

boundary, is simply creating a new anomaly.  

 

7. It would appear that within the Inner Boundary Review there remains a 

number of points in the Green Belt boundary, where it will continue to lack 

a robust enduring boundary and anomalies have been overlooked. 

  

8. For instance, within this review it has been deemed appropriate to 

change the location of the boundaries of properties within High Bois Lane, 

Chesham Bois, as shown on Proposals Map Changes (and previously as 

27A in the Inner Boundary Review), to align with the edge of protected 

woodland.  

 

9. At neighbouring properties 6 and 8 High Bois Lane, which have the same 

edge of woodland crossing the residential curtilage, the boundaries have 

not been amended. Instead, at 8 High Bois Lane, the nebulous Green Belt 

boundary will continue to go through the middle of a garden room, not 

following a recognisable feature on the ground.  

 

10. Planning Lawyer, Martin Goodall of Keystone Law, pointed out in a letter 

to the Examining Inspector for the Chiltern District Council Core Strategy;  

all weak boundaries, where a better alternative exists, should be updated 

within the Local Plan review- 

 

‘If, as accepted, it is appropriate to consider minor changes to ‘village 

envelopes’ within the Green Belt to reflect changes in the pattern of 

development since 1989, there is no reason why the same approach 

should not be adopted in respect of the Green Belt boundary around 

other settlements within the District, so as to deal with minor anomalies 

and ambiguities in its precise delineation. We consider that a 

development plan which allows for some adjustment of the Green Belt 

boundary around certain settlements but not others would be open to 

legal challenge’. 
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11. On the subject of the need for an enduring Green Belt boundary, Martin 

Goodall,  pointed out the problems caused by such ambiguities in his 

representation for my property to the CDC Core Strategy June 2011- 

 

‘As paragraph 2.4 of PPG2 makes clear, up-to-date approved 

Green Belt boundaries are essential in order to provide certainty as 

to where Green Belt policies do and do not apply and to enable 

the proper consideration of future development options.   

The Green Belt boundary as currently drawn in the vicinity of the 

objectors’ property at Prestwood fails to achieve such certainty.  

There has been previous confusion (in relation to development 

control issues affecting this property) as to the precise location of 

this part of the Green Belt boundary, and it is wholly illogical that 

the Green Belt boundary, which was originally thought to exclude 

the property, is now taken to cut right across the curtilage of the 

property, on a line which is not defined by any identifiable feature 

on the ground.’ 

 

12. Despite the introduction of the NPPF, various updates and ministerial 

statements since Martin Goodall’s submission to the Council, little has 

changed in policy guidance terms with regard to the need for 

permanence for Green Belt boundaries. 

  

13. In addition, precedent set by other LPAs when reviewing their Local Plans, 

where best practice has been applied, has demonstrated that exclusion 

of whole residential curtilages, with the Green Belt boundary following a 

physical feature, is the only way to provide an enduring solution.  

 

 

Issue 2 – Boundary Changes 

 

Q3. Are there any sites or parcels of land where revisions to Green Belt 

boundaries are proposed, but which are not needed to meet housing or 

employment land requirements? 

 

 

1. Yes. As well as changing Green Boundaries boundaries to accommodate 

development needs, a further purpose is to comply with planning policy: 

NPPF paragraph 139 states the following criteria for defining Green Belt 

boundaries- 

 

When defining Green Belt boundaries, plans should: 

 

b) not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open; 
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e) be able to demonstrate that Green Belt boundaries will not need   to 

be altered at the end of the plan period; and 

 

f) define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily 

recognisable and likely to be permanent. 

 

2. There are proposed alterations to Green Belt boundaries made through 

representations and by the Councils that are not needed for 

development, but merely for correction to provide a logical up-to-date 

boundary. 

 

3. Whilst the Methodology Statement for the Inner Green Belt Boundary 

review reads as though it is the intent to resolve such issues, in a number of 

cases the results are inconsistent and illogical. 

 

4. Chiltern and South Bucks Inner Green Belt Review Methodology actually 

states this intent in 4. 1: 

 

"This review will focus on the detailed Green Belt boundaries around 

settlements within Chiltern and South Bucks Districts. It has been 

noted that there may be anomalies in the Green Belt boundary 

where, for example, the boundary line does not follow an existing 

feature or bisects a residential curtilage. These anomalies may 

have arisen as a result of errors made when the boundary was 

originally set, or as a result of development having already taken 

place outside of the boundary or boundary feature changes. In 

addition, improvements to mapping technology may also mean 

that there are situations where the exact boundary of the Green 

Belt is uncertain on the ground or due to policy area mapping 

inconsistencies.”  

 

5. However, numerous sites of residential land with Green Belt boundary 

anomalies, that the Councils have been made aware of, have been 

overlooked or inaccurately assessed. 

 

6. The Inner Boundary Review rejects boundary features at some sites, but 

then allows the same boundary features at others, leaving Green Belt 

anomalies unresolved. 

 

7. Amendments made to the Metropolitan Green Belt boundary in the Local 

Plan review of the1980’s brought about a number of anomalies. At that 

time the Council were of the opinion that to enable land to be excluded 

from Green Belt for housing, land elsewhere had to be put in Green Belt. 

This resulted in edge of settlement properties,( such as site 24A in the Inner 
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Green Belt Boundary review ), that were originally excluded from the 1972 

Metropolitan Green Belt, being put in Green Belt without the owners 

knowledge or ability to object. If these sites were not considered to fulfil a 

Green Belt function in 1972, their current status is questionable. 

 

8. Further anomalies have resulted due to inaccurate mapping, digitisation 

errors and development pattern changes. This has made these edge of 

settlement sites more part of the built-up area, than Green Belt.  

For example- site 7C, Beechfield, Chesham, which was signalled by the 

Inspector for the boundary to be altered in the 1989 Draft Local Plan due 

to the large new neighbouring housing development in the 1970’s. 

 

9. All these anomalies could have been corrected as a matter of ‘tidying 

up’-what is done during the Local Plan review process, however many 

have not. 

 

10. Further inconsistency applies where current policy GB4 and GB5 village 

boundaries have been assessed. Here the boundaries of both residential 

curtilages and settlements have been altered and proposed for exclusion 

from Green Belt. If this is possible to do so here, the same should apply 

around larger settlements, such as Prestwood and Chesham Bois. 

 

11. There appears to be no consistency within the current review process, with 

national planning policy or precedent set by other LPAs with regard to 

Green Belt boundary changes. 

 

12. The reasons given for differences within the Inner Boundary Review 

assessments lack clarity as to how these judgements have been made; 

resulting in questionable, often inaccurate and unsound decision making.  

 

13. Due to this lack of consistency and of a thorough review of Green Belt 

boundaries, there remain small and medium sized Brownfield sites on the 

edge of sustainable settlements that to date have been overlooked.  

Whilst some of the owners of these sites may not be interested in them 

coming forward for development at this stage, other sites could make an 

important contribution to delivering local housing needs. 

 

14. The plan as a whole has concentrated too much on the delivery of the 

proposed large urban extensions, rather than giving proper consideration 

to smaller, more sustainable and less contentious sites on the edge of the 

larger settlements.
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