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APPEAL(S) BY PINEWOOD STUDIOS LTD 
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1. In our opening statement I suggested that the balance between the damage which 

this proposed development would cause, damage to the Green Belt, and therefore 

damage to the national and public interest, damage to the quality of peoples' lives 

and their environment and damage to the interests of future generations, 

significantly outweighed any limited and speculative benefits put forward by 

Pinewood Studios. We have now heard over 3 weeks of evidence in this inquiry 

and, if anything, the evidence has only served to reinforce that view. 

2. SPP fully supports the case put forward by SBDC at this appeal, and adopts its 

evidence and submissions to this inquiry, but will try to avoid repetition of its case in 

this closing submission, although it will be appreciated that there are high degrees 

of overlap between our respective cases. We have specifically not addressed 

Green Belt issues in detail in this closing as SPP's concerns have been more than 

adequately dealt with by SBDC. 

Transport and Highways Issues. 

3. Transport issues have been, and remain, a particular concern of SPP at this appeal, 

not just in respect of the now withdrawn junction appeals, but, more importantly, in 

respect of the likely impacts of the proposed scheme on the local network and the 

compliance of the scheme with transport planning policy as set out in PPG13, the 

South East Plan (SEP) and the recently adopted Core Strategy (CS). 

4. The Appellants will no doubt place great emphasis on the position now adopted by 

the highway authority, Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC), who have 



 

 

 

    

 

withdrawn their objections to the junction appeals at a very late stage of this inquiry. 

SPP can rightly feel somewhat aggrieved and let down by the CC at this late 

change of heart, particularly as there seems to be no good reason for them to have 

done so. 

5. The County maintained its objections to the junction appeals until Day 9 of this 

inquiry. We have heard no detailed expert evidence from them as to the reasons for 

this late Damascene conversion, no evidence as to whether the Officers maintained 

their objections but were overruled by the Council Cabinet, nothing but a bland 

statement produced by Mr Stevens on behalf of BCC and a signed S106 Agreement 

stating that BCC were now satisfied with the revised mitigation strategy proposed 

by PSL. In these circumstances it is not surprising that there is now widespread 

suspicion among the public that this was a case of BCC tugging the forelock, taking 

the 30 pieces of silver and saying “thank you very much Mr Dunleavy”. In our 

submission, given these circumstances, little weight should be afforded to BCC's 

position, and more significant weight given to the actual evidence on transport 

matters before this inquiry. 

6. The actual evidence on transport related matters must be judged against national 

planning policy as set out in PPG 13, and articulated at a local level in the recently 

adopted Core Strategy (see Core Policy 7). The key objectives of national policy 

include the promotion of more sustainable transport choices; the promotion of 

accessibility to jobs, shopping, leisure facilities and services by public transport, 

walking and cycling and reduction of the need to travel, especially by car. 

7. Pinewood's evidence is surprisingly scant when it comes to any assessment of the 



 

 

 

 

 

scheme when set against national transport planning policy objectives. Mr Bird tells 

us that “The proposals comply with these national objectives by providing local 

services, integrating residential and employment uses and providing people with a 

choice of using non car modes of transport.”( Bird Proof para 6.7) Mr Rhodes' Proof 

makes no mention of PPG13 whatsoever in his section on National Policy. 

8. In contrast, it was only during cross examination that the true picture regarding 

compliance with transport policy emerged. 

9. Mr Rhodes accepted that the proposed development would generate “substantial 

travel demand”, and that this would largely be met by “motorised vehicle”. He 

accepted that apart from the adjacency of the proposed development to the existing 

Pinewood studio site, the proposal would not reduce overall travel demand. 

Reference was made to the Planning Statement CDG1 doc 1, paras 8.78-79, and 

Mr Rhodes agreed that there was no evidence that a grant of planning permission 

would reduce overall vehicle kilometre travel, as that comparative work had not 

been undertaken by Pinewood. (Bird QC XX) 

10.He also accepted that much would depend (in terms of compliance with transport 

policy) on the success of Pinewood's presumptions regarding the numbers of 

people living and working on the site, whilst admitting that Pinewood could do no 

more in this respect than “provide the opportunity” for people to do so. (Bird QC XX) 

This point was reiterated when questioned by Mrs Parsons, who on asking Mr 

Rhodes what evidence Pinewood had to prove that people actually wanted to live 

where they worked replied that there was no specific evidence, but that it was 

Pinewood's intention to  “create that opportunity”. (Parsons XX). In other words, 



 

 

 

 

Pinewood's approach to this issue is, as with so much else, with a metaphorical 

shrug of the shoulders, “you can lead a horse to water but...”.    

11.Mr Bird exhibited similar nonchalance in his approach to the promotion of 

accessibility to jobs, shops and services by walking and cycling. 

12.Whilst accepting that the development site has excellent access to the strategic 

road network (with the inference that would be likely to lead to in and out 

commuting by private car), he took a surprisingly relaxed view that private car use 

was a matter of choice for the individual, whilst simultaneously he accepted that 

Pinewood had produced no evidence to the inquiry of the actual total daily trips that 

would be generated by the development. (Murphy XX) 

13. In the absence of any actual evidence in respect of the traffic impacts of the 

development scheme we are instead asked to rely on the outputs of traffic 

modelling to reassure us that all will be well in a post-scheme Brave New World. 

14.The modelling results are set out in a series of tables in Mr Bird's main proof and in 

supplementary evidence in his Note responding to the Inspector's queries 

(PSL/DB/3.2). The first set of tables in his main proof compares the 2022 base case 

with 2022 base case figures + development, subject to a sensitivity test (the 1st test) 

whereas in his supplementary note the tables have been subject to a 2nd sensitivity 

test, now to the apparent satisfaction of the County Council. Mr Bird confirmed that 

the inputs to the models were not based on either estimated modal shares of car 

trips generated by the development, or actual trips likely to be generated (as “ 

Production staff were found to have a significant bearing on the potential level of 



 

 

 

 

 

traffic generated, however it is accepted that little is known regarding the operation 

of Pinewood” - Position Statement 21/04/11 – ID ?), but by adding growth to base 

flows recorded in March 2008, and then reducing that to take into account on-site 

living and working and the effects of the sustainable transport package. The 

conclusions produced by this rather Baroque exercise are frankly as confusing and 

contradictory as the methodology applied.    

15.For example, the model predicts for the Bangors Rd North/Slough Rd mini 

roundabout junction in Mr Bird's main proof (Table 6.10) for the Bangors Rd North 

AM peak a queue of 386 vehicles. After application of the 2nd sensitivity test this is 

reduced to a queue of 263 vehicles (table para 5 PSL/BD/3.2). Mr Bird agreed that 

it was highly unlikely that Bangors Rd North would physically be able to 

accommodate a queue of that length, and that the modelled output was clearly an 

overestimate.(XX) 

16. This overestimate was a function of the model outputs themselves becoming 

increasingly unreliable once the predicted range of congestion moved beyond flow 

to capacity ratios (RFC) of 0.95 and 1.1, and Mr Bird assured us that in any event 

such queueing would not occur in practice due to the phenomenon of “trip 

reassignment”(XX). 

17. Trip reassignment is the transport modellers' term which tries to take into account 

the fact that most human beings are unprepared to sit in a queue of traffic for any 

length of time unless they absolutely have no alternative. Accordingly, Mr Bird's 

view is that despite the output of the model, no such congestion will occur. People 

will leave for work half an hour earlier, make appointments to avoid peak periods, or 



 

 

 

 

 

find alternative routes to avoid pinch points. An alternative scenario, is, however, the 

gridlock of Iver Heath and Pinewood Green during morning and afternoon peaks. 

Whilst this may yet encourage primary school pupils to walk 25 minutes to and from 

school (see below) on a wet February morning, it is a far cry from compliance with 

government sustainable transport policy. 

18.An additional problem for this particular approach to analysis is that no attempt has 

been made by Mr Bird to assess the alternative routes that may be taken by people 

to avoid the pinch points, and what impact that in turn may have on the wider 

highway network. (XX) 

19.Mr Bird correctly states that it is Government policy not to build one's way out of 

congestion by the provision of additional road capacity (Bird Prof para 5.59 et seq), 

but it is rather another matter for congestion to be caused by building a major 

generator of private car travel such as Project Pinewood. 

20.Much reliance is placed by Pinewood on the provision of improved public transport 

links, cycleways and walkways to promote accessibility to jobs, shops and services, 

in conformity with the second of the government's key objectives set out in PPG13. 

The transport model itself relies heavily on the validity of assumptions regarding 

reductions in employment trips and Pinewood Studios Masterplan traffic. 

Consequently these assumptions and the likely success of the encouragement of 

alternative modes of travel warrant closer scrutiny. 

21.Mr Bird's pedestrian and cycling isochrones (lines of equal time travel, but not in the 

Dr Who sense) are set out in Figures 9 and 10 of the Appendices to his Proof. 



 

 

 

 

Figure 9 purports to show what areas are accessible from the development site 

within units of a 5, 10, 15 and 20 minute walk. By accident or design, in cross 

examination by Ms Murphy it emerged that the pedestrian isochrones consistently 

overestimated the accessibility by walking of shops, schools and other facilities in 

the neighbourhood. The cause of the error was that walk-times had been calculated 

from the entrance to the development site, and not from the actual dwellings on the 

site. Due to the lack of permeability between the development site and Pinewood 

Green, an additional 4 minutes walk time or so needs to be added to any pedestrian 

journey from the site. Consequently the nearest Primary School to the site, St 

Margaret's falls well outside a 15-20 minute walk, as does the nearest Infant 

School. In Mr Bird's parallel universe infants and primary school children will happily 

walk such a distance every day, come rain or shine, courtesy of a “virtual bus”.            

22.  In similar fashion, the weekly supermarket shop in Slough, Uxbridge or Gerards 

Cross will be done by residents using the new improved bus services and not the 

private car, or by internet shopping, utilising the locker-storage facilities provided 

on-site, although certain difficulties might be experienced with perishable 

goods.(Murphy XX) 

23.We are encouraged by PSL to believe that the likely residents of the new 

development will differ from that of the wider community, and they will be far more 

amenable to using sustainable modes of travel, and innovations such as internet 

shopping and storage lockers. The basis for this belief is the Pinewood Studios 

Travel Survey set out in Appendix G to Mr Bird's rebuttal proof. Table 2 shows that 

the largest proportion (36.5%) of the respondents to the survey are in the age range 

of 25-34 years old. Consequently it is implied that the likely uptake of dwellings in 



 

 

 

 

 

the new development will reflect this percentage. 

24.Whilst this assumption may appear reasonable, on closer analysis it emerges that 

the same survey indicates that over 50% of respondents to the survey (50.6%) are 

over the age of 35.The age range of 35-44 make up 20.5%, 45-54 17.8% and 55 

and over 12.3%. When these data are set against the possible mix of residential 

dwellings on the site (see Table 4.1, page 10 Appendix 6.1 – Transport 

Assessment), the outline application could permit 65% of the housing to be of 3 bed 

houses and larger. 

25.We were informed by Mr Rhodes (EiC) that the average wage of the production 

sector of the film industry is £33,700 pa. and that of the South Bucks district 

£29,300. With the exception of the 150 affordable dwellings and 50 “tied cottages” 

to be provided on site, there is significant doubt over the affordability of the market 

housing element of the proposal either for those working within the film industry or 

in other sectors, and this, in turn, raises doubts over the likely demographics of the 

development and its propensity to utilise sustainable modes of transport.    

26.Prior to moving on to housing issues, in summary, on transport grounds, the 

proposed development fails to comply with the key objectives of sustainable 

development as set out in PPS1 and PPG13, and is also in conflict with Core 

Policy7 of the recently adopted Core Strategy. 

Housing and Employment Issues. 

27.The Core Strategy recognises that the management and scale of new housing 



 

 

 

 

development is one of the key spatial issues facing the District (CS para 1.3.2). As 

part of its Spatial Vision for South Bucks for 2026 it aims to deliver a total of 2,200-

2,800 new dwellings (Core Policy 1) of which 350-500 will be affordable (Core 

Policy 3 ). 

28. In the context of Pinewood's offer to provide a total of 560 affordable homes, the 

plan target of 350-500 may appear modest, or, in the words of Mr Rhodes 

“irresponsible”(EiC). However, we should recall the words of the independent 

Inspector who examined the CS, who concluded that the Council's policy on 

affordable housing was “realistic and justified”, based on a robust and up to date 

evidence base. (CDE24 page 8 para 29) We would submit that rather greater 

weight should be given to the view of an objective, independent, Government 

appointed Inspector rather than the somewhat less than independent views of Mr 

Rhodes. 

29.The Core Strategy additionally recognises a settlement hierarchy in S Bucks. Iver 

Heath and Iver Village are categorised as Secondary Settlements, Denham as a 

Tertiary Settlement and Fulmer as a Rural Settlement (CS Table 2, page 30). The 

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) has identified the potential 

over the period 2010-2026 for 153 additional dwellings in Secondary Settements, 

28 in Tertiary Settlements and 33 in Rural Settlements (CS Table 6 page 38). In 

other words, a total of 214 new dwellings will be required for the whole of the S 

Bucks area outside the Principal Settlements of Beaconsfield, Gerrards Cross and 

Burnham over the plan period. 

30.This is a reflection of the overall spatial strategy for the District which seeks to 



 

 

 

 

protect the Green Belt, and to focus new development on previously developed land 

within existing settlements, with an emphasis on new development in the Principal 

Settlements of Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross, and Burnham to a lesser extent. 

(CS page 23) 

31. It is important to recognise that the Core Strategy has to be consistent with national 

planning policy and the still extant SEP. The fact that it has been approved as sound 

by a Government Inspector and the Secretary of State himself should carry 

significant weight when this proposal is judged against the Core Strategy. 

Additionally, the Core Strategy has also involved community consultation, and can 

be safely regarded as adequately reflecting the concerns and desires of 

stakeholders and the wider public. 

32.Key issues raised by the public at the consultation stage of the Core Strategy 

included existing pressure on local community infrastructure, increasing traffic 

congestion, protection of the Green Belt and concern over adverse impacts of new 

developments on the character of towns and villages (CS page 4). 

33. In addition to housing, local economic prosperity and employment are also areas 

addressed by the Core Strategy. Three significant development sites are identified 

in the Green Belt in the CS, Wilton Park, Beaconsfield, Mill Lane, Taplow and Court 

Lane in Iver, which are addressed in CS Policies 14, 15 and 16 respectively. 

Pinewood is not identified as a development site in the CS. 

34.Mr Rhodes' evidence on planning issues for Pinewood urges us to recognise that 

the Pinewood proposal is an “opportunity to create something special”, that it is a 



 

 

 

 

 

“unique proposal”, an “extraordinary proposal”  that “pushes the boundaries of 

sustainable living” (EiC) and that as such it should effectively be allowed to override 

any and all relevant policies in the CS which might constrain the proposal. In other 

words, he is urging us, and the Secretary of State, to tear up the CS and ignore it 

completely. To do otherwise, to refuse the application would be symptomatic of the 

“English disease”, to be risk averse (EiC). 

35.Let us be clear on what the Pinewood proposal consists of in the context of the CS. 

It proposes to build 1,400 new dwellings over a 10 year period, at a site not 

identified for housing development, when the entire CS only provides for a 

maximum of 2,800 over the plan period up to 2026. Pinewood propose to provide 

up to 50% of the entire District's housing supply in one location in less than the time 

allowed for in the plan period. As regards the affordable housing element, Pinewood 

are proposing to provide 560 affordable dwellings, which is more than the target 

identified as appropriate for the entire District up to 2026.  

36.PPS3 requires District Councils to demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply. 

“South Bucks is in a very strong housing land supply position.” (CS para 3.2.3) 

South Bucks DC can demonstrate a supply of 11.8 years (CDE22 page 5-Annual 

Monitoring Report). As a consequence there is no need to release Green Belt land 

for housing purposes to meet the District's housing targets (CS para 3.2.4). As a 

further consequence Project Pinewood is not necessary to meet either overall 

housing or affordable housing targets in the area over the plan period. Far from 

contributing to the achievement of the vision of the Core Strategy, the Pinewood 

proposal would serve to jeopardise and threaten that vision.  



 

 

 

 

 

37. In terms of housing policy, the effect of permitting this proposal would be to wholly 

undermine a newly adopted spatial strategy for the District, it would wholly distort 

the very heart of a carefully considered spatial strategy which has addressed local 

issues and concerns, resulting in uneven, unbalanced and distorted development. 

The spatial strategy and policies set out in the CS are, by definition, sustainable and 

achievable, and satisfy Government's vision and objectives in planning terms. Were 

it otherwise, the Secretary of State would not have approved the CS. The fact that 

the Pinewood proposal is at odds with the CS in practically every respect is in itself 

more than an adequate reason for refusing this proposal. 

Planning Policy and the Green Belt. 

38.Mr Rhodes, in addition to urging us to regard the CS as fundamentally flawed and in 

urgent need of review, despite the fact that it was only adopted 3 months ago, has 

also taken pains to persuade us that Government policy on the Green Belt will 

change in the near future, that “a new presumption in favour of sustainable 

development” will “help to ensure that the default answer to development and 

growth is “yes” rather than “no” (CDH/54 – DCLG Statement Planning and the 

Budget March 2011). 

39.However, the text of the same document upon which so much reliance is placed by 

Mr Rhodes continues “...except where this would clearly compromise the key 

sustainable development principles in national planning policy, including protecting 

the Green Belt” (CDH/54). Despite Mr Rhodes' best endeavours to accentuate the 

positive in recent Government pronouncements and eliminate the negative from 

what he perceives as restrictive policies, the current policy position in respect of 



 

 

 

 

Green Belts is unequivocal. 

40.Under cross-examination by Mr Bird QC, Mr Rhodes accepted that despite the 

Growth Agenda announced by Government, no national planning policy had 

actually been revoked and at the time of the adoption of the CS there had been no 

amendment of those national policies. Furthermore, there was nothing to indicate a 

lessening of support for the plan-led process to development and in his own Proof 

Mr Rhodes had provided no statement to the effect that there was evidence for 

lessening support for Green Belt protection (see Rhodes' Proof page 41 para 5.23). 

Similarly, the Ministerial Statement of 23 March 2011 which Mr Rhodes described in 

evidence in chief as “the most significant statement of Government policy in the last 

10 years or more” (EiC) provided no expectation that growth would be permitted in 

the Green Belt where it would compromise sustainable development principles. 

Most importantly, it remains agreed between the parties that for the purposes of this 

appeal Pinewood still need to show that very special circumstances exist which 

would render this inappropriate development acceptable to the Secretary of State. 

Very Special Circumstances. 

41.  Mr Rhodes' evidence summarises very special circumstances under 3 headings. 

Firstly that the proposed development will maintain Pinewood Studios at the 

forefront of the international film industry. Secondly that it will create a national 

centre of excellence for the screen and creative industries, and thirdly that it will 

bring exceptional employment, housing and particularly affordable housing benefits. 

(Rhodes Proof page 54 para 7.21) 



 

 

 

 

 

42. In reverse order, we have already addressed the third heading above. There is 

nothing remotely exceptional about the benefits which the proposed development 

will purportedly bring. The employment, housing and affordable housing benefits all 

conflict with adopted planning policies as set out in the CS. The only exceptional 

characteristic of the proposal, if there is one, is its consistency in conflicting with 

planning policy at a national, regional and local level. 

43.The second very special circumstance, the creation of a national centre of 

excellence for the screen and creative industries we are told by Mr Dunleavy is an 

integral component of Project Pinewood. “With no Project Pinewood there would be 

no funding for an Academy” (PSL/ID/2.1 para 2.24). We are further told by Mr 

Dunleavy that DTZ undertook a viability analysis of Project Pinewood at each key 

stage of the planning process in order to satisfy the commercial criteria for 

proceeding with the scheme (Dunleavy Proof page 13 para 7.5). Regrettably 

Pinewood have not seen fit to put into the inquiry any evidence in respect of the 

viability and deliverability of the project on the grounds of “commercial sensitivity” 

(Dunleavy reply to Inspector's question). Whilst that may be their prerogative it is 

asking a great deal to take this as a matter of trust. 

44.  What is perfectly clear however is that the Screencrafts Academy could comfortably 

be accommodated at the existing Studios, and would probably be better located 

there in closer proximity to film production. 

45. It is also worth posing the question as to what is so very special about the provision 

of an Academy in the Green Belt, and why it is so necessary to locate it here. Were 

Tesco, for example, to propose the development of a hyper-mega store with 



 

 

 

 

 

associated residential development on this site, would the provision of an Academy 

of Retail Skills constitute a very special circumstance? Were Lloyds TSB Bank plc 

to propose the construction of a major financial centre, with housing, in the Green 

Belt, would the provision of an Academy of Creative Accounting tip the balance in 

favour of the scheme? The answer to both would be resoundingly negative, as it 

should be in this case. 

46.Finally, there remains the first very special circumstance, maintaining Pinewood 

Studios at the forefront of the international film industry. Mr Rhodes assures us that 

“The evidence leaves no doubt that Pinewood Studios is an important national 

asset.” (Rhodes Proof page 44 para 6.6) As a broad statement there is probably not 

a great deal to take issue with, save for the fact that as Mr Dunleavy has reminded 

us, “Project Pinewood is no Shangri La. It is a commercial venture seeking 

commercial returns.” (Dunleavy Proof page 16 para 11.2) PSL is a private company, 

not a publicly owned industry, whose primary responsibility is to its shareholders, 

whose primary aim is to maximise its profitability. In this context it is therefore 

perfectly valid to ask whether assisting a private company to maintain its dominant 

position in its particular industrial sector by means of the destruction of Green Belt 

land constitutes a “very special circumstance” in itself. 

47.Ms Rosewell has provided a great deal of evidence on the macro-economics of the 

British Film Industry as a sector of the UK economy, but we have no disaggregated 

evidence whatsoever of Pinewood's specific contribution to that sector. We have no 

information about the company's annual turnover, profitability, asset value, income 

generated, investment, no objective economic data at all. Presumably all of these 

data fall within Mr Dunleavy's category of “commercial sensitivity”, and as such are 



 

 

 

 

not available to us. The only economic calculation produced to this inquiry in terms 

of the first very special circumstance is Ms Rosewell's estimate that the scheme will 

produce added value of £1.1 billion over a 30 year period. (Rosewell Proof 

para15.11) No cost-benefit analysis has been produced, no risk analysis, no 

independent audit of the data, no indication as to what element of that global total 

will remain in the UK, no testing of the assumptions on which Ms Roswell's 

projection is based. 

48.All that we can be sure of is that Ms Rosewell undertook no primary research of her 

own upon which she based her calculations, and that her findings were based on an 

impact assessment by DTZ. The only other inputs upon which she relied were 

information provided by Messrs Dunleavy, Smith and Norris. ( Bird QC XX) 

49. In summary, there are no reliable objective economic data made available by PSL 

to this inquiry on which any confidence can be placed. There is no basis upon which 

the viability and deliverability of the scheme can be assessed. This “back of an 

envelope” approach may be successful within the film industry, but it is no basis 

upon which to grant planning permission for a major development within the Green 

Belt. Were this, for example, a major road scheme proposal, established to be in the 

national interest, in the Green Belt, it would still have to be subject to the most 

rigorous cost-benefit analysis over a 60 year period before permission to proceed. 

In the absence of this evidence the first very special circumstance cannot be 

established with any degree of confidence and consequently should be rejected. 

Conclusions. 

50.  “There are known knowns; these are things we know we know. We also know there 



 

 

 

 

 

are known unknowns; that is to say we know that there are some things we do not 

know.” D Rumsfeld. Former US Secretary of Defence. February 2002.    

51.  In opening, I suggested that the harm likely to be caused by this proposed 

development could be predicted with a reasonable degree of certainty, whereas the 

benefits put forward by PSL were highly speculative, uncertain and unpredictable. In 

closing, the harm falls neatly into Mr Rumsfeld's category of “known knowns”. We 

know that the scheme will result in the irretrievable loss of more than 100 acres of 

Green Belt. We know that the scheme conflicts with planning policies at a national, 

regional and local level, and is therefore contrary to both national and public 

interests. We know that life will never be the same again for the local communities 

to their detriment. 

52.What of the “known unknowns”, the things that we know that we don't know? We 

know that we don't know whether Project Pinewood would be viable, deliverable, 

financially secure or sustainable. We don't know how many jobs will actually be 

created, how many will take advantage of the live/work new model community on 

offer, the impact on the local economy and local housing affordability. We don't 

know what levels of traffic will be generated by the scheme, what the effects of the 

public transport improvements will be. What will happen to the 263 virtual vehicles 

queuing on Bangors Rd North? 

53.One final point. Mr Katkowski suggested in opening that “We would make ourselves 

a global laughing stock...”  and “risk ridicule” if this appeal were to be refused. 

(Opening submissions paras 16 & 19) The preservation of PSL's dignity and 

reputation among its peers is of no concern at all to this inquiry, and, if the price for 



 

 

            

 

              

 

 

 

 

 

       

refusal is the hollow laughter of a few Hollywood film moguls, that is a very small 

price to pay, bearing in mind some advice from over 200 years ago that “There is 

nothing in which people more betray their character than in what they laugh at”. 

(Goethe, Elective Affinities 1809) 

54.For these reasons, and those set out above, this Appeal should be refused. 

Charlie Hopkins for Stop Project Pinewood 

12 May 2011        


