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1 INTRODUCTION 
 

a) Qualifications and Experience 

1.1 My name is John Stuart Rhodes, I have a BSc in Estate Management and I am a member of the 

Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors.  I have over 30 years experience in private sector 

planning consultancy.  Between 2000 and 2010 I was responsible for the London office of RPS.  In 

2010 I set up a new planning consultancy, Quod. 

1.2 I have wide experience across a range of planning issues and development proposals.  I am a 

member of the Government’s Policy Committee on the Community Infrastructure Levy and a 

member of the Government’s Planning Sounding Board. 

1.3 Coincidently, my local experience includes acting on behalf of Deluxe Laboratories Limited, who 

operate a film processing laboratory at Denham in South Bucks, on land which forms the last 

vestige of the former Denham Film Studios.  Along with Technicolor, Deluxe are one of the two 

largest film processors and distributors of films in the world.  In 2007/2008 I acted for Deluxe in 

gaining planning permission from South Bucks District Council for the redevelopment of the 

Deluxe site for residential development, notwithstanding the employment designation of the land.  

Consent was granted on the basis that the residential development would fund the relocation of 

Deluxe into a new laboratory building at Pinewood Studios.  Consequently, I had some background 

understanding of the issues in this case prior to my instruction in September, 2010.   

1.4 On being approached by Pinewood Studios, to potentially act on their behalf at this inquiry, I first 

requested the opportunity to undertake my own review of the case, conscious of the green belt 

designation of the land.  Having undertaken that review, I satisfied myself that there were 

exceptional circumstances in this case and I confirmed my willingness to act.  Since that time I 

have undertaken substantial additional research into relevant issues and, for the reasons I shall 

state, I have become even more convinced that there are a number of very special circumstances 

which fully warrant the grant of planning consent for this unique proposal. 
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1.5 My evidence touches on all of the matters raised in the reasons for refusal of the applications and 

additional matters now raised by the District Council, including affordable housing.  In doing so, 

however, I draw upon the evidence of other specialist witnesses and I seek to present the 

consequences of that evidence and my own within the context of national and local planning 

policy.   

1.6 My evidence is structured as follows:- 

 Background 

 Employment and housing context 

 National policy 

 Development control issues 

 Very special circumstances 

 Conclusions 
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2 BACKGROUND 
 

2.1 The Statement of Common Ground sets out a number of background issues which are not in 

dispute between the appellant and the planning authority.  The purpose of this section of my 

evidence is to draw attention to some of the more significant background matters which are 

particularly relevant to a decision in this case. 

a) The Appeal Sites  

2.2 The main appeal site comprises 46 hectares of underutilised land in Iver Heath, Buckinghamshire, 

adjacent to the M25 and in close proximity to the M40 Motorway.  The land is currently 

predominantly rough pasture land and most has not been used for either arable or livestock 

farming for a number of years.  It was severed from a larger agricultural holding as a result of the 

construction of the M25 in the 1980s.  The site comprises undeveloped land, of semi improved or 

improved pasture grassland with some trees, hedgerows, scattered scrub and woodland. There is 

a circular area of trees on the north eastern boundary known as The Clump, which was also 

reduced by the construction of the motorway. 

2.3 To the west of the site lie Pinewood Road and Pinewood Studios. Black Park, lies to the west of 

Pinewood Studios. Seven Hills Road forms the north eastern boundary to the site and passes over 

the M25 which lies to the east. Greenfield land, known as Iver Heath Fields, owned by South Bucks 

District Council (SBDC) and managed by Iver Parish Council, lies adjacent to the south east corner 

of the appeal site. 

2.4 The site lies within the Metropolitan Green Belt and the Colne Valley Park – both of which 

comprise very extensive designations.  The site itself has no other specific designations and is 

excluded, for instance, from designated Areas of Attractive Landscape, Local Nature Reserves, 

SSSIs, Ancient Woodland or other similar designations.  Andy Williams’ Plan Figure 5e records the 

designations in the vicinity of the site. 
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2.5 Within the site, the area of trees known as The Clump is subject to an existing Woodland Tree 

Preservation Order (TPO).  The wider site is subject to a recent Area TPO, which was published 

after the submission of the Project Pinewood planning application.   

2.6 The Seven Hills Road Junction is located to the east of the main site.  It comprises a T-junction 

between Seven Hills Road and Denham Road. 

2.7 The Five Points Roundabout lies south of the main site.  The junction provides the intersection 

between Pinewood Road, A412 Uxbridge Road (towards Slough), A412 Church Road (towards 

Denham), Slough Road (towards Uxbridge), and A4007 Wood Lane (towards Iver).  The junction 

comprises a large un-signalised roundabout. There is also a TPO covering two areas of trees to the 

north and east of the Five Points Roundabout.  Trees on land east of Five Points Roundabout on 

the north side of Slough Road are subject to a new Woodland TPO.   

2.8 The majority of land required for highways improvements is already in highways use. The 

additional land required for the highway improvements comprises undeveloped land adjacent to 

the highway, either in the ownership of Pinewood Studios Ltd (PSL) or Buckinghamshire County 

Council (BCC).  

2.9 None of the appeals sites adjoin listed buildings and none are within Conservation Areas.  The 

nearest Conservation Areas are in Fulmer and Iver.   

b) Relationship to Other Settlements 

2.10 Slough, Uxbridge and Gerrards Cross are the nearest large towns, all of which are within 6 miles 

(10km) of Pinewood Studios.   

2.11 Pinewood Green (a residential area to the north of Church Road and east of Pinewood Road) lies 

to the south of the appeal site and comprises a residential area which is part of the Iver Heath 

community.  The area comprises primarily suburban style detached and semi-detached homes.   
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Iver Heath extends south of Church Road and is dissected by Slough Road.  As the Council’s Core 

Strategy1 explains:- 

“2.2.23 – there was little development in Iver Heath until Pinewood Studios 
opened in 1936.  Pinewood Studios continue to occupy a substantial site 
north of Iver Heath and remain an internationally recognised location for 
film and television production.  The settlement has no single centre, with a 
very limited range of shops and no secondary school nearby.” 

c) Site History 

2.12 The northern area of the main site was previously extracted for minerals (1982-1988) and 

subsequently used for landfill2 .  The area was capped and restored and was subsequently used as 

pasture land for the grazing of livestock. 

2.13 The southern area of the site was used as a depot and vehicle compound during the construction 

of the M25. 

2.14 Pinewood Studios acquired the land in December 2001.  The following year Pinewood Studios 

contacted South Bucks District Council in relation to its potential use for outdoor filming; this 

request was declined.  Further discussions were held with South Bucks in relation to this potential 

use in 2003, but no application was made. 

d) Pinewood Studios – A Brief History 

2.15 Pinewood Studios’ history dates back to 1936 when Heatherden Hall was purchased by building 

tycoon Charles Boot, whose ambition was to create a film studios to rival Hollywood.  He teamed 

up with J. Arthur Rank in a move that ultimately led to the formation of the Rank Organisation, 

whose famous logo of ‘the-man-with-the-gong’ has opened several hundred movies. 

2.16 In 2000, Pinewood Studios was purchased from Rank by investors led by Michael Grade and Ivan 

Dunleavy.  The following year, Pinewood Studios and Shepperton Studios merged.  In 2005, after a 

                                                           

1 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (22nd February 2011) (CDE/23) 

2 Environmental Statement (Document 6) (Arup, May 2009) (Paragraph 11.6.2) (CDG/1) 



 

 

Q10156\Project Pinewood \John Rhodes 

 

9 

 

successful listing on the Stock Exchange, Pinewood Shepperton plc acquired Teddington Studios to 

expand its Studios business.   

2.17 Some of the most popular films in British cinema history have been made at Pinewood Studios 

from A Matter of Life and Death (1946) and The Red Shoes (1948), to the Carry On comedies and 

the films of Norman Wisdom.  Famously, Pinewood Studios has been home to James Bond for 22 

films from Dr No (1962) to Quantum of Solace (2008).  Because of the scale of its sound stages and 

supporting facilities, Pinewood Studios is one of the few studios in the world that can 

accommodate international film blockbusters.  In recent years, Pinewood has hosted the 

production of films such as Charlie and the Chocolate Factory (2005), The Da Vinci Code (2006), 

The Bourne Ultimatum (2007), Sweeney Todd (2007), Mamma Mia! (2008), Slumdog Millionaire 

(2009), Harry Potter and the Deathly Hallows: Part 1 (2010), Pirates of the Caribbean IV (2010), and 

Gulliver’s Travels (2010).  In 2009, this contribution was recognised when Pinewood Studios were 

awarded a BAFTA for their Outstanding British Contribution to Cinema.   

2.18 Today, the Pinewood Studios Group is the leading operator of film facilities in the UK and Europe, 

comparable in scale to the film studio facilities in Hollywood, California.   

2.19 In the UK, the Pinewood Studios Group operates Pinewood Studios, Shepperton Studios, and 

Teddington Studios.  Approximately 300 enterprises3 in the screen industries operate from them, 

creating a dynamic hub of screen-based talent unparalleled in the UK or elsewhere in Europe.   

2.20 Pinewood Studios comprises over 100,000 sq m of accommodation.  The facilities available at 

Pinewood Studios are world class and offer the best facilities in the UK for making blockbuster 

films.  Barbara Broccoli (Film Producer of James Bond films) says of Pinewood Studios that “there 

really aren’t any stages in Hollywood that can accommodate a movie the size of a Bond picture”. 

2.21 Pinewood Studios and Shepperton Studios have 34 sound stages used for feature films, television 

dramas, commercials, music videos, animation and photo shoots.  18 of the stages are at 

                                                           

3 see ‘Very Special Circumstances’ for Development in the Green Belt (Document 2) (Pinewood Studios Ltd, May 2009) 

(Appendix 11) (CDG/1) for a list of companies based at the Studios 
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Pinewood Studios, including Europe’s largest stage (007 Stage at around 5,500 sq m).  The 

Underwater Stage at Pinewood Studios is the only purpose-built studio-based underwater filming 

facility of its kind in Europe.  The floodable Paddock Tank at Pinewood Studios has a 20m (60ft) 

high blue/green screen backing, 65m (200ft) in length and is used for special effects and model 

work  and, again, it is the largest in Europe. 

2.22 The Pinewood Studios Group has world-class post-production facilities that include 10 mixing re-

recording theatres, 2 ADR and Foley suites and can cater for film and television audio as well as 

foreign dubbing, optical transfer and duplication, all supported by an experienced and talented 

mixing team.  Pinewood Studios’ mixers and editors are recognised for their vital input into film, 

television drama and commercials throughout the world. For example, mixers Richard Pryke and 

Ian Tapp, were awarded both a BAFTA and an Oscar for their work on Slumdog Millionaire (2008) 

and were nominated in 2011 for a BAFTA for their work on 127 Hours.  In addition, the quality and 

success of these facilities was recognised in 2010, when the Pinewood Studios Group won Best 

Film Mix Facility of the Year at the 2010 UK Screen Awards. 

2.23 Any major film production requires the skills of hundreds of people.  Pinewood Studios and 

Shepperton Studios provides facilities and support to producers, directors, writers, production 

designers and construction managers, art departments, wardrobe, armoury, stunt performers, 

make-up, special and visual effects, and for editing and post-production.  The construction of film 

sets requires carpenters, plasterers, riggers, scenic artists, sculptors, props and set dressers.  On-

set operations require cinematographers and camera operators, assistant directors and runners, 

continuity and script editors, make up artists, gaffers, electricians, camera grips, boom operators 

and sound recordists.  Pinewood Studios caters for the needs of all those in the production of film, 

television, commercials and, more recently, computer games. 

2.24 In 2006, planning permission was granted for the phased redevelopment of Pinewood Studios (the 

masterplan permission).  The masterplan will deliver the replacement of outdated facilities 

through 94,700 sq m of new film and television production, post-production and media facilities.  

Since the grant of the masterplan permission, a new entrance roundabout and gatehouse, and a 

new laboratory facility for Technicolor have been built and planning permission has been secured 
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for a new laboratory facility for Deluxe.  The relocation of Deluxe is dependent upon the successful 

marketing of the Denham Laboratory site but the relocation of Deluxe to Pinewood Studios would 

provide Pinewood Studios with world class, digitally equipped film production laboratories for the 

world’s two leading film print distribution companies.   

e) Green Belt History 

2.25 I set out at Appendix 1 a note which records the history of Green Belt designation and revision in 

the vicinity of Pinewood Studios. 

2.26 The note demonstrates that the boundary of the Green Belt in relation to Pinewood Studios has 

been altered twice, through its consideration at the 1988 Local Plan Inquiry and the subsequent 

1997 Local Plan Inquiry.  Following the 1988 Local Plan Inquiry the Inspector recommended a 

change to the Green Belt boundary to exclude the 007 Stage and part of the car park from the 

Green Belt.  The Council modified the plan to take account of this recommendation but did not 

exclude the car park and further land to the east of the 007 Stage. 

2.27 In 1997 Pinewood Studios appeared at the Local Plan Inquiry to promote a further revision to the 

Green Belt to exclude the whole of the “back lot” from the Green Belt and include it in the 

business area designation of the remainder of the studios.  The Inspector’s Report records that the 

District Council resisted the Green Belt review – pointing to the importance of permanence in 

Green Belt boundaries and the fact that the boundary had only been reviewed as recently as 1988. 

2.28 The Inspector recognised, however that, if the studios are to remain competitive, they need to 

have a long term development plan and that splitting activities away from the studios would be 

unsatisfactory.  The Inspector concluded:- 

“2.69 The County Council as strategic planning authority, raised no 
objection to the proposals for extension into the Green Belt.  They accept 
that very special circumstances exist here because of the site’s key role in 
the British Film Industry.  I agree with that view.” 

2.29 A subsequent planning application for the erection of two sound stages and other facilities on land 

affected by that recommended boundary revision was considered by the District Council in 
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October 1997.  Officers made no recommendation, leaving members to decide whether 

exceptional circumstances existed.  Again, the County Council supported the proposal because of 

the site’s key role in the British Film Industry, so that an exception to Green Belt policy would be 

warranted.  Planning permission was granted and the development has been completed. 

f) Proposed Development 

2.30 Project Pinewood will be a living and working community, establishing a consolidated location for 

the screen industry and associated creative industries.  Through the design and architecture of its 

streetscapes, replicating European and American locations, Project Pinewood will offer a unique 

facility adjacent to Pinewood Studios for shooting film and television drama and for other forms of 

video and photography such as electronic games, fashion and advertising. 

2.31 The construction of such a combination of permanent, living streetscapes is unique in itself but 

one of the particular attributes of Project Pinewood is that it is also planned as a high quality, 

sustainable community.  Up to 1,400 homes are proposed in a mix of unit sizes ranging from one 

bedroom apartments to five bedroom houses. The mix of units will be distributed throughout the 

site, although the majority of the apartments will be located in the higher density central area.  A 

greater proportion of houses and larger dwellings will be located towards the edge of the 

development in the lower density areas.  A proportion of the housing will be affordable, integrated 

within the development.   

2.32 David Height provides detailed evidence describing the evolution of the project and the 

exceptional care which has been taken in the development of the application proposals.  Arup, 

with their world class reputation in the planning of sustainable communities have combined their 

expertise with experts within the film industry to achieve the unique proposals which make up 

Project Pinewood.  The extent of the application documentation – and particularly the Design and 

Access Statement4, together with the Typologies document5 demonstrate not only the care that 

has been taken to create the best living and working environment, but the intention that the 

                                                           

4 Design and Access Statement and Sustainability Statement (Document 3) (Arup, May 2009) (CDG/1) 

5 Living and Working with Filming: Architectural Typologies Study (Document 8) (Arup, May 2009) (CDG/1) 
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combination of the two worlds can create something quite exceptional.  Project Pinewood aims to 

be not only an exceptional piece of infrastructure for the UK screen and creative industries but 

also an exemplary sustainable, mixed use community which creates the opportunity for a unique 

living and working creative community.  The homes are not the price to pay for the creation of the 

filming locations, they are an integral part of the overall concept, which seeks the creation of a 

truly sustainable, creative community.   

2.33 Homes within Project Pinewood will have two entrances so that during filming, residents have 

access to their properties through an alternative entrance.  This ‘private’ side of the home, which 

will not be used for filming purposes, will include private or communal gardens, access and car 

parking.  Only 21.6 ha6 of the site will be developed, leaving the remainder of the 46 hectare site 

to be enhanced as formal and informal open space, strategic landscaping, The Clump, and an 

ecological buffer.   

2.34 Project Pinewood is planned to be a low carbon, sustainable community and filming location, 

compliant with the standards of the Code for Sustainable Homes, BREEAM and the screen 

industry’s targets for reducing carbon emissions.  It is also expected to provide a means of 

significantly reducing the carbon impact of film and television production.   

2.35 David Height’s evidence explains the care which was taken in masterplanning to integrate the 

development with the surrounding community, so that facilities at Project Pinewood would also 

become community facilities for local residents.  Similarly, Andy Williams explains how Project 

Pinewood has been planned to integrate with and enhance connections to the surrounding green 

network, including Black Park and Iver Heath Fields. 

2.36 The 8,000 sq m of employment floorspace for the creative industries at the heart of the project 

will be complemented by a Screen Crafts Academy to meet the education and training needs of 

those in the screen industry (up to 2,000 sq m), ancillary filming accommodation/services space 

(up to 1,000 sq m), community facilities including a primary school and multi-purpose community 

                                                           

6 Gross built area of the Main Site including the primary roads, car parks, land acquisitions for transport upgrades, 

existing structures i.e. Saul’s Farm. 
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building (up to 4,000 sq m), local retail provision (up to 2,000 sq m), and up to 1,400 homes which 

would be available for sale on the open market (or as affordable homes) but which are intended to 

be particularly attractive to those working and interested in the screen and creative industries.     

2.37 The remainder of the site (25.7 ha7) will provide an enhanced landscape environment for the 

benefit of those living and working at Project Pinewood and for the wider community.  The 

proposals include informal open space, strategic landscaping, ecological areas including water 

bodies, habitat areas and green corridors, and formal areas of recreation provision.  The Clump 

will be retained and its ecological and landscape character enhanced.  These landscape measures 

are intended to significantly enhance the appearance and bio-diversity of the land excluded from 

built development. 

2.38 The proposals will be complemented by other facilities including an open air theatre which is 

intended to provide a cultural venue for use by the creative industries and the wider community, 

an energy centre, and a water treatment facility. 

2.39 The proposed development is supported by an improved junction at Seven Hills Road / Denham 

Road and an enhanced roundabout at Five Points Roundabout. 

2.40 The application was accompanied by a Management and Operational Strategy8 which explains 

both the nature of controls that would be in place to ensure the high quality management of the 

development but also the care and consideration which has been given to the important 

relationship between the living and working environment. 

2.41 Heads of Terms have been prepared for a Section 106 Agreement covering a range of issues and a 

detailed set of planning conditions is being prepared. 

                                                           

7 Un-built area for Main Site including formal and informal open space and primary school playing fields. 

8 Management and Operational Strategy - Environmental Statement (Document 6) (Arup, May 2009) (Appendix 2.7) 

(CDG/1) 
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3 PROJECT PINEWOOD IN THE CONTEXT OF HOUSING AND 
EMPLOYMENT IN SOUTH BUCKS 

 

3.1 Project Pinewood promotes both a significant number of new homes and jobs.  Before examining 

the consequences of this for planning policies, it is appropriate to understand the background to 

both housing and employment in South Bucks.    

a) Housing 

3.2 South Bucks had a population of around 64,000 in 2009.  Population projections suggest relatively 

little change in the overall population size (principally because relatively few new homes are 

proposed to be built).  Nevertheless, the evidence base for the Core Strategy9 highlights the 

following characteristics:- 

1. Compared with the national average, the South Bucks population is already older, with more 

residents over 40 and fewer in their 20s and 30s.  By 2026, the projection suggests that 

there may be a 39% increase in those over 65, a 38% increase in those over 80 and an 18% 

reduction in those under 2010 ;  

2. Residents of South Bucks were recently judged to have the second highest quality of life of 

any local authority area in Great Britain11 ;   

3. South Bucks makes up 13% of the population of Buckinghamshire but its RSS housing 

allocation accounts for only 5% of the County allocation12;  

                                                           

9 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (22nd February 2011) (CDE/23) 

10 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (22nd February 2011) (CDE/23) (paragraph 1.2.12) 

11 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (22nd February 2011 (CD23) paragraph 1.2.7) 

12 Buckinghamshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2008) (CDE/1) paragraphs S7 and S11) 
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4. South Bucks has a higher proportion of higher qualified and higher paid employees than 

either the national or the County average, with over 40% in the top two categories13 , lower 

quartile incomes14  are by contrast comparable to the County average at £18,689 pa;  

5. South Bucks has some of the highest property prices in the country outside London.  The 

average price of homes is 235% of the England and Wales average, significantly higher than 

any other district in Buckinghamshire where the average is 154% and higher than the south-

east average which is 118%15 .  Entry level prices in Q3 2010 were £275,00016 , the highest in 

the County and nearly double the national average of £129,950;  

6. At 94 dwellings per annum, South Bucks has the lowest RSS housing allocation of any district 

in the south-east17; and 

7. The Buckinghamshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) calculates an annual 

net need for affordable homes in South Bucks of 459 per annum18 .  This represents a 30% 

increase from the 354pa assess in the 2002 Housing Needs Study19.  The gap between the 

assessed need for affordable housing and planned housing supply is the widest in the 

County20 . 

3.3 The Core Strategy21 actually proposes between 2,200 and 2,800 homes during the plan period 

2006-2026, an average of 110-140 homes per annum.  The examination of the Core Strategy and 

the evidence base, however, demonstrates that the only reason that these figures slightly exceed 

                                                           

13 Buckinghamshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2008) (CDE/1) (Paragraph S24) 

14 Buckinghamshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2008) (CDE/1) (Table 7.9) 

15 Buckinghamshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2008) (CDE/1) (Paragraph S39) 

16 DCLA live table 583 – provisional data 

17 Regional Spatial Strategy for the South East of England (2009) 

18 Buckinghamshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2008) (CDE/1) (Paragraph S27) 

19 Chiltern and South Bucks Housing Needs Survey (2002) 

20 Buckinghamshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2008) (CDE/1) (Table 9.25) 

21 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (CDE/23) 
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the RSS annual requirement of 94 dwellings per annum is that planning consents have come 

forward in the early part of the plan period more quickly than the annual average would require 

and the District Council proposes a lower trajectory of housing completions in the period 2015 – 

2026, lower even than the RSS22 annual requirement, in order to re-balance the figures.  The draft 

Core Strategy23 explained  the intention to balance the need for new housing with local constraints 

to ensure that the district does not significantly exceed the RSS housing requirement.   

3.4 In fact, whilst the Core Strategy24 claims that the planned level of new housing development in 

South Bucks seeks to strike a difficult balance between addressing the local need for new housing, 

whilst recognising the constraints on further development in the district, no allocations are 

proposed for new housing development which impact at all on those constraints.  In other words, 

the balance has been struck entirely in favour of the pre-existing designated constraints on 

development.  South Bucks, therefore, deliberately does not plan to meet either its overall housing 

need or to get close to meeting its own identified need for affordable housing.  Both the SHMA 

and the Core Strategy recognise that housing growth requirements are increased in other areas 

because they are not met within South Bucks – for instance within the substantial growth 

proposed for Aylesbury Vale District, although the planning consequences of this are only 

acknowledged within the Core Strategy to the extent that this may increase traffic through South 

Bucks because of the growth in adjacent districts.  Whilst the growth planned in Aylesbury Vale 

may potentially assist in resolving some of the housing needs of South Bucks the SHMA25 identifies  

that two separate housing market areas exist with Aylesbury forming its own distinct market area. 

3.5 The Core Strategy contains no commentary or analysis on the consequences of not meeting South 

Bucks own inherent housing needs, its potential for housing or of the planned failure to meet 

affordable housing requirements.  In fact, the Core Strategy may deliver even less housing.  In July 

2010, the District Council produced a further Background Paper for the Core Strategy on the 

                                                           

22 Regional Spatial Strategy for the South East of England (2009) 

23 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy Consolidated Version 2 (October 2010) (Paragraph 1.3.2) 

24 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (CD/23) (Paragraph 3.2.1) 

25 Buckinghamshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2008) (CDE/1) (Paragraph 2.46) 
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consequences for housing delivery of revisions to PPS3 and the potential revocation of the RSS26.  

The paper addressed the following:- 

 the redefinition of brownfield land to exclude back gardens;  

 the deletion of a minimum density requirement in PPS3; and 

 the deletion of housing targets within the RSS. 

3.6 The paper identified that around 50% of the new dwellings anticipated in the Council’s SHLAA27 

were in back garden locations which would now be classified as greenfield land, rather then 

previously developed land.  The Council also welcomed the reduction in density guidance and 

suggested instead a reduced density guide for the district within a range 25-35 dph.  The 

consequences of this reclassification alone were suggested to reduce the housing potential 

identified in the SHLAA from 611 units to 450 units and evidence at the recent Core Strategy 

examination28 confirmed that the lower density assumptions could result in a short fall against the 

strategic target29 .  Again, there was no consideration of the socio economic consequences of 

producing less housing, or of the consequences for the local or wider economy.   

3.7 The benefits of the new residential development at Project Pinewood was put forward as one of its 

advantages in the application documents.  In its Committee Report of 21st October 2009, 

however, the Council considered housing land supply and reported that it was in “a very strong 

housing land position in relation to its South East Plan requirement”.  The report continued:- 

                                                           

26 South Bucks Local Development Framework: Background Changes to PPS3 and Revocation of the South East Plan 

(July 2010) 

27 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2009) (CDE/14) 

28 South Bucks Core Strategy Examination (November 2010) 

29 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy - Inspector’s Report January 2011 (CDE/24) (Paragraph 16) 
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“There is therefore no need to grant permission for this proposal in order to 
meet South Bucks’ housing requirements.  The Council will exceed its 
housing requirements from other sources without Pinewood.  The proposals 
themselves would represent almost a 75% increase over and above the 
South East Plan requirement.  Whilst this might assist in ensuring that the 
requirements for the region and sub-region were met, it would result in 
housing provision of a scale in South Bucks which may not be considered to 
accord with the strategy set out in the South East Plan.” 

3.8 In fact, examination of the South East Plan30 (Policy H1) identifies: 

1. The supply of housing in the South East has not matched need or demand, with the result 

that the affordability of housing across the region has been worsening (Paragraph 7.4); 

2. Local planning authorities are required to plan for an increase in housing completions to 

help meet anticipated need and demand (Policy H1); 

3. The levels planned in the RSS go some way towards meeting strategic needs but fall below 

forecast growth and local authorities are asked to test higher numbers that are consistent 

with sustainable development.  An early review of the RSS was to examine a higher rate of 

provision (Paragraphs 7.6 and 7.7); 

4. A step change in housing provision is required both generally and in the Western Corridor 

and Blackwater Valley (WCBV sub region), of which South Bucks forms part even if this may 

require some development of Green Belt land (paras 21.14-21.17); and 

5. The figures should not be regarded as annual targets and the fact that an annual provision 

or local trajectory number has been met should not in itself be a reason for rejecting a 

planning application (para 7.8). 

3.9 I draw out these references not because I suggest that substantial weight is given to the RSS but 

simply because this analysis sets out the reality of the housing position in the South East.  From 

the characteristics of the District set out in my para 3.2, these comments are particularly relevant 

to South Bucks. 

                                                           

30 Regional Spatial Strategy for the South East of England (2009) 
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b) Affordable Housing 

3.10 The South Bucks Core Strategy31 seeks the delivery of between 350- 500 new affordable dwellings 

to be delivered across the district between 2006 and 2026, of which at least two thirds are to be 

provided as social rented tenures with the remainder as intermediate housing.  Intermediate 

housing is defined to be at prices and rents above those of social rent, but below market prices or 

rents and includes shared equity products and other low cost homes for sale or rent.  Core Policy 3 

requires sites to provide at least 40% of dwellings as affordable housing subject to economic 

viability, with the tenure split varying from place to place to reflect evidence contained in the 

SHMA32. 

3.11 The Council’s Community Strategy33 and Core Strategy34  cite the importance of achieving a 

significant increase in the delivery of affordable housing across the District, particularly in the 

context of the SHMA’s estimate of net annual affordable housing need of 459 homes.  Between 

April 2006-March 2010, however, only 45 net new affordable dwellings were delivered, ie an 

average of 11 per annum. 

3.12 It is against this background that the District Council has increased its requirement for affordable 

housing to form at least 40% of all dwellings in new residential developments (rather than 

increased the overall housing requirement).  Policy CP3 sets a target of achieving 350-500 units 

over the plan period, although as the Core Strategy Inspector recently concluded:- 

“29. Achievement of the affordable housing target of 350-500 units over      
the plan period under CP3 will be challenging.” 

3.13 Over the remainder of the plan period to 2026, however, even achievement of the Core Strategy 

target represents the completion of only approximately 28 affordable homes per annum, 

compared with the Council’s own estimate of requirement of 459 dwellings per annum.  Whilst 

                                                           

31 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (CDE/23) 

32 Buckinghamshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2008) (CDE/1) 

33 Sustainable Community Strategy for South Bucks District 2009 – 2026 (2009) (CDE/9) 

34 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (CDE/23) 
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affordable housing may be a priority of the Council, therefore, its planning policies do not begin to 

address the scale of the real need. 

c) Employment 

3.14 The Core Strategy sets out an over arching aim of “maintaining local economic prosperity by 

accommodating the needs of existing and new businesses, whilst recognising the constraints 

imposed by Green Belt policy”35 .  Interestingly, the Core Strategy also supports new business 

formation, helping to “maintain” local economic prosperity within South Bucks36,, which is said to 

form part of the“entrepreneurial heart of Britain”37  and the Core Strategy specifically seeks to:- 

“encourage a greater proportion of South Bucks residents to live and work 
locally”38 ” 

3.15 The Core Strategy39 confirms that it is important that existing and new businesses in South Bucks 

are supported, although the extent of support appears to be limited to the protection of existing 

employment sites and allowing development or expansion of employers only on existing 

employment sites. 

3.16 The previous Local Plan40 and now the Core Strategy both appear to rely on an approach to 

achieving an employment and housing balance.  The 2001 census records that approximately two 

thirds of the resident workforce in South Bucks commute out of the district on a daily basis, whilst 

a similar number of workers commute into the district.  The Core Strategy sets out the advantages 

of living and working locally41 , including shorter journeys by car and a more sustainable lifestyle 

                                                           

35 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (CDE/23) (Paragraph 3.4.4) 

36 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (CDE/23) (Paragraph 3.4.4) 

37 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (CDE/23) (Paragraph 3.4.9) 

38 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (CDE/23) (Paragraph 3.4.12) 

39 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (CDE/23) (Paragraph 3.4.6) 

40 South Bucks District Local Plan (1999) (CDE/25) 

41 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (CDE/23) (Paragraph 3.4.12) 
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and sets out proposals to encourage a greater proportion of South Bucks residents to live and 

work locally including:- 

 the delivery of more affordable housing for key workers and people in lower paid professions, 

who provide essential local services;  and 

 the intention to attract and retain high value and knowledge based businesses that require the 

skills and experience of the resident workforce in South Bucks. 

3.17 If one were testing Project Pinewood against this strategic approach, I suggest it would not be 

unfair to recognise:- 

1. that the current balance of employment and housing in the district is far from sustainable.  

The mere fact that there are a similar number of workers to homes is of relatively little 

importance if two thirds of the workers are leaving the district and an equivalent number 

are commuting in;  

2. whilst the Core Strategy may suggest that it will encourage more people to live and work 

locally, for instance, by delivering more affordable housing, the analysis set out above 

demonstrates that the likely delivery of affordable housing during the plan period will come 

nowhere near to the scale of need and could not be expected to meet the stated strategic 

aim;  

3. if it is indeed intended to attract and retain high value and knowledge based businesses that 

require local skills and to recognise the overarching aim of maintaining local economic 

prosperity whilst meeting the needs of South Bucks businesses, one would expect the 

District Council to be very sympathetic to the needs of Pinewood Studios; and 

4. a project which specifically proposes a living and working community in a mixed use 

development with substantial levels of affordable housing is directly consistent with the 

strategic approach, subject to the consideration of site specific issues (which are, of course, 

important).   
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d) The Importance of Pinewood Studios to South Bucks 

3.18 Pinewood Studios is one of the most significant employers in South Bucks. 

3.19 Pinewood Studios itself employs around 200 people.  There are also around 750 people employed 

within the 200 or so tenant companies (such as Technicolor, Avid Technology and Panalux) that 

are permanently based at Pinewood Studios.  In addition, the production companies which are 

based at Pinewood Studios and use the Studio’s facilities to make feature films, television 

programmes and commercials, use a wide range of free-lance professionals for varying lengths of 

time and in varying numbers.  The total number of people working on a production depends on its 

size and budget, and in front of the camera, the requirement or not for extras.  It is estimated by 

Pinewood Studios that on an average day, there are some 800 people on site employed by the 

production companies which on days of peak activity, can rise to some 1,800. 

3.20 In total therefore, there are on average 1,750 people working at Pinewood Studios, which can rise 

to 2,750 during periods of peak filming42. 

3.21 Pinewood Studios received planning permission in 2006 for the masterplan redevelopment of the 

Studios.  Permission was granted for 94,700 sq m of new accommodation, representing a net 

increase of 67,260 sq m.  At the time of grant of planning permission, it was estimated that this 

would generate around 1,500 additional jobs. 

3.22 This makes Pinewood Studios by far the most significant “employer” in the district.   

3.23 In granting planning consent for the Masterplan proposal, the Committee Report of May 2005 

records the advice of the Council’s Policy Officer that there may be exceptional reasons to support 

the development of Pinewood Studios.  It is significant that the Policy Officers’ advice (page 6) was 

that there is a strategic restraint upon employment growth in South Buckinghamshire and that 

there are wider issues about the balance between supply and demand.  The report then 

continued:- 

                                                           

42 Economic Impact Assessment (Document 5)  (DTZ, May 2009) (Section 3) (CDG/1) 
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“but it could be argued that the film industry is a somewhat specialist field, 
and wherever it is located it is more likely to draw some of its specialist 
work force from some distance rather than relying substantially on local 
labour although clearly such proposals will offer additional opportunities to 
the local workforce.  However, existing policy E2 accepts the principle of 
additional floorspace through new buildings and extensions provided they 
are directly connected with film production or associated industries.  
Accordingly, the planning authorities should wish to be formally assured 
that employment growth arising from the proposals will be sufficiently 
related (ancillary or complementary) to the principal film production or 
studio activities on the site.  Office development leading to employment 
growth would not be acceptable under employment or accessibility policies, 
if proposed independently for the site”.  (Page 6) 

3.24 Providing residential accommodation aimed at attracting those employed in the film and creative 

industries, in immediate proximity to Pinewood Studios, may be considered to be consistent with 

some of the issues identified by the Policy Officer.  In any event, planning permission was 

recommended (and granted) for the Masterplan, subject to a  restrictive user condition linking the 

occupation of the development to uses directly connected with film production or associated 

industries. 

3.25 In fact, it is fair to identify that both Pinewood Studios and the film industry are recognised as 

special and important within South Bucks, no doubt partly as a result of the very substantial 

heritage of the film industry in South Bucks, particularly through the Denham and Pinewood Film 

Studios.  Successive development plans for the district have identified the national and 

international significance of Pinewood Studios for film production and the current Core Strategy is 

no exception43.  The Masterplan planning permission at Pinewood Studios demonstrates that the 

District Council was prepared to grant planning permission for the scale of development proposed 

because it was directly associated with the film industry – and imposed conditions to ensure that 

remained the case.  My evidence in Section 2 demonstrates that the national importance of 

Pinewood Studios has justified changes to the Green Belt on two previous occasions. 

3.26 Similarly, on behalf of other clients at Denham, I am aware that planning permission for residential 

development on employment land was granted by the District Council directly contrary to the 

                                                           

43 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy 2011 (CDE/23) (Paragraphs 1.2.28 and 2.2.23) 
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designation of the land and employment policies of the Local Plan44 and the then emerging Core 

Strategy45.  The relevant Committee Report of 7 May 2008 concluded:- 

“It is my view that this application has put forward a robust evidence-based 
analysis for the retention of the Denham Film Laboratories and its 
employees within South Bucks district via the proposed redevelopment of 
the site for housing.  It is essential that the legal agreement that would 
ensure the relocation of the business to Pinewood is robust.  Subject to this, 
it is my view that this application has established that special 
circumstances exist in this case that would warrant a decision contrary to 
the principles of the employment policies in the Local Plan.  It is clear that 
this application would not result in the loss of employment within the 
district but rather would retain the existing business within the district, 
which is a crucial element in the film and television industry within South 
Bucks”. (Page 19) 

3.27 Not only has the particular significance of Pinewood Studios been identified in the past by the 

County Council and the District Council, it continues to be identified today by a number of relevant 

Third Parties.  46 

3.28 The Buckinghamshire Economic and Learning Partnership (BELP), for example, recognised the 

importance of Pinewood Studios within Buckinghamshire.   In commenting on the planning 

application, they advised that “we have examined the economic arguments and have concluded 

that, notwithstanding our resolute support for the benefits of the Green Belt, in this circumstance 

the economic merits of the case amount to special circumstances”.   

                                                           

44 South Bucks District Council Local Plan (1999) (CDE/25) 

45 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy Consolidated Version 2 (October 2010) 

46 see representations from the UK Film Council, British Film Commissioners, Directors Guild of Great Britain and 

Directors Guild Trust, British Film Institute, the Production Guild of Great Britain, British Television Advertising Awards, 

National Film, and Television School, Women in Film and Television, Skillset, British Centre of the International Theatre 

Institute, British Screen Advisory Council, Musicians Union, The Cinema and Television Benevolent Fund, Cinema 

Exhibitors Association Limited, Film London, Screen South Regional Screen Agency, Screen East, CBI Thames Valley, 

Thames Valley Economic Partnership, and SEEDA. 
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3.29 BELP go on to state that “Pinewood is undoubtedly an established global centre, and it does 

compete in World markets in the way it describes.  BELP knows that this is a highly-competitive 

industry, and that Pinewood needs to stay, as it says: ‘ahead of the game’”.  It also states that 

“Pinewood has a consistently successful long-term history, and it is entirely appropriate that it 

makes all of the plans necessary to both preserve its status, both globally, and as a National pivotal 

location for visual arts production.  It is also very important in the local economy”. 

3.30 BELP also advise that “Pinewood Studios has its own importance within the economy of Bucks, and 

the critical nature of that importance continues to grow as possibly one of just three home-grown 

global Bucks brands alongside Silverstone and Stoke Mandeville.  Furthermore, the County has 

been affected by the ongoing competitive effects of globalisation, losing in recent years 

established businesses and facilities.  BELP believes that wealth creation must not be taken for 

granted in an increasingly competitive global economy, and this should be fully considered in 

relation to Pinewood’s growth proposals”47. 

3.31 A number of other agencies made similar points and I shall not repeat them (list them in a 

footnote).  What is clear, however, is that Pinewood Studios has not been and should not be 

treated as if it were just any other employer or employment development. 

e) The District Council’s Consideration 

3.32 Against this background, I have already identified that the District Council’s consideration of the 

housing proposals within Project Pinewood was limited to satisfying itself that the district was able 

to meet its RSS housing requirements without Project Pinewood and even that exceeding those 

housing requirements should be avoided, rather than encouraged (see above para 3.7).  

3.33 Pages 21 and 23 of the Project Pinewood Committee Report considered whether or not the 

provision of affordable housing as part of the development could amount to “very special 

circumstances”.  At that stage up to 420 affordable homes were proposed.  Interestingly, the 

report did suggest that:- 

                                                           

47 Buckinghamshire Economic and Learning Partnership response to the planning application (17
th

 July 2009) 
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“In order to represent a very special circumstance the proposal would have 
to include far more affordable housing than would normally be required.  If 
this is not done then the proposal is simply meeting normal requirements 
and is therefore not very special.” 

3.34 I note the helpful recognition that very special circumstances could be demonstrated by an 

exceptional affordable housing proposal and I shall comment further on that issue later in my 

evidence.  With respect to the Council’s analysis however, I suggest that there was a serious failure 

to consider the genuine benefit of the affordable housing proposed in the application for the 

following reasons:- 

1. the analysis in the Committee Report entirely misses the point – it would have been fair and 

proper to recognise that 420 affordable homes would be provided which would not 

otherwise come forward and that these would make a substantial contribution to a priority 

need within the district – this was not done; 

2. instead, the report advised that it is “impossible” to meet the identified need for affordable 

housing in full and then proceeded to conclude that the Council’s policy will help to secure 

between 450 and 500 new affordable homes during the entire plan period.  It then 

continued:- 

“Given the long term view that has to be taken of the development and its 
phasing, perhaps over approximately 10 years, regard should be had to 
policy that may emerge over the next few years”.  (pages 21-22) 

3.35 This analysis completely fails to even consider the benefit of the additional housing and instead 

appears to rely on some imagined change of future policy – rather than the priority of meeting 

clear, identified needs. 

3.36 More generally, the contribution of the Planning Policy Officer to the Committee Report appears 

to be limited to:- 
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“Strong objection for the following reasons: Green Belt, Colne Valley Park; 
not sustainable location for new dwellings; traffic; no need for such housing 
provision; inadequate affordable housing; inappropriate location for 
economic development.” (page 7) 

3.37 That analysis is entirely inadequate in the face of the needs which the district faces, whilst failing 

to consider at all the needs put forward by Pinewood Studios. 

3.38 There is a longer consideration of the very special circumstances case later in the report.  in 

relation to the “future of Pinewood Studios” the analysis was limited to the following:- 

“It seems likely that any business would benefit from the significant 
financial impetus of gaining permission for a large number of dwellings on 
open Green Belt land.  It does seem likely that such permission would 
strengthen the financial position of Pinewood, but whether this would 
make it more competitive or ripe for takeover and or asset stripping is a 
question raised in some representations.  Furthermore, whether an increase 
in the status, reputation and competitiveness of the business represents the 
type of factors that amount to, or contribute towards, very special 
circumstances for development in the Green Belt is a matter for the 
Committee to consider.  It may well be that the Committee would be 
delighted to see the status, reputation and competitiveness of all local 
employers and businesses enhanced, but not at the expense of releasing 
open Green Belt land to facilitate financial gain for those businesses”(page 
17). 

3.39 Given the scale and significance of Pinewood Studios, the clarity and detail of the application 

submission and the substantial nature of the support for the application, I respectfully suggest that 

the applicant deserved more from Planning Officers than the glib dismissal of the project. 
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4 NATIONAL POLICY 
 

a) Planning Policy 

4.1 Pending the introduction of planning reforms proposed by the coalition Government, planning 

policy guidance of the previous Government remains in place, although the intention to reform 

planning policy is a material consideration.   

4.2 PPS148 emphasises the importance of promoting sustainable development and that planning 

should facilitate and promote sustainable and inclusive patterns of urban and rural development 

by:- 

“making suitable land available for development in line with economic, 
social and environmental objectives to improve people’s quality of life;  

- contributing to sustainable economic development;  

- protecting and enhancing the natural and historic environment, the 
quality and character of the countryside, and existing communities;  

- ensuring high quality development through good and inclusive design and 
the efficient use of resources; and 

- ensuring that development supports existing communities and contributes 
to the creation of safe, sustainable, liveable and mixed communities with 
good access to jobs and key services for all members of the community.” 
(para 5) 

4.3 PPS1 sets out balanced policies to achieve each of these objectives, including important policies 

for environmental protection and enhancement.  It also encourages a strong, stable and 

productive economy that aims to bring jobs and prosperity for all, so that planning authorities 

should, inter alia: 

                                                           

48 Planning Policy Statement 1: Delivering Sustainable Development (2005) (CDB/1) 



 

 

Q10156\Project Pinewood \John Rhodes 

 

30 

 

i. recognise that economic development can deliver environmental 
and social benefits;  

xii. ensure the provision of sufficient, good quality, new homes 
(including an appropriate mix of housing and adequate levels of 
affordable housing) in suitable locations…The aim should be to 
ensure that everyone has the opportunity of a decent home, in 
locations that reduce the need to travel;  

x. identify opportunities for future investment to deliver economic 
objectives” 

4.4 These principles are built upon in PPS349 (Housing) and PPS450 (Planning for Sustainable Economic 

Growth).  PPS3 confirms (para 9) that:- 

“the Government’s key housing policy goal is to ensure that everyone has 
the opportunity of living in a decent home, which they can afford, in a 
community where they want to live.” 

4.5 Strategic objectives to achieve this goal are set out as:- 

“to achieve a wide choice of high quality homes, both affordable and 
market housing, to address the requirements of the community. 

- to widen opportunities for home ownership and ensure high quality 
housing for those who cannot afford market housing, in particular those 
who are vulnerable or in need.   

- to improve affordability across the housing market, including by 
increasing the supply of housing.   

- to create sustainable, inclusive, mixed communities in all areas, both 
urban and rural.” 

4.6 It further identifies that in order to achieve this policy objective a range of high quality homes both 

market and affordable need to be delivered which address the needs of the community and that 

by increasing the supply of housing improvements in affordability may be secured. 

                                                           

49 Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing (June 2010) (CDB/3) 

50 Planning Policy Statement 4: Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth (2009) (CDB/4) 
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4.7 PPS4 confirms that the Government’s over arching objective is “sustainable economic growth” 

(paragraph 9).  Accordingly, planning authorities are required to ensure that their development 

plan:- 

“a.  sets out a clear economic vision and strategy for their area which 
positively and proactively encourages sustainable economic growth 
identifying priority areas with high levels of deprivation that should be 
prioritised for regeneration investment, having regard to the character of 
the area and the need for a high quality environment. 

c.  positively plans for the location, promotion and expansion of clusters or 
networks of knowledge driven or high technology industries.” (policy EC2) 

4.8 In determining applications for economic development policy EC10.1 provides:- 

“local planning authorities should adopt a positive and constructive 
approach towards planning applications for economic development.  
Planning applications that secure sustainable economic growth should be 
treated favourably.” 

b) Creative Industries 

4.9 It is apparent from the evidence already before this inquiry that the creative industries 

undoubtedly qualify for this scale of positive support because of their national importance and 

their distinctive potential to achieve genuine sustainable growth in the national interest.  Support 

for creative industries is not politically controversial and the previous Government promoted a 

number of initiatives to sustain and enhance the creative sector.  The new Government also takes 

a proactive approach. 

4.10 Whilst the Coalition Government announced the cancellation of funding for the BFI Film Centre 

and whilst the Film Council did not survive the Government’s Spending Review, it is clear that the 

Coalition Government recognises the fundamental importance of the creative industries and is 

committed to sustaining them as part of its commitment to secure a sustainable economic future 

for the country.   

4.11 In announcing the cancellation of the BFI Film Centre, for instance, Ed Vaizey, the Minister for 

Communication, Culture and Creative Industries confirmed:- 
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“I am planning to fundamentally re-assess how the Government supports 
the film industry in this country.  I want to make sure that we are 
supporting the film industry so that it is ready for the challenge it will face 
in the decade to come, and that we make sure every pound of public money 
we spend gives the maximum benefit.” 51  

4.12 Similarly a DCMS spokesperson in July 2010 spoke of the importance of the Screen Agencies, as 

follows:- 

“The Screen Agencies do an excellent job in promoting film production, 
video games, development, skills and more.  For a relatively small 
investment, they have encouraged the investment of over £50 million in the 
audio/visual creative industries across all regions.  Retaining this level of 
support is important and we are considering how the important function 
they perform fits in with the planned Local Enterprise Partnerships.”52   

4.13 Confirmation of the same approach was set out in a Ministerial statement from DCMS in October 

2010, as follows:- 

“We are also committed to supporting our Film industry.  As with other 
areas we are determined to eradicate waste and bureaucracy and we have 
previously announced our decision to abolish the UK Film Council by April 
2012.   

While we are still discussing how best to support the industry going 
forward we are committed to seek to protect funding for a number of 
important areas over the next 4 years.  This includes support for the film 
industry in the nations and in the regions…European funding, support for 
inward investment and work to carry out certification as part of the system 
of tax relief for British Films.”53   

4.14 The Local Growth White Paper also specifically address the importance of the creative industries, 

in the following terms:- 

                                                           

51 Ed Vaizey - Minister for Communication, Culture and Creative Industries (17 June 2010) 

52 DCMS (26 July 2010) 

53 DCMS (October 2010) 
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“Film and Creative Industries 

As part of the Government’s review of arms length bodies we have 
announced that we are abolishing the Film Council.  We are currently 
reviewing the model that is necessary to support the film industry.  The 
Regional Screen Agencies which have, alongside the RDAs played a role, in 
supporting both film and wider creative industries at the regional level are 
developing plans for their future structure.  Government is still considering 
the future delivery of funding for this network.” (para B23) 

4.15 If confirmation were needed of the special nature of the film industry, it is available in the form of 

the Film Tax Relief.  In November 2010, the Minister Ed Vaizey confirmed:- 

“I want to make it crystal clear today that we intend to maintain the film 
tax credit, which is worth over £100m each year to British Film.”54   

4.16 The Prime Minister confirmed the same intention in November 2010, at the same time as 

welcoming Warner Brothers’ further investment in Leavesden Studios:- 

“It is very welcome what Warner Brothers are doing.  We are committed to 
supporting the film industry and we are committed to continuing with the 
tax credits that he speaks about.”55   

4.17 Other evidence has explained that this is not a UK phenomena – international governments are 

aware of the cultural and economic significance of the film industry.  In times of unprecedented 

public expenditure cuts, the retention of the Film Tax Credit is proof positive that the film industry 

is indeed very special.  Additional confirmation is available from the fact that the Government 

announced in November 2010 the intention to increase lottery funding to support film from about 

£27 million today to more than £40 million by 201456.   

c) Planning Reform 

4.18 The precise operation of the new planning system under the Coalition Government continues to 

evolve and the detail of the approach to plan making and decision taking in the future is not yet 

                                                           

54 Ed Vaizey - Minister for Communication, Culture and Creative Industries (November 2010) 

55 Prime Minister David Cameron (November 2010) 

56 Ed Vaizey - Minister for Communication, Culture and Creative Industries (November 2010) 
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clear.  A Green Paper57  was published by the Conservatives before the general election and some 

elements of the structure of reform are apparent in the Localism Bill, including the proposed 

abolition of RSS and the introduction of Neighbourhood Plans as part of the development plan 

system.  Another proposed element of planning reform is the introduction of the “presumption in 

favour of sustainable development”.  The shape and direction of planning reform, therefore, is 

beginning to emerge and the objectives have been set out, for instance, in the Local Growth White 

Paper58, as follows:- 

 “3.3 - The Government is committed to reforming the planning system, 
whilst retaining protection of important environmental and social interests, 
so that it actively encourages growth by providing the right land in the 
right place for economic development, increasing the supply of housing 
that the country needs and ensuring the timely delivery of infrastructure. 

3.4 – We also need to ensure that local communities which opt for growth 
are able to reap the benefits from doing so, changing the culture of 
planning so that the default position is in favour of development. 

3.6 – We want to transform the planning process from an impediment to 
economic development into a means of encouraging growth.  This must 
start from a positive assumption about development, to give confidence to 
people and greater certainty to businesses.   

3.7 – A key part of planning reforms will therefore be to introduce a 
national presumption in favour of sustainable development, which will 
apply to decisions on all planning applications.  This will support the 
strategic provision of new homes, offices, schools and other developments 
that help drive the growth of our economy.  This will provide more certainty 
to developers and investors, as well as communities.”  

4.19 As its name would suggest the White Paper has a strong emphasis on growth and removing the 

barriers to growth, including constraints within the planning system.  It also makes clear that this 

approach is intended to apply to housing development, as follows:- 

                                                           

57 Open Source Planning: Green Paper no. 14 (2010) 

58 Local Growth White Paper (October 2010) 
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“B.51 – House building investment has for decades been constrained by the 
lack of land supply.   

B.52 – Given the highly constrained position of housing supply in England, 
both by international and historic standards, policy reforms to relax these 
constraints and unleash investment, including from international investors, 
in housing output could result in significant dividends – using our economic 
resources more efficiently by allowing investment in the economy to re-
balance to where the returns are highest. 

B.53 – The Government has therefore committed to establishing the right 
conditions to draw in that investment through its proposals for reforming 
the planning system, providing incentives for local authorities and 
communities for unlocking land for development; deregulation of the 
private rented sector, and supporting demand through support for the 
mortgage market. 

B.54 – The more strategic role for housing and planning at a level of local 
enterprise partnerships could also be an important part of the process to 
increase investment in housing output, and the Government will consider 
what role partnerships can plan in maximising the UK’s house building 
supply response to the wider economic recovery.” 

4.20 it is clear, therefore, that significant change is proposed with the intention of increasing economic 

output and housing supply.  A new approach to planning is intended which will call into question 

the balance previously struck between development and constraints on development. 

4.21 The fact, therefore, that a Core Strategy has only very recently been adopted and does not 

necessarily suggest that it is consistent with up to date national policy or that it necessarily carries 

the weight which an adopted Core Strategy would have carried prior to the announcement of 

fundamental reform. 
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5 DEVELOPMENT CONTROL ISSUES 
 

5.1 PPG259 states that in order for ‘inappropriate’ development to be acceptable, the applicant must 

demonstrate that ‘very special circumstances’ exist.  It goes on to state that the benefits arising 

from the very special circumstances should clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt.  This 

section demonstrates that, in my opinion, all other development control issues have been 

satisfactorily dealt with in the planning application or can be addressed by conditions and 

obligations and that it remains for the Inspector and the Secretary of State to determine whether 

the benefits arising from Project Pinewood’s ‘very special circumstances’ outweigh the harm to the 

Green Belt.   

a) Community Facilities 

5.2 A detailed assessment of the requirement for community facilities and social infrastructure was 

undertaken as part of the planning application process.  The assessment included the availability 

of existing facilities, and the capacity that exists within these.  The assessment also considered the 

requirements generated by the new population of the development.  During the pre-application 

consultation process, discussion was had with the appropriate community infrastructure 

providers.  These matters do not constitute reasons for refusal. 

5.3 Project Pinewood proposes a quantum and range of community services and facilities which 

respond to the identified local existing need and the need generated as a result of the living and 

working population generated by the proposed development. My appendix 2 provides further 

details. 

b) Sustainable Location  

5.4 The fourth reason for refusal is concerned that the site is a relatively isolated and unsustainable 

location with poor accessibility to facilities and services, the development of which would generate 

significant levels of car use.  The reason for refusal identifies that regional and sub-regional hubs 
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are to be the main focus for transport investment and development and that further employment 

should be focussed on accessible and well located commercial sites. 

5.5 On the face of it, this is a surprising objection from a Council which was prepared to grant planning 

consent for 94,700sqm of new employment floorspace at the studios in 2006.  There was, at that 

time, no criticism in the Committee Report about the location of the development – rather, a 

recognition that the consent would help to sustain the importance of Pinewood Studios and the 

employment which it created, consistent with the recognition that Pinewood is one of the most 

important employers in the district and the recognition in the Core Strategy that the Council seeks 

to accommodate the needs of existing businesses.   

5.6 Another important strand to the Council’s strategy, of course, is to “encourage a greater 

proportion of people to live and work locally”.  On the face of it, a proposal which seeks to 

introduce up to 1,400 homes adjacent to an employment facility with the capacity to employ over 

3,000 people is consistent with that objective, which is directly aimed at enhancing sustainability.  

This should be particularly the case when the housing is deliberately designed and promoted to be 

attractive to the type of working community that is attracted to the studios. 

5.7 My Appendix 2, which sets out the approach to community facilities, also identifies:- 

 How those facilities have been sized and scoped having regard to the capacity of local facilities 

and the introduction of facilities which may be absent in the area such as a significant 

community building or a local primary school; and 

 David Height’s evidence explains that the layout of Project Pinewood is specifically designed to 

encourage direct integration between the new development and the local population, 

consistent with a good practice approach to the planning of sustainable communities.  

Through that approach, the sustainability of the existing local residential community should be 

enhanced. 

5.8 Similarly, David Bird identifies that the public transport and travel planning proposals which are 

committed as part of Project Pinewood will extend to serve the existing working community of 
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Pinewood and also to provide benefit for adjacent residents.  Through investment in Project 

Pinewood, therefore, sustainability should be enhanced.   

5.9 My Appendix 3 sets out details of the commitments and initiatives taken within the application 

relevant to sustainability.  As David Height explains, achieving a high quality, sustainable 

development has been one of the principal drivers behind the masterplan.   

5.10 Apart from the general desire to achieve best practice in all aspects of the project, the emphasis 

on sustainability is partly driven by the profile which sustainability is starting to achieve within the 

film industry.  My Appendix 4 comprises a note which explains not only the evolution of national 

and local policy, with its increased emphasis on climate change and sustainability but also the 

range of initiatives which are now being taken within the film industry itself to ensure that the 

industry plays its full part.  As Ivan Dunleavy explains, issues of corporate social responsibility and 

environmental objectives are important to the main film companies and are likely to increasingly 

affect decisions over the location and nature of filming.  This can either represent a threat to 

Pinewood Studios or an opportunity.  Project Pinewood seeks to respond directly – not only 

through its embedded commitment to sustainability but also, of course, through its street scapes. 

5.11 It is also relevant, of course, to identify that achieving stable economic growth is one of the 

principal strands of the Government’s definition of sustainable development set out in PPS1 and in 

the UK Sustainable Development Strategy.  Indeed, without economic growth it is difficult to 

imagine a sustainable future. 

5.12 For all these reasons, I suggest that little weight attaches to the fourth reason for refusal. 

c) Affordable Housing 

5.13 Affordable Housing is not a reason for refusal of the planning application.  In fact, an informative 

attached to the refusal advises that the affordable housing provision then proposed is recognised 

and welcomed.  At the time of the application, 30% affordable housing was proposed, ie up to 420 

homes, which would represent almost ten times the amount of affordable housing which the 

Council has secured in the District as a whole between April 2006 and March 2010.   
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5.14 Nevertheless, the Council’s policy has changed in the Core Strategy60 to promote 40% affordable 

housing, in recognition of the serious need for affordability in the district.  In response, the 

appellants have sought to upgrade their offer to meet the 40% target of the Core Strategy.  This is 

proposed as a combination of on-site affordable homes and a substantial commuted payment to 

secure homes for those in affordable housing need elsewhere in the district.  The substantial scale 

of this “windfall” contribution towards affordable housing warrants an approach which allows its 

benefits to be delivered across the District as this will make the strongest contribution to meeting 

evidenced needs.  I understand that this is a view shared by the Council. 

5.15 In accordance with the submitted Core Strategy a wide range of affordable housing opportunities 

are being considered to optimise the housing benefits of Project Pinewood.  The submitted Core 

Strategy recognises the potential for commuted payments to deliver new, or make improvements 

to existing, affordable housing.  Project Pinewood is coming forward at a time when there are 

significant cuts to public expenditure. These will reduce the level of funding available to subsidise 

delivery of new affordable housing through the National Affordable Housing Programme and, in 

combination with cuts in other loans and grants, will make it more difficult to meet affordable 

housing needs.  Against this background Project Pinewood represents an opportunity for the 

District to secure funding certainty which will facilitate delivery of new affordable homes, and or 

improvements to existing accommodation on a scale and over a time period never seen before in 

the District. 

5.16 The opportunity for Project Pinewood to make a contribution towards meeting affordable housing 

needs across the District is significant and, in accordance with the submitted Core Strategy, the 

S106 is being negotiated to formulate an affordable housing package structured to enable the 

benefits to be disseminated across the whole District, responding to varying needs, requirements 

and aspirations which accord with the Council’s priorities.   

5.17 In combination the onsite and offsite proposals will deliver a significant contribution towards 

meeting the housing needs of the District. They will broaden choice for households including 
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providing opportunities for affordable home ownership, deliver targeted affordable housing 

solutions in all areas of the District which accord with council priorities and address the range of 

affordable housing need.  

5.18 It would be fair to recognise that the affordable housing benefit provided by Project Pinewood is of 

such a scale in relation to the identified need and in relation to any alternative strategies of the 

Council that, by itself, it contributes significantly to the particular reasons why planning consent 

should be granted for the Project Pinewood development.  As the Council’s Committee Report 

recognised, particularly high levels of affordable housing can represent “very special 

circumstances”, even justifying development in the Green Belt. 

d) Green Belt and Landscape Impacts 

5.19 Andy Williams’ evidence includes a comprehensive – and I believe objective – assessment of the 

impact of Project Pinewood on the landscape and on the Green Belt, having regard to the 

objectives of Green Belt policy and to the purposes of including land within the Green Belt.  An 

assessment was also set out in the Planning Statement61 submitted with the application and 

responded to in the District Council’s Committee Report.  It would not be productive for me to 

reproduce these analyses.  Neither do I want in any way to undermine the importance of Green 

Belt policy.  I also entirely accept that, whatever the merit of the appeal site in terms of its 

contribution to Green Belt, the appeal proposals are, by definition, inappropriate development 

and, therefore, harmful to an important policy principle. 

5.20 Nevertheless, before considering what very special circumstances may exist to justify development 

in the Green Belt in this case, I do believe that there are some important characteristics of the land 

and of the appeal proposals which are relevant to a consideration of the scale of harm which 

needs to be addressed by those very special circumstances. 
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5.21 Andy Williams’ analysis identifies and accepts that there would be some harm to the purposes of 

the Green Belt in developing the appeal site as proposed but that such harm would be limited by a 

number of considerations including:- 

1. the limited number of viewpoints from which the appeal proposals would be apparent, 

which serves to limit their impact on the openness of the Green Belt and its intended 

purposes; 

2. the containment provided by the M25 helps to limit any significant impact through 

perceptions of urban sprawl or encroachment into the countryside; and 

3. the development poses no risk to the separate identity of settlements or to the setting or 

character of towns. 

5.22 The assertion in the reasons for refusal that the development constitutes a prominent physical and 

visual intrusion into the Green Belt is not made good by objective analysis.  Neither is the concern 

in the third reason for refusal that a precedent would be set for development in the Green Belt 

which the Council would find it hard to resist if planning consent is granted in this case.  There is 

no dispute that these proposals are unique, without precedent in the UK or even internationally.  

There would be no difficulty in identifying that the circumstances of the appeal proposals are 

unlikely to be repeated.   

5.23 Contrary to the assertion in the third reason for refusal, planning consent in this case would not be 

seriously detrimental to the integrity of Green Belt policy nationally.  Whilst Green Belt 

designation is one of the strongest and most important policy constraints in national policy, it is a 

constraint and not a prohibition.  The mechanism deliberately exists within national policy to allow 

development where very special circumstances can be demonstrated.  The Council’s reasons for 

refusal would be more credible if proper consideration had been given to the nature of the very 

special circumstances advanced in this case.   

5.24 I also note Andy Williams conclusion in relation to landscape impacts, including impacts on the 

Colne Valley.  Based on his thorough assessment he concludes:- 
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“The net effect of this reduced impact is for the appeal scheme to have a 
remarkably contained impact on the surrounding character, with harm only 
resulting to the appeal site itself, the rear of adjacent properties 
immediately to the south and a small area of high land to the east of the 
M25 motorway.” 

5.25 In my judgment, very special circumstances do exist in this case, sufficient to justify the harm to 

Green Belt policy.  They also justify the limited harm which has been identified to the landscape. 

5.26 I shall consider the significance of the appeal process in this context in the next section of my 

evidence. 
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6 VERY SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES 
 

6.1 The Project Pinewood planning application was supported not only by a Planning Statement but 

also by a freestanding document dedicated to the “Very Special Circumstances” that were 

advanced to meet the policy test set by PPG2.  Much of the evidence from the company, the 

industry and from Bridget Rosewell has explained or added to that text and it would not be 

appropriate for me to repeat the detail of that evidence.  Neither do I expect that I can fully do it 

justice in a short summary.  This section of my evidence, therefore, sets out the principal headings 

which I consider can be advanced as very special circumstances in this case.  For the full detail of 

the evidence against those headings, the Inspector and the Secretary of State are respectfully 

asked to refer to the full extent of the appellants’ case. 

6.2 A number of separate headings were advanced for very special circumstances in the application 

documentation.  For ease of reference, however, I have sought to bring those elements together 

under three principal headings, although there are matters contained under each of those 

headings which are themselves very significant. 

6.3 In my opinion, however, the argument can be summarised under the following three headings:- 

1. Project Pinewood will maintain Pinewood Studios at the forefront of the International Film 

Industry;  

2. Project Pinewood will create a national centre of excellence for the screen and creative 

industries; and 

3. Project Pinewood will bring exceptional employment, housing and particularly affordable 

housing benefits. 

6.4 I do not advance the third of these as sufficient in itself to warrant development in the Green Belt.  

In my opinion, however, it is a significant contributor to the overall very special circumstances 

case. 
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6.5 The evidence also establishes that Project Pinewood would not pose a threat to Green Belt policy 

or set a precedent for other Green Belt release.  Additionally, the evidence demonstrates that 

there is no alternative location for the Project Pinewood development.  Neither of these are, in 

themselves very special circumstances but they help to reinforce the case for the grant of planning 

permission. 

a) Maintaining Pinewood Studios at the Forefront of the International Film Industry   

6.6 The evidence leaves no doubt that Pinewood Studios is an important national asset.  It provides 

the greatest concentration of film expertise and infrastructure in Europe and the evidence of Ivan 

Dunleavy and Nick Smith confirms that it competes on equal terms with Hollywood.  The Minister 

himself has confirmed that Pinewood Studios supports “technical expertise that is as good as any 

in the world”62.  The evidence has variously identified Pinewood Studios as being ‘The British Film 

Industry’, the corner stone and the icon of the industry and its importance to the industry has 

been confirmed by representations from all corners of the industry. 

6.7 When I first became involved in this case, I knew of Pinewood Studios and something of its history 

but it would be no exaggeration to say that I have been increasingly impressed the more I have 

learnt about the scale, expertise and track record of Pinewood Studios – it clearly is a UK success 

story and the embodied investment in Pinewood Studios represents infrastructure of national 

importance. 

6.8 As Steve Norris explains, a healthy Pinewood Studios is critical to the continued success of the UK 

film industry.  That industry employs 36,000 people directly and supports a further 100,000 jobs, 

contributing more than £4.5 billion GDP in 2009.  The evidence has shown that Pinewood’s ability 

to “land” major films for the UK is critical to the success of the industry as a whole. 

6.9 The story of Pinewood Studio’s development is a story of innovation and investment.  As Ivan 

Dunleavy explains Pinewood Studios Ltd’s customers need it to show leadership and commitment.  

Each investment has added value – whether it be the Bond stage, the paddock, the under water 
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stage or many other innovative and bold investments, each has added up to greater than the 

collective sum of their parts.  The evidence is clear that the concentration of activity at Pinewood 

Studios brings reinforcing benefits – films attracted to the 007 Stage use other facilities; the same 

goes for the under water stage and the supporting evidence talks of the mutual benefit between 

tenant companies.  Pinewood Studios is a precious asset, the needs of which must be taken 

seriously, in the national interest. 

6.10 The evidence has identified risks to Pinewood Studios’s continued success.  The evidence has also 

identified the intensity of international competition – not only between studios but between 

Governments; because international governments recognise the importance of the film industry – 

both for its economic potential but also for its cultural importance.   

6.11 The evidence identifies a number of risks to the continued success of the business including:- 

i. international competition, including significant Government sponsored investments over 

seas;  

ii. cost pressures on film production, which draw scrutiny onto every aspect of production, 

including studio costs and the costs of location filming;  

iii. increasing environmental awareness amongst film companies;  

iv. high definition and 3D filming which can expose the inadequacy of temporary sets;  

v. skill shortages, costs and the risk of a drain of talent over seas. 

6.12 Ivan Dunleavy explains how he became aware that the future of Pinewood Studios was potentially 

threatened by all of these risks.  Consistent with the innovative characteristic of the industry, 

which has made Pinewood Studios so successful, he developed the concept for “Film Town” – the 

concept which has now evolved as Project Pinewood and it is not difficult to see how the project 

can address all of these principal risks in one integrated solution.   

6.13 Time, money, carbon and risk can all be reduced by studios which can offer a variety of permanent 

sets.  The examples given by Ivan Dunleavy of sets at Hollywood Studios makes clear the 

advantage of permanent sets.  As he explains, however, the UK does not benefit from a Californian 

climate – so that permanent sets rather than good quality temporary sets are necessary to provide 
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comparable advantage.  The evidence of the obvious difficulties of location filming reinforces the 

genius of the idea, whilst the evidence of David Height demonstrates the care that has been taken 

to build in every convenience for filming – including the ability to dress and re-dress the streets.   

6.14 Nick Smith and others are in no doubt that the industry would respond to the opportunity.  Even 

the blockbuster films would inevitably find great advantage in the range of options created by 

Project Pinewood and it is not difficult to see the benefit that can be brought to smaller scale 

elements of the British Film and Television industry.  

6.15 The fact that there is no direct international precedent for Project Pinewood is a reason to support 

it.  Project Pinewood is more than a protection against looming threats in the industry, it is a key 

plank in Pinewood Studios’ ability to keep ahead of international competition by understanding 

and responding to the needs of an international, footloose industry. 

6.16 In combination with the facilities at Pinewood Studios, Project Pinewood would create significant 

additional filming capacity for the UK on a scale and quality which has no rival. 

b) A national centre of excellence for the screen and creative industries 

6.17 Project Pinewood, however, is so much more than a collection of film sets.  Ivan Dunleavy explains 

that the vision includes the development of a national centre of excellence for the screen and 

creative industries.  The constituent parts of Project Pinewood have clearly been designed to 

deliver that vision in a comprehensive, integrated development. 

6.18 The evidence has identified the need for and the importance of the Academy, the benefit of the 

community facilities and of the additional employment floorspace proposed.  In addition, the 

houses themselves are an important part of the vision.  Their occupation would bring life and 

reality to the film sets but, more importantly, homes for many, including those involved or 

interested in the creative industries.  Adding these facilities to the infrastructure and expertise 

already available at Pinewood Studios offers the potential to create a true creative hub in the style 

and tradition of successful creative concentrations in other industries. 
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6.19 The evidence has identified the changing nature of the creative industries – with the apparent 

merging of technologies.  Despite the availability of the internet, there is clear benefit in creating a 

concentration of talent and expertise.  As Bridget Rosewell explains, such concentrations produce 

cross fertilisation between companies, technicians and sectors – with the potential for substantial 

added value. 

6.20 Whilst Pinewood Studios is already the only true multi media facility in the UK, it is not complete.  

Its residential population lives remotely, it provides no central training facility and its services and 

amenities are limited.  The fact that Pinewood Studios is successful in its current form only serves 

to demonstrate the potential that could be generated by a more comprehensive, planned 

development. 

6.21 Bridget Rosewell’s evidence identifies the importance of the creative industries – accounting for 

approximately 7% of the economy but, importantly, growing faster than the rest of the economy.  

As Ivan Dunleavy explains, talent is one of Britain’s national characteristics.  In fact, some may say 

it is one of our very few unique selling points.  In a world where traditional manufacturing has 

moved to lower cost bases, the country needs to innovate and to exploit its strengths. 

6.22 The evidence demonstrates that the Government is in no doubt of the importance of the creative 

industries.  Indeed, the Government has been prepared to confirm and even extend financial 

support to the industry despite wide ranging cuts made to other sectors.  Supporting investment in 

the UK’s creative industries is clearly and directly in the national interest.   

c) Bring exceptional employment, housing and particularly affordable housing benefits 

6.23 Project Pinewood would being important direct employment benefits.  It would also be likely to 

facilitate the more rapid development of the Pinewood Studios Masterplan with its associated 

employment benefits but, even more importantly, its success would generate significant direct 

and spin off employment benefits for the wider industry.   

6.24 Project Pinewood would also provide up to 1,400 homes.  The evidence is clear that there is a very 

strong housing market in South Bucks with very high houses prices and very low levels of 
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development – either undertaken in recent years or planned for the future.  Against the 

background of a national imperative to increase house building, Project Pinewood offers significant 

advantage.  The homes would also be distinctive.  Project Pinewood is designed as a unique, 

integrated community with high standards of sustainability but with the clear potential to offer 

homes to those working at Pinewood Studios and those with an interest in the creative industries.  

Providing this opportunity adjacent to Pinewood Studios is consistent with the acknowledged 

benefits of mixed communities and of a sustainable relationship between housing and 

employment. 

6.25 The benefit offered by the affordable component of the development is exceptional.  By itself, 

Project Pinewood offers to provide or facilitate more affordable homes than are planned by the 

district over the whole of the Core Strategy period. 

6.26 The District Council’s performance and plans in meeting affordable housing need is lamentable.  

The Council’s own evidence base identifies that the requirement for affordable homes is more 

than 4 times the total housing supply promoted by its Core Strategy.  The following are also 

significant:- 

1. The ratio of entry level income for local residents to entry level house prices is 

provisionally recorded for Q32010 as 12.33 (DLCG Live table 576) – the second highest 

ratio in the country outside of London 63;  

2. Affordable housing need has increased in South Bucks by 30% since it was last assessed in 

the 2002 Housing Needs Study and the Council’s policy offers no significant hope to the 

large majority of those in identified housing need.   

6.27 Grant funding is being reduced for affordable housing and, whilst the Council has increased its 

affordable housing requirement to 40% of individual sites, the scale of housing planned over the 

remainder of the plan period means that (even if this level could be achieved) the need for 

affordable housing is more likely to increase than reduce over the plan period.  A development 
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which offers affordable housing solutions for 560 households in need represents a scale of 

investment in affordable housing which has never been seen in the district and is very unlikely to 

be repeated.  The appeal proposals, therefore, offer very substantial advantage to a policy priority 

both of the Council and of the Government.  These factors weigh substantially in favour of the 

grant of planning permission. 

d) Other relevant considerations 

6.28 There is no alternative site on which the Project Pinewood development could be successfully 

advanced.  This issue was considered at some length at Section 10 of the Planning Statement 

supporting the application.  Whilst alternative locations were considered, the analysis came to the 

obvious conclusion that Project Pinewood needed to be co-located with Pinewood Studios and the 

idea of moving Pinewood Studios was “entirely unviable”64.   

6.29 Pinewood Studios benefits from continued investment over more than 70 years, which has 

amassed the greatest concentration of filming infrastructure in Europe – nobody could seriously 

suggest that it could be relocated. 

6.30 Neither could the grant of planning permission in this case set a precedent – Project Pinewood is a 

unique proposal.   

6.31 In my judgement, these factors collectively amount to compelling reasons to conclude that “very 

special circumstances” have been demonstrated in this case. 
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7 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

7.1 My evidence has sought to draw together the principal planning issues in this case under a number 

of headings:- 

a) Background 

7.2 The land is rough pasture land and has not been used significantly for agriculture for a number of 

years.  It was severed from a larger agricultural holding as a result of the construction of the M25.  

The site lies within the Metropolitan Green Belt and the Colne Valley Park – both of which 

comprise very extensive designations.  The site itself has no other specific designations and is 

excluded, for instance, from designated Areas of Attractive Landscape, Local Nature Reserves, 

SSSIs, Ancient Woodland or other similar designations.  Local Plan Inspectors in 1988 and again in 

1997 recommended changes to the Green Belt boundary at Pinewood Studios – partly in 

recognition of its key role in the British Film industry. 

7.3 Today, the Pinewood Studios Group is the leading operator of film facilities in the UK and Europe, 

comparable in scale to the film studio facilities in Hollywood, California. 

7.4 In the UK, the Pinewood Studios Group operates Pinewood Studios, Shepperton Studios and 

Teddington Studios.  Approximately 300 enterprises in the screen industries operate from them, 

creating a dynamic hub of screen based talent unparalleled in the UK or elsewhere in Europe. 

7.5 In 2006, planning permission was granted for the phased redevelopment of Pinewood Studios (the 

masterplan permission).  The masterplan will deliver the replacement of outdated facilities 

through 94,700 sq m of new film and television production, post-production and media facilities.  

Since the grant of the masterplan permission, a new entrance roundabout and gatehouse, and a 

new laboratory facility for Technicolor have been built and planning permission has been secured 

for a new laboratory facility for Deluxe.   

7.6 Project Pinewood  itself is described in detail in the application documents and the evidence of 

David Height.  Project Pinewood aims to be not only an exceptional piece of infrastructure for the 
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UK screen and creative industries but also an exemplary sustainable, mixed use community which 

creates the opportunity for a unique living and working creative community.  The homes are not 

the price to pay for the creation of the filming locations, they are an integral part of the overall 

concept, which seeks the creation of a truly sustainable, creative community. 

b) The Housing and Employment Context 

7.7 South Bucks is an area with some remarkable characteristics including:- 

1. An ageing, relatively wealthy population with a high quality of life;  

2. Exceptionally high house prices – well above the national and even the regional average;  

3. Entry level house prices are the highest in the county and nearly double the national 

average, so that the ratio between entry level house prices and entry level income is the 

second highest in the country, outside London;  

4. The assessed need for affordable housing is 450 homes per annum, whilst the overall 

(market and affordable) housing proposed in the Council’s Core Strategy is less than 94 

dwellings per annum.  Despite this background, the District Council attached no 

noticeable weight to the housing proposals in this case – even to the affordable housing 

element.  In fact, officers suggested that providing more housing than that planned in the 

Core Strategy may be inconsistent with the RSS. 

7.8 The Core Strategy contains positive words about maintaining local prosperity and about South 

Bucks role as part of the “entrepreneurial heart of Britain” but there are no significant policies in 

place to achieve this end – policy limits employment development to the redevelopment of its 

own sites. 

7.9 Whilst the Core Strategy claims a sustainable relationship between homes and jobs, two thirds of 

the working population commute out of the district, with a similar number commuting in.   
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7.10 Pinewood Studios is by far the most significant “employer” in the district.  It is also an important 

part of the heritage of South Bucks and its only commercial asset of national – or even 

international – significance.   

7.11 Nevertheless, the needs of Pinewood Studios put forward in the Project Pinewood application do 

not appear to have been given significant weight in the Council’s consideration of the application.   

c) National policy 

7.12 Existing policy in PPS1, PPS3 and PPS4 provides clear encouragement for sustainable growth.  Local 

Planning Authorities are encouraged to adopt a positive and constructive approach towards 

planning applications for housing and economic development. 

7.13 In this context, Government Policy strongly favours support for and growth of the creative 

industries, particularly the film industry. 

7.14 National Policy is changing and the shape of reform is starting to emerge through the Local Growth 

White Paper and other announcements – including a new presumption in favour of sustainable 

development.  The objectives of policy reform include greater local accountability but also 

stronger economic recovery and increased house building. 

e) Development Control Issues 

7.15 In my judgement, the principal issue in this case relates to the principle of development in the 

Green Belt, which should not be undertaken unless there are very special circumstances.  

7.16 My evidence explains that the housing provide by Project Pinewood would complement the 

facilities at Pinewood Studios and that the community facilities provided, together with the 

transport improvements proposed would enhance sustainability.  David Height makes clear that 

the achievement of a comprehensive, mixed use sustainable community has been one of the 

central themes in the development of the masterplan.  The embedded sustainability commitments 

within Project Pinewood contribute significantly to this objective.  The film industry, like others is 

increasingly aware of its obligations in relation to carbon and sustainability. This could either pose 
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a threat to traditional studios or an opportunity.  Project Pinewood responds to this opportunity 

and holds the potential to provide a competitive edge for Pinewood Studios, in the field of 

sustainability as well as operationally.   

7.17 The appeal proposals propose a mixture of on site affordable housing and commuted payments 

which collectively would facilitate meeting affordable housing need for 560 households.  This scale 

of investment in affordable housing is without precedent in the district and should, single 

handedly, do as much if not more than the whole of the District Council’s affordable housing 

strategy for the period to 2026.  Affordable housing need in South Bucks is extreme and 

substantially unmet.   

7.18 Andy Williams undertakes a comprehensive and in my view objective assessment of the impact of 

the proposals on the purpose and objectives of the Green Belt.  He identifies that there would be 

some harm to the purposes of the Green Belt but that such harm would be limited by a number of 

considerations including:- 

1. the limited number of viewpoints from which the appeal proposals would be apparent, 

which serves to limit their impact on the openness of the Green Belt and its intended 

purposes; 

2. the containment provided by the M25 helps to limit any significant impact through 

perceptions of urban sprawl or encroachment into the countryside; and 

3. the development poses no risk to the separate identity of settlements or to the setting or 

character of towns. 

7.19 The assertion in the reasons for refusal that the development constitutes a prominent physical and 

visual intrusion into the Green Belt is not made good by objective analysis.  Neither is the concern 

in the third reason for refusal that a precedent would be set for development in the Green Belt 

which the Council would find it hard to resist if planning consent is granted in this case.  There is 

no dispute that these proposals are unique, without precedent in the UK or even internationally.  
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There would be no difficulty in identifying that the circumstances of the appeal proposals are 

unlikely to be repeated.   

7.20 I also note Andy Williams conclusion in relation to landscape impacts, including impacts on the 

Colne Valley.  Based on his thorough assessment he concludes:- 

“The net effect of this reduced impact is for the appeal scheme to have a 
remarkably contained impact on the surrounding character, with harm only 
resulting to the appeal site itself, the rear of adjacent properties 
immediately to the south and a small area of high land to the east of the 
M25 motorway.” 

f) Very Special Circumstances 

7.21 A number of important factors are put forward in the extensive planning application 

documentation, the representations from industry as well as the company and economic evidence 

presented to this inquiry.  In my judgment, they clearly amount to very special circumstances and 

my evidence summaries them under three headings:- 

1. Project Pinewood will maintain Pinewood Studios at the forefront of the international 

Film Industry;  

2. Project Pinewood will create a national centre of excellence for the screen and creative 

industries; and 

3. Project Pinewood will bring exceptional employment , housing and particularly affordable 

housing benefits. 

7.22 In relation to the first point, the evidence leaves no doubt that Pinewood Studios is an important 

national asset – it clearly is a UK success story and the embedded investment in Pinewood Studios 

represents infrastructure of national importance.  Pinewood’s ability to “land” major films for the 

UK is critical to the success of the industry as a whole.  Pinewood Studios, however, requires 

continuing investment and innovation in order to thrive against intensive international 

competition. 
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7.23 The evidence identifies a number of risks to the continued success of the business including:- 

vi. international competition, including significant Government sponsored investments over 

seas;  

vii. cost pressures on film production, which draw scrutiny onto every aspect of production 

including studio costs and the costs of location filming;  

viii. increasing environmental awareness amongst film companies;  

ix. high definition and 3D filming which can expose the inadequacy of temporary sets;  

x. skill shortages, costs and the risk of a drain of talent over seas. 

7.24 Consistent with the innovative characteristic of the industry, which has made Pinewood Studios so 

successful, he developed the concept for “Film Town” – the concept which has now evolved as 

Project Pinewood and it is not difficult to see how the project can address all of these principal 

risks in one integrated solution.   

7.25 Time, money, carbon and risk can all be reduced by studios which can offer a variety of permanent 

sets.  The examples given by Ivan Dunleavy of sets at Hollywood Studios makes clear the 

advantage of permanent sets.  As Ivan Dunleavy explains, however, the UK does not benefit from a 

Californian climate – so that permanent sets rather than good quality temporary sets are 

necessary to provide comparable advantage.  The evidence of the obvious difficulties of location 

filming reinforces the genius of the idea, whilst the evidence of David Height demonstrates the 

care that has been taken to build in every convenience for filming – including the ability to dress 

and re-dress the streets.   

7.26 In combination with the facilities at Pinewood Studios, Project Pinewood would create significant 

additional filming capacity for the UK on a scale and quality which has no rival. 

7.27 Project Pinewood, however, is so much more than a collection of film sets.  Ivan Dunleavy explains 

that the vision includes the development of a national centre of excellence for the screen and 

creative industries.  The constituent parts of Project Pinewood have clearly been designed to 

deliver that vision in a comprehensive, integrated development. 
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7.28 Bridget Rosewell’s evidence identifies the importance of the creative industries – accounting for 

approximately 7% of the economy but, importantly, growing faster than the rest of the economy.  

As Ivan Dunleavy explains, talent is one of Britain’s national characteristics.  In fact, some may say 

it is one of our very few unique selling points.  In a world where traditional manufacturing has 

moved to lower cost bases, the country needs to innovate and to exploit its strengths. 

7.29 The evidence demonstrates that the Government is in no doubt of the importance of the creative 

industries.  Indeed, the Government has been prepared to confirm and even extend financial 

support to the industry despite wide ranging cuts made to other sectors.  Supporting investment in 

the UK’s creative industries is clearly and directly in the national interest.   

7.30 I also attach substantial importance to the employment, housing and particularly the affordable 

housing benefits which the project would bring, as well as the inherent sustainability advantages 

of creating a mixed and balanced creative community at Pinewood.   

7.31 The affordable housing benefits for the project are exceptional and they weigh substantially in 

favour of the grant of planning permission.  There is no alternative site on which Project Pinewood 

could successfully be developed and neither could the grant of planning permission in this case set 

a precedent – Project Pinewood is a unique proposal. 

7.32 In my judgement, these factors collectively amount to compelling reasons to conclude that “very 

special circumstances” have been demonstrated in this case. 

 

 

 


