
 

__________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

                                                 
                 

PROJECT PINEWOOD 


 CLOSING SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF PINEWOOD STUDIOS LTD  

INTRODUCTION 

1.	 As was said in Opening, Pinewood Studios is a business of national significance 

and international importance. It is a world-leading player in the creative industries 

field. It is exactly the sort of business that the Coalition Government relies upon in 

its Plan for Growth to lead our recovery from recession; the Government’s 

determination that successful businesses like Pinewood Studios should “out-

compete, out-smart and out-pace the rest of the world”1 perfectly encapsulates 

exactly what Project Pinewood would deliver. 

2.	 Pinewood Studios’ unique, multi-faceted, proposals for a living and working 

community for the screen-based creative industries, adjacent to Pinewood Studios, 

incorporating real, lived-in, streetscapes taken generically from European  and 

American cities, together with a Screen Crafts Academy, are genuinely 

innovative. This is a project that would attract international interest and 

attention. 

3.	 This isn’t a run of the mill case fit for a default answer of “the site is in the green 

belt therefore sorry but no” – our nation's competitors would be delighted were a 

project of such significance to be rebuffed. These Closing Submissions review the 

evidence put before the inquiry to make good Pinewood Studios’ case that the 

circumstances here truly are very special and are more than sufficient to justify 

granting permission for Project Pinewood. 

1 The Plan for Growth [CD H/50] page 4. 
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4.	 The Plan for Growth sees the creative industries as having the potential to drive 

significant growth in the UK2 and it relies upon private sector growth as the way 

forward.3 Project Pinewood is perfectly attuned to the Government’s agenda to 

deliver growth, where what would be good for the future commercial health of 

Pinewood Studios would be very much in the greater best interests of UK PLC.   

GREEN BELT 

“Very special circumstances”: the threshold 

5.	 It is hard to resist the impression that when Project Pinewood was considered by 

the Council all that really mattered, certainly to local objectors, was that the site is 

in the Green Belt.   

6.	 However, PPG2 is clear that being located in the Green Belt does not represent an 

absolute prohibition on development. There is a “general presumption” against 

inappropriate development within the Green Belt but that presumption can be 

rebutted where “very special circumstances” exist [3.1]. By definition, all 

presumptions must be capable of being rebutted (otherwise they would amount to 

a blanket ban) and the Green Belt presumption is no different. The PPG explains 

that “very special circumstances” will exist where “the harm by reason of 

inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 

considerations”[3.2]. 

7.	 It is well established that “very special circumstances” describes an overall state 

of affairs where the countervailing factors, which may be more than the sum of 

their parts, “clearly outweigh” the harm.4 It is the wrong approach to look at each 

individual factor relied upon and refuse planning permission on the basis that no 

single factor is “very special”: the Courts have held that there is no reason why a 

number of factors ordinary in themselves cannot combine to create a state of 

2 At para. 2.216
 
3 Plan for Growth page 3.
 
4 R (Basildon BC) v. First Secretary of State and Temple [2004] EWHC 2759 (Admin); Winter v. First
 
Secretary of State and South Cambridgeshire DC [2004] EWHC 2952 (Admin).
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affairs where the harm to the Green Belt is clearly outweighed and very special 

circumstances exist.5 

8.	 Accordingly, the Inspector (as her note to the inquiry acknowledges6) and the 

Secretary of State must look at the positive aspects of Project Pinewood overall 

and consider whether taken together these ‘clearly outweigh’ the harm that the 

scheme would cause. Any attempt to “salami-slice” the positive aspects of the 

scheme and look at each one in turn, in isolation, would be wrong in law. 

9.	 In cross-examination, Mr. Kyle for the Council rightly conceded that if the 

Secretary of State accepts Pinewood Studios’ case concerning the national 

significance of Project Pinewood and that there is no alternative site, then that 

would be sufficient to outweigh the Green Belt presumption.7 

Precedent 

10.	 The suggestion that granting permission for Project Pinewood would create 

some kind of precedent for development in the Green Belt is plain silly. The 

combination of features that this scheme offers is on any view unique. Each 

planning application for otherwise inappropriate development in the Green Belt 

requires an individual balancing exercise based upon the particular 

circumstances of the case in hand. The only principle that could be drawn from 

the grant of permission for Project Pinewood would be that the positive benefits 

5 R (Basildon BC) v. Secretary of State for the Environment (1996) P. & C.R. 61, paras. 9‐10 and 
Wychavon DC v. SSCLG [2009] 1 P.& C.R 15 at paras. 21‐36 (where the Court of Appeal disapproved 
the contrary approach suggested by Sullivan J in R (Chelmsford BC) v. First Secretary of State [2004] 2 
P. & C.R. 677 at para. 58)
 
6 As per the Inspector’s Note 2 to her list of issues to be considered at the inquiry “The “other
 
considerations” referred to in the final issue of each case do not have to be described as very special.
 
They just have to be material, weighed and put in the balance, to see whether they clearly outweigh
 
the harm. Whether very special circumstances exist can only be established after the overall balance
 
of all material considerations is undertaken. “
 

7 Mr. Kyle expressed himself in the double‐negative: he “would not say that this would not be 
sufficient to outweigh the Green Belt presumption against development.” 
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of the scheme were considered to “clearly outweigh” the harm: in other words a 

straightforward application of Green Belt policy.8 

The effect on openness and on the purposes of including land in the Green Belt & 

the effect on the landscape, conservation value and amenity of the Colne Valley 

Park and on the visual amenity of the Green Belt 

11. As with any built development in the Green Belt, save for the very limited 

exceptions in PPG2 [3.4], Project Pinewood is ‘inappropriate development’ and is 

therefore “by definition, harmful to the Green Belt” – “substantial weight” is to be 

given to this [3.2]. Pinewood Studios accept this, as of course it must. But that is 

not the end of the story. PPG2 [3.2] requires consideration to be given to the 

degree of “any other harm” which arises in the case in hand aside from the 

inevitable ‘definitional harm’. 

12. When it comes to assessing the degree of “any other harm” it is important to note:  

(1) [a.] The Council agrees with Pinewood Studios that any “other” harm to the 

Green Belt and the Colne Valley Park, and the landscape and visual impacts of 

the scheme, would be localised.9 As Mr Kyle accepted in cross-examination, 

once away from the boundary of the site, the impacts – whatever they might 

be - are “very well contained”. That the impacts would be so localised for a 

development of this scale is a significant point.  

[b.] Given that the impacts would be “very well contained”, it is not as 

important as it would otherwise have been to resolve the difference of opinion 

between Mr. Kyle and Mr. Williams concerning the scale of this “other” harm 

to the Green Belt and these other impacts – even if Mr. Kyle is right to 

characterise them as “severe”10 they would still be localised and very well 

contained. However, to the extent that it matters, Pinewood Studios submits 

8 Mr Kyle acknowledged this in XX.
 
9 See Mr. Williams’ sections 5‐6, Mr. Kyle’s answers in c/ex and Mr Bird QC’s Opening on behalf of the
 
Council at paragraph 26.
 
10 See e.g. Mr. Kyle’s proof at 7.11
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that Mr. Williams’ more measured and thorough assessment should be 

preferred and with it, his overall conclusion that such impacts would be 

“slightly harmful overall”.11 There is no basis in Mr Bird QC’s suggestion that 

this assessment was flawed because it was based on a 3-dimensional, visual, 

analysis whereas PPG2 places importance on the openness of the Green Belt 

in the 2-dimensional, non-visual, sense of keeping land open as in ‘unbuilt’ 

upon. As Mr Williams made clear12, the impact on openness in the latter, 2D, 

sense is encapsulated by the principle in PPG2 that inappropriate development 

in the Green Belt is by definition harmful and that substantial weight should 

be given to that harm [3.2]. What Mr Williams’ assessment seeks to analyse is 

the nature and scale of “any other harm” within the meaning of PPG2 [3.2] – 

and in that context a 3D, visual, analysis must surely be appropriate. 

(2) There is no realistic risk of coalescence arising from – or even being 

substantially contributed to by - the development. In cross-examination, Mr 

Kyle acknowledged that the proposals would not cause any particular 

settlements to coalesce; instead he said that the proposals would “contribute 

to” coalescence; when he was pressed to identify which settlement Project 

Pinewood would contribute to coalescence with, initially there was no 

settlement in particular that he could name, but later on he said that it would 

be London. This is self-evidently not a sensible contention. 

(3) The scheme performs well in relation to the advice in PPG2 [3.13] that “when 

any large-scale development ...occurs in the Green Belt ...it should, so far as 

possible contribute to the achievement of the objectives for the use of land in 

Green Belts (see paragraph 1.6 above)”. [Emphasis added.] In cross-

examination, Mr Kyle acknowledged that there were only two of the land use 

objectives set out in PPG2 [1.6] that Project Pinewood as a large-scale 

development would be capable of contributing to – namely (i) providing 

opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation (the 2nd objective) and (ii) 

11 Williams RX And see Mr. Williams’ proof (AW/1.1) 5.5.1‐5.5.2. 
12 In c/ex and re‐ex 
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securing nature conservation interests (the 5th objective); he agreed that 

Project Pinewood would contribute to both of these. 

13. The location of the site within the Colne Valley Park (“CVP”) overlaps with the 

Council’s Green Belt objection.13 Policy CP9 of the Core Strategy (the policy 

which covers the CVP as well as other landscape interests) recognises that 

development “that would harm landscape character” is permissible if “the 

importance of the development outweighs the harm caused” and “the development 

cannot be reasonably located on an alternative site that would result in less or no 

harm”.14 As Mr Kyle acknowledged in cross-examination, if the Secretary of 

State concludes that the positive aspects of Project Pinewood amount to very 

special circumstances which justify development in the Green Belt, then the same 

considerations would be more than sufficient to outweigh any harm to the CVP.15 

In any event, as already discussed, any such harm would be localised and very 

well contained. 

THE EFFECT ON PROTECTED TREES AND HEDGEROWS 

14. Mr Spooner’s evidence in relation to the impact of the development on trees 

and hedgerows does not add anything of substance to the Council’s case. It did 

not of course fall to Mr Spooner to undertake the balancing exercise between 

the impacts that he identified and the positive aspects of Project Pinewood. It is 

now agreed between Mr Spooner and Mr. Williams that only 26 trees16 out of 

nearly 500 would have to be felled. The retained trees and hedgerows would be 

successfully integrated within the development.17 Importantly, Mr Spooner 

confirmed in cross-examination that if the Secretary of State concludes that 

there are very special circumstances to justify granting permission for Project 

Pinewood, he does not contend that the scheme could have done a better job in 

relation to landscape or ecological issues. It follows from this that the scheme’s 

13 Mr Kyle himself stated in XX that “there is certainly overlap” between the two issues.
 
14 CD E/23 page 64.
 
15 As Mr. Kyle put it in answer in c/ex: this “could well be the case”.
 
16 See ID59A, Mr Spooner’s note of 11th May 2011; this figure excludes “R” category trees the felling
 
of which is not of concern.
 
17 See Mr Williams’ Rebuttal Apx F and the photographs in PSL/AW/4.2 of trees / a hedgerow that
 
have been successfully incorporated into an urban development in Warwick.
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impact on trees and hedgerows cannot constitute a free-standing reason for 

refusing planning permission should the fundamental Green Belt issue be 

determined in Pinewood Studio’s favour. 

15. Given this rightly made concession, it is not as important as it otherwise might 

have been to resolve whether Mr. Spooner has exaggerated the ecological 

significance of the trees and areas in question but to the extent that this matters, 

Pinewood Studios submits that their significance indeed has been exaggerated by 

Mr Spooner.18 A good illustration of this is Mr. Spooner’s contention that the 

Clump is of “national importance” despite its lack of any national (or even 

county) designation and despite the lack of any objection from the national 

(Natural England, the Environment Agency) and county (Buckinghamshire 

County Council, Buckinghamshire Wildlife Trust) consultees19 who would have 

been duty-bound to have raised this as an issue had Mr. Spooner’s view been 

tenable. It is telling that Mr Kyle explained in his evidence in chief that when he 

reported the application to members he had treated the ecological features in 

question as of district (i.e. local) significance. He was right to do so. A package of 

ecological mitigation/compensation measures has been developed with the County 

Council’s ecologist and the written evidence of Mr Harwood for Pinewood 

Studios explains how the overall target of achieving no net loss of biodiversity has 

been achieved.20 This is the only expert ecological evidence before the inquiry - 

Mr Spooner confirmed in cross-examination that he is not a qualified ecologist.  

16. The Council will have sufficient control through the proposed conditions to ensure 

that the County Council’s objective that there should be sufficient physical and 

visual integration between the proposed primary school and the associated playing 

fields would be achieved in a sensitive manner.21 

18 See Mr Moya’s statement at PSL/AW/2.2 (Williams Rebuttal Appxs), Appx E.
 
19 See the Officer’s Report at pp.10‐11 (CDG/14).
 
20 PINEWOOD STUDIOS/AW/2.2 (Williams Rebuttal Appxs) Appx C.
 
21 See Mr Armour’s note dated 6/5/11 (ID53).
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WHETHER THE PROPOSAL WOULD COMPROMISE KEY SUSTAINABLE 

DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES SET OUT IN NATIONAL PLANNING 

POLICY 

17. The local highway authority, Buckinghamshire County Council, has confirmed 

during the course of the inquiry that it no longer has any objection to Project 

Pinewood in terms of transport, highways or sustainability.22 It has withdrawn Mr 

Macaulay’s evidence in support of that objection. We made the point (in response 

to the Inspector’s request to retain the evidence) that it would be unlawful for the 

Secretary of State to place any reliance on that evidence. 

18. The District Council has withdrawn reason for refusal 5 (and therefore accepts 

that the traffic generated by the development can satisfactorily be accommodated 

on the highway network), but surprisingly has pressed on with its reason for 

refusal 4 (“the site is a relatively isolated and unsustainable location with poor 

accessibility…”) notwithstanding that Mr Macaulay’s now-withdrawn evidence 

formed the key plank of its case on this point too (Mr Kyle having no 

transportation qualifications or expertise of his own).23 Be that as it may, the 

evidence clearly demonstrates that there is no basis in this residual objection. 

19. The only rational approach is to judge the sustainability/accessibility of the 

location with the development in place. It would be perverse to adopt the approach 

advocated by Ms Murphy in cross-examination of Mr Bird and simply look at the 

existing situation, shutting one’s mind to the improvements that could and would 

be made to accessibility by sustainable transport modes. As Mr Bird commented 

at the time, if the Secretary of State were to take that approach, there would be a 

22 See ID32. 
23 See eg. Kyle main proof para. 6.25 (the Council’s conclusions on highways and sustainability are 
described as “drawing on the evidence of Mr Macaulay”), 6.103 (the reader is asked to cross‐refer to 
Mr Macaulay’s evidence in considering the highways and sustainability issues; there is said to be an 
“overlap” between the highways and sustainability reasons for refusal – i.e. the two largely go hand‐
in‐hand); 6.109 (Mr Macaulay’s evidence is relied upon for the assertion that “this is an unsustainable 
location and would give rise to significant traffic generation and car journeys”); 6.112 (“the highways 
evidence [i.e. Mr Macaulay’s evidence – Mr Kyle is not a highways expert] serves to reinforce the 
Green Belt grounds for rejection”). 
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real danger of arbitrarily writing off opportunities to improve the sustainability of 

precisely those areas that need improvement.24 

20. As a matter of principle, it plainly represents sustainable planning for housing and 

employment to be co-located; Pinewood is already the biggest employment site in 

the District and together with Project Pinewood it would host nearly 4,000 jobs if 

permission is granted.25 This represents an obvious and excellent opportunity to 

achieve a far higher proportion of people both living and working within the same 

community than would normally be possible in this part of the South-East – all the 

more so given the unique nature of Project Pinewood with its bespoke 

attractiveness to the creative industries. 

21. The cautious estimate that we have advanced is that 20% of residents would work 

at Project Pinewood or Pinewood Studios, but as Mr Bird and Mr Rhodes have 

explained, this is likely to be on the conservative side.26 The Kings Hill scheme 

led to the equivalent of 13% of the working population living and working on the 

site, just as a conventional “employment plus residential scheme”. The unique 

nature of Project Pinewood as a scheme specifically designed as a living and 

working community for the creative industries would plainly lead to a greater 

uptake: given all that you have heard about the scheme, it is simply inconceivable 

that 4 out of 5 residents will have nothing to do with the creative industry cluster 

on their doorstep (as Mr Macaulay agreed in cross-examination).27 On top of that, 

the 150 onsite affordable units and the 50 Target Housing units (discussed further 

below) will be prioritised for people working at Pinewood, Project Pinewood or 

within a 1.5km radius. Of the remaining 1200 market units, only 80 (6.6%) would 

need to be occupied by persons working next-door in order for the 20% figure to 

be reached.28 

24 Bird XX.
 
25 Rhodes EIC (see also Mr Bird’s answers in XX). The total number of jobs will be 3,250 once the
 
permitted masterplan is completed, plus the 628 generated by Project Pinewood: 3,878 in total.
 
26 Rhodes EIC; Bird proof para. 4.8‐4.9 and EIC.
 
27 On this point, Mr Macaulay stated in terms that “I do not disagree that it’s unlikely that 4 out of 5
 
residents will have nothing to do with it [i.e. the creative industries at PP/PS]”. He also stated that he
 
did not argue that the 20% living and working figure was an overestimate or advance “any positive
 
case against it”.
 
28 20% of 1400 = 280 units. The (prioritised) affordable housing and Target Housing totals 200 units.
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22. Project Pinewood would deliver a truly radical transformation in the range and 

frequency of bus routes serving the site and its vicinity. Currently provision is 

“very poor”29 (a single, low frequency stopping service between Slough and 

Uxbridge). The scheme would introduce a regular morning and evening limited 

stop service to Slough and Uxbridge taking only 16 minutes to each, as well as a 

limited stop service to Gerrards Cross, and an enhanced limited stop service 

between Slough and Uxbridge throughout the day.30 As Mr Macaulay agreed in 

cross-examination, these new routes would be an attractive option to those 

residents wishing to access Slough, Gerrards Cross or Uxbridge to work or to 

access the railway network: the journey time by bus is likely to be about the same 

as by car,31 would be cheaper (avoiding the costs of petrol and the £6.50 daily car 

park fare at the station) and would offer the convenience of being able to work or 

read whilst travelling. Mr Macaulay accepted that the provision of this “selection 

of regular and useful routes” (a phrase he endorsed) would lead to a substantial 

modal shift in favour of the bus.32 

23. There would also be a radical upgrade of the accessibility of the site by bike, 

including the provision of off-road cycleways to Langley (where it will connect up 

with the Slough cycle network) and Uxbridge.33  Mr Macaulay agreed in cross-

examination that, as far as travel-to-work cycle routes in this part of the South 

East go, off-road cycleways such as these are as good as one gets. Uxbridge and 

Langley stations are within a 20 minute cycle ride,34 On top of this, the 

Comprehensive Cycling Strategy sets out a wide range of incentives to use cycling 

as a viable mode of travel (see Mr Bird’s proof at para. 4.19 and following) – Mr 

29 Macaulay proof para. 2.22 
30 Bird proof 4.42 and following (PSL/DB/1.1) and Appendix Figure 12 (PSL/DB/1.2). 
31 Mr Macaulay agreed in XX that taking the bus would not be significantly slower than taking the car 
given that they would use the same road and car users would need to find time to park at the station 
car park, buy a parking ticket, and walk to the platform. Note also Mr Bird’s comments (2nd EIC) that 
bus prioritisation measures will be possible at the Five Points Roundabout and the Seven Hills / 
Denham Road roundabout, giving bus users a time advantage over those travelling by car. 
32 Macaulay XX. 
33 See the revised cycle routes plan at ID33 and Mr Bird’s para. 4.284.35 (PSL/DB/1.1). 
34 See PSL/DB/1.2 (Bird Appxs) Figure 10. Mr Macaulay accepted that, whilst these isochrones take as 
their starting point the existing site access rather than the centre of Project Pinewood, the additional 
distance one should add on was only about 2‐300m which would translate as an additional 1‐
2minutes maximum. 
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Macaulay was unable to recall any other scheme which contained such a far-

reaching package as this.35 

24. The bus and cycle routes would link in with the Crossrail stations at Slough and 

Langley. As Mr Bird explains in his note on Crossrail (PSL/DB/3.1), this results 

in a door-to-door time from Project Pinewood to Soho, and vice versa, of barely 

an hour. As Mr Macaulay agreed, travel to and from Soho is likely to be a popular 

route given Project Pinewood’s focus on the creative industries: and a door-to-

door travel time of just over an hour via bus/cycle + Crossrail is likely to compare 

very favourably in both time and cost to the less sustainable alternative of 

covering the same journey by car.36 For those travelling to/from the City, 

Farringdon and Liverpool Street are the next two stops along the Crossrail line 

and will also be quicker and cheaper to access this way than by car.  

25. A restrictive parking ratio of 1.29 spaces per dwelling has been agreed with the 

County Council; Mr Macaulay agreed in cross-examination that this would 

provide further encouragement away from the private car. 

26. Personalised Travel Planning would be used to help those living and working at 

Project Pinewood understand the range of sustainable transport opportunities 

available to them (which in addition to the above would also include the car club 

and car share scheme referred to in Mr Bird’s evidence) and to work out what 

option(s) would best suit their own individualised needs. We already know that 

travel planning at Pinewood works: the 2009 Travel Survey of those working at 

the studios indicates that the existing shuttle bus has resulted in a modal split of 

just 67% for the private car – receiving warm praise from the County’s Travel 

Planning Officer.37 Of those surveyed who still use the private car, 58.9% said that 

this was because public transport was not available:38 with Project Pinewood, this 

would no longer be the case for those coming from Slough, Gerrards Cross, 

Uxbridge or any of the stops on the Crossrail line. 

35 Macaulay XX.
 
36 Mr Macaulay agreed that it would take longer than 1 hour to drive from Project Pinewood into
 
Central London in the morning peak, get to Soho and find a place to park one’s car – and that
 
significant additional costs would exist in the from of the Congestion Charge and parking fees.
 
37 PSL/DB/2.2 (DB Rebuttal Appx) Appendices G and H.
 
38 Ibid, Table 11.
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27. The Transport Assessment assumes a 10% modal shift away from the private car 

compared to the travel patterns indicated in the 2001 census data for Iver Heath, 

leading to an overall modal split of 62% by car.39 In light of the above measures, 

that is plainly a conservative estimate. Even before the County Council withdrew 

its objection, Mr Macaulay confirmed that he was “not saying it can’t be 

achieved”.40 The research study Smarter Choices (CDD/26) indicates that, where 

significant enhancements are provided in non-urban areas, a “cautious estimate” is 

that reductions of 14% in private car use are likely at peak hour.41 One also has to 

bear in mind that the 2001 census data comes from a time when realistic 

sustainable transport opportunities for Iver Heath were practically zero. Given the 

contrast between this woeful starting point and the range of sustainable transport 

options in the post Project Pinewood world, the pace of change away from the 

private car is likely to be significantly greater than the average situation described 

in Smarter Choices. Perhaps the best reality check of all is the 2009 Travel Survey 

of those working at Pinewood Studios,42 which shows that of the 224 respondents, 

67% access the studios by private car: compare this to the TA’s predicted modal 

split for travel to work at Project Pinewood (73% by car - see Table 6.9 on p.19)43 

and you will see that even before a single of our proposed enhancements have 

been achieved, we are already beating our own targets. That above all 

demonstrates that the TA’s projected modal split is conservative.  

THE TRAFFIC AND HIGHWAYS SAFETY IMPLICATIONS OF THE 

PROPOSAL, AND PARKING IMPLICATIONS 

28.	 As we have already mentioned above, the County Council as local highways 

authority no longer has any highways or transportation objections to the scheme, 

and the District Council has withdrawn reason for refusal 5 (“the applicant has 

failed to demonstrate that the traffic generated by this proposal can be 

39 See the table accompanying PSL/DB/3.2
 
40 Macaulay XX.
 
41 At p.362: agreed by Macaulay in XX.
 
42 Bird Rebuttal Appendix G (PSL/DB/2.2).
 
43 CDG/1 Document 6 Volume 4.
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accommodated on the existing highway network” – it follows that the District 

now accepts that this has been demonstrated). 

29.	 Whilst SPP maintain their concerns as to the impact that the scheme would (in 

their view) have on congestion in the local highway network, the following 

general points must be borne in mind when considering their objections: 

(1) 	 None of those appearing for SPP have any transportation or highways 

qualifications or expertise. The only expert evidence you have before you 

on this subject is that of Mr Bird (following the withdrawal of the County 

Council’s evidence). This, coupled with the endorsement of his position by 

the local highway authority, is a matter of very considerable weight. 

(2) 	 The issue here is the impact of congestion on the personal convenience of 

users of the local road network: it is not a safety issue.44 

(3) 	 Cllr Wilson for SPP confirmed in cross-examination that his Parish 

Council would as a matter of course object to any development proposal 

that generated “one additional HGV” on the local highway network. 

SPP’s objections at this inquiry should be viewed against that context.  

(4) 	 As Mr Bird has explained, congestion at peak hours is a common 

phenomenon in the South-East.45 This plainly cannot act as a bar on 

beneficial development if the region really is to deliver on the 

Government’s call for urgent sustainable growth. Indeed, even before he 

withdrew his objection to the scheme, Mr Macaulay confirmed in cross 

examination that he could not point to a single case in which the Secretary 

of State had recognised that there was a nationally important need for a 

particular scheme (as there is here) but has gone on to reject it on the 

grounds of a potential increase in congestion on the local highway 

network. Mr Bird and the SPP witnesses were also unable to point to such 

a case. It would be unprecedented were the Secretary of State to take that 

course of action here. 

44 Confirmed by Mr Macaulay in XX and Mr Bird in EIC 
45 Mr Macaulay confirmed in XX that there was no evidence that the degree of congestion in the 
vicinity of the appeal site is particularly unusual by the standards of the home counties. 
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30.	 Mr Bird’s written evidence and his supplementary note in response to your 

questions (PSL/DB/3.2) explain why the local highway network can and would 

satisfactorily accommodate the traffic generated by the development. Given that 

his evidence is uncontested by any other expert, we will not go through each and 

every point he makes, but highlight the following key points: 

(1) 	 The base flow assumptions are conservative since they are based on traffic 

counts in July (i.e. one of the busiest months at Pinewood Studios: see 

ID26) and have been factored up to March (the busiest month of the year 

generally). The reality is that base flows will normally be significantly 

lower.46 

(2) 	 The two local ‘pinchpoints’ – the Five Points Roundabout and the Seven 

Hills Road / Denham Road Roundabout – are to be upgraded to enhance 

their performance and will operate within capacity even at peak hours (see 

ID35). The new applications relating to these improvements will be the 

subject of a further session at the inquiry and therefore we do not propose 

to say anything about them now, save that (a) the County Council have no 

technical objections to them and (b) there has been no challenge to Mr 

Bird’s evidence that these improvements will actually improve the free-

flow of traffic compared to the existing position.47 

(3) 	 The ARCADY Assessment for the second sensitivity test shows the 

Slough Road / Bangors Road double mini-roundabout to be over-capacity 

at peak hours, but a number of points can be made about this. First, it will 

be over capacity even without Project Pinewood so it is a pre-existing 

problem rather than one of our making. Secondly, the overcapacity is only 

for a short period of time during peak hours and, if it does lead to some 

road users suffering intolerable delays, they are likely to adjust their 

journey time or mode accordingly.48 Thirdly, the ARCADY assessment 

does not take account of a likely reduction in traffic using this junction 

46 PSL/DB/3.2 para. 2.
 
47 Bird main proof para. 8.13 (PSL/DB/1.2) and rebuttal paras. 7.9‐7.10 (PSL/DB.2.1).
 
48 Bird main proof para. 5.65‐5.67 (PSL/DB/1.1) & EIC.
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owing to the enhancement of Five Points Roundabout which would present 

a more attractive option to some road users.49 

(4) 	 The provision of an Additional Mitigation Fund of £1.2million would 

allow for a flexible and responsive approach to the management of traffic 

from the development, addressing issues as they arise.50 Measures that this 

may cover, if necessary, include traffic calming measures in Pinewood 

Green, Fulmer Village and Iver Heath which would dissuade drivers from 

rat-running, a strategy endorsed by the County Council.51 

(5) 	 The quarry planning permission granted by the County Council allows up 

to 146 HGVs per day along Pinewood Road.52 That level of additional was 

considered acceptable given the benefits that the quarrying activities 

would generate. The HGVs associated with the construction of Project 

Pinewood would be, at their most, only 84 HGVs per day:53 less than 60% 

of the permitted quarry number. Moreover, the quarry permissions are due 

to expire by 2013 and if they are not renewed, the level of traffic along 

Pinewood Road (and thus the base flows) will be reduced by up to 146 

HGVs per day. 

(6) 	 Local residents’ concerns about the development leading to cars being 

parked on the road are unfounded. The County Council, in its capacity as 

local highway authority, is satisfied that the level of onsite parking 

provided is appropriate.54 The District Council does not suggest there are 

too few spaces provided onsite: indeed, Ms Murphy’s suggestion to Mr 

Bird in cross-examination was that there might be too many. Instances of 

members of a TV audience parking on the local roads rather than within 

Pinewood Studios (e.g. due to incorrect instructions being given by the 

organisers of the TV show) are very rare.55 Project Pinewood would not 

49 Bird 2nd EIC.
 
50 Bird EIC; accepted by Macaulay in XX.
 
51 See the Agreed S106 Heads of Terms with the County Council (ID32A) and Mr Macaulay’s Appendix
 
F p.147.
 
52 CDH/56.
 
53 CDG1 Document 6 Volume 4 (Transport Assessment) p.31 Table 8.3.
 
54 Transport Statement of Common Ground (CGG/10) para. 4.7.
 
55 The highest it was put was by Mr Rosetti who said that his 20 years of living opposite Pinewood,
 
there had been instances such as this on 8‐10 occasions – i.e. less than once every two years (see Mr
 
Rossetti’s questions to Mr Bird).
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involve filming with TV audiences and therefore would not generate any 

such issues itself. 

(7)	 Nor is there any merit in the suggestion that Project Pinewood would 

become a ‘theme park’ / tourist attraction. As Mr Dunleavy has 

explained,56 it is not in Pinewood Studios’ commercial interests for Project 

Pinewood to become a tourist attraction given the requirements of their 

clients with regards to filming. The scheme would not be marketed as a 

tourist destination.57 The design of the streetscapes as generic rather than 

‘postcard’ locations would minimise the attraction of the scheme to casual 

tourists, and there would be no opportunity for ‘rubber-necking’ since the 

streetscapes would remain in private ownership and access would be 

controlled when filming takes place. As Mr Dunleavy explained in chief, 

should any issues arise there is every opportunity to introduce a gradation 

of practical management measures, and as the scheme would be built out 

in phases, experience would be gained over time.   

THE EFFECT ON THE LIVING CONDITIONS OF (FUTURE AND) 

EXISTING RESIDENTS 

31.	 Impact on residential amenities (whether within or outside the site) did not form 

any part of the Council’s reasons for refusal or its case at the inquiry.  

32.	 The high quality of life that those living in Project Pinewood would enjoy is 

clear from the evidence of Mr Height which demonstrated the exceptional 

degree of care that has been given to every aspect of the scheme. On every 

occasion when the Council sought to probe how living and filming could 

successfully co-exist, it became more and more apparent just how carefully 

thought-through the scheme is and how well it would function.58 As Mr Norris 

56 Dunleavy EIC.
 
57 Dunleavy rebuttal paras. 7.1‐7.2 (PSL/ID/2.1).
 
58 Take for example Ms Murphy’s suggestion in XX of Mr Bird that the lack of a fridge in the locker
 
storage stations would mean that deliveries of perishable goods purchased on the internet would be
 
impossible during filming – quickly met with the response that this issue had been specifically
 
addressed in the Infrastructure and Services Strategy (CDG/1 Doc 10 – at p.84), which observed that,
 
owing to the dual aspect of the streetscapes, perishable goods deliveries can still be delivered directly
 
to properties even when filming is taken place.
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and Iain Smith explained, the film industry is used to filming on locations where 

people live and has already developed good practices in ensuring that residents 

are given adequate advance notice and that their interests are respected.59 The 

opportunity for the Council to have specific input into, and scrutiny over, the 

detail of how the scheme would be managed is provided for by the condition 

requiring the submission and approval of a Management and Operational Plan. 

It would be right to share Mr Rhodes’ confidence that Project Pinewood would 

be a truly world class place in which to live.60 

33.	 Ample protection has been put in place for the amenities of those living in the 

vicinity of Project Pinewood. As Mr Height explained in chief, the building line 

of the southern edge of the development has been set back from the homes on 

the northern side of Pinewood Green to an extent that reflects the existing 

separation between the streets of properties in Pinewood Green.61 There would 

be a substantial green buffer in between. There would be no filming within this - 

the nearest filming would be shielded from Pinewood Green by the 

southernmost line of buildings on Project Pinewood (see e.g. Mr Height’s slide 

119 on p.54). Detailed controls to be submitted under (draft) conditions 41 and 

59 would mitigate any residual lighting and noise impacts from filming (as Mr 

Norris explained in answer to Mr Hoare, large scale lighting is likely to be 

extremely rare for the kind of filming that would take place in the streetscapes). 

The Council was correct to conclude that there would be no unacceptable impact 

on the residential amenity of neighbouring properties. 

59 Mr Norris in answer to the Inspector’s questions; Iain Smith XX (by Mr Gears): “as a film maker I
 
have to do it [avoid conflict between filming and residential amenity] all the time”.
 
60 Rhodes EIC.
 
61 Mr Heights’s slides (at p.20 of PSL/DH/2.1) encapsulate this point far better than any words can.
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WHETHER THE HARM BY INAPPROPRIATENESS OR ANY OTHER 


HARM WOULD BE CLEARLY OUTWEIGHED BY OTHER 


CONSIDERATIONS, SO AS TO AMOUNT TO THE VERY SPECIAL 

CIRCUMSTANCES NECESSARY TO JUSTIFY THE DEVELOPMENT 

The importance of the UK creative industries to the national economy 

34. There can be no doubt as to the significance of the screen-based creative 

industries to UK PLC and the critical importance that the Government attaches to 

their ability to help the country to continue to recover from recession.62 

35. As Mrs Rosewell, a nationally respected economist, has demonstrated, the film 

industry alone generated over £4.5bn in GDP in 2009.63 Foreign money is a 

crucial element of that: inward investment / international exporters (especially the 

US film industry) account for four fifths of production activity in the UK.64 

36. In an increasingly internationalised market, there is significant potential for 

further growth by attracting more inward investment from overseas, whilst at the 

same time a significant risk from foreign competition if we are complacent. It is 

for this reason that the Government has recently restated its commitment to film 

tax credit whilst at the same time one of Britain’s leading film producers, Iain 

Smith (who gave evidence at the inquiry in support of Project Pinewood) has been 

appointed as Chairman of the British Film Commission with the specific remit of 

acting as an ambassador for the UK film industry to encourage more foreign 

investment.65 

37. The 	Plan for Growth reiterates this priority, specifically citing the creative 

industries as one of the areas in which “we should determine to become a world 

62 See Rosewell main proof section 5 (PSL/BR/1.1) and the Ministerial quotes at PSL/ID/2.2 (Dunleavy
 
Rebuttal Apxs) Apx 3.
 
63 Rosewell para. 6.4 (PSL/BR/1.1).
 
64 Dunleavy main proof para. 3.14 (PSL/ID/1.1).
 
65 Iain Smith EIC.
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leader” (page 3) as it has “the potential to drive significant growth in the UK” 

(2.216).66 

38. Mr Kyle confirmed in cross-examination that the Council is of a similar view, 

endorsing the statement in the Bucks Employment Land Review Update that the 

creative industries are “a national priority”.67 

The importance of Pinewood to the UK creative industries 

39. Pinewood Studios is at the forefront of the UK screen-based creative industries 

and is central to their success.68 To American eyes, so critically important to 

inward investment, it is the very embodiment of the British film industry.69 The 

cluster of expertise, skills, equipment and facilities available in one place makes it 

a world beating location at which to film. It is recognised as such by the Council: 

the Core Strategy describes it as “nationally important” in the context of 

maintaining economic prosperity and of international significance70 and the saved 

Local Plan Policy E271 describes it as “a site of national and international 

significance for the production of films.” As indeed it is. The roll-call of films 

produced at Pinewood Studios not only through its long and distinguished history 

but also and very significantly in more recent years is nothing short of breath-

taking72 as can be seen from watching the stunningly impressive DVD produced 

with the evidence of Mr. Dunleavy, CEO of Pinewood Shepperton plc. It is well 

worth taking a few minutes to watch this DVD to capture the sheer excitement and 

magic of the work done at Pinewood Studios. 

40. Mr Kyle readily acknowledged in cross-examination that Pinewood Studios is: of 

national and international significance; central to the success of film / screen-

based creative industries in the UK; unique in the UK in the manner in which it 

66 CDH/50.
 
67 CDE/2, Appendix p.12.
 
68 Accepted by Kyle in XX. See generally Mr Dunleavy’s main proof (PSL/ID/1.1) section 4.
 
69 Rosewell para. 14.1 (PSL/BR/1.1).
 
70 CDE/23, p.10 para. 1.2.28 and 2.2.23 page 36.
 
71 CDE/25 at 10.17 page 143.
 
72 See the two pages preceding p.1 of Mr Dunleavy’s main proof (PSL/ID/1.1).
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competes successfully with Hollywood and other international studios; world-

beating in its bringing together of expertise, skills, equipment and facilities, and at 

the forefront of bringing money into the UK by way of inward investment in this 

sector. 

41. Alongside its internationally significant stage infrastructure, Pinewood Studios 

accommodates some 200 independent specialist businesses, all operating and 

working in or supporting the screen-based creative industries, and employing 

some 750 people.73 They provide a huge range of world-class specialist skills, 

expertise, experience, equipment and facilities across the myriad of everything 

that is required to produce films, TV programmes, commercials, music videos and 

computer games, as once again can be seen from watching the DVD produced 

with Mr. Dunleavy’s evidence. As he explained, Pinewood Studios is by far and 

away more important and significant than any other studio facility in the UK74 and 

in cross-examination that “Pinewood provides the physical production capacity 

which Soho cannot provide” it is “the centre of excellence for production”. It is 

the immediacy of this cluster of expertise and services – it is all on hand – that is 

one of the most important facets of Pinewood Studios.75 

42. As Nick Smith (Commercial Director of Pinewood Shepperton plc) elaborated, 

Pinewood Studios has evolved a bespoke and unique offering to support all forms 

of audio-visual content production.76 As Iain Smith said in re-examination:“it 

looks like one big thing from the outside but it is a conglomeration of different 

skills, talents and services. It’s like a village. In Europe there is no other facility 

like it.” 

43. Steve Norris (founder and managing partner of Apollo Productions, former MD of 

Framestore Ltd and British Film Commissioner from 1997 to 2006) explains that 

to be associated with Pinewood Studios is to be perceived as “premium brand”77 

73 See Rosewell paras. 14.3‐14.4 for a breakdown (PSL/BR/1.1).
 
74 Dunleavy 4.17 page 9.
 
75 Dunleavy para. 4.7 (PSL/ID/1.1).
 
76 Pinewood Studios NS / 1.2 at 3.1
 
77 Norris para 1.3 – PSL/SN/1.1).
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and that it is a core component in the ‘offer’ that the UK is able to make to film 

makers from around the world: “without the existence and continued health of the 

Studio, it is my view that the UK would be unable to maintain this position”.78 

44. The award of a BAFTA to Pinewood Studios, the only production facility ever to 

receive such an award, shows how the industry recognises just how significant a 

player it is.79 

45. Pinewood Studios is by far and away the most significant employment site in the 

District.80 An average of 1,750 people work there each day, rising to 2,750 during 

periods of peak filming. When the “Masterplan” planning permission for the 

studios site is fully implemented, a further 1,500 additional jobs will be 

generated.81 It should therefore come as no surprise that the Bucks Employment 

Land Review Update considers that Pinewood’s significance as an employment 

site extends to “the regional and national level” - a view from which Mr Kyle did 

not demur.82 

Complacency is not an option 

46. The industry experts were clear and consistent in their view that the UK’s screen-

based creative industries, with Pinewood Studios at their forefront, must continue 

to invest in innovation otherwise we will fall behind to increasing global 

competition. As Steve Norris explained in his evidence in chief there has to be 

“an aggressive strategy to grow and secure investment” and Iain Smith (in chief): 

“we are no longer an island unto ourselves” increased competition from Eastern 

Europe and Canada amongst others means that “we have to be very current in 

order to sustain the business we’ve got”. He gave an evocative vignette of quite 

what forces are in play when he described his recent experience of being asked by 

a producer: “this movie is set in London – where are we going to shoot it?” 

78 Norris para 2.6 (PSL/SN/1.1).
 
79 Dunleavy main proof para. 4.15.
 
80 Accepted by Kyle in XX.
 
81 Rhodes paras. 3.18‐3.23 (PSL/JR/1.1).
 
82 Kyle XX.
 

21 




 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

  

  

 

                                                 
           
         
         

47. Steve Norris explained in chief that: “There is competition throughout the world 

for large and mid budget films to be located in countries other than the US. There 

are a number of countries that compete with the UK for that. When I became 

British Film Commissioner in 1997, there were a small number of countries 

competing, whereas today probably every major jurisdiction in the world has tax 

incentives, film commissioners etc.... I gave a speech in February to a conference 

of association of film commissioners international – there were dozens present. 

The speed of growth of our competitors is very quick.” He continued: “The 

creative industries are a major option for UKPLC to create jobs and investment 

for the future. If we’re able to grow our creative industries then that will create 

new jobs for the next generation. Therefore we have to stay ahead of foreign 

competition.” He put the issues into context by explaining of perhaps the currently 

most internationally well-known products of Pinewood Studios that “neither the 

Harry Potter nor the James Bond films need to be made in the UK”.83 

48. The position was put in straightforward terms by Nick Smith (in chief) in relation 

to Pinewood Studios: “the market is incredibly competitive internationally – every 

project becomes harder to compete for. We absolutely cannot afford to be 

complacent. If we stop innovating someone else will take our place very quickly.” 

49. Steve Norris84 cut to the chase as well: “the UK film industry is dependent on 

Pinewood Studios continuing to invest in its business facilities in a highly 

competitive, global market place in which the international film industry 

operates”. He explains85 that Pinewood Studios needs to maintain its reputation as 

a state of the art facility throughout the film-making world and that means 

continuing to innovate. 

Securing economic growth and employment are paramount 

83 Norris proof para. 3.2 (PSL/SN/1.1). 
84 Norris proof para. 4.2 
85 Norris proof para. 4.2 
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50. Through the Plan for Growth,86 the Government has issued “an urgent call for 

action” for private sector growth in response to the fact that Britain has lost 

ground in the world’s economy.87 “We literally cannot afford to go on like this” 

(p.3) – “we have to tear down the barriers to enterprise and economic 

development” to enable our businesses to “out-compete, out-smart and out-pace 

the rest of the world” (p.4). This includes radical changes to the planning system 

to support job creation (p.7): “the government is committed to ensuring that the 

planning system does everything it can to support growth” (2.9, p.43). 

51. Planning for Growth 88 is the immediate and initial response of the national 

planning policies to this urgent pro-growth agenda through which the Government 

explains that its “top priority...is to promote sustainable economic growth and 

jobs.” There is to be “every effort to identify and meet ...housing, business and 

other development needs” and to “respond positively to wider opportunities for 

growth”, taking into account “the likely economic, environmental and social 

benefits of proposals, including long term or indirect benefits”. As a mark of the 

significance of these new policies we are told that the Secretary of State will take 

these principles into account in determining appeals: “in particular, he will attach 

significant weight to the need to secure economic growth and employment” 

(emphasis added). 

52. These policies could have been written with innovative schemes like Project 

Pinewood in mind. Mr. Rhodes (in chief) described Planning for Growth as the 

most important statement of ministerial policy for at least the last ten years. A new 

policy dynamic has been established which inevitably will prove extremely 

challenging to authorities like South Bucks (Mr. Rhodes in chief) but The Plan for 

Growth acknowledges that although these proposals are not without controversy 

(p.4) they are required in the national interest. 

86 CDH/50.
 
87 CDH/50: The Plan for Growth, Foreword, first paragraph.
 
88 CD H/51
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53. The Secretary of State has made it clear that the protection of the Green Belt 

remains in place (see Planning and the Budget, CDH/54) but, as was said in 

Opening, pro-growth and pro-green belt statements can be reconciled quite easily 

without necessitating any different approach to the established policy requirement 

that very special circumstances need to be demonstrated. As Mr Kyle rightly 

agreed in cross-examination, in considering whether very special circumstances 

have been made good so as to justify development in the Green Belt, significant 

weight must now be given to the pro-growth agenda – to put it in the words of 

Planning for Growth – “to the need to secure economic growth and employment.” 

54. This is a markedly different approach to that adopted when Mr Kyle reported the 

application to members. This is not meant as a criticism of Mr Kyle because of 

course Planning for Growth came months after the members’ decision but what 

cannot be denied is that the policy agenda has moved on, and significantly so, 

since then. Mr Kyle acknowledged in cross-examination that the members were 

not advised to attach significant weight to the need to secure economic growth and 

employment (indeed, they were advised not to do so) but that now, because of 

Planning for Growth, this pro-growth agenda must be put in the balance and given 

significant weight. 

The importance of Project Pinewood to the screen-based creative industries and 

the national economy 

55. Project Pinewood is multi-faceted, a living and working creative community, but 

(perhaps understandably) the attention-grabbing element of the scheme comprises 

the real, lived-in, permanent streetscapes taken generically from European and 

American cities which would enable those making films, TV programmes and 

commercials to film here rather than abroad with significant cost, time and carbon 

footprint savings. This is truly innovative. 

56. It is at this stage that we come to a critically important point. It is probably the 

single most important point concerning the evidence given at the inquiry. Mr 

Kyle’s proof explains that the Council supports the strengthening of Pinewood 
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Studios as a leading location for film, TV and other media production89 and that 

“the key question for this appeal is whether Project Pinewood is justified in order 

to achieve such aims”.90 As Mr Kyle answered in cross-examination, if this key 

question is resolved in favour of Pinewood Studios then permission should be 

granted. 

57. It is our case that the expert evidence provides clear and firm justification.           

58. Mr. Dunleavy, whose idea it is, has a distinguished pedigree of successful 

innovation at Pinewood Studios.91 He explained that the permanent streetscapes 

would provide compelling advantages to the market especially given the 

adjacency of Project Pinewood to the Studios, with its world-beating cluster of 

specialist skills, expertise, experience, equipment and facilities.92 Building on the 

international success story that is Pinewood Studios would provide a unique 

opportunity for the UK to stay ahead of our global competitors. Mr Dunleavy 

describes Project Pinewood as a scheme that “will keep Pinewood at the forefront 

of the world’s creative industries by providing what other centres do not or 

cannot offer”93 and as “a key plank in our strategy to keep Pinewood and the UK 

creative sector as a world class industry”.94 

59. If anyone should know – as the CEO of the single most important UK player in 

the field - he should. To be blunt about it, of those who have given evidence at the 

inquiry who is in any position to gainsay this? Mr Kyle? Mr Gears? Self-

avowedly not. 

60. Mr Kyle accepted in cross-examination that it was fair to characterise the 

Council’s case as “putting us [Pinewood] to the test”; he has nothing to contribute 

89 Kyle 6.130 page 45 
90 Kyle 6.130 page 45 
91 As would have been apparent to those who heard him give his evidence, Mr Dunleavy is if anything 
painfully reticent about his distinguished record of success at Pinewood Studios but some insight into 
his extraordinary achievements was given in his answers in re‐examination. 
92 Dunleavy 3.22 – 3.27; Sections 6, 7, 8 & 11 
93 8.2 
94 6.21 
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to this debate as he has no expertise in the field. Hence the seemingly never-

ending refrain on the Council’s part that there is “no evidence” (or just as often 

said, that there are “no reports”) to demonstrate that Project Pinewood would be a 

success. If this is meant to require proof positive that an innovation will succeed 

then it is a fool’s errand – how does one prove in advance for example that glue 

that doesn’t stick (‘Post-its’) is going to be a hugely successful global product? As 

Mrs Rosewell said in chief: “In my experience you will never get evidence in 

advance that an innovation will work.” A moment’s thought should tell us that 

this is the very nature of innovative ideas! 

61. There is a proven track record of successful innovation at Pinewood Studios 

without “evidence” or “reports” of the type that the Council appears to demand 

here, as Mr Dunleavy explained in re-examination in relation to his innovations, 

all of which have been hugely successful, such as the Underwater Stage and the 

introduction of TV production to Pinewood, and more recently the globalisation of 

the Pinewood Studios brand with “Pinewood” branded studios around the world. 

Successful innovations such as these are based on commercial experience, 

business judgment and feel for how the industry works. As Nick Smith said in 

chief of the Underwater Stage: “we didn’t have any reports, but intuitively from 

talking to my customers I could tell you that that innovation would work”. He 

went on to explain that: “This is an industry where people think on their feet.” 

62. No amount of “reports” commissioned from academics or consultants would have 

been even a half-decent substitute for these first hand expert judgments from the 

people in the industry. From those who should know.   

63. No weight should be given to Mr Gears’ anonymous sources. Without knowing 

their identity and the context of the comments that Mr Gears has quoted, it has 

been impossible to evaluate and test this so-called ‘evidence’. Mr Gears’ has 

demonstrated a remarkable ability to misquote and misinterpret answers given by 

our witnesses at the inquiry which it has to be said, hardly instils confidence in his 

“research.” 
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64. If on the other hand the Council’s point is simply that there is no evidence to 

support the scheme as one that would appeal to the market then any such 

contention is fundamentally misplaced. The expert evidence of those who live and 

breathe the screen-based creative industries and who gave of their time to give 

evidence at the inquiry, namely Steve Norris, Iain Smith & Nick Smith 

resoundingly and emphatically supports Mr Dunleavy’s evidence that Project 

Pinewood would have great appeal to the global market. 

65. The written	 statements of support from other key figures globally provide 

impressive peer-review endorsement. The likes of Sir Ridley Scott and Sir Martin 

Sorrell are world leaders in, respectively, film direction and advertising. They are 

convinced that Project Pinewood would substantially enhance the attraction of 

Pinewood Studios – and the UK – as a place on which to shoot films and 

adverts.95  The world’s top production companies such as Fox,96 Paramount,97 and 

EON (who produce the Bond films)98 back the scheme as well.  

66. As Nick Smith said both in cross-examination and re-examination – “this is our 

evidence”! 

67. As Mr. Dunleavy explained (in chief) he originally put forward the concept (“Film 

Town”) based on his knowledge that moving filming around the world was very 

time consuming, expensive and risky; permanent streetscapes would minimise 

these risks, especially through the “convenience of co-location” with Pinewood 

Studios; temporary sets are bespoke, suffer wear and tear and by their very nature 

will not last; High Definition (‘HD’) TV is unforgiving of errors; permanent 

streetscapes would provide reality (real, lived-in buildings) and would be used 

again and again. He saw the living and working community as providing an 

“anchor” for production staff who tend to be footloose. Mr Dunleavy envisions: 

“an international flagship for the UK’s creative economy by co-locating unique 

95 For Sir Ridley Scott and Sir Martin Sorrell see Mr Dunleavy’s Rebuttal Appx 6 (PSL/ID/2.2).
 
96 WR/34.
 
97 Dunleavy Rebuttal Appx 6 (PSL/ID/2.2).
 
98 WR/45.
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production opportunities with the existing infrastructure and skills at Pinewood 

Studios” with an influx of skilled people living and working here.99 He presented 

the concept to his board and with their backing he developed the concept further, 

and consulted leading film directors including Sir Ridley Scott, Tim Burton and 

Sir Alan Parker, TV executives for the BBC and ITV, and the UK Film Council100 

all of whom saw significant benefits from Project Pinewood for the screen-based 

creative industries.  

68. The scheme’s master-planner – David Height – went to extraordinary lengths (as 

the encyclopaedic Design & Access Statement and Living & Working With 

Filming Study demonstrate)101 with the input of film industry expertise and wide-

ranging specialist inputs from Arup & DTZ to ensure that the scheme does justice 

to Mr Dunleavy’s visionary idea. As Mr Height explained in his presentation in 

chief, the design of the streetscapes – right down to the details such as the length 

of the streets and the treatment of corners to ensure the maximum number of 

camera angles – has been drawn up with specific input from one of the world’s 

leading Artistic Directors, James Hambridge (whose credits include the recent 

Bond films).102  The generic streetscapes would be highly adaptable, as elaborated 

by Iain Smith in chief. There would be “plug-in” infrastructure, avoiding the need 

for generators, and each streetscape would contain one unit for green room / 

changing / work rooms – avoiding need for large trailers.103 Project Pinewood 

would be a major and highly sophisticated piece of nationally important 

infrastructure for the screen based creative industries. 

69. So this isn’t some half-baked, thrown-together, try-on. Project Pinewood surely 

must rank as one of the most carefully thought-through schemes. But it is based 

on an innovative idea and so the expert evidence of those who really must be 

trusted to be best able to judge such matters is especially significant.  

99 Dunleavy proof 11.6 (PSL/ID/1.1)
 
100 Dunleavy proof para. 7.2.
 
101 CDG/1 Documents 3 and 8.
 
102 Height EIC – see in particular pages 38‐40 of his slides (PSL/DH/2.1).
 
103 Height EIC.
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70. There is Mr. Dunleavy’s evidence for a start which provides a firm foundation as 

just explained. 

71. Steve Norris with his wealth of experience in producing and international 

knowledge, having been the British Film Commissioner, said in chief that: “I find 

it impossible that it wouldn’t make economic sense to use Project Pinewood 

rather than travel to location.” His proof tells us that the scheme “would send a 

powerful message internationally.”104 

72. Iain Smith with his awe-inspiring pedigree in producing films and the current 

Chairman of the British Film Commission (the industry’s global ambassador) 

explained that: “film producers particularly like clustering locations: we look at 

one ‘essential’ (e.g. London) and will then try to cluster around that, things that 

aren’t quite so essential. The idea of Project Pinewood is inspired: people using 

Pinewood Studios stages will automatically be saving money by not travelling on 

location.” His proof also describes the scheme as inspired.105 He spoke in chief 

of: “a fantastic message to the industry internationally – it says we’re open to 

business, we want you to come here – that alone will make a big difference to the 

UK Film industry”. 

73. Nick Smith with his global network of and daily contact with established and 

potential clients in the market for Pinewood’s facilities (“I am in dialogue with 

every significant producer” – c/ex) explained (in chief) that the opportunity to 

fulfil more of their production requirements in one single place is one that they 

would embrace. In this regard, Mr Dunleavy106 gives the example of overseas film 

makers who come to the UK specifically because of Pinewood’s Underwater 

Stage and once here, use other facilities and personnel at Pinewood Studios and 

indeed elsewhere in the UK. Nick Smith’s proof tells us that the scheme “gives 

the UK a real competitive edge”.107  In his evidence in chief he explained that at 

104 Norris proof para 5.5 (PSL/SN/1.1). 
105 I. Smith proof para. 3.1 (PSL/IS/1.1). 
106 Dunleavy proof para. 4.5 (PSL/ID/1.1). 
107 N. Smith proof para. 3.25 (PSL/NS/1.1). 
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every single level, from a $100m blockbuster to a TV commercial or a pop video, 

the Pinewood Studios’ customers would benefit from Project Pinewood which 

would “another reason to base your production in the UK, to base your 

production at Pinewood”. Nick Smith elaborated in re-examination that: “it is my 

job to understand film makers - there is a genuine and real concern about budgets 

being cut and the inability to travel” – and in his proof108 that: “film and 

television producers with whom I have spoken about Project Pinewood instantly 

understand the concept and have embraced the prospect of filming there with 

enthusiasm”. 

74. Michael Harm (a leading locations manager whose credits include the 	Harry 

Potter and Pirates of the Caribbean films) in his written statement describes the 

“huge savings in time and money” that Project Pinewood would offer.109 He 

describes the costs of filming in a studio as more expensive than filming on 

location;110 some attempt was made by the Council to suggest that the streetscapes 

would count as filming in a studio for the purposes of this comparison; a 

moment’s thought should have revealed the falsity of this (not least because 

filming in a studio involves the cost of building the set!) but it was put beyond 

argument by Nick Smith in re-examination. There was also another silly line of 

argument that the experts couldn’t give soundly-based evidence on costs savings 

without knowing the precise detail of how much Pinewood Studios would charge 

for use of the streetscapes but surely it should have been self-evident that 

Pinewood Studios would ensure – and would have to - that the rates are set at a 

level that would be attractive to the market. Should any backing be needed for this 

obvious proposition then it was given by Steve Norris both in chief and in re-

examination, by Iain Smith in re-examination and by Nick Smith (in chief) who 

said, as one would expect: “I understand the costs constraints and budgets of the 

productions I’m dealing with” and referred, amongst other factors, to the cost 

advantages of not having to shift people around to different locations. In cross-

examination he explained how inclement weather filming on location means delay 

and wasted costs whereas with Project Pinewood this would be a lesser issue as 

108 N. Smith proof para. 3.22.
 
109 Dunleavy Appendix 3 at para. 5.3 (PSL/ID/1.2).
 
110 See eg. para. 3.6 of Mr Harm’s statement.
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the opportunity would be there to utilise the studio and other production facilities 

(literally) across the road, thus not losing a day. 

75. Even the big blockbusters look to save costs. The costs of a day’s delay on 

location can easily be £250K+ for a major film:111 “when you’re burning that kind 

of money you don’t want a day when people are sitting around scratching their 

heads” – as Iain Smith explained in chief – he also gave the example (in answer to 

Mr Rosetti) of one of the Pirates of the Caribbean films shot at Pinewood in 

which scenes “in” Venice were done by a combination of on-location filming with 

a body-double for Johnny Depp and a small crew, with the rest filmed at 

Pinewood thus saving the time and (vast) cost of taking Johnny Depp and the 

wider crew to Venice: in future, Johnny Depp would be able to walk across the 

road! “There are things I have to do in a studio, things I have to do on location, 

and less strategically important elements where I’m going to want to avoid going 

to yet another place spending even more money” -  as Iain Smith explained in 

answer to Mr Gears. 

76. It is important not to lose sight of the fact however that the remit of Project 

Pinewood is far wider than enhancing the attraction of the UK to big budget films, 

the scheme would also, for example, provide an opportunity for smaller budget 

films and domestic TV productions to ‘write in’ location scenes where previously 

they would not have been able to afford them owing to the time and expense 

required for location shooting.112 “It will enable British TV producers to be more 

international” as Steve Norris said in chief. (Mrs Rosewell gave a practical 

example from her own experience of making a BBC documentary.113) As Nick 

Smith said, there is a phenomenon of writing scenes around things that are 

available.114 The attractiveness of the streetscapes for filming commercials (in the 

words of advertising magnate  Sir Martin Sorrell, they will be of “great value” to 

advertisers, enabling agencies to offer their clients “imaginative, high quality cost 

111 Iain Smith EIC; see also Dunleavy para 3.24 (PSL/ID/1.1).
 
112 Dunleavy EIC; Norris EIC & XX.
 
113 Rosewell EIC and in response to Mr Rosetti’s questions
 
114 Dunleavy RX.
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effective local campaigns – and all from a single location”115), music videos and 

games116 was expounded upon by Mr Dunleavy and Nick Smith. 

77. “Green” issues are increasingly important for film and TV producers117 and the 

US market is likely to give increasing weight to sustainability in its decision-

making processes concerning where to film.118 Project Pinewood would reduce 

the carbon footprint of filming and this would give the scheme another angle to 

enhance the UK’s offer to the global market. 

78. The fact that Pinewood Toronto Studios is contemplating a scheme similar in 

some respects to Project Pinewood provides further endorsement of the concept – 

the studios are owned by the Toronto Economic Forum which tells one something 

about the Canadian take on the likely economic benefits from this kind of 

innovation.119 Mr Kyle’s suggestion that the Toronto scheme might make Project 

Pinewood redundant is uninformed and incorrect: the Canadian market largely 

focuses on North American TV productions.120 In any event, Mr Kyle’s approach 

is the antithesis of the pro-growth agenda as it implies that we should not seek to 

“out-compete” the rest of the world. 

79. But of course, Project 	Pinewood isn’t simply a collection of permanent 

streetscapes – it is so much more. The living and working creative industries 

community is integral to this innovative scheme. Production staff have been 

described as “footloose” but in many cases this is by necessity, not by choice, 

owing to the demands of filming on location; the cluster that would exist through 

the synergy between Pinewood Studios and Project Pinewood would provide them 

with the opportunity for an “anchor” that they do not currently have.121 Super fast 

115 PSL/ID/1.2 (Dunleavy Appxs), Appx 6.
 
116 As to which see eg. WR/33, the letter from Centroid (a leading motion capture company
 
specialising in generating character data for computer games).
 
117 Nick Smith para 3.18 – PSL/NS/1.1; Dunleavy para. 11.15 PSL/ID/1.1
 
118 Rosewell para. 7.7 (PSL/BR/1.1); Rhodes para. 5.10 (PSL/JR/1.1).
 
119 As Mr Dunleavy and Mr Smith explained in EIC, Pinewood Studios does not own the Toronto
 
studios but franchises out its name to studios in different markets elsewhere in the Globe that do not
 
compete with Pinewood Studios’ own activities in the UK.
 
120 Dunleavy EIC.
 
121 Dunleavy EIC.
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broadband connections linking the scheme to Pinewood Studios would be of 

significant value to people working in the creative industries. 

80. The Screen Crafts Academy would ensure that future generations reap the benefits 

of the ‘cluster culture’ from the outset of their careers; as Steve Norris explained 

in answer to Mrs Parsons:122 there are plenty of English accents when you walk 

around the studios in Budapest, Alicante and so on: “as our talent is exported, 

there is a real risk to us”; he elaborated that the UK has never been the cheapest 

place to film but it has concentrated being the best value because our people are 

really world class – as they leave and pass on their skills overseas, there is a real 

risk we will lose that edge.123 Project Pinewood would address problems such as 

these which are caused by fragmentation. 

81. The purpose of the Academy is to teach vocational skills – “plugging the gap” 

between secondary and higher education, as opposed to duplicating the range of 

media studies and such like courses already available (Mr Dunleavy i/chief). Iain 

Smith in answer to Mr Gears referred to a “huge shortfall in UK based skilled 

technicians” and his proof [2.11] explains that “large foreign productions would 

not choose the UK as a destination for film making without our skills base” and 

yet we risk losing this advantage without adequate training, especially as skilled 

craftsmen leave the industry through retirement. Locating the Academy at Project 

Pinewood would give students an opportunity to witness the world class filming 

environment at Pinewood and rub shoulders with the best in the business.124 “You 

can learn about the theory as much as you like, but it’s the practical on-set 

experience that is crucial” (per Iain Smith in chief). Trainees would experience 

firsthand the day to day workings of the screen industry.125 There is no place 

better than Pinewood for it to be: “In Europe there is no other facility like it” as 

Iain Smith emphasised in re-examination. 

122 See also Norris para. 5.3 (PSL/SN/1.1).
 
123 See also Nick Smith para. 3.19 (PSL/NS/1.1); Dunleavy para. 6.14 (PSL/ID/1.1); Rosewell para. 15.8
 
(PSL/BR/1.1).
 
124 Dunleavy EIC.
 
125 Dunleavy rebuttal para. 2.24 (PSL/ID/2.1).
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82. The Academy would be provided in the first phase of development.  The National 

Film and Television School (“NFTS”) have expressed a firm desire to run it, and 

following detailed discussions between them and the Pinewood Group, a fully 

fleshed-out business plan has already been drawn up.126 In its covering letter dated 

30th March 2011, the NFTS has confirmed its view that the Academy would 

“guarantee the continued provision of high quality, highly trained craft support 

for UK films and programme makers” and (echoing the point we made in the 

previous paragraph) “based in a busy, working film studio, it will offer unique 

hands on training for screen crafts and will ensure that all training is to industry 

standard.”127 

83. Well after Iain Smith had given his evidence a press report was put in (ID48) with 

some sort of implication that just such an academy has already been set up at 

Ealing, Hammersmith & West London College and so there is no requirement for 

one to be established at Pinewood.  

84. Mr Smith’s response gives the lie to that.128 He explains that Ealing, 

Hammersmith & West London College scheme is merely an interim arrangement, 

brought into place because “we couldn’t wait for the planning process at Project 

Pinewood to run its course”: it is a temporary stopgap, not a permanent 

alternative. Mr Smith goes on to make clear that there can be no substitute for the 

purpose-designed academy in Project Pinewood, located at the beating heart of the 

UK film industry: “the first of its kind in Europe” to be within a working studio. 

85. A high quality building would be provided for the Academy; far superior to the 

NFTS’ minimum requirement of a “portal framed steel shed” and fully capable of 

accommodating the range of activities will be provided.129 

126 WR/23.
 
127 Letter from Nik Powell, Director of NFTS to the PINS Case Officer dated 30th March 2011 (WR/24).
 
See also the letter from Jenny Cooper, Film Commissioner for Screen South (WR/31).
 
128 See ID58 (Email from Iain Smith dated 10th May 2011).
 
129 Dunleavy EIC.
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86. Funding to run the Academy is “absolutely there” as Iain Smith (Chairman of the 

Film Skills Council) described the position in re-examination.  

87. In terms of employment, Project Pinewood would bring with it 960 jobs including 

628 directly created, as well as construction jobs. Buckinghamshire had 5,700 

residents aged between 16 and 24 who were unemployed in the year ending June 

2010.130 The opportunities that Project Pinewood would create cover the whole 

range of skills, from craft to management, and would therefore be particularly 

valuable in finding opportunities for NEETs (not in employment, education or 

training)131 – as demonstrated by the success of the current and previous initiatives 

to attract NEETS.132 This is seen as a matter of considerable importance by Screen 

South (WR/31) and SEEDA (WR/35). The observation of Mr Grieve MP that 

there is “no evidence that” the employment element of the scheme “has carried 

any weight in the local community” rather makes the point that this aspect has 

been overlooked by the Council and objectors but, particularly in view of 

Planning for Growth, it must not be. 

88. The proposed employment floorspace is geared towards SMEs in the creative 

sectors. There is a consistent and high level of demand from SMEs for floorspace 

at the Studios “Media Park” – see David Wight’s letter133 - with 90% occupancy 

of available commercial space at Pinewood despite the effects of the recession, 

which is significantly above the levels of occupation on any other business park in 

the Thames Valley area, as Nick Smith explained in chief; more SMEs would like 

to be based here but there isn’t the space for them.134 (The Masterplan permission 

is geared towards major space occupiers and users.)  As Mr Rhodes explained in 

chief, the proposed employment floorspace would be cross-subsidised by the 

wider scheme and its provision would be secured by condition, whereas 

otherwise, in the current market, floorspace such as this would not be provided 

because of the nature of the covenant strength of SMEs. 

130 Rosewell para. 15.10 (PSL/BR/1.1).
 
131 Ibid.
 
132 See PSL/BR/4.1 section 4.
 
133 ID 40
 
134 Nick Smith EIC.
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89. There are real and tangible benefits for businesses in a cluster like this; as Mrs 

Rosewell said in chief: “co-location improves output and productivity by driving 

innovation and more general growth through collaboration and competition” and 

exchanging ideas.135 There is clear evidence of this already happening at 

Pinewood Studios136 and this would be consolidated and enhanced with Project 

Pinewood; per Mrs Rosewell: “Growth is fostered by the development of 

relationships between businesses both in competition and collaboration”.137 

90. In summary, as Steve Norris put it138 Project Pinewood “would send a powerful 

message internationally of the UK’s seriousness of intent to develop its screen 

based industry and maintain the UK’s position as the leading destination in the 

world for screen production”. And conversely, as Mr Rhodes asked in chief, what 

would be the message if permission is refused? Do we really want to say to the 

rest of the world, that the UK is NOT open for business? 

Nationally significant economic benefits 

91. Mrs Rosewell’s evidence139 should be attributed the respect due to the expert 

opinions of one of the country’s leading economists. Her evidence is the only 

expert evidence before the inquiry in this field and no one else who gave evidence 

was qualified to gainsay it. 

92. Mrs Rosewell identified both quantitative economic benefits which register on a 

national scale and significant qualitative positives as well. She emphasised that 

the one must not be looked at to the exclusion of the other.     

93. On the quantitative side of the equation, Mrs Rosewell established that Project 

Pinewood would generate some £2.7 billion of added value over a 30 year 

135 See also Rosewell section 12 (PSL/BR/1.1, pages 18 and following) and her rebuttal para. 1.5
 
(PSL/BR/2.1).
 
136 Dunleavy proof para. 4.8 (PSL/ID/1.1).
 
137 Rosewell rebuttal para. 2.13 (PSL/BR/2.1).
 
138 Norris proof 5.5 (PSL/SN/1.1).
 
139 There is a bullet point summary in ID 28.
 

36 




 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

                                                 
                       
     
           
                                 
               

               

assessment period,140 which, with her expertise, she considers to be of national 

economic significance. Some efforts were made by Mr Kyle (despite his self-

avowed lack of expertise in the field) to question whether this was really so but 

Mrs Rosewell provided useful context for her expert judgement by comparing this 

degree of positive growth with the NPV of the film tax relief scheme: see her 

paper on the subject141 which concludes that Project Pinewood would equivalate 

to about half of the value of the film tax relief scheme but at no cost to the 

taxpayer. 

94. Mrs Rosewell also emphasised that: “another way of thinking about the value of 

this investment is to consider trade. Average exports generated by film production 

and royalties over the period 1995-2007 were £1bn per year. Increasing exports by 

even 1 per cent is £10m, which would represent around a quarter of the annual 

additional output from Project Pinewood and improve the trade balance by around 

7%.”142 She explained in chief that this in itself would amount to an economic 

benefit of national significance. 

95. Despite Mr Kyle’s disavowal (in c/ex) of any challenge on his part to Mrs 

Rosewell’s quantitative evidence, Mr Bird QC attempted to chip away at her work 

in cross-examination but even if the propositions put by him were to be accepted 

(which they were not) they would lead to only a marginal change to the overall 

calculation (see her answers in c/ex and her note PSL/BR/4.1).143 

96. In any event, all Mr Bird QC’s efforts to portray Mrs Rosewell’s evidence as 

overly optimistic can be seen to be misplaced in one simple way, namely that she 

has used a very conservative multiplier in her work; the evidence shows that she 

would have been entirely justified to use a much higher London / South East 

multiplier (between 1.8 and 2.5)144 which would increase the overall positive 

140 See PSL/BR/1.2 (Rosewell Appxs), Appendix D and in particular paragraphs D8‐D9.
 
141 ID 29
 
142 Rosewell proof para. 16.6 (PSL/BR/1.1).
 
143 NB a revised version of PSL/BR/4.1 was submitted following a question of clarification from the
 
Council – please refer to the revised version.
 
144 See CDH/2 (Cambridge Econometrics Report) at p.68.
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impact of the scheme to some £3.1bn to £3.8bn.145 Set alongside this striking 

point, the efforts made to undermine Mrs Rosewell’s expert assessment (such as 

the argument that some of the economic benefits would simply be displaced from 

elsewhere in the UK – an argument that Mrs Rosewell clearly demonstrated both 

in chief and in c/ex to be misplaced) can be seen to pale into insignificance.  

97. On the qualitative side of the equation, to which Mrs Rosewell attaches particular 

significance, she explained the importance of Project Pinewood to maintaining our 

existing investments in and the scale of the creative industries in the UK which 

will suffer if we do not innovate; innovative activity generates further innovation 

and maintains the potential for further fast growth.146 Continued innovation is 

necessary otherwise our global rivals will catch up and outstrip us. As Mr 

Dunleavy put it in re-examination: “Pinewood will take on the capital cost and 

the creative industries can ride on the back of our investment to their benefit.” 

98. These quantitative and qualitative benefits are of national importance and should 

be accorded very significant positive weight in the overall balance of 

considerations. 

Delivery of market and affordable housing 

99.	 As Mr Kyle agreed in cross-examination, there is extremely high demand for 

housing in this District, with a total of 1498 property transactions in the last year 

for which data was available.147 Set against this overwhelming demand, 

however, the projected delivery rate for the remainder of the Core Strategy plan 

period to 2026 is a pitiful 23 homes per annum (including affordable 

housing).148 

100. Many people seeking a home here simply cannot afford one. South Bucks has 

some of the highest property prices in the country outside London, due in part, 

145 See PSL/BR/4.1 section 1.
 
146 ID 28
 
147 See also the Strategic Land Availability Assessment (CDE/14) p.13 para. 2.41.
 
148 Rhodes para 3.3 (PSL/JR/1.1); Kyle main proof para 6.157, confirmed in XX.
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no doubt, to the fact that demand massively outstrips supply.149 The average 

price of homes is 235% of the national average. Entry level prices in the third 

quarter of 2010 were £275,000. The Bucks Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (“SHMA”) notes at para. 7.57 that one would need to be earning 13 

times the lower quartile income in order to be able to afford a home,150 and 

identifies a net need for 459 affordable dwellings per annum:151 a staggering 

contrast to the annual delivery rate of just 11 affordable homes per annum since 

2006 and the projected delivery rate for the remainder of the plan period to 2026 

at a similar level (40% of 23 homes each year).152 Councillor Wilson for Stop 

Project Pinewood may be fortunate enough to tell you that affordable housing is 

“not a problem” in the area,153 but as the RSS Panel report noted, consultation 

with the lucky few “inevitably gives no voice to those of the next generation 

who will be seeking homes within the plan period, and no voice to those who 

may need to or wish to move to this region to take up job opportunities”.154 

101. Mr Kyle accepted in cross-examination that 	“in principle, providing more 

housing is a very good thing”. It is also common ground that the Council would 

not and does not intend to try to meet the District’s identified housing need 

through the Core Strategy. However, astonishingly, Mr Kyle went on to contend 

that “no positive weight at all” should be given to the affordable housing 

element of Project Pinewood, because in his view the level of housing provision 

has been conclusively determined by the Core Strategy for the remainder of the 

plan period to 2026. As he saw it, “the balance has already been done”.155 

102. As Mr Rhodes has explained, however, that is simply not a good enough 

response, especially with the new imperatives of Planning for Growth in mind. 

In particular:156 

149 See PSL/JR/1.1 (Rhodes proof) paragraphs 3.2 and following.
 
150 CDE/1.
 
151 At p.236.
 
152 CDE/36 paras. 1.4‐1.6 – confirmed by Kyle in XX.
 
153 Wilson XX.
 
154 CDE/34 para. 1.4.
 
155 Kyle XX.
 
156 Rhodes EIC & proof (PSL/JR/1.1), para. 3.4 and following.
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(1) 	 First, it looks as if the Council will be unable to meet even its own 

aspiration to deliver (just) 350-500 affordable dwellings to 2026 as the 

SHLAA sites are likely to deliver fewer units than anticipated owing to the 

relaxation of density requirements, there are uncertainties concerning the 

delivery of the opportunity sites and the Deluxe permission, the single 

largest, is about to expire.157 

(2) 	 There is, however, a much more fundamental issue than that.  The Core 

Strategy housing requirements were expressly based on what the Council 

perceived to be the requirements of the RSS158 but: 

a. 	 The RSS was expressed to be only “a limited response at present” to 

the housing issues in the South-East, due to the insufficient evidence 

base available.159 Paragraph 7.7 stated that a review of the RSS would 

examine a higher rate of provision, necessary to meet strategic needs.  

b. 	 Para 7.8 of the RSS made clear that the figures contained therein were 

minima,  not ceilings / limits: future planning decisions “should be 

taken on their merit and local circumstances – including long term 

housing needs and affordability in an area”. 

c. 	 These provisions derived from the RSS Panel Report which found that 

there was a need to achieve a “step change” in the Western Corridor 

Black Water Valley Sub-Region (which includes South Bucks), that 

the draft plan did not meet local needs and that “in this sub-region, the 

penalties of under provision of housing seem to impose greater risks to 

the local and regional economy than the impact of additional housing 

on infrastructure and the environment”.160 The practice of treating 

self-imposed policy constraints, including Green Belt, as absolutes was 

criticised as undermining the ability for strategic thinking about 

housing distribution within the sub-region.161 

157 See ID43 (Letter from SBDC Development Management to Mr Rhodes).
 
158 See eg CDE/23 paras. 1.1.10, 1.2.10, 2.1.7, 2.1.10, Mr Kyle’s rebuttal proof and CDE/24.
 
159 See paras. 7.4‐7.8 of the RSS (CDE/29).
 
160 CDE/35, para. 21.56.
 
161 Ibid paras. 21.57‐21.58.
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d. 	 Therefore, by basing its housing requirements on the RSS, the Core 

Strategy’s housing policies by definition are founded on figures which 

were recognised at the time to be insufficient minima and to require 

rapid review. The Core Strategy therefore could only claim to be an 

interim solution, and it cannot reasonably be said to provide a 

conclusive, once-and-for all determination of housing provision in 

South Bucks for the next 15 years. 

(3) Mr Kyle’s reliance on the Core Strategy as the last word on housing supply 

for the next 15 years is also wholly out of step with the Plan for Growth and 

Planning for Growth. In particular:162 

a. 	 The pro-growth agenda which the Government has embraced in these 

publications includes housing. The Plan for Growth specifically refers 

to housing in its call to local authorities to deliver “more development” 

(2.13-2.14) and states in no uncertain terms that there is an “urgent 

need to increase the supply of housing” (2.22). Put simply, sustainable 

economic growth requires significantly more homes to be provided.  

b. 	The Plan for Growth makes clear that LPAs are expected to have up to 

date pro-growth development plans (paras. 2.12 & 2.14). 

c. 	 Planning for Growth states that with “immediate effect” LPAs should 

“press ahead without delay” in preparing up to date development 

plans and use that opportunity to “be proactive in driving and 

supporting the growth this country needs” and that they should “make 

every effort to identify and meet the housing, business and other 

development needs of their areas, and respond positively to wider 

opportunities for growth, taking full account of relevant economic 

signals such as land prices”. 

d. 	 These words will mean nothing if South Bucks can claim consistency 

with them when it is the local authority with the lowest housing 

provision in the South East, with a trajectory of only 23 new homes a 

year, a massive need for affordable housing, some of the highest prices 

and the lowest affordability outside London, and a Core Strategy based 

162 Rhodes EIC. 
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on RSS figures which were expressed to be insufficient, interim, 

minima subject to rapid review. 

103. The answer is not just to get on with revising the Core Strategy: it is wholly 

inconsistent with an “urgent call for action” to put off meeting pressing needs 

and being pro-growth for however many years it would take to prepare a revised 

plan. The Government is clear that the change in approach and attitude is to 

have immediate effect. 

104. The Secretary of State has here the opportunity to give this approach immediate 

effect by allowing this appeal and delivering a step change in the provision of 

housing, and in particular affordable housing, in South Bucks. The scheme 

would deliver (up to) 1,400 homes on the site, including 150 affordable homes, 

in a truly world class development designed to exemplary standards. The 

affordable homes would be prioritised for those working at Pinewood and in the 

immediate vicinity; so too will a further 50 market homes, “Target Houses” in 

respect of which Pinewood Studios commits to providing assistance to help 

those working in the creative industries to get onto the property ladder. The 

remaining market homes would also have an effect on the affordability of 

housing in the area, as they would lead to an unprecedented shift in the 

demand/supply ratio. On top of all that, an exceptionally large commuted sum 

(agreed at £28.7million) would enable the Council to deliver a further 410 

affordable homes elsewhere in the District. We are talking here of delivering 

real homes for real local people in real need, more than the whole provision 

likely under the entire period of the Core Strategy and some 50 years’ worth of 

provision based on recent delivery rates.  

105. This is a huge opportunity to get on and deliver.   

106. The much needed new housing that Project Pinewood would deliver is sufficient 

in its own right to constitute very special circumstances to justify building in the 

Green Belt given the huge scale of need in South Bucks and the Government’s 
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recently stated emphasis on the urgency of meeting needs and delivering 

growth.163 

Sustainability benefits 

107. Project 	Pinewood would deliver significant sustainability benefits in three 

respects:  

(1)	 By allowing film-makers and advertisers to film ‘on location’ without 

travelling overseas, Project Pinewood would offer the opportunity to make 

substantial carbon savings.164 The film industry has high ambitions for 

greener filming: see, for example, the ‘Green Screen’ strategy promoted by 

Film London and the London Mayor, which proposed a 60% reduction in 

emissions by 2025.165 This scheme provides the chance to turn these 

aspirations into action. 

(2) 	 The residential element of the scheme would incorporate state of the art 

energy efficiency measures, including a commitment for all dwellings built 

by 2016 to achieve CSH Levels 5-6.166 PSL have also accepted a condition 

requiring compliance with any future changes in policy requiring a greater 

proportion of renewable energy than the current 10% and/or any uplift in 

the standards of the Code for Sustainable Homes.167 This is not a scheme 

which seeks to do the minimum necessary: it would be an exemplar of 

sustainable residential development and send a clear message that these 

exacting standards can be achieved without having to compromise 

elsewhere. 

(3) 	 As already explained above, the accessibility of the area by sustainable 

means of transport will be vastly improved. In particular, the new bus and 

cycle routes will connect into the heart of Slough, Uxbridge and Gerrards 

163 Rhodes EIC. For an illustration of affordable housing being the primary factor in VSC in a GB case,
 
see ID50 (Harry Stoke)
 
164 See CDG/1 Document 4 (Carbon Footprint study), which demonstrates that the scheme will be
 
capable savings of up to 45% of the carbon of a typical film.
 
165 See Rhodes Appx 3 para. 2.7 and Appx 4 generally (PSL/JR/1.2).
 
166 See the Energy Statement which will be tied by condition to any grant of permission (currently
 
draft condition 28) and Rhodes Appx 3 para. 3.7 and following (PSL/JR/1.2).
 
167 See draft conditions 30 & 47 (6th May version).
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Cross with easy access to a range of shops and other facilities including 

the Crossrail network into the heart of London. Mr Macaulay accepted in 

cross-examination that this was likely to lead to local residents’ travel 

patterns undergoing a significant modal shift away from the private car. 

Quantum and viability of development 

108.	 Mr Height explained (i/chief and c/ex) how with great thoroughness and 

thoughtfulness the overall quantum of development, its make-up and 

distribution, evolved into the application scheme as “an optimised balance” of 

a host of considerations. It is hard to imagine how anyone, however opposed 

they might be to the proposals, could have failed but to have been impressed by 

the sheer quality and remarkable care of Mr Height’s work as he presented the 

scheme to the inquiry.  

109.	 Various false trails were laid in cross-examination of him (and others) such as 

the line of questioning which sought to fish for what level of development 

would be the minimum to be financially viable, and what proportion of the 

development would not comprise streetscapes for filming. The answer to this 

latter question is remarkably little (see ID57 & ID61) but the question rather 

misses the point that the scheme is put forward as a whole – it’s all good - and 

not as a number of individual, unrelated, elements.  

110. As for financial viability, Mr Dunleavy explained (in his proof168 and in chief, 

and c/ex) that the viability of the scheme has been kept under continuous review 

but the Council’s point is not to question the viability of the proposals per se but 

rather, it appears, to imply that a lesser scale of development might still be 

viable. This line of argument also rather misses the point. Pinewood Studios is 

not pleading a case of enabling development in which it would need to 

demonstrate that it is putting forward the minimum scale of development to 

realise funds for some positive end (most commonly the upkeep of listed 

buildings). Hence the absence of detailed evidence concerning such matters. 

168 See in particular paras.9.3 and 11.4. 

44 




 

 

 

       

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
             

The subject should be of no real interest. The homes proposed are not put 

forward as the necessary price to pay for some other element of the scheme such 

as the streetscapes. Project Pinewood is put forward as a whole as an 

exceptional scheme with exceptional positive benefits across a wide range of 

considerations. It is not said to be some irreducible minimum of development. 

Why should it be? If this innovative idea is to be backed it should be given 

every opportunity to succeed. As Mr Rhodes cautioned in chief, if the proposals 

are found to be a good idea, you should encourage it to be as successful as 

possible and not place unnecessary constraints on it; we should be wary of 

asking in effect couldn’t it be less successful? 

Lack of alternatives – here and only here 

111. The purpose of considering whether there is a feasible alternative location for 

the proposal elsewhere is to assess whether developing in the Green Belt could 

be avoided. 

112. Mr Kyle suggested that the streetscapes might potentially be capable of being 

located in various sorts of places away from Pinewood Studios such as at other 

studios, on an industrial estate somewhere or by teaming up with a housebuilder 

in developing a housing estate. Project Pinewood is of course about a great deal 

more than the streetscapes, which are not “stick-on” elements in any case, but 

even leaving these points to one side it is fundamental to grasp that a location 

away from Pinewood Studios is untenable.  

113. The recent example of the Dragon Studios, which failed notwithstanding its 

funding by the Welsh Assembly and the EU, shows vividly the necessity to co-

locate with an established centre of excellence with all its facilities, skills and 

expertise.169 This points inexorably to co-location with an existing studios. Any 

suggestions that the streetscapes could be built on an industrial site or as part of 

a housing estate, if put as serious contentions, are plain daft. The industry 

evidence, led by Mr Dunleavy – who really can be trusted to know best on a 

169 Dunleavy Rebuttal 4.3 & Appendix 4 
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fundamental point like this - is unanimous: in order to work the concept has to 

be able to integrate with and feed off not only an existing studios but Pinewood 

Studios in particular. This is because Pinewood is the market-leading centre of 

excellence, the strongest by a long margin in Europe, the best by far that the UK 

has to offer. 

114. If the proposal makes sense (which the expert evidence shows it does) then it 

makes sense to build it where it has the very best prospect of success.    

115. As Mrs Rosewell put it in cross-examination: “Pinewood is the place where the 

various extensive services and support activities are already there – we can 

then grow the cluster which already exists, and the success is much more likely 

to happen there than anywhere else...” 

116. Shepperton Studios is a smaller centre than Pinewood and does not have the 

physical capability to accommodate the project without demolishing much of its 

existing infrastructure.170 Leavesden is even less suitable, a converted airfield 

with nothing remotely resembling the range of tenants, skills and facilities at 

Pinewood.171 (It is in the Green Belt to boot.) Its plan to host a permanent 

exhibition of Harry Potter sets as a tourist destination tells one straightaway that 

Leavesden is a very different proposition to Pinewood.  

117. As Steve Norris elaborated: if a project such as this is to be achieved in the UK, 

it could only happen adjacent to Pinewood Studios “due to the need to ensure 

that the facilities and advantages created by the project are geographically 

close to the other crucial resources that the studio has”.172 

170 Dunleavy EIC.
 
171 Dunleavy Rebuttal section 3 (PSL/ID/2.2).
 
172 Norris para 4.5 (PSL/SN/1.1).
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118. Project Pinewood and the Studios would be co-managed (see Schedule 3 Part 3 

of the draft s.106 agreement for Project Pinewood and the draft unilateral 

obligation binding the Pinewood Studios site to like effect).173 

119. No-one seriously suggested that Project Pinewood could be constructed in the 

Studios’ back lot and for good reason: the use of the back lot is a key part of 

Pinewood’s offer to the market, it provides the opportunity to construct unique, 

bespoke, sets which cannot be found on location174 as would have been seen by 

the Inspector on her tour of the Studios with the filming of Sir Ridley Scott’s 

Prometheus. 

120. In cross-examination Mr Kyle disowned the suggestions (that appeared to have 

been made in his proof) that the streetscapes could be treated as facades which 

could be put onto existing buildings at Pinewood Studios, or that they could be 

incorporated within the Studios Masterplan scheme as permitted. He was right 

to do so. The streetscapes are not “stick-on” features. The layout and use of the 

Studios as they are currently, and as they would be with the Masterplan built 

out, could not feasibly accommodate the permanent streetscapes and the filming 

activities that would go with them.175 

121. Instead Mr Kyle’s central contention became that the permitted Masterplan 

could be re-jigged (through a fresh application and grant of permission) so as to 

incorporate streetscapes within it. He pursued this with dogged determination 

but his proposition is misconceived for several reasons, not least that it is simply 

unworkable. Mr Kyle’s strengths lie elsewhere. It is naive to imagine that he 

knows better than the best in the business how to run a successful studios and 

what can and cannot be done there. 

173 There is no need to require co‐ownership in perpetuity in order to achieve co‐management.
 
174 Dunleavy Rebuttal (PSL/ID/2.1) para. 2.15.
 
175 Dunleavy Rebuttal paras. 2.9‐2.14.
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122. Mr Kyle’s idea would allow for only a handful of streetscapes to be built, far 

fewer than the 15 proposed in the scheme. Even if the idea could be made to 

work (which it cannot) it would be nothing like Project Pinewood with few if 

any of its benefits. The appeal scheme’s proposed streetscapes have been 

designed to be real and lived in. Streetscapes (or rather, in Mr Kyle’s idea, 

facades) shoe-horned into an extremely busy industrial studios environment 

would be contrived and very different to the extraordinarily carefully thought-

through proposal of Project Pinewood. 

123. One of the key features of Project Pinewood is that it has been designed with the 

input of one of the world’s leading Artistic Directors in order to ensure that, 

through getting the right length, depth and dimensions a whole range of 

interesting camera angles are provided for filming.176 This optimal arrangement 

would be so severely compromised in Mr Kyle’s idea that the fundamental aim 

that the streetscapes should be of great utility and attraction to the screen-based 

creative industries would be lost entirely.  

124. Mr Kyle’s idea would also abandon the living and working creative community 

that is central to Project Pinewood. To suggest, or imply, disaggregation is to 

miss the point:177 it is the direct connection and connectivity between the 

various elements of Project Pinewood and Pinewood Studios that would create 

the unique and stimulating environment envisioned for the creative industries. 

“The ability to co-locate is a significant advantage” (Mr Dunleavy in chief). It 

is clear from Mr Height’s evidence that the various elements of the scheme are 

tightly interwoven, interdependent and cannot be separated out without losing 

the very essence of what the proposal is all about. As Iain Smith writes: “what 

is really exciting about Project Pinewood is the combination which it offers” – 

“the opportunity to create something genuinely spectacular on the world 

stage”178 

176 Dunleavy EIC.
 
177 Dunleavy rebuttal section 4 (PSL/ID/2.1).
 
178 Iain Smith 3.4
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125. Mr Kyle’s idea would also involve fundamentally and unacceptably 

compromising the permitted Masterplan which aims to modernise, re-order and 

rationalise the existing studios site and add to its capacity.179 Pinewood Studios 

has constrained capacity and the permitted Masterplan is required to refresh the 

existing business. It has been carefully phased so as to allow it to be built out 

without undermining the success of the Studios. By contrast, the point of Project 

Pinewood is to provide something altogether new so as to provide additional 

growth.180 As Mr Norris put it in cross-examination, the Masterplan permission 

“allows them to build more of what they currently offer. I’m not sure it offers 

them the opportunity to do anything new or innovative or different”. Mr Kyle’s 

case was that we would have to compromise between the two: see his answer to 

the Inspector’s question: “they’d have to balance the need for the stages against 

the design needs for incorporating the streetscapes”. To suggest we have to 

choose between the two is fundamentally out of step with the Government’s 

pro-growth agenda Planning for Growth and gives the lie to the claim made by 

the Council that it backs Pinewood Studios’ ambition to remain world-beating. 

126. But most importantly of all, Mr Kyle’s idea cannot and would not be taken 

forward by Pinewood for the reasons set out in ID45 (Assessment of Pinewood 

Studios as Potential Site for Part of Project Pinewood), ID45A (the 

accompanying photos) and ID55 (Pinewood’s response to Mr Kyle’s comments 

on ID45)181 Steve Norris treated the suggestion with incredulity (in answer to 

Mr Smith182). The idea that the Studios would put for example the Brooklyn 

Brownstones streetscape on the main access circulation for the permitted 

Masterplan and close it during filming is ludicrous and shows that Mr Kyle 

really is out of his depth here. Nor would it work for filming: one simply would 

not be able to achieve the range of height, angle and perspective or the ‘feel of 

179 Dunleavy EIC 
180 Rosewell XX. 
181 See also Mr Dunleavy’s rebuttal (PSL/ID/2.1) 
182 This Mr Smith was a local resident who asked questions of Mr Norris – not to be confused with Mr 
Iain Smith or Mr Nick Smith. When asked by Mr Smith “If it were possible to put the streetscapes at 
the Pinewood Studios site would it be used?” Mr Smith said he could not conceive how it would be 
possible to put them on the studios site. 
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authenticity’ essential for the quality of the screen image.183 To be blunt, 

Pinewood Studios really does know best on all these fronts and the bottom line 

is that if the appeal scheme is refused permission, Pinewood Studios would not 

take up Mr Kyle’s idea (as confirmed by Mr Dunleavy in re-ex). This is not due 

to arrogance on Pinewood’s part but simply because it knows that the idea is 

unworkable. 

127. Finally on this subject, Mr Kyle accepted in cross-examination that the Screen 

Crafts Academy would benefit from being located next to Pinewood Studios, 

given that the whole point of the Academy is to teach people the practical skills 

involved in screen crafts. Any suggestion that it should be built on the Studios 

site misses the fundamental point that its provision requires capital funding 

which would be provided as part of the overall Project Pinewood but not 

otherwise. 

Overall conclusions concerning ‘very special circumstances’ 

128. For all the reasons elaborated in these closing submissions, the harm by 

inappropriateness and any other harm would be clearly outweighed by other 

considerations, so as to amount to the very special circumstances necessary to 

justify the development.  

COMPLIANCE WITH THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

129. To the extent that there are any inconsistencies with Development Plan policies, 

the self-same considerations which amount to ‘very special circumstances’ 

would also constitute material considerations which indicate otherwise under the 

terms of s.38(6) of the 2004 Act.  

183 Dunleavy rebuttal para. 2.14 (PSL/ID/2.1). 
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OVERALL CONCLUSIONS 

130.	 Project Pinewood signifies the scale of vision, ambition and innovation that we 

as a nation would wish to see from our successful businesses. It’s all about out-

competing, out-smarting and out-pacing the rest of the world. It is a scheme that 

promises to deliver a great deal not only for the good of Pinewood Studios, a 

world-beating British success story, but also and very significantly, for the 

greater best interests of UK PLC. 

131. All we need is the backing of the Secretary of State with a favourable decision 

on this appeal; we would do the rest and in doing so, attract nationally 

significant levels of inward investment, representing real growth at no cost to 

the taxpayer. 

132. What a perfect opportunity to build on success. 

133. It is entirely understandable that local residents who live nearby would rather 

leave things as they are, and it is an inevitable feature of opposition to proposals 

to build pretty much anything, anywhere, in the South East that local residents 

(but in this case, significantly, not their county highway authority) are concerned 

about traffic. 

134. But if we as a nation are going to continue to grow our way out of recession then 

something, somewhere, has to give. In order to stay successful, businesses like 

Pinewood Studios must stay ahead of the field in an ever more competitive 

global market. Of course there are tensions in play here. It isn’t much 

consolation to a local resident who likes the view from his or her bedroom 

window to be told that change is for the greater good. But that’s what it comes 

down to. Growth and building on success will not be achieved by leaving 

everything as it is, and it is naive to imagine otherwise.  After all, pioneering 

vision and ambition led to the building of Pinewood Studios in the first place. 
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135. But what if Project Pinewood doesn’t realise its potential? This is where the 

genius of the idea comes into play because even if the views of those who stand 

the best chance of judging this right, such as Ivan Dunleavy, Steve Norris, Iain 

Smith & Nick Smith, turn out to be ill-founded, Project Pinewood would still 

deliver 1,400 new homes in an area where there is huge unmet need for market 

housing and even more so for affordable housing where the proposals, when 

compared to what the Council has actually secured in recent years, would 

deliver hundreds, the equivalent of many decades worth of affordable housing, 

and all this in a highly sustainable, mixed-use, world class scheme with limited 

impacts. As was said in Opening, to anyone who really wants to do something to 

help those in housing need, this scheme is a once in a generation opportunity to 

get on and deliver. 

136. There is a very special opportunity on offer here and a decision to encourage the 

scale of vision, ambition and innovation that underpin Project Pinewood is more 

than justified.  

137. We ask you to recommend and the Secretary of State to grant permission 

accordingly. 

CHRISTOPHER KATKOWSKI QC 

CHARLES BANNER 

Landmark Chambers 

12th May 2011 
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