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1.0 Executive summary

This document provides a record of the pre-application public 
consultation carried out on the proposed Pinewood Studios 
Development Framework.

1.1 Overview of consultation process

Soundings were appointed by Pinewood Studios Ltd. in May 
2012 to undertake community consultation and engagement 
and to act as an impartial member of the project team and to 
facilitate dialogue between the community, the design team 
and Pinewood Studios.

Public consultation began in June 2012 and since then 
there have been 27 consultation events to engage the local 
community in the process of evolving the proposals. Nearly 
600 people have been engaged in the process.

The consultation was approached in three stages:

Stage 1 : Understanding the issues
Stage 2 : Concept design proposals
Stage 3 : Draft Development Framework

Over a 6 month period, the public outreach and engagement 
has consisted of a range of consultation events to collect 
information and to understand a cross-section of local opinions:

10 ‘Pop-up’ events
These events were conducted on the street in various locations 
near to the site in order to understand a cross-section of local 
opinions and perceptions. Events were held within a 4km radius 
of Pinewood Studios and used a range of consultation tools to 
collect information.

2 Walk and talk events
The walk and talk events were held in Iver Heath and were an 
opportunity for local people to guide us around their area. 
Individual maps were used to collect ideas as well as issues 
and concerns relating to the immediate area and the potential 
development.

6 Public workshops
Public workshops were held at Pinewood Studios in July, 
September and October 2012 to discuss the project and the 
evolving design proposals. 

3 Public exhibitions
A two-day public exhibition was held in Iver Heath at each stage 
of the process to present the proposals for the Development 
Framework as they progressed.

2 Tenants’ drop-in sessions
Drop-in sessions were held for on-site tenants of Pinewood 
Studios in July and September to discuss the proposals.

4 Community Liaison Group meetings
A Community Liaison Group was formed during August and 
September 2012 to represent the interests of local residents, 
amenity groups, businesses and the wider community. The 
group has 20 members.
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1.2 Overview of consultation findings

Feedback was gathered at the three distinct stages of the 
evolution of the Development Framework. The summary below 
gives an account of the key themes which emerged through 
consultation at each stage.

Stage 1 : Understanding the issues

Stage 1 was used to build up an understanding of the area 
through a range of consultation events within the wider area 
and with the local community. Events included pop-up events 
and walk and talks and culminated in a public workshop to 
discuss the aims of the Development Framework and the need 
to expand the studio facilities.

A range of themes were discussed during the first stage of the 
process and thoughts and comments were captured using a 
range of tools, including maps, canvass cards and feedback 
forms.

Priorities
Through the early stages of engagement, the community 
was asked to identify priorities for the local area and for the 
expansion of the Studios. The three top priorities identified for 
each were:

Local area: Studio expansion:

1. Community facilities 1. Jobs

2. Transport connections 2. Skills and training

3. Green and public space 3. Landscape character

The main topics that were raised during stage 1 included:

• The previous planning application for ‘Project Pinewood’
• Threat to the Green Belt
• Scepticism over the need to develop
• Whether there was potential to develop elsewhere
• Opportunities for employment and training

Although there was a clear voice regarding objection to 
developing in the Green Belt, many consultees could also 
acknowledge the need for the Studios to grow.

Stage 2 : Concept design proposals

Stage 2 of the consultation process introduced the concept 
design proposals for the first time through a series of public 
workshops and exhibitions, as well as Community Liaison Group 
meetings. People were asked to engage with the proposals on a 
‘what if’ basis - understanding that the feedback was based on 
minimising any adverse impacts and maximising the benefits  
of the development ‘if’ it were to be given approval.

To structure the conversation, the workshops were structured 
around discussing three key design aspects of the proposals:

• Transport and access
• Landscape strategy and management
• Visual character

Feedback was collected using group worksheets and individual 
feedback forms.

The key themes that were discussed in relation to the Concept 
design proposals were:

• Concerns over the use of Green Belt land
• Visual impact 
• Traffic impact and increased volumes
• Site access
• Amount of development
• Arrangement of buildings
• Development in the southern field
• Access and management of ‘The Clump’
• Landscape screening
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Stage 3 : Draft Development Framework

Stage 3 presented the revised proposals in response to the 
consultation carried out on the concept designs. Again this 
was discussed through public workshops and exhibitions and 
feedback was gathered on various elements of the proposals. 

The key themes that were discussed in relation to the Draft 
Development Framework were:

• Traffic impact on surrounding roads and volume of   
 large vehicles / traffic calming measures
• Management of ‘The Clump’
• Architectural style and quality in southern field
• Construction management
• Visual impact
• Traffic signalling at Fivepoints roundabout
• New site entrance / roundabout
• Access from Sevenhills Road

Was the consultation process useful and informative?

Do you feel you have been listened to?

Do you feel that the proposals have improved through 
consultation?

Good

Average
Poor

Very poor

Excellent

Not answered

Yes

Don’t know
Not really

Not at all

Very much

Not answered

Yes

Don’t know
Not really

Not at all

Very much

Not answered
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Aerial view showing site
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2.0 Introduction
Towards a Development Framework

2.1 Pinewood Studios Development Framework

Pinewood Studios aims to secure planning permission for a 

‘Development Framework’, which secures a growth strategy for 
the expansion of the Studios over the next 15 years.

The Pinewood Studios Development Framework (PSDF) is 
focused on the global film industry but will include the wider 
screen based industries, supporting high-end TV, commercials 
and video games.  The proposals will not include any uses that 
are not inherently linked to Pinewood’s business operations.

Presently the Studios comprise over 100,000 sq metres of 
buildings including film stages, TV studios, workshops, pre and 
post production facilities, office accommodation and other 
support facilities. It is this co-location of facilities, technologies 
and businesses that sets Pinewood apart from its competitors 
and which attracts productions from around the world to the 
UK. There is currently more demand for Pinewood’s facilities 
than can be accommodated and some major films and TV 
programmes have been turned away due to a lack of capacity.

Whilst Pinewood presently occupies a unique and leading 
position within the world film industry, its position is coming 
under increasing threat from new facilities in other countries. 
To continue to prosper Pinewood needs to adapt, modernise 
and grow. 

HM Government recognises the unique contribution the UK 
film industry makes economically to the nation. As such it 
is supportive of its further growth and development. In its 
document entitled “The Plan for Growth” the Government 
identifies the Digital and Creative Industries as one of a number 
of key sectors that will be important in driving economic 
growth in the UK. 

Similarly, a review of UK film policy was commissioned by 
the Minister for Culture, Communications and the Creative 
Industries and was published in January 2012. A total of 56 
recommendations were made to Government to help ensure 
that film, as part of the creative industries, plays a full role 
in driving growth, creating jobs and stimulating inward 
investment.

Aims of the development

Pinewood Studios are looking to achieve the following 
objectives through the Development Framework:

• To secure Pinewood Studios’ position as a world-class  
 centre of excellence into the future.

• To provide increased capacity for film production

• To optimise the West (existing) area and create additional  
 facilities in the East area to create an efficient model of  
 production

• To respond to existing site constraints and considerations

• To take a sustainable approach to the development and  
 minimise the impact on the Green Belt and surrounding  
 areas
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 2.2 Purpose of this document

The Statement of Community Involvement for the Pinewood 
Studios Development Framework has been prepared by 
Soundings on behalf of Pinewood Studios.

The document provides an account of the public consultation 
undertaken on the evolving proposals between June and 
November 2012 and a detailed record of the consultation 
findings at each key stage of the process.

A full record of meeting minutes and material used during 
the consultation process can be found in the Statement of 
Community Involvement Appendices.

2.3 Project team

For the purpose of this document, the relevant team members 
who have been involved in engaging with the community and 
will be referenced in this report are:

Arup Associates - Architects
Randall Thorp - Landscape architects
Vectos - Transport consultants
Turley Associates - Planning consultants
Amion Consulting - Business Growth Consultants

2.4 Soundings

Soundings delivers exemplary public and stakeholder 
consultation and engagement that feeds directly into emerging 
masterplans and city strategies. Acting as a neutral voice in 
the development process, communities are engaged creatively 
to seed change, inform design and empower local groups 
committed to the long term success of a place.

Soundings creates tailored processes working closely with 
architects, developers, agencies, local authorities and local 
people. The Soundings team draws on extensive experience 
gained during public consultations in well over half of London’s 
boroughs and across the UK, including King’s Cross Central, the 
2012 Olympic, Paralympic and Legacy Masterplans, and Chelsea 
Barracks. 

Soundings was appointed in May 2012 to act as an impartial 
member of the team to ensure that the thoughts and views of 
local people and stakeholders are recorded and considered in 
an open and rigorous way throughout the process.
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2.5 Engaging the local community - ‘Plan B’

The consultation strategy acknowledged that Pinewood Studios 
has an influence which goes beyond the immediate area and 
could be understood to be relevant at local, regional and 
national levels.

The initial approach to outreach and community and 
stakeholder engagement was to consult more widely than 
the immediately adjacent residential areas and understand 
views from people in other areas, including within South 
Bucks. A consultation boundary was established which covered 
a 4km radius of the Studios, which was considered to be 
an appropriate area of direct influence. Other consultation 
methods were used to target the adjacent community (i.e. walk 
and talks) and broader interest groups (through the CLG and 
public events).

The Pinewood Studios Community Liaison Group was set 
up to act as a focus group to help steer the Development 
Framework through bringing together a range of different 
interests. Invitations for this group were sent to organisations 
representing creative industries at a national level and 
business and economic interests at a local level, as well as 
on-site tenants of Pinewood Studios and members of the 
local community / resident representatives. The aim was to 
create a balanced group who could rationally discuss the 
various considerations necessary to evolve the Development 
Framework.

In the early stages of public consultation and engagement in 
June, 2012 it became apparent that there was still much local 
anger toward the 2010 application for ‘Project Pinewood’, 
which was refused permission by the Secretary of State.

In order to get beyond the evident anger and engage 
effectively, we agreed with local residents, consultation 
workshop participants and with members of the Community 
Liaison Group to adopt what we referred to as the ‘Plan 
B’ approach. This acknowledged that for many there were 
principled objections to any development of Green Belt land but 
that in order to overcome the possibility that a scheme could 

be consented, given proof of very special circumstance, that 
they should be able to effect the scheme without expressing 
support for it. This would effectively provide a ‘safety net’ 
for objectors in the event that the scheme did obtain outline 
planning permission, in that it would represent the least 
harmful outcome, at least from their perspective.

This approach has been adopted throughout the generation of 
the concept and draft plans for the Development Framework 
and we, as independent consultation specialists, have promised 
to make clear, in the final reckoning, the figures relating 
to those who took part in the final workshops and drop-in 
exhibitions who still wish to register their objection, whatever 
the scheme. 
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Discussing ‘Local assets’ at the Stoke Poges pop-up event, June 2012
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3.0 Consultation process

3.1 Aims of the consultation process

The consultation process was devised with a series of aims to 
aid the development of the proposals. These aims have been:

• Facilitate direct and constructive dialogue between local  
  residents, stakeholders, Pinewood Studios and the design  
 team

• Understand and record the aspirations, levels of support and  
 areas of concern of the local community

• Encourage consultees to engage in consultation on a   
 ‘Plan B’ scenario, which allows those who are opposed  
 to development on the Green Belt to still participate in  
 discussions about how to minimise adverse and maximise  
 positive impacts of any potential development without  
 conceding that they accept or support the principle of  
 developing the land

• Present the evolution of the designs in a clear and   
 straightforward manner that allows consultees to contribute  
 and respond in an informed way

• Allow dialogue on the proposals to occur through a process of  
 structured events

3.2 Programme of consultation

A three-stage process of consultation was developed to 
coincide with and inform the key stages of design development.
 
Stage 1 - Understanding the issues
The initial stage of consultation was aimed at raising 
awareness about the project and the intention for Pinewood 
to put together proposals for the expansion of the Studios 
and to understand the concerns and aspirations of the local 
community. 

At the end of Stage 1, a public workshop and exhibition were 
used to present back to the community what had been heard 
through the initial consultation and to inform people about the 
objectives for the development and the first analysis of what 
would be required as part of the Development Framework.

Stage 2 - Concept design proposals
Stage 2 of the consultation process introduced the concept 
design proposals for the first time through a series of public 
workshops and exhibitions, as well as CLG meetings. People 
were asked to engage with the proposals based on the ‘Plan B’ 
approach - ‘if’ the development were to progress.

This stage looked at exploring both the issues and the 
aspirations of the community and involving them in a process 
of creative dialogue to work to inform the proposals. 

Stage 3 - Draft Development Framework
Stage 3 presented the revised proposals in response to the 
consultation carried out on the concept designs during  
Stage 2. Again, the proposals and the changes were discussed 
through public workshops and exhibitions and feedback was 
gathered on various elements of the Framework. This was a 
process of refining some of the ideas and understanding where 
issues remained.
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3.3 Engagement methods and raising awareness

Website
In June 2012, a new section was created on the Pinewood 
Studios website to provide information on the project and 
the consultation process. The website is regularly updated 
and keeps people informed of consultation events and their 
outcomes. A section titled ‘consultation material’ provides 
access to downloadable versions of all exhibition material, 
Liaison Group minutes and newsletters produced during the 
consultation process.
www.pinewoodgroup.com/pinewoodexpansion

Public workshops
Public workshops, facilitated by Soundings, were held at each 
of the three key stages. These events allowed direct dialogue 
between the community, Pinewood Studios and the design 
team as the project developed. 

A series of presentations were given at each workshop and 
individual feedback forms and records of group discussions 
were used to collect feedback on the proposals as they evolved.

Public exhibitions 
Public drop-in exhibitions were staged to accompany the public 
workshops at each stage. These were held in the local area and 
provided an opportunity for people who had not attended the 
workshops to view and feedback on the information.

The exhibitions were staffed by Soundings who were able to 
explain the information and collect comments using feedback 
forms.

Community Liaison Group
A Community Liaison Group was formed from representatives 
of different sectors of the community to discuss matters 
relating to the project. Meetings were chaired and facilitated by 
Soundings and the Group met regularly through the second half 
of the consultation process. 

The Group brought together local residents, businesses, 
interest groups, industry specialists and Pinewood tenants. 
Minutes from each meeting are published on the website.

Consultation programme

Reporting back
A key part of the consultation process is to report back on the 
findings from all types of consultation events at each stage of 
the process. It is equally important to show this information to 
the community and those involved in the consultation as it is to  
share it with the project team in order to allow it to feed in to 
the design process.

Feedback collected through consultation events was analysed 
by Soundings. The findings from each stage of consultation 
were presented back to the community through three sets of  
workshops and exhibitions and discussed at Community Liaison 
Group meetings. Summaries of the findings were included 
in the newsletters and all information was available on the 
Pinewood Studios website.
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Public workshop at Pinewood Studios, September 2012
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Newsletter 3 - Estimated distribution: January 2013
Newsletter 3 will cover feedback from consultation, an overview 
of the design proposals and information on the submission of 
the planning application.

3.5 Publicity

Posters and flyers
For each of the three consultation stages posters and flyers 
have been created to publicise all public events. During the first 
stage these were given to local shops in nearby areas, handed 
out at pop-up events and given to the Councils to put up on 
their Parish Notice boards. For the second and third stage 
posters and flyers were posted to Iver, Fulmer and Wexham 
Parish Councils and were put up on the Parish notice boards. 
Flyers were also distributed around Pinewood Studios to inform 
Pinewood staff and tenants of the consultation events.

Newspaper Advertisements
Quarter page newspaper advertisements were put in the 
following papers to inform people of the Pinewood Studios 
Development Framework consultation and to publicise the 
initial workshop and exhibitions.

•   Slough and South Bucks Express on 6th July 2012
•   Slough Observer on 6th July 2012
•   Bucks Free Press on 13th July
•   Buckinghamshire Advertiser on 12th July 2012
•   Uxbridge Gazette on 12th July 2012

Consultation database
In addition to the printed material, invitations for all events 
were sent to everyone on the database who had requested 
to be kept informed. Phone calls were also made to follow up 
on invitations and to reach those who didn’t have an email 
address. 

Website
All upcoming events were regularly updated on the website: 
www.pinewoodgroup.com/pinewoodexpansion/upcoming-
events. 

3.4 Newsletters

Newsletters were produced at the end of each stage of 
consultation to provide information to the wider community 
on the progress of the project and the feedback from the 
consultation events.

Newsletters were circulated to approximately 19,000 addresses 
within a 4km radius of Pinewood Studios and are also available 
to download from the website. The 4km distribution boundary 
is illustrated in the map opposite.

Newsletter 1 - Distribution: 21st - 22nd August 2012
Newsletter 1 gave an introduction to the project and outlined 
feedback from the initial consultation undertaken with the local 
community over June and July 2012. The newsletter also served 
to publicise the next set of public workshops and exhibitions.

Newsletter 2 - Distribution: 17th - 18th October 2012
Newsletter 2 presented the evolving designs for the scheme 
and community feedback on the draft proposals from the 
public events held in September. The newsletter also publicised 
the final set of consultation events taking place over October 
and November.

Newsletter edition 01 and 02 - August and October 2012
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UNDERSTANDING THE ISSUES
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Feedback forms:  50

Map of Stage 1 consultation events
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4.0 Stage 1
Understanding the issues

4.1 Overview

Community engagement began in June 2012 in order to 
inform the early stages of the Development Framework. 
Consultation initially focused on raising awareness about 
the project and understanding the views of the community 
with regard to both the proposed expansion and also to the 
previous ‘Project Pinewood’ application.

In order to involve a cross section of the community, 
consultation events were held at various locations within a 
4km radius of the Studios, which was considered to include 
the areas which may be concerned by the some of the wider 
issues of the development. Consultation material included 
maps of the local area and questionnaires to gather specific 
information on concerns and aspirations for the potential 
development.
 
Stage 1 culminated in a public workshop and exhibition which 
presented the outcomes of the initial consultation events, as 
well as preliminary development objectives and the intended 
approach to the Development Framework. 

Summary of events    

Pop-up events

Saturday 16th June Stoke Poges 1.00pm - 5.00pm

Sunday 17th June Gerrards Cross 10.00am - 12.30pm

Sunday 17th June Iver 1.30pm - 4.30pm

Wednesday 20th June Pinewood Studios 11.00am - 3.00pm

Thursday 21st June Slough 1.00pm - 5.00pm

Friday 22nd June Langley 10.00am - 2.00pm

Friday 22nd June Uxbridge 3.00pm - 7.00pm

Saturday 23rd June Denham 8.00am - 12.00pm

Sunday 8th July Iver Heath 11.00am - 2.00pm

Sunday 8th July Fulmer 3.00pm - 6.00pm

Walk & Talk events

Wednesday 20th June Iver Heath 6.30pm - 8.00pm

Saturday 23rd June Iver Heath 1.30pm - 3.00pm

Pinewood tenants drop-in session

Wednesday 18th July Pinewood Studios 1.00pm - 3.00pm

Public workshop

Wednesday 18th July Pinewood Studios 6.30pm - 9.00pm

Public drop-in exhibitions

Friday 20th July Iver Heath 11.00am - 4.00pm

Saturday 21st July Iver Heath 11.00am - 4.00pm

Number of people involved in Stage 1 events : 404
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4.2 Street consultation

Initial consultation took the form of ‘pop-up’ events, which are 
informal ways of consulting people while also getting to know 
the local area. They are targeted at reaching a wide audience 
in order to raise awareness about the project and process and 
allow anyone who is interested to get involved.

10 ‘pop-up’ events were conducted over a three-week period. 
At these events, a number of different tools were used to 
gather information. Two large scale maps allowed people to 
leave quick comments - one focusing on ‘local assets’ and 
issues of importance to people living or working around 
Pinewood and the other on ‘big ideas’ and thoughts from the 
wider community. This helps to build up an understanding of 
the issues important in both the immediate locality and the 
neighbourhoods around the site, while also intimating the 
popularity associated with the ideas expressed.

Canvass cards were the primary tool used at these events 
- these are pre-printed questionnaires which asked people 
a range of questions, from their understanding of the local 
area,  to their view on the previous application for ‘Project 
Pinewood’ and their thoughts on priorities for potential future 
development and how this could benefit the local area.

4.3 Mappings

Local Assets

The majority of comments received on the ‘Local Assets’ map 
were from people who are based in the area around Pinewood 
Studios, or who know it well and/or use it frequently. People 
were asked to leave comments in three categories:

• What do you like about the area?
• What do you dislike about the area?;
• Any points of interest?

The countryside including Black Park, the Green Belt and 
wildlife were most appreciated about the area, followed by 
its rural, village community feel. In contrast to this, the most 
frequently disliked aspect about the area were associated with 
traffic congestion, including current pressures on the local 
infrastructure and residential areas being used as ‘rat-runs’.
 
Big Ideas

The ‘Big Ideas’ map asked people in the wider area to comment 
on the following areas relating to ideas for development:

• What issues are there to consider?
• Any ideas for local links and benefits?
• Any questions relating to the project?

The most common ideas expressed here were those to do with 
local jobs, schools, Green Belt and public transport / buses. 
Overall there are mixed messages from the map. While those 
based in the immediate area passionately want to retain the 
Green Belt at all costs, others see Pinewood offering a means to 
improve career and job prospects, particularly for young people, 
and support the wider community if it is allowed to grow.

Completed canvass card, June 2012
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Filling in a canvass card at a ‘pop-up’ event in Stoke Poges, June 2012
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4.4 Canvass card findings

At the ‘pop-up’ events in June, pre-printed questionnaires 
were used to establish key concerns and priorities for the 
project. The following summary is drawn from the 197 
questionnaires collected. 

Many different opinions were expressed at the various 
events, including views from either end of the spectrum - 
those wholly in favour of the expansion of the Studios and 
others who felt it would be completely inappropriate. Many 
comments were made referencing the previous planning 
application and questioning how this would be different. 
Conversations and results also highlighted obvious concern 
over the potential use of adjacent Green Belt land for the 
expansion of the Studios. 

It was also important to understand what people might like 
to see provided as part of any development that progressed, 
both in terms of priorities for the local area and what was 
deemed appropriate for Pinewood to provide as part of the 
expansion of their facilities. 

The charts and summaries which follow show how people 
responded to each question on the questionnaire.

Do you consider Pinewood Studios to be an important 
industry in the area?

Of the 197 respondents who filled in canvass cards, around 174 
(88%) felt that Pinewood was an important local industry.

Do you think there is an alternative to growing the existing 
facilities?

In answer to this question there were a range of views, 
although there were many people who felt that at this stage 
they did not have enough information to fully understand or 
comment on the question. 27% of people provided no response 
at all.

Answers fell in to three main categories: those who felt 
Pinewood had no alternative but to expand (39%); those 
who simply said ‘No’ to expansion or proposed it happen 
elsewhere  (32%); and others who provided suggestions for 
alternatives and/or other ways Pinewood could benefit the 
community to lessen the impact of any development (23%).

Suggested alternatives included:

• Grow within the existing site
• Expand elsewhere
• Make better links with the community

No (8%)

Yes (88%)

Don’t know (4%)
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What are your top 3 priorities for enhancing the local 
area?

The key themes emerging from responses to this question were 
community facilities (top priority), transport connections, green 
& public spaces and leisure & sports facilities. 

There were a number of additional suggestions / comments 
made (under ‘other’). The main points are summarised 
below, in order of frequency - coincidentally these reflect and 
reinforce the top 4 priorities:

• Shops and local facilities
• Retain existing character, doesn’t need anything
• Improve the road network, reduce congestion and public  
  transport for the elderly
• Increased employment opportunities
• Conservation of the Green Belt land
• Activities, leisure and entertainment for local people,     
  specifically young people

What would your top 3 priorities be for the expansion of 
Pinewood?

Jobs and skills & training were the clear two top priorities, 
each by a significant margin. These were followed by four ‘mid’ 
priorities, each receiving over 50 ratings - landscape character, 
studio space, education and keeping up with market demands. 
In this category additional office space was considered the least 
important issue. 

There were a number of additional suggestions / comments 
made (under ‘other’). The main points are summarised below, 
in order of frequency:

• Develop on the existing site only, no housing
• Opportunities for apprenticeships, jobs and experience for  
   young people
• Do not increase pressures on local infrastructure / traffic
• Retain green space and character
• Suggestions to expand elsewhere in the country
• For Pinewood to retain its competitive advantage
• Build better relationships with local residents
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What did you like most about the previous proposals / 
application (‘Project Pinewood’ )?

This set of questions tried to establish what the community 
felt were the good and bad points of the previous planning 
application in order to understand what might be a more 
suitable approach for the new proposals. It should be noted 
that these questions were only answered by people who were 
acquainted with the previous scheme.

More than 50% of people either did not answer or replied that 
they liked ‘nothing’ from the previous scheme. Where more 
detailed answers were given, it was jobs and industry that 
registered most comments, showing that this is something 
which people felt would be a positive asset locally. Second to 
this was the design concept, which is also backed up by the low 
score it received in the ’fears’ section (below, right).

What was your biggest fear about the previous proposals / 
application (‘Project Pinewood’ )?

As one would expect, the use of Green Belt land was the 
most common fear associated with the previous proposals, 
although this is closely followed by people who said they had 
no fears about what was being put forward. High on the list is 
the housing element of the previous scheme which has come 
up in both conversation and the results as something which 
people were particularly resistant to. A significant number 
of people also commented on the impact on traffic and 
existing infrastructure, as might be expected with any major 
development.

Not answered (19%)

Jobs / industry / business (17%)

Design concept (11%)

Housing (5%)

Nothing (37%)

All of it (4%)

Community benefits (3%)

Other (3%)

Better transport (1%)

Nothing (18%)

Housing (17%)

Traffic impact (14%)

Strain on infrastructure (12%)

Building on Green Belt (19%)

Scale of development (8%)

Not answered (7%)

Other (3%)

Design concept (1%)

All of it (1%)
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Local residents take us to ‘The Clump’ on a Walk & Talk event in Iver Heath, June 2012
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4.5 Walk & Talk events in the immediate community

Two Walk & Talk events were held in Iver Heath in order to 
further understand the immediate community. These events 
take the form of tours conducted by local people where 
knowledge of the local area can be shared with us.  The events 
were attended by a total of 37 local residents and the analysis 
given here is drawn from the 17 comment maps returned by 
attendees. The majority of walk & talk participants were local 
people living in or near to Iver Heath.

Walk & Talk 1 : 12 attendees
The walk was intended to take in the southern part of Iver 
Heath, around the residential roads and some of the local 
amenities in order to get to know the local community. 
However, the walk was not conducted due to the group being 
content with discussing their issues at the meeting point.

Walk & Talk 2 : 25 attendees
This walk started outside the entrance to Pinewood Studio and 
took in Pinewood Green, Iver Heath fields, the fields under the 
ownership of Pinewood Studios and ‘The Clump’.

The map opposite records the intended routes for both events 
and captures how often a comment was made in connection 
with a specific location - in this instance it is primarily concerns 
or issues which were noted. 

The top three comments recorded on the walks are described 
here, with less frequently mentioned topics listed below.

a. Green Belt (18 comments)
Preservation of the Green Belt was the foremost issue raised by 
attendees. Most frequently commented upon was a belief that 
Green Belt land is sacrosanct - protected forever. This was of 
the upmost priority and there are deep–seated responses that 
development should not be allowed on Green Belt land. 

b. ‘The Clump’ (11 comments) 
The second issue most commented upon was ‘The Clump’. ‘The 
Clump’ was referred to as a tranquil place of natural beauty 
and wildlife. It is of great cultural importance to the local 
community (it was noted that this was stated in the ‘Project 
Pinewood’ planning application). Frustration was expressed 
over restricted access to The Clump.

c. Traffic congestion (10 comments)
Local traffic congestion was a frequent concern raised. Most 
often noted were regular holdups at the Studio entrance and 
difficulty getting onto Pinewood Road in the morning. Church 
Road and Five Points Roundabout were also cited as congestion 
hotspots. In light of the previous application for ‘Project 
Pinewood’, it was asked what the difference would be in traffic 
impact between residential housing and potential expansion of 
Pinewood Studio facilities?

Other comments marked on the map included:

d. Presence of wildlife and potential disruption caused through  
    development (7 comments) 
e. Use of Pinewood Green as a rat-run (7 comments) 
f.  Use of fields by local people (6 comments)
g. Potential to expand within the existing site? (3 comments) 
h. Local impact of Pinewood Studios activity
i.  Access to the fields
j.  Black Park / Colne Valley Park
k. Concern over development of Five Points Roundabout
l.  Impact of road closures for filming
m. Access to Peace Road
n. Motorway noise has a negative impact
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4.6 Workshop format

The public workshops are intended to be an opportunity for 
structured discussion and exchange between the community 
and Pinewood and its consultants, including the design team.

This first workshop (July 2012) further explored key themes, 
ideas and issues surrounding the growth of Pinewood Studios 
and took the form of a series of presentations followed by an in 
depth Q&A discussion. 

Workshop presentations:

• Introduction

• Consultation process
  Steve McAdam, Soundings

• Pinewood Studios: A Strategy for Growth
  Andrew Smith, Pinewood Shepperton

• A Business Plan for Pinewood Studios 
  Tim Johnston, Amion

• Design factors 
  David Height, Arup Associates

• Landscape issues
  Dick Longdin, Randall Thorp 

Feedback was gathered at the workshop and exhibition using 
individual ‘feedback forms’ and through a record and analysis 
of the Q&A session. Further feedback was intended to be 
collected through table discussions, where each group could 
discuss the issues and try to arrive at a level of agreement on 
each question / topic, however due to demand for an extended 
question and answer session, this part of the workshop was not 
conducted. 

Attendance : approximately 90

4.7 Exhibition content

An exhibition accompanied the workshop and provided 
background to the project, findings from initial consultation 
with the community and information on Pinewood Studios’ 
current situation, as well as what they hoped to achieve 
through future development. Following the workshop the 
exhibition was relocated to Iver Heath Royal British Legion for 
two days. 

The exhibition also aimed to try to address some of the 
questions and comments that had been raised in the initial 
consultation events, such as providing more information on 
Pinewood’s situation in order to decide whether there was an 
alternative to expansion and further explanation of some of the 
policy issues around the Green Belt.

The exhibition consisted of 16 exhibition boards, which took the 
following format:

• Introduction to the project
• Introduction to the team and the consultation process
• Planning policy context and the Green Belt
• The site
• Outcome of initial consultation - pop-up events
• Outcome of initial consultation - walk & talk events
• Outcome of initial consultation - big ideas and local assets
• Outcome of initial consultation - area descriptions
• Historical context
• Pinewood as it is now
• Pinewood Masterplan 2006
• The future of Pinewood
• Global trends and markets
• Moving forward: Constraints and opportunities
• Studio requirements and the landscape
• Landscaping opportunities

Attendance : 53

An additional 2 hour drop-in session was held for staff and 
tenants of Pinewood Studios to view the exhibition.

Attendance : 26
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Development Framework 
For Pinewood Studios

Global trends and markets

Current capacity is exceeded

Pinewood are typically able to allow two major films to be 
produced at the same time. The table below compares how 
much space Pinewood can offer compared to the space that 
film producers require. 

The table shows that there is already a shortfall of stage and 
workshop area, particularly for large productions.
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World context

Pinewood Studios is one of the foremost 
screenbased facilities in the world. The Studios 
comprise over 100,000 sq metres of buildings 
including film stages, TV studios, workshops, 
pre and post production facilities, office 
accommodation and other support facilities. It 
is this co-location of facilities, technologies and 
businesses that sets Pinewood apart from its 
competitors and which attracts producers from 
around the world to the UK. 

At the present time, there is more demand for 
Pinewood’s facilities than can be accommodated 
and some major films and TV programmes have been 
turned away due to a lack of capacity. 

As well as sending the signal to overseas clients 
that the UK is ‘full’, capacity constraints also have 
the unintended and undesirable consequence 
of potentially harming smaller, independent 
productions which are competing for space. If 
capacity issues continue it may harm the indigenous 
film and television industries. The government 
is also consulting on new, targeted tax reliefs 
for the animation, high-end television and video 
games industries as part of its ambition to make 
the UK the technology centre of Europe which will 
increase demand for studio space. The consultation 
document for this new policy warns: 

“there is a risk that under-investment will lead 
to valuable productions moving overseas or not 
being made at all.”

(HM Treasury Consultation on creative sector tax 
reliefs June 2012 p.3)

To compete with other studios around the world 
and remain a successful studio and asset to the UK 
creative industries, Pinewood Studios need to be 
able to accommodate 4 or 5 major films at one time, 
double what they are currently able to offer. 

2
3

1

CHINA

The UK Film Market is the 3rd Largest 
in the World

Land requirements

The table below compares the amount of space Pinewood 
can offer now with the amount required to produce 4-5 
films at the same time.
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The UK is one of the world’s most desirable locations for shooting, 
regularly providing the backdrop for scenes in films, including big-
budget US pictures and “Bollywood” movies. London is also a key 
location for the launching of films.

The UK has the third-largest filmed entertainment market in the 
world, after the US and Japan. It was worth some £3.8 billion in 2010, 
up 2.3 per cent on 2009.

The costs of filming in the UK are extremely competitive when 
compared to both established production centres and low-cost 
countries.

Film education in the UK has rapidly expanded in recent years. In 
2010, there were over 7,000 A-level film studies candidates, 4,252 
higher education film studies students and 6,612 school film clubs 
across the UK involving 204,972 pupils. 

(Sourced from UK trade and Investment website: http://www.ukti.gov.
uk/uktihome/item/281785.html

Statistics originally sourced from British Film Institute)

Figures are based on current analysis and masterplanning, and are subject to change

Aerial photograph of Pinewood Studios Aerial photographs of Pinewood Studios when in use by a major production

Development Framework 
For Pinewood Studios

Pinewood as it is now

How is land used at Pinewood?Current site activity

Since 2010 Pinewood has been working at full 
stretch with a number of film contracts being turned 
down due to lack of capacity. Research by Amion 
Consulting, outlined elsewhere in this exhibition, 
suggests that demand from Pinewood’s existing 
client base will soon reach the equivalent of five 
‘blockbusters’ to be produced within the same year, 
quite possibly simultaneously.

Currently the site can typically accommodate 
production of two major films at any one time, though 
this requires complex logistics and results in a 
reduction in the efficiency of activities. 

The map to the right illustrates how land is 
presently used at Pinewood. This shows that, while 
there is some space within the site available for 
development, it is very limited. The impression of 
openness is misleading, as the back-lots, trailer and 
car parks are much needed studio assets.

2012 Breakdown of businesses based at 
Pinewood Studios - by sector

30%
service 
providers

43%
equipment 
providers

13%
production 

crafts

13%
production 
companies

1% agents

Further breakdown of on-site service 
providers
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Stages, Film 
& TV Studios

These are the core facilities hired on a 
weekly basis for film and tv productions. 
There is currently not enough stage and 
studio space to allow more than two 
large budget films to be produced at the 
same time.

Workshops
The workshops are used to create sets 
and props. They are spread throughout 
the site close to the stages. There is 
currently not enough workshop space to 
allow more than two large budget films 
to be produced simultaneously.

Offices Offices are used by a wide variety of 
business including those working on film 
and tv production, permanent anchor 
tenants and SMEs, most of whom are 
directly linked to the creative industries.

Back-lots These large areas provide essential 
space for film producers to build 
temporary sets, create flexible working 
areas and to park cars and trailers in 
close proximity to the set.

Parking &
logistics

The film industry uses technology 
extensively and this requires space for 
on site logistics, car parking and hard 
standing.

Post Production Post production facilities provide editing, 
special effects, sound-track and other 
elements to refine captured film footage. 
It uses many digital technologies.

Amenities 
& Services

These range from security services to 
recreation, cafe and canteen facilities. 
The studios need to be self sufficient 
to achieve efficient use of time and 
facilities.

Retained 
Woodland & 
Formal
Gardens

Elements of retained woodland are 
scattered across the site, but the major 
area of green space is the garden to the 
south of the site. The garden are used 
for filming - recently the village in Harry 
Potter and exterior sets for Snow White 
and the Huntsman have been been 
filmed here.

Summary of site constraints

 -  Pinewood Studios opened in 1936 and soon 
became the most prolific film studio of this era. 
Its inception predated the Green Belt by over a 
decade. 

 - The current site is partly Green Belt and partly 
non- Green Belt. That part which is in the Green 
Belt is used for temporary sets and installations 
or forms part of the parkland.

 - All permanent development is located on land that 
is not part of the Green Belt, but was ‘ring-fenced’ 
in recognition of the studios precedence.

 -  Some of the Green Belt land is used as “back-lots” 
where temporary facilities are constructed.

 - The use of this land is considered critical to the 
studio’s film-making capabilities.

 - Almost all land on the existing, ring-fenced site is 
in use already, be in built upon, back-lot, parking, 
circulation or other use. There is potential for 
additional built development as infill, however it is 
fairly limited, and does not permit either the likely 
scope or arrangement of the new facilities to be 
as required.

 - It is possible that some land can be used more 
efficiently. Property Consultants CBRE are 
carrying out audits of the existing land use to 
advise on this. Some of the information that has 
come to light as regards user requirements is 
shown in this exhibition.

 - It is possible that some buildings can be 
demolished to allow more efficient development. 
CBRE are also considering this. 

 - The potential for new development within 
the existing site will be closely considered as 
this would reduce the scale and impact of the 
development framework. 

 - A further piece of analysis is being carried out 
with respect to the consented 2006 Masterplan. 
The next board looks into this in more depth.

Development Framework 
For Pinewood Studios

The future of Pinewood

 

Phase 1  

Phase 2 

Phase 3 

Possible future development

The Pinewood team, advised by Amion Consulting 
and CBRE, are assessing market drivers, a business 
plan and property requirement issues over the 
next 15 – 20 years in connection with Pinewood’s 
needs for strategic growth. A ‘do nothing’ scenario 
is also being thoroughly tested, and initial results 
suggest that this would lead to decline, which, 
when contrasted with the growth of overseas 
competition, could result in the loss of the UK’s 
pre-eminence in this field. Currently the studies 
are at a preliminary stage. It is intended to share 
a synopsis of the findings of the full tests in due 
course.

The diagrammatic plan to the right shows the 
existing Pinewood site and the adjacent site, 
shown together with the preliminary thoughts 
on the broad scale of floor plate need for stages, 
workshops and offices (the latter of which will 
also need to include allowances for ancillary 
accommodation such as dressing rooms and 
wardrobe areas) arranged in three broad phases as 
shown. It should be borne in mind that these may 
change in response to the findings of the studies 
and consultation with business, the community 
and public authorities.

Development Framework and potential phasing

Three phases of development 
delivered over a 20 year period.

(Floor areas belowshown to 
same scale as the site ) 

Phase 1

 - 3 new stages on the existing site 
 - Car park on existing site
 - On and off-site works for the new site
 - 4 new stages on new site 
 - Ancillary production accommodation for stages on 

a 1:1 ratio
[NB: assumes existing consents are developed as 
part of the phase 1 period –stage on South Dock and 
ancillary space along with Media Park on the frontage 
site]

Phase 2

 - 3 new stages on new site 
 - Ancillary production accommodation for stages on 

a 1:1 ratio
 - Media Park office and ancillary accommodation

Phase 3

 - 3 new stages on new site 
 - Media Park office and ancillary accommodation

Key

New workshops

New office / 
ancillary space

New stages

Sample of the exhibition boards
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Table discussion at a public workshop, July 2012
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4.8 Workshop discussion topics

Green Belt land
The majority of attendees at the workshop felt that it was 
inappropriate to propose development on the adjacent Green 
Belt land which is owned by Pinewood and were reluctant to 
even discuss the possibility of this, being of the opinion that 
Green Belt land ‘means no development’. It was felt that it 
would have a negative impact on the environment and the 
quality of life in the area. There was also concern that it would 
set a precedent for future development on other Green Belt 
sites and that urban sprawl would take over. Further analysis of 
issues relating to Green Belt land is given in the Feedback Form 
analysis in the next section.

Employment & training opportunities
Comments were made relating to the potential for more 
employment and/or training opportunities for local people 
at Pinewood. It was considered that these would be positive 
outcomes of development, although some felt the need for 
more information on whether it would actually be possible to 
provide this at a local level.

Young people
Alongside comments on jobs and training, was specific talk 
of opportunities for young people - raised as being in short 
supply in the local area. It was felt that Pinewood Studios could 
provide more openings for apprenticeships or educational 
services. This is also something which has been mentioned in 
connection with building better links with the local community.

Alternative options
Many attendees questioned whether it was necessary to 
develop on the land adjacent to the existing Studios or whether 
there were alternative options that could be considered. 
Suggested alternatives included better utilising space on the 
existing site, developing further away from the current site or 
expanding a different studio in the Pinewood Group, such as 
Shepperton Studios. 

Some people questioned the current tenants who are based on 
the site and whether it was necessary for them to be located 
there and whether they were providing services related to 
the film industry. However, Pinewood clarified that only three 
companies on site do not provide immediate services to the 
industry, accounting for less than 2% of the tenant occupation 
of the site.

Previous planning application (Project ‘Pinewood’ )
Many attendees felt that there was a good deal of explanation 
required in order to differentiate the current development 
plans from the previous planning application. It was clarified 
that the current development would only look at business 
growth and providing additional facilities for the Studios - and 
that no housing would be proposed as part of the new scheme. 

Questions were asked regarding the decision from the 
Secretary of State to refuse the previous application. It was felt 
that a previous refusal meant that all future applications for the 
site would also be turned down and therefore it was pointless 
to be proposing a new scheme. It was, however, explained that 
all planning applications are considered on individual merit and 
the perceived positive or negative impacts it may have on the 
area. It was acknowledged that Pinewood Studios would have 
to prove ‘Very Special Circumstances’ as part of their proposal 
if it was to proceed with proposed development in the Green 
Belt.

Pinewood Studios as an asset 
Alongside the concerns and issues raised at the workshop, 
there were some attendees who felt that the expansion of 
Pinewood Studios would be positive, being of the opinion 
that the Studios were very much an asset to the area and in 
growing could become more so. Several attendees stated that 
as local residents they had either found opportunities through 
Pinewood or businesses based there or felt proud to live near 
by. Attendees with knowledge of the film industry reaffirmed 
the central role Pinewood plays in the British Film Industry and 
the importance of expansion to ensure it retains its position in 
the future, with one local resident commenting that it is one of 
the few industries which is ‘recession proof’.
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Do you feel you were listened to?

This question was taken to mean two different things by 
people who responded, either as: 

1. Do you feel you were listened to by Pinewood? 
2. Do you feel you were listened to by other workshop 
attendees? 

Therefore the resulting data shows a very split response and 
is difficult to draw any conclusions from.

Were there other areas that should have been discussed?

Most respondents felt that more details on specific proposals 
and designs were needed. Traffic registered as a major area 
of interest for local residents along with information about a 
traffic mitigation strategy, however due to the early stages 
of the project, a traffic analysis had not yet been carried out. 
Attendees would also have liked to have seen a more direct 
case made for why development should occur on Green Belt 
land. Lower down on the scale, some felt that a consideration 
of alternatives to development on Green Belt land should 
have been presented.  

Was the information presented clear? 

(1 = not clear, 5 = very clear)
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4.9 Feedback form analysis

The following graphs and analysis show the results to each of 
the questions asked on the feedback forms and are drawn from 
the 87 forms received through the workshop and exhibitions.

No (31%)

Yes (35%)

Don’t know (34%)
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Do you have concerns about using Green Belt land for 
development?

The majority of respondents who attended the workshop 
or exhibition indicated that they do have concerns about 
using Green Belt land for development. Only 16% of 
respondents indicated that they had no concerns and 3% 
were unsure.  

This had been the primary issue throughout the early 
stages of consultation, however the label or concern ‘Green 
Belt’ can be used as a banner to contain a lot of other 
issues and required more dialogue to understand the 
particular reasons why this is a concern to individuals.
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24

If so what are they?  

This question was aimed at further understanding the concerns 
around the Green Belt. The question directs respondents to 
consider the specific reason why they would not want to see 
development on Green Belt land or particularly the area of land 
identified for potential use by Pinewood Studios.

A strict rebuff of any development on Green Belt in principle 
was provided by 39% of those who answered the question.  
While many respondents didn’t elaborate beyond the point that 
“Green Belt means no development”, more thorough responses 
showed concern about setting a precedent for developing on 
Green Belt land and the urban sprawl that would result. Both 
reflected the sentiment that the current proposal could be the 
“thin edge of a wedge”, resulting in more development in the 
wider area.  

Additional concerns reflect more immediate issues with the 
development, including the impact it would have on the 
environment, the quality of life for local residents as well as 
loss of use of the land. Increased traffic and/or pollution was 
also mentioned although this is not a concern directly related 
to the use of Green Belt land. 

No (16%)

Yes (81%)

Don’t know (3%)
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Putting aside the Green Belt issue for a moment, do you 
understand the need for Pinewood Studios to expand?  

The majority of respondents at 66% indicated that they did 
understand the need for Pinewood Studios to expand.  This 
suggests that Pinewood’s case received acknowledgement, 
yet when gauging this against the opposition to expansion 
on Green Belt land, it is apparent that most respondents who 
attended the event did not feel that the vitality of Pinewood 
outweighed the value of Green Belt land. 

Would you support the idea of studio expansion in 
principle?  

A majority of respondents at 56% did support a studio 
expansion in principle, yet many qualified their response by 
writing in “but not on Green Belt”. This reflecting the views 
captured in the previous question reaffirming that residents are 
aware of the issues facing the Studios yet many are not willing 
to see any Green Belt land sacrificed to serve this purpose.

What concerns do you have about potential development?  

The most significant concern respondents had about 
development was traffic and pollution with 33% of comments.  
This revealed that when it came to specific concerns, the 
added volume of cars on the road and the resulting pollution 
proved the most significant, which supports earlier comments 
regarding existing traffic pressures locally.  Although this 
question aimed to establish non Green Belt issues, many 
respondents reaffirmed their concern over the threat 
development posed to the Green Belt environment and the 
rural lifestyle.

The concern over traffic is notable because it registered over 
twice as many concerns as either the visual impact of new 
structures, inappropriate use of land, and the effects on the 
local economy and services.  However. a number of concerns 
were vocalised in the workshop and exhibitions regarding these 
subjects.
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How might Pinewood address these?  

A majority of respondents indicated that the best way 
Pinewood could address their concerns would be avoiding 
development on the Green Belt by either utilising their 
existing site more efficiently or locating new facilities on 
alternative sites.  Added to this, a number of respondents 
suggested simply not developing on Green Belt land.  
Therefore 74% of respondents provided solutions that did 
not entail developing on the land Pinewood Studios own.  
Contrary to the significant concern about traffic expressed 
in the previous question, the suggestion to improve roads 
and transport only registered 12% of responses.  Provision 
of community and educational facilities attracted only 11% of 
responses, suggesting that most respondents were not willing 
to consider development as an option, or consider ways 
in which there could be local gains or improvements if the 
project did secure approval.

Do you have any suggestions or aspirations?  

The top three responses again involved avoiding development 
on Green Belt land – all together amounting to 63% of 
responses.  

Other comments, which did look towards a future development,  
showed a desire to see the Studios bring more employment 
opportunities as the most significant aspiration. Remaining 
response categories, including providing landscaping and 
community facilities as part of the development, were relatively 
small in response numbers.  Suggestions to improve roads and 
transport amounted to only 2% despite it registering as the 
most significant concern about the development. 

What can clearly be surmised from these results is that 
although respondents cited concerns like traffic, visual impact, 
and the environment, the solutions provided mainly entailed 
not developing on the Green Belt, thus avoiding any of the 
perceived negative impacts to begin with.
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This map shows responses to the canvass card question “Describe this area in three words”  showing more frequent responses from each area in larger writing.
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4.10 Summary of findings from Stage 1

Discussion topics and issues raised during the first stage 
of consultation included:

The previous planning application : Many conversations 
and comments related to Project Pinewood, where 
people were keen to understand how the Development 
Framework would differ and what the comparative impact 
would be.

Threat to the Green Belt : The majority of attendees at 
the first public workshop felt that it was inappropriate to 
propose development on the adjacent Green Belt land, 
which is owned by Pinewood, and were reluctant to even 
discuss the possibility of this. It was felt that it would have 
a negative impact on the quality of life in the area. There 
was also concern that it would set a precedent for future 
development on Green Belt sites.  

Is development here necessary? Questions were raised 
over whether there is the potential to develop elsewhere 
or to make better use of the existing site. 
 
Opportunities for employment and training : Comments 
were made relating to the potential for more employment 
locally or training facilities for young people. It was 
considered that these would be positive outcomes of any 
development.

Although there is undoubted concern over the proposal 
to develop in the Green Belt, there was also general 
acknowledgement of the need for Pinewood Studios to 
expand and grow.

Through the consultation, a number of priorities and 
concerns relating to any potential expansion of the 
Studios emerged:

Priorities for the Development Framework

• Optimise the use of the existing site

• Bring more jobs and training opportunities to the area

• Minimise the impact on the existing landscape

• Transport connections

• Community facilities 

Concerns regarding the Development Framework

• Traffic increase and pollution

• Threat to the Green Belt

• Visual impact of the development

• Increased pressure on local infrastructure, facilities and  
 services

• Effect on the character of the area





STAGE 2 :
CONCEPT DESIGN PROPOSALS
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Filling out table feedback forms at a public workshop, September 2012
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5.0 Stage 2
Concept design proposals

5.1 Overview

The second stage of consultation took place during August 
and September 2012 and focused on the following activities:

• Providing feedback to the design team from the first stage of  
 consultation, to help inform the initial design work

• Feeding back to the community on the findings from the  
 first public workshop held in July through the distribution of  
 newsletter 1 to approximately 19,000 local households

• Establishing and working with the Community Liaison Group

• One-to-one stakeholder meetings

• Ongoing public outreach

• Presenting and gathering feedback on the emerging design  
 proposals through a series of public events

Consultation on the concept design proposals took place at a 
series of public workshops and exhibitions in September 2012. 
The events were aimed at explaining the requirements for the 
Development Framework and introducing the key principles of 
the design to the community, including the layout and position 
of buildings and their uses, as well as the strategy for treating 
the landscape and considerations of access to the site and 
wider transport integration.

Information on the formation and meetings of the Community 
Liaison Group is reported on in section 6.0 of this document.

Summary of events    

Public workshops

Tuesday 11th September Pinewood Studios 6.30pm - 9.00pm

Wednesday 12th September Pinewood Studios 6.30pm - 9.00pm

Pinewood tenants drop-in session

Tuesday 11th September Pinewood Studios 1.00pm - 3.30pm

Public drop-in exhibitions

Friday 14th September Iver Heath 11.00am - 4.00pm

Saturday 15th September Iver Heath 11.00am - 4.00pm

Community Liaison Group meetings

Monday 10th September Pinewood Studios 6.30pm - 7.30pm

Monday 24th September Pinewood Studios 7.00pm - 8.30pm

Number of people involved in Stage 2 events : 138



44

5.2 Workshop format

In mid-September the second set of public workshops were 
held at Pinewood Studios. The workshops explored the 
emerging design proposals for the scheme and provided a 
forum where information could be presented and discussed 
and structured feedback could be collected to feed in to the 
ongoing design process.

Workshop presentations took the following format:

• Overview & introduction 
  Andrew Smith, Pinewood Shepperton

• Workshop introduction & consultation update  
  Steve McAdam, Soundings

• Design development  
  David Height/Adam Smith, Arup Associates

• Landscape strategy  
  Dick Longdin, Randall Thorp 

To structure thinking and feedback on the proposals, the 
workshop participants were asked to engage in discussions 
about three themes relating to the design: 

• Transport and access
• Landscape strategy and management
• Visual character

Feedback was gathered in two formats at the workshops – in 
groups and individually. Group feedback was provided through 
a series of ‘table discussions’ around each of the three topic 
areas and responses were recorded to a series of questions 
where each group was asked to come to some form of 
consensus if possible.  11 group feedback sheets were collected 
over the two sessions.

Individual feedback forms were used for people to record their 
own personal views and suggestions relating to the scheme. 
The forms asked for feedback on the emerging scheme, 
community benefits, traffic and transport, employment and 
training facilities, design suggestions, the consultation process 
and additional comments.

Attendance : 57

5.3 Exhibition content

An exhibition was produced to support the public workshops, 
which was also displayed at the Iver Heath Royal British Legion 
on the Friday and Saturday following the workshops.

The drop-in exhibitions were staffed by Soundings who were 
able to explain the proposals and record feedback from the 
community.

The first half of the exhibition provided a summary of the 
project and the consultation process to date, including 
analysis of workshop results, a section on frequently asked 
questions and the planning policy context. The second half of 
the exhibition outlined the design development, including the 
outline framework, landscape strategy and transport. 

The exhibition consisted of 10 exhibition boards, which took the 
following format:

• Introduction to the project
• Consultation process
• Feedback and analysis
• Frequently asked questions
• Planning policy context
• Design development 1
• Design development 2
• Principles of the Development Framework
• Landscape strategy
• Transport and access

The individual feedback forms used at the workshops were also 
used to collect comments on the proposals at the exhibitions.

Attendance : 44

Staff and tenants drop-in session

A 2.5 hour drop-in session was held at Pinewood Studios for 
staff and on-site tenants to view the exhibition and discuss the 
material with Soundings.

Attendance : 13



45

5.4 Understanding the feedback

The Stage 2 events were attended by a total of 114 people. 
The consultation findings from this stage are based on the 61 
individual feedback forms collected and 11 group feedback 
sheets collected at the workshops.

People who attended the events were asked to engage with 
the proposals based on a ‘Plan B’ scenario, understanding 
that many people were opposed to the principle of the 
development. The ‘Plan B’ approach allowed people to 
comment on the scheme without it meaning that they approved 
of the development. The feedback was understood to be aimed 
at minimising the impact of the development in the event that 
approval was granted for the application.

Many people who took part in the workshops made it clear 
that their answers were provided based on a ‘what if’ scenario 
– therefore the answers represent the desired scenario if the 
development does go forward.

Sample of the exhibition boards, September 2012
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5.5 Workshop findings

New main entrances to East and West sites will be located 
north of the existing entrance on Pinewood Road designed 
to prevent traffic from backing up on Pinewood Road.  

Would you be in favour of this arrangement?  

A link for Pinewood traffic to the east via Sevenhills Road 
could be introduced.

Would you be in favour of such a scheme?

The idea of a split-level car park located on the existing site 
near to the new entrance is being considered as a means of 
economising space within the site.

Would you be in favour of this idea? 

Transport and access

Yes

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  

No

Don’t know

Yes

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  

No

Don’t know

Yes

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  

No

Don’t know

The following summary outlines the main workshop 
discussion topics in connection with transport and access.

General traffic issues
Concerns were raised over the increased volumes of traffic 
that would be using local roads. It was noted that there 
are existing problems with the use of Pinewood Green and 
Ashford Road by vehicles en route to the Studios. Requests 
were made for traffic restrictions for large vehicles.

New access point
In general, people wanted more information on the expected 
traffic volumes that would be using the entrance. There 
was some concern about having multiple entrances in close 
proximity, if the existing entrance were to be retained. It 
was commented on that any traffic queuing to enter the site 
should be taken off Pinewood Road and space should be 
provided on the Pinewood site.

Sevenhills road access
The potential option of a second site entrance via Sevenhills 
Road received a mixed reaction at the workshop, however 
the group feedback sheets show that more were in favour 
of the suggestion than against. However, many people who 
agreed with the proposal also stated that it would be subject 
to major road improvements and that it might be confusing 
to provide so many entrances to the Studios. Those who 
disagreed felt that it would just be shifting the problem and 
that the road would not be able to cope with the additional 
traffic. 



The intention is to increase the frequency and capacity of 
the shuttle bus service in accordance with the expansion of 
Pinewood Studios. Would you be in favour of this? 

As part of the expansion of Pinewood Studios many would 
like to see improvements to local public transport facilities.  
This could include enhancements to the local bus service.  
Improved cycling and pedestrian paths could also be 
considered.  

Are there any particular routes or destinations you think 
should be considered?

Comments on the local bus service varied. Some people felt 
that it was not a particularly well used service and therefore 
shouldn’t have more money spent on it – others thought that 
it would be better used if money was invested in improving it 
and making it more useful to local people. 

Routes / destinations that were suggested are:

• Wexham hospital and/or Hillingdon hospital
• Add the Studios to a public bus route
• Increase frequency and coverage of route 58

Do you agree that cycling lanes and pedestrian paths should 
be enhanced?

Do you have any other recommendations for how local 
transport can be improved? 

General comments and suggestions included:

• Footpath and cycle path on Pinewood Road
• Operating a car sharing scheme for Pinewood employees 
• Improving the promotion of the shuttle service 
• Providing cycling facilities for staff
• Traffic / route restrictions for large vehicles

Yes

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  

No

Don’t know

Yes

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  

No
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Landscape strategy and management
Which of the following sight lines do you consider to be the 
most sensitive and screening most appropriate? 

Many tables stated that all the views are important and that 
none should be given importance to the detriment of all 
the others, however, the view from the existing houses on 
Pinewood Green was considered the most important. 

The landscape proposals were generally positively received 
at the workshops. The two main topics discussed are 
summarised below:

Landscape screening
If the Development Framework goes ahead, the proposal to 
use landscape features to screen aspects of the development 
was seen as a positive move. Views from all sides of the site 
were considered to be important, but the most significant 
view was thought to be the view from the houses in Pinewood 
Green.

‘The Clump’
From the people who attended the workshops, the majority 
thought that ‘unrestricted access’ would be the preferred 
approach to access. It was explained that this might be less 
beneficial for existing and new wildlife, but attendees felt that 
they had managed to share ‘The Clump’ with existing wildlife 
until now without any problems.

There were mixed views on who should manage ‘The Clump’, 
with ‘the local community’ and ‘left to nature’ getting 
most support. Some people suggested that it should be 
a partnership of two or more of the options, i.e. the local 
community in conjunction with a third party organisation or 
the council.

There are a range of boundary treatments being proposed 
to soften the visual impact of the scheme.
Do you agree with the idea of using landscape design to 
screen the buildings?  

Yes

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  

No answer

1
2

2

4

5

6

East site

West site

View from Pinewood Green1

View from top of Pinewood Road and from Iver Heath fields2

4 View from Pinewood Road 

5 View from Sevenhills Road 

6 View from Sevenhills Road (east of M25)

Views in order of preference:
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3a. Clump management strategy

    

   

What do you consider to be the most effective means of 
screening the development from nearby residential areas, 
eg. within the southern fields

‘The Clump’ is recognised as an important part of the 
local landscape. It will be retained and protected from 
development.  

Please select your preferred management strategy for ‘The 
Clump’.

Do you support the idea of a green perimeter footpath that 
connects ‘The Clump’ to the north end of the site, through 
Black Park and back toward Iver Heath?

Who do you think is best placed to manage ‘The Clump’?

Are you in favour of the proposal to include ecological 
wetland areas to enhance biodiversity?

Yes

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  

Don’t know

No answer

Unrestricted access

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  

Actively managed

No answer

3b. Who should manage the Clump

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  

Pinewood

No answer

Independent third party

Local council

Left to nature

Local community

Yes

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  

No answer

Bund

33 points

01

Woodland

27 points

02

Hedgerow

18 points

03

Wetland

12 points

04
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Visual character
The arrangement of the buildings follows a tiered approach 
with larger buildings in the centre and smaller buildings 
progressively scaled down toward the edge of the site.  

Do you agree with this approach?  

Yes

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  

No

There are various methods being considered to soften the 
appearance of some buildings through different types of 
facade treatments and materials.  
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Reflective facade
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Growing green wall
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Although the specific architectural details are not being 
developed for the outline planning application, it was felt 
necessary to discuss certain aspects of design style and type of 
building in order to inform the proposals for the Development 
Framework.

Those who attended the workshops agreed with the approach 
of arranging the buildings so that the larger buildings are near 
the centre of the site, where their impact will be minimised 
and they can be screened by smaller buildings and landscape 
features. 

Southern field
The proposal to site a building or group of buildings in the 
southern field, closest to Pinewood Green was discussed. 
Due to its location near the existing residential area, it was 
considered important to get feedback on what this building 
might look like. The idea of a ‘Country Estate’ gained most 
support at the workshops, with a view that it was most in 
keeping with the area. Comparatively, the other options scored 
low and many people thought that none of the options were 
really acceptable. Again, there was much support for screening 
the buildings from view as much as possible.

Heights
Concerns were raised over the heights of the sound stages and 
there was some feedback that lowering the ground level in part 
of the site or partially submerging some buildings would lessen 
visual impact.
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1c. Street sets’
In the previous scheme there was an idea that ‘street sets’ 
be provided to support additional filming facilities.  Do you 
think this idea should be applied to  the current scheme?

Which of the sections below do you think provide the most 
appropriate screening of the buildings mentioned in the 
previous question?

The current proposals include locating a high quality 2-3 
storey building in the southern field. Because the building 
would be situated near a residential area, the look of the 
building and the treatment of the setting is especially 
important.  

What is your preference for the style and appearance of 
these buildings?  

Yes

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  

No

No answer
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Office Park

13 points

04

01  

40 points

Country estate

01

Option D

Option A

Option B

Option C 8 tables

1 table

0 tables

0 tables
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David Height from Arup Associates presents the draft design proposals at a public workshop, September 2012
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5.6 Individual feedback
1. The proposed scheme would pave the way for up to a 
third of the new development to be accommodated on the 
existing site. Do you support this approach?

2. Is the general design rule of larger, taller structures in 
the middle of the eastern site, surrounded by incrementally 
smaller buildings towards the outer edges of the scheme 
one you support in principle?

3. Do you feel the layout of the buildings works well 
with the wider landscape and retained features, like 
‘The Clump’?

Very supportive

Supportive

Don’t know

Concerned

Very concerned

No answer

10%

25%

15%

13%

28%

10%

Very supportive

Supportive

Don’t know

Concerned

Very concerned

No answer

15%

34%

15%

     6.5%

23%

     6.5%

Very supportive

Supportive

Don’t know

Concerned

Very concerned

No answer

18%

34%

11%

7%

26%

   3%

The following section presents the results from the 62 
individual feedback forms received at the workshops and 
exhibitions.

The feedback forms covered similar topics to the workshop 
sheets, but allowed people to record their personal views. 
Additional sections on wider impacts / benefits for the 
community were also included.

Where a scale of 'very supportive' to 'very concerned' has been 
used to gauge reaction to certain issues, some consultees felt 
that the term 'supportive' should be read to mean 'understand' 
or 'agree with the approach' rather than supporting the 
proposals.

Feedback form analysis

Many questions on the feedback form received similar levels 
of support and concern. It is worth noting that in some cases, 
answers of 'very concerned' have been recorded, where this is 
intended to mean in response to the whole development and 
not necessarily in reference to the specific question. 

The area that received the highest level of concern was the 
proposal to provide a third of the development on the existing 
(west) site. Although this is generally seen as a positive 
approach, some people were of the opinion that a greater 
portion of the facilities should be provided on the west site.

Transport again registered as an issue people would like to 
see addressed in some way, appearing as the most common 
community benefit people would like to see delivered. 
Particular importance was given to managing the existing 
problem of rat-running through local areas, where there was 
concern that the proposed expansion might exacerbate the 
situation.

More positive responses were received in relation to aspects of 
the landscape design.
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4. Do you support the use of earthwork ‘bunds’, tree 
planting and hedges to screen and soften the impact of 
the scheme?

5. Are there any particular community benefits you think 
the Pinewood Development Framework could deliver either 
on or off site? 

60 discrete comments were recorded in answer to this 
question. The comments have been categorised to see where 
themes have emerged. The table below shows the top 5 
categories, receiving 10% or more of the comments

39% of people who filled in a feedback form did not answer 
this question.

6. If public transport improvements could be supported 
directly or indirectly through the development, what new or 
extended bus routes would be most popular in your view? 

Suggestions made in response to this question are shown 
above, however, 57% of people who filled in a feedback form 
did not answer this question and 13% of people who did 
respond felt that no improvements were needed and that 
additional buses would only create more traffic.

The chart shows the top 3 suggestions, receiving 10% or more 
of the comments.

Very supportive

Supportive

Don’t know

Concerned

Very concerned

No answer

30%

34%

8%

    5%

20%

   3%

Improvements to traffic & 
transport

Jobs / training

Youth / education

Access / ownership of Clump

Improved links with the 
community

27%

18%

12%

10%

10%

Improved service to Uxbridge 
& Slough

No improvements needed

Service to Pinewood Road

54%

13%

11%
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7. Please rank your top three priorities below in order 
of importance as regards means of improving public 
transport and minimising the impact of vehicular traffic in 
the area.

From the seven options provided, the options were ranked 
in the order indicated below. The responses were scored 
and weighted depending on how many first, second or third 
priorities they received.

R
an

k

Point 
score

% of 
overall 
points

1 Liaising with the council to devise agreed 
means of preventing or managing ‘rat-
running’ through local residential areas

70 27%

2 Providing a new access off Sevenhills 
Road

48 18%

3 Creating a new vehicular entry point to 
make arrival and departure from the 
Studios more efficient, preventing traffic 
build up

45 17%

4 Increasing the frequency of the shuttle 
bus service that currently runs between 
Pinewood, Uxbridge and Slough

26 10%

5 Offering a new shuttle bus service 
connection between the Studio and the 
Crossrail station at Iver (when the service 
begins to operate in 2018)

21 8%

6 Providing more efficient parking on site 19 7%

7 Providing traffic signal controls at Five 
Points roundabout

17 7%

Other 5%

Suggestions under ‘other’ included providing more on site 
amenities to reduce number of necessary vehicle trips during 
the day and reducing speed limits on Pinewood Road as well as 
preventing HGV access to smaller roads.

8. Do you think that it is important that the project provides 
local employment and economic benefits?

From the nine options provided, the options were ranked in the 
order indicated below. The responses were weighted depending 
on how many first, second or third priorities they received.

R
an

k

Point 
score

% of 
overall 
points

1 Offering a concrete commitment to 
employ local people wherever possible

50 23%

2 Offering sponsorship to young people 49 23%

3 Growing the on-site apprenticeship 
scheme

42 19%

4 Liaising with local colleges to provide 
a bespoke educational avenue into 
the world of film and screen based 
technologies

32 15%

5 Building a shared knowledge network 
between the Studio and key further 
education providers

15 7%

6 Setting targets for sourcing local 
materials, services and labour

10 5%

7 Linking up and working with Local 
Economic Partnerships – these are 
locally owned partnerships between local 
authorities and businesses to stimulate 
the economy

9 4%

8 Putting a local procurement plan 
together

5 2%

9 Entering into dialogue with 
apprenticeship and skills based ‘studio 
schools’

4 2%

Yes

No

Don’t know

No answer

69%

13%

13%

    5%
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9. Thinking about community and youth facilities – do 
you feel that there is a demand here that Pinewood could 
respond to? Please tell us what this could be.

24 discrete comments were recorded in connection with this 
question. The comments have been categorised and the table 
below shows the top 3 responses, receiving 10% or more.

10 & 11. Do you have any suggestions for how Pinewood 
could improve its offer to tenants through the new 
development? /  Do you have any thought for how the 
design of the scheme could be improved?

62% of respondents did not answer this question.

Education & training in film-
making

Youth club

Sports / recreation facilities

46%

33%

17%

Maximise existing site / find 
alternative site

Provide  jobs / training

Develop buildings below 
ground as much as possible

29%

14%

14%

49 discrete comments were recorded in connection with these 
questions. The comments have been categorised and the table 
below shows the top 3 responses, receiving 10% or more.

69% of respondents did not answer question 10 and 60% did 
not answer question 11.

Additional comments

47 discrete comments were recorded under ‘additional 
comments’ where respondents were free to raise any topic 
or issue they wanted. The comments received have been 
categorised in to seven key topic areas and the table below 
shows the percentage of comments recorded against each 
topic.

The majority of additional comments (17 out of 49) related 
to concerns over increased traffic in the area and the impact 
on the surrounding roads. More detailed information was 
requested relating to proposed traffic volumes and increased 
HGV activity.

Other comments related more generally to the proposed 
Development Framework. 

Concerned about traffic

Opposed to building on 
Green Belt

Sceptical about reason for 
development

Would like greater 
contribution to community

Pleased with the proposals 
so far

Would like to see more 
information

36%

17%

17%

11%

       8.5%

       8.5%
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12. Has the event been informative?

13. Have you taken part in any other consultation exercise 
on the current project?

14. Do you feel that you have been listened to?

The consultation

Very

Don’t know
Not really

Not at all

Extremely

No answer

No

Yes

No answer

Yes

Don’t know
Not really

Not at all

Very much

No answer

Presentation on the design development of the scheme

Table discussion on the evolving proposals

Completing a feedback form
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NEW ENTRANCE

Just over half of participants 
were in favour of creating a 
new vehicular entry point north 
of the existing entrance on 
Pinewood Rd.

SPLIT LEVEL CAR PARK

The majority of people were 
supportive of a split-level car 
park on the existing site, so long 
as it was not too high.

SHUTTLE BUS

Increasing the frequency of the 
shuttle bus in accordance with 
the expansion of the Studios was 
considered to be a good idea by 
the majority.

FOOTPATHS & CYCLE WAYS

The majority of participants  
thought that it was important 
to enhance (or create) cycling 
lanes and pedestrian paths, 
particularly along Pinewood 
Road.

RAT-RUNNING

Preventing or managing 
‘rat-running’ through local 
residential areas came out as 
a top priority. LOCAL BUS SERVICE

Comments on the local bus 
service varied. Some people felt 
that it was not a particularly 
well used service and therefore 
shouldn’t have more money 
spent on it – others thought that 
it would be better used if money 
was invested in improving it and 
making it more useful to local 
people. 

Summary of consultation feedback : Transport and access

Generally 
supportive

Mixed  
views

Generally 
concerned

ACCESS FROM SEVENHILLS ROAD

Many people were in favour of the 
scheme incorporating an additional 
access point to the Studios from 
Sevenhills Road, however it was also 
felt that the road was considered 
unsuitable for heavy traffic and it was 
thought necessary to provide road 
and junction improvemens if it were 
to be practical.
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WETLANDS & BIODIVERSITY

The majority of participants were in 
favour of ecological wetland areas to 
enhance biodiversity

ACCESS TO ‘THE CLUMP’

The majority of people felt that there 
should be ‘unrestricted access’ to 
‘The Clump’ for local people

MANAGEMENT OF ‘THE CLUMP’

The question of who should manage 
‘The Clump’ received mixed views.  
Options for ‘left to nature’ and ‘local 
community’ were closely followed by 
‘independent third party’ and ‘local 
council’.

SCREENING IN SOUTHERN FIELD

The majority of participants felt 
that the large bund would provide 
the most appropriate screening of 
the proposed office building in the 
southern field.

VIEWS

Sight lines from Pinewood Green 
were considered to be the most 
sensitive and therefore screening of 
these areas most important.

PERIMETER FOOTPATH

A green perimeter footpath 
connecting ‘The Clump’, Black Park 
and Iver Heath was considered a 
good idea by the majority.

LANDSCAPE SCREENING

The principle of using landscape 
treatments around the edges of 
the site to soften the impact of 
the development was generally 
considered positive.

Summary of consultation feedback : Landscape strategy and management

Generally 
supportive

Mixed  
views

Generally 
concerned
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Summary of consultation feedback : Visual character

ARRANGEMENT OF BUILDINGS

It was considered appropriate by 
most people that larger buildings 
were arranged nearer the centre of 
the site, becoming smaller towards 
the edges.

BUILDING STYLE

Most people favoured a country 
estate building typology for the 
southern fields.

DEVELOP BELOW GROUND?

Several consultees asked whether 
there was potential to develop below 
ground, or sink certain structures, 
to further mitigate the impact of the 
development.

VISUAL IMPACT

Some concern was expressed over 
the visual impact of the larger 
buildings.

SCREENING IN SOUTHERN FIELD

There was a general view that 
buildings in the southern field should 
be screened from view as much as 
possible to retain a more open and 
green feeling in the area.

FACADE TREATMENTS

It was generally agreed that buildings 
such as large studios/stages should 
be softened in appearance where 
possible, using facade treatments 
such as ‘green walls’.

Generally 
supportive

Mixed  
views

Generally 
concerned
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5.7 Summary of findings from Stage 2

Feedback was collected on the concept design proposals 
and key principles informing the scheme. It should be 
noted that many consultees provided feedback on the 
concept design proposals with the understanding that 
this did not alter the fact that they remained opposed to 
development on the Green Belt.

Suggestions that came out of the consultation showed 
that the priorities regarding wider benefits for the area 
should be:

• Managing rat-running through the local areas

• Offering a commitment to employ local people where  
 possible

• Offering sponsorship to young people

• Providing a new point of access aside from Pinewood  
 Road

The summary below shows the key topics that were raised 
through the consultation and whether or not they were 
well received by people who took part in the events.

Areas of support or understanding
• The level of consideration given to the landscape   
 proposals
• Using landscape features to screen the development
• Locating larger buildings away from existing residential  
 areas
•  Softening the facades of some buildings
• Introducing areas of biodiversity

Areas of concern
• Rat-running on local roads - particularly through   
 Pinewood Green
• Increased traffic volumes - particularly HGVs
• Heights and visual impact of the sound stages
• Proposed buildings in the southern field
• Impact on existing wildlife

Areas which received mixed views
• Additional access from Sevenhills Road dependant on  
 road and junction improvements
• There were mixed views on the future management of  
 ‘The Clump’ and access arrangements





STAGE 3 :
DRAFT DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK
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Discussing the draft plans in a public workshop at Pinewood Studios, October 2012
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6.0 Stage 3
Draft Development Framework

6.1 Overview

Stage 3 of the consultation process took place over October 
and November 2012 and focused on the following activities:

• Providing feedback to the team from the second stage of  
 consultation to help inform the design process

• Continuing to meet and engage with the Community Liaison  
 Group with the design team and present the designs as they  
 progressed

• Distribution of Newsletter 2 to approximately 19,000 local  
 households, providing information on the concept design  
 proposals, consultation feedback and next public events 

• Presenting the feedback on the concept design proposals to  
 the community

• Presenting and gathering feedback on the Draft Development  
 Framework through a series of public workshops and  
 exhibitions

The revisions made to the concept design proposals were 
presented during the third stage of consultation as the Draft 
Development Framework. Consultation on the revised designs 
took place at a series of public workshops and exhibitions in 
October/November 2012 as well as through the Community 
Liaison Group. The consultation was targeted at understanding 
specific issues relating to the proposals as well as people’s 
general position on the development. 

Summary of events    

Public workshops

Tuesday 30th October Pinewood Studios 2.30pm - 5.00pm

Tuesday 30th October Pinewood Studios 6.30pm - 9.00pm

Wednesday 31st October Pinewood Studios 2.30pm - 5.00pm

Public drop-in exhibitions

Friday 2nd November Iver Heath 11.00am - 4.00pm

Saturday 3rd November Iver Heath 11.00am - 4.00pm

Community Liaison Group meetings

Wednesday 17th October Pinewood Studios 7.00pm - 8.30pm

Wednesday 7th November Pinewood Studios 7.00pm - 8.30pm

Number of people involved in Stage 3 events : 115
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6.2 Workshop format

Three workshops were held over two days in October to discuss 
the revised proposals for the Development Framework and 
collect feedback from the local community.

A series of presentations were given regarding different 
aspects of the proposals, followed by group discussions about 
the scheme and a general question and answer session.
 
Workshop presentations took the following format:

• Update on consultation feedback
  Steve McAdam, Soundings

• Design development and landscape
  Adam Smith, Arup Associates & Dick Longdin, Randall Thorp 

• Transport strategy
  David Bird/Duncan Roberts, Vectos

• Economic impact and local benefits 
  Andrew Smith / Richard Knight, Pinewood Shepperton

Feedback from group discussions was collected in three 
categories; general layout and appearance, landscape approach 
and transport strategy. For each category, groups were asked 
to record what they considered to be the ‘most’ and ‘least’ 
successful aspect and what elements they felt required further 
attention.

Individual feedback forms were again used to gauge views on 
the various principles of the proposals. 

Attendance : 55

6.3 Exhibition content

A third exhibition was produced to support the public 
workshops, which was also displayed at the Village Hall in Iver 
Heath on the Friday and Saturday following the workshops.

The exhibition took the format of presenting the consultation 
feedback on the concept designs shown in September and 
explaining the development of and changes to the proposals. 
Further details were provided on specific aspects of the 
Framework.

The exhibition consisted of 13 large format boards:

• Introduction - background and consultation process
• Consultation feedback 1
• Consultation feedback 2
• Frequently asked questions
• Planning policy context
• Design development 
• Design development & changes
• Development Framework - Draft proposals
• Draft proposals - Facilities and massing & approach to  
 southern field
• Landscape strategy - Overview
• Landscape strategy - Southern field & public access
• Transport and access
• Next steps & planning application

The drop-in exhibitions were staffed by Soundings who were 
able to explain the proposals and record feedback from the 
community.

The individual feedback forms used at the workshops were also 
used to collect comments on the proposals at the exhibitions.

Attendance : 42
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6.4 Understanding the feedback

The Stage 3 events were attended by a total of 97 people. 
The consultation findings from this stage are based on the 66 
individual feedback forms collected and 12 group worksheets 
collected at the workshops.

In order to further understand the feedback in line with varied 
opinions on the use of Green Belt land, we asked people to 
answer the following question:

“We understand from consultation so far that there are varying 
views on the proposals for development, with some people 
against the expansion of the Studios as they consider the 
impact on the Green Belt to be unacceptable, and others in 
support of expansion even though it requires development in 
the Green Belt. Others are in between or as-yet undecided. In 
order to understand the feedback we receive, we would like 
you to tell us which of the following applies to you.” 

The individual feedback forms have been analysed in four 
categories according to the answer to this question and are 
reported on in the following sections:

• All forms (66)*

• Forms that disagreed with the development due to the  
 principle of Green Belt (36)

• Forms that supported the growth of the Studios even though  
 it affect the Green Belt (19)

• Forms that were somewhere in between or ‘undecided’ (9)

Once again, people were asked to engage with the consultation 
based on a ‘Plan B’ or ‘what if’ approach to the proposals.

*2 forms did not answer the question and only fall in to the ‘all forms’ category.

Sample of the exhibition boards, October 2012
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6.5 Workshop findings

The workshop findings shown in this section are taken from 
the 12 group feedback sheets completed at the workshops and 
represent the comments of the 55 attendees.

The feedback is presented in three sections, based on the 
topics discussed at the table sessions during the workshops:

• General layout and appearance
• Landscape approach
• Transport strategy

The graphs represent the answers to the three questions asked 
in connection with each topic:

• What do you think is the most successful aspect?
• What do you think is the least successful aspect?
• Are there any areas that you think require further attention?

Results show how many times a comment was recorded in 
connection with a specific aspect of the proposals. Some tables 
recorded more than one comment for each question. 

Additional comments which did not fall under these topics are 
reported on at the end of this section.

Only the top 3 responses relating to areas that require further 
attention have been recorded here as there were many 
individual questions or comments not specifically relating to 
the proposals. 

Giving feedback on the emerging design proposals

Viewing the exhibition prior to the workshop

Asking the consultants questions at the public workshops
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Frequency of comment

10 2 3 4 5 6

Screening

Approach to landscape

Public access

Site layout

Improvement on previous plan

Rectory / mill concept

10 2 3 4 5 6

Appearance / heights of buildings

Details of access and pathways

Traffic 

Frequency of comment

Frequency of comment

10 2 3 4 5 6

Development on Green Belt land

New joint access

Multi-storey car park

Fencing -  Clump & general

Amount of development

Rectory / mill concept

Increased traffic

Affect on existing wildlife

Are there any aspects of the general layout and appearance 
you think requires more attention at detailed stage?

General layout and appearance

What do you think is the least successful aspect general 
layout and appearance?

What do you think is the most successful aspect of the 
general layout and appearance of the scheme?

In terms of the overall scheme and general layout, the most 
successful aspects generally related to landscape elements, 
particularly screening, although it was also considered 
positive that the buildings had been ‘pushed away’ from the 
existing residential area and that there were still areas that 
were accessible for the public.

The largest issue amongst those who attended the workshop 
was that the scheme has been proposed on Green Belt land.

Consultees were keen to see more information on the 
detailed appearance of the buildings, however this will be 
considered at a later stage if the Development Framework 
moves forward.
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Frequency of comment

10 2 3 4 5 6

Screening

Respect for rural character

Wetlands / biodiversity

Overall approach

Handing over The Clump

Preserving areas of Green Belt

Frequency of comment

10 2 3 4 5 6

Concern over future management

Access / management of The Clump

Loss of Green Belt land

Effectiveness of screening in winter

Lack of detail on green walls/roofs

Doesn’t respect rural character

More details on public access required

10 2 3 4 5

Timescales and phasing

Maturity of planting

Pedestrian access around the site

Frequency of comment

Landscape approach

What do you think is the least successful aspect of the 
landscape approach?

What do you think is the most successful aspect of the 
landscape approach?

Are there any aspects of the landscape approach you think 
require more attention at detailed stage?

Discussions at the workshops regarding aspects of the 
landscape design were generally positive. There was a 
consensus that a significant amount of attention had 
been paid to trying to create a setting that respected the 
character of the area. The use of landscaping to screen the 
development was considered the most successful aspect.

Areas of remaining concern centred around the future 
management of landscaped areas and the approach to items 
relating to ‘The Clump’.  It was felt that the proposal for a 
third party to manage ‘The Clump’ required more discussion 
and there was some concern about the intention to fence 
areas of ‘The Clump’ off as it was felt that this would effect 
existing wildlife movements in the area.
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Frequency of comment

10 2 3 4 5 6

Pedestrian & cycle improvements

Improvements to public transport

Improvements at Five points

No strengths

Reduced speed limit - Pinewood Rd

Frequency of comment

10 2 3 4 5 6

Increased traffic on surrounding roads

No access from Sevenhills Rd

Signalling at Five points roundabout

Roads unsuitable for large vehicles

General access

Speed limits

Public transport improvements

Footpath details

Parking

Transport strategy

10 2 3 4 5

Sevenhills access or alternative

Pedestrian traffic /crossing

Traffic calming measures

Frequency of comment

6 7

What do you think is the least successful aspect of the 
transport strategy?

What do you think is the most successful aspect of the 
transport strategy?

Are there any aspects of the transport strategy you think 
require more attention at detailed stage?

Transport and the issue of increased traffic in the area 
received the most attention during the workshops. It 
was generally considered that more detailed information 
was needed on all aspects of the transport strategy to 
understand what the impact would be.

Pinewood’s transport advisors explained that the transport 
and access proposals were similar to those for ‘Project 
Pinewood’ and that the traffic impact of the scheme was 
being modelled and that the impacts were generally less 
that had been accepted by the highways authority under  
‘Project Pinewood’. Although site access was noted as a 
concern due to there being a lack of an alternative access 
point aside from Pinewood Road, it was explained that the 
proposals were considered to work, in technical terms, 
without a secondary access.

People generally wanted to know more about traffic calming 
measures and managing rat-running through areas such as 
Pinewood Green and Ashford Road. Concern was also raised 
over the proposed pedestrian crossing on Pinewood Road.
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Viewing the revised proposals, October 2012
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6.6 Feedback form analysis

The results shown in this section are drawn from the 66 
individual feedback forms received at the public workshops 
and exhibitions.

The feedback forms asked a series of questions relating to 
the key design principles for the Development Framework in 
order to understand the reaction to specific elements of the 
proposals.

Most questions asked people to select on a scale from 'strongly 
agree' to 'strongly disagree', how much they approved of 
the approach to the different elements. This provides a good 
indication of where major areas of concern might be.

The charts and summaries which follow show how people 
responded to each question on the feedback form.

Overall feedback

45% of people who completed a feedback form 'strongly 
agreed' or 'agreed' with the approach to the over-arching 
principles of the Development Framework.

Aspects of the scheme that received the highest levels of 
agreement toward the approach, were the proposals to permit 
access to ‘The Clump’ and south-eastern field (76%), as well as 
siting a significant proportion of the required development on 
the existing site (69%).

The highest levels of concern were registered for the site 
access proposals (44%) and also for the siting of office 
buildings in the southern field (29%).

The question on site access was the only aspect of the 
scheme which received more 'disagree and strongly disagree' 
responses than it did 'strongly agree or agree'.

We understand from consultation so far that there are 
varying views on the proposals for development, with 
some people against the expansion of the Studios as they 
consider the impact on the Green Belt to be unacceptable, 
and others in support of expansion even though it requires 
development in the Green Belt. Others are in between or 
as-yet undecided. 

In order to understand the feedback we receive, we would 
like you to tell us which of the following applies to you. 

A. Disagree with the principle of the development due to 
the Green Belt (55%)

B. Support the growth of the Studios even though it 
affects the Green Belt (29%)

C. Somewhere in between A and B (12%)

D. Undecided as-yet (1%)

No answer (3%)

Results
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Pinewood Studios are considering approaching a third 
party organisation to develop a management plan for ‘The 
Clump’, in conjunction with the local community. 
Do you agree with this approach?

A wetland area is proposed in the south-eastern field in 
order to help ensure no net loss in the biodiversity value 
across the site. Do you agree with this approach?

Arrangement of buildings

A significant proportion of the required facilities are 
proposed to be located on the existing ‘west’ site to 
minimise the amount of development on the east site. 
Do you agree with this approach? 

It is proposed that taller buildings are sited near the centre 
of the east site, becoming smaller towards the edges. Do 
you agree with the general arrangement of the buildings?

Landscape Approach

Landscape features are proposed to screen the 
development and soften the visual impact from the 
surrounding area. Do you agree with the general approach 
to landscaping?

It is proposed that the community will be allowed permitted 
access to the south-eastern field and areas of ‘The Clump’? 
Do you agree with this proposal?

50%18%

2%

20%

5%5%

41%35%

2%

13%9%

47%15%

5%

13%17%

3%

44%20% 15%18%

3%

48%21% 11% 7%

2%

11%

45%15% 12% 9%

2%

17%

15%36%9% 18% 17%

5%

Do you agree with the general approach of the Development 
Framework as set out in the key principles?

Development principles

Agree

Neutral
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Strongly agree

Not answered



75

11. The proposals include a landscaped ‘bund’ in 
the southern field to partially screen the view of the 
development from Pinewood Green. Do you agree with this 
approach?

Southern field

The Development Framework proposes that the greater 
part of the development is located  to the north of the site 
away from residential areas. However, the design team 
needs to locate a new headquarters building in the southern 
field to provide office facilities. Do you agree with locating 
this office building in the southern field?

It is proposed that a more traditional style of building would 
be designed for the southern field that has the potential to 
add to the setting of the area and may not require complete 
landscape screening. Do you agree with this approach?

12%18%

5%

30% 11%24%

14%11%42% 18%15%

14%12%46% 7%21%

Agree

Neutral
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Strongly agree

Not answered

Transport and access

12. The main access to the site will be from Pinewood Road, 
with the entrance moved further north to allow for a joint 
entrance to both sites. An access point on Sevenhills Road 
will allow emergency access only. Do you agree with this 
approach to site access?

19%24%

5%

18% 20%14%
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13. What aspect of the proposals do you most value? 

Provision of landscape screening

Release of The Clump for public access

Introduction of areas of biodiversity i.e. wetland areas

Retention of The Clump & existing landscape features

Provision of joint access point to east and west site

Design quality of building in southern field

Retention of a significant proportion of the southern fields

Setting the buildings in from the edge

14. Please indicate the most important local benefit you 
think should be delivered by the scheme

Strategy for managing rat-running through local areas

Youth training schemes
Other (all related to traffic and access)

Improvements to Five points roundabout

Local jobs

Improvements to Pinewood Road

Wider considerations Local benefits

This question also suffered from people making multiple 
choices and is based on results from 35 feedback forms.

Throughout the consultation process, local jobs has always 
been considered to be the most important local benefit the 
development could offer. Improvements to matters of traffic 
and transport in the area has also always been near the top of 
the list.

In the analysis of the 15 forms that selected multiple options, 
the results showed the top three priorities to the same as the 
results shown above.

The above chart is based on 37 feedback forms. Although 
consultees were asked to select one option only, many selected 
more than one and therefore could not be analysed together 
with the forms that complied. 

However, in a separate analysis of the 11 forms that selected 
more than one option, the top three priorities corresponded 
with those in the above chart, however in a slightly different 
order:

1. Release of ‘The Clump’ for public access
2. Provision of landscape screening 
3. Retention of ‘The Clump’ & existing landscape features
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15. What is your general level of support or opposition for 
the proposed expansion of Pinewood Studios?

Support

Neutral
Oppose

Strongly oppose

Strongly support

No answer

Overview

With a difference of 8%, a slightly higher proportion of 
people who completed a feedback form showed some level of 
opposition to the proposed expansion. 

Feeding back on the development principles at a public workshop, October 2012

7%32%20%17% 13%11%

37% 45%
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Additional comments

20 4 6 8 10

Traffic volume concerns

Five points roundabout

Sevenhills Road access

Frequency of comment

12 14 16 18

Loss of Green Belt

Public transport

In total 40 out of 65 additional comments referenced transport 
and access making this by far the most frequently mentioned 
topic. A general sense of concern was expressed with regards 
to volumes of traffic, the strategy for Five Points roundabout 
and the need for an additional main entrance off Sevenhills 
Road.

7 out of 65 comments made reference to the loss of Green 
Belt land and a loss of the area’s village character. Public 
transport was referenced 5 times, with 3 comments in favour 
of enhancing the local bus service, 1 comment in favour of 
improving the Pinewood shuttle-bus service and 1 comment 
opposed to extending the local bus service along Pinewood 
Road.

Other, less frequently mentioned, comments under this section 
included:
• Support for Pinewood’s expansion case
• Issues of construction management / impact
• Concern over viability
• Importance of ecology management
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Consultation

Was the consultation process useful and informative?

Do you feel you have been listened to?

Do you feel that the proposals have improved through 
consultation?

Good

Average
Poor

Very poor

Excellent

Not answered

Yes

Don’t know
Not really

Not at all

Very much

Not answered

Yes

Don’t know
Not really

Not at all

Very much

Not answered
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Feedback by category

The three charts shown opposite present a breakdown 
of the consultation findings based on the answer to the 
first question on the form, regarding varying views on 
expansion in the Green Belt.

The feedback forms have been categorised in to the 
following categories:

A. Disagree with the principle of the development due 
to the Green Belt (36/66 participants) 

B. Support the growth of the Studios even though it 
affects the Green Belt (19/66 participants)

C. Somewhere in between A and B or undecided as-yet 
(9/66 participants) 

For the purpose of this breakdown, the 2 forms which did 
not answer the question have been disregarded.

The charts show that there is one significant area of 
concern across all three categories of consultee - approach 
to site access. Many of the comments that came back on 
this felt that it was not fully resolved and that a secondary 
point of access should be considered to alleviate the 
pressure on a single entrance.

Although there is some level of concern across all three 
categories for the proposal to approach a third party 
organisation to manage ‘The Clump’, this does not 
reflect the overall results which puts this element of the 
Framework as one of the most supported aspects.

Another notable result is the locating of the office building 
in the southern field. This is the highest registering concern 
amongst people who are opposed to development in the 
Green Belt.

Agree

Neutral
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Strongly agree

Not answered

Key to results:

3. Proportion of development on existing site

4. Taller buildings in the centre

5. Landscape screening

6. Permitted public access to the south-eastern field and areas of 
‘The Clump’

7. Develop management plan for ‘The Clump’ with third party and 
community

8. Wetland area in the south-eastern field

9. Locating the office building in the southern field

10. Traditional building style in the southern field

11. Landscaped ‘bund’ in the southern field 

12. Approach to site access

22%14% 22% 31%

3%

8%

1. Disagree with the principle of the development due to the Green 
Belt (36/66 participants) 

2. General principles

16%25% 25% 14%

3%

17%

28%28% 16% 17%

3%

8%

36%41% 6% 8%

3%

6%

22%41% 28% 6%

3%

22%17% 44% 6%11%

25%11% 36% 6%22%

22%8% 19%14% 34%

3%

25%17%36% 19%

3%

25%8%34% 22%11%

36%11% 20%8% 25%
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3. Proportion of development on existing site

4. Taller buildings in the centre

5. Landscape screening

6. Permitted public access to the south-eastern field and areas of 
‘The Clump’

7. Develop management plan for ‘The Clump’ with third party and 
community

8. Wetland area in the south-eastern field

9. Locating the office building in the southern field

10. Traditional building style in the southern field

11. Landscaped ‘bund’ in the southern field 

12. Approach to site access

1. Somewhere in between A and B or undecided as-yet 
(9/66 participants) 

2. General principles

33%67%

11% 11%78%

11% 11%78%

33% 56% 11%

33% 56% 11%

11% 45% 11%22% 11%

11% 56% 33%

44% 56%

44%56%

22% 67% 11%

11% 33% 56%

3. Proportion of development on existing site

4. Taller buildings in the centre

5. Landscape screening

6. Permitted public access to the south-eastern field and areas of 
‘The Clump’

7. Develop management plan for ‘The Clump’ with third party and 
community

8. Wetland area in the south-eastern field

9. Locating the office building in the southern field

10. Traditional building style in the southern field

11. Landscaped ‘bund’ in the southern field 

12. Approach to site access

5%26% 69%

5%26% 69%

31% 69%

21% 79%

26% 58% 16%

16% 53% 5%26%

42% 58%

10% 69% 21%

47%47% 6%

42% 58%

1. Support the growth of the Studios even though it affects the 
Green Belt (19/66 participants)

2. General principles

16% 16%16%42% 10%
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Stage 3 Draft masterplan - summary of consultation feedback

BUILDING IN THE SOUTHERN FIELD

Mixed reviews were received on the 
question of locating office buildings 
in the southern field. Overall, 
this was based on participants 
proximity to the site and whether 
or not it would impact them 
directly.

ACCESS FROM SEVENHILLS ROAD

Concern was expressed 
over the lack of access 
from Sevenhills Road or an 
alternative access point aside 
from Pinewood Road. 

APPROACH TO LANDSCAPE

Most people agreed with the 
general approach to landscaping, 
including screening, retention of 
green areas and introduction of 
wetland areas.

MANAGEMENT OF THE CLUMP

Most thought it a good idea 
to involve a third party 
organisation and the local 
community in developing a 
management plan

Generally 
supportive

Mixed  
views

Generally 
concerned

SITE ACCESS

There was concern 
over the amount of 
traffic using the new 
roundabout and joint 
access proposed 
for Pinewood Road 
and also uncertainty 
about the proposed 
pedestrian crossing 
due to perceived 
issues of safety.

ACCESS TO THE CLUMP

There was some negative 
feedback from people who 
currently use The Clump 
regarding the proposals 
to fence off some areas to 
improve biodiversity.

FOOTPATHS & CYCLE WAYS

The majority of participants  
thought that it was important 
to enhance (or create) cycling 
lanes and pedestrian paths 
along Pinewood Road.

SITE LAYOUT

Overall, the site layout and 
positioning of taller buildings 
away from residential areas, 
was considered to be an 
appropriate approach - if the 
scheme were to proceed.
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6.7 Summary of findings from Stage 3

The following statistics are drawn from the feedback 
forms completed during the third stage of consultation:

55% of people who completed a feedback form disagreed 
with the principle of the development due to the Green 
Belt (36/66 participants) 

29% of people who completed a feedback form supported 
the growth of the Studios even though it affects the Green 
Belt (19/66 participants)

14% of people who completed a feedback form were 
somewhere in between disagreeing and supporting, or 
were undecided as-yet (9/66 participants) 

45% either agreed or strongly agreed with the general 
approach of the Development Framework, based on 
minimising the impact of the development if it proceeds

22% either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 
general approach of the Development Framework, 
based on minimising the impact of the development if it 
proceeds

The summary below outlines the most and least successful 
aspects of the scheme identified at the workshops and 
exhibitions on the Draft Development Framework:

Most successful aspects of the scheme

• Use of landscape features to screen the development

• Overall approach to the landscape strategy

• Retention of areas that are publicly accessible

• Respect for rural character of the area

• Wetlands and improvements to biodiversity

• Pedestrian and cycle movements

Least successful aspects of the scheme

• Increased traffic in the surrounding area

• No alternative access aside from Pinewood Road

• Traffic signals on Fivepoints roundabout

• Development of Green Belt land

• Siting of office buildings in southern field

• Fencing off an area of ‘The Clump’
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Community Liaison Group members participating at the public workshops
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7.0 Community Liaison Group

7.1 Community Liaison Group

Alongside the wider public events that were taking place, a 
Community Liaison Group (CLG) was established as a smaller 
focus group to help steer the project. The Community Liaison 
Group was formed during August and September 2012 and is 
made up of local residents, businesses, community groups, 
educational and environmental bodies. The function of the 
Group is to act as a sounding board for the proposals as 
they emerge and to bring forward issues or suggestions 
that may be of relevance to the project and to provide a 
forum to discuss matters relating to different sectors of the 
community.

The role of the CLG

• To provide a forum to discuss and exchange a range of  
 thematic issues

• To resolve conflicts where possible and to flag up issues of  
 interest to the Development Framework

• To act as a sounding board for the design process

• To communicate and distribute information to CLG member  
 groups and to collate feedback

• To hold regular meetings attended from time to time by  
 Parish, District and County Councillors, SBDC officers, and  
 generally by the studio owners, design team and other  
 consultants as appropriate

7.2 Formation

Invitations were sent out to 41 organisations and 
individuals during August 2012 informing them of the 
intention to form the Community Liaison Group and 
inviting them to join. Approaches were made to parish 
councillors, resident associations, local organisations, 
tenants of Pinewood Studios and local individuals who 
had made themselves known to Soundings through the 
initial consultation events and had expressed an interest 
in the CLG (see Appendix D for full list).

Further invitations were sent out in September 2012 to 
those who had not responded to the first invitation and 
to additional groups who had been identified as having a 
potential interest in the development.

At present 23 people have accepted membership, 
representing organisations and neighbourhoods in South 
Buckinghamshire. It is the intention to keep building the 
group to ensure it reflects the views and desires of local 
people and organisations.

Representatives of the Studios attend meetings and 
members of the project and design team are invited 
to attend when necessary to discuss specific subjects. 
Meetings are held at Pinewood Studios and chaired and 
facilitated by Soundings. 

To date, the Community Liaison Group has met four times 
over a 3 month period.
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Current accepted membership consists of:

Jenny Cooper On the Lot 

David Corke Amersham and Wycombe College

Jessica Le Marchand Arc Plc (on-site tenant)

Sylvie Lowe Stop Project Pinewood

Sue White* Stop Project Pinewood

Dominique Oliver Pinewood Young Film Makers

Phoebe Rudomino Diving Services UK Ltd. (on-site tenant)

Pauline Vahey Fulmer Parish Council, 

Graham Young Richings Park /Thorney Residents 
Association

Rupert Waters Bucks Business First

Nick Long Turtle Canyon (on-site tenant)

Sarah Meere* Studio Schools

Andrew Chrystal* Iver Educational Trust

Reg Gould Iver Parish Council

Carol Gibson Iver Parish Council/ Colne Valley Park / 
Iver & District Countryside Association

Anne Bolton Local resident

Malcolm Christopher Local resident

Peter Glanfield Local resident

David Povey Local resident

Kristen Platt Creative Skillset

Sam Woodcock* Iver Infants School

Peter Bennett Thames Valley Police

Cathy Hunt Fulmer Infants School

* Members who have not yet attended a meeting

7.4 Summary of meetings 

The below summarises the key discussion topics from each 
meeting. Full minutes of all CLG meetings can be found in 
Appendix D of this document.

Meeting 1 : September 10th 2012

Attendance : 13

Agenda items:
• Welcome and introductions 
• Brief outline of consultation plan & general findings to date 
• Role of the Community Liaison Group (CLG)
• Membership and attending to gaps
• Chair, meeting dates, outline agendas and general    
administration issues

The inaugural meeting was held prior to the second series 
of public workshops discussing the design proposals. The 
agenda for the meeting was to establish the role, function and 
membership of the Community Liaison Group and to introduce 
some of the information that was to be presented at the public 
workshops.

Meeting 2 : 24th September 2012

Attendance : 11

Agenda items:
• Minutes from meeting 1
• New members
• Election of CLG chair
• Matters arising from the workshop
     - Transport
     - Landscape
     - Visual character
• Key issues to raise at the next workshop

The second meeting focused on the feedback received on 
the concept design proposals at the public workshops and 
matters relating to the main topics discussed at those events. 
Members also identified other areas for future discussion, 
including community impact, business case and sponsorship, 
apprenticeships & jobs.

7.3 Membership
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Meeting 3 : 17th October 2012

Attendance : 10

Agenda items:
• Welcome & introductions
• Review of minutes from meeting 2
• Update on the design evolution from Arup Associates
• Update on transport from Vectos 
• Q&A session
• Skills & training
• Draft workshop structure for forthcoming events

Representatives from Arup Associates and Vectos attended 
the third meeting to present and discuss how the proposals 
had progressed since the public events in September. Andrew 
Smith of Pinewood Studios also provided information on 
the benefits that the scheme would have in terms of skills 
and training initiatives, working alongside local educational 
facilities and on-site tenant companies.

Discussion centred around issues of traffic and transport, 
relating to the update on the transport strategy, particularly 
the impact increased traffic would have on surrounding 
roads and the effect on existing infrastructure, including bus 
services.

Meeting 4 : 7th November 2012

Attendance : 9

Agenda items:
• Welcome / housekeeping
• Minutes from meeting 3
• Feedback from final public workshops
• Review of final scheme
• Discussion of wider matters
• Outline planning process
• Section 106 
• Ongoing role for the CLG?

Topics discussed at meeting four focused on feedback from 
the public events in October/November and aspects of 
the final scheme in preparation for submitting a planning  
application.

A presentation was given by Richard Knight on details of the 
outline planning application, including what would be included 
and information on the environmental assessment, economic 
benefits and ‘very special circumstances’ justification.

The Group felt that it would be beneficial to continue to hold 
CLG meetings through the planning application process and 
that there should be continued dialogue between Pinewood 
Studios and the community in relation to the Development 
Framework. 

7.5 Forward plan for the Community Liaison Group

It is intended that the CLG will continue to act as the reference 
group for the project as it progresses. The group will be 
kept informed of matters relating to the outline planning 
application and will discuss wider topics relating to the local 
impact of the development.

If the project proceeds past the outline planning stage, it is 
possible that some form of the CLG could continue to feed in to 
future stages.

The next meeting of the Community Liaison Group has been 
scheduled for February 2013.

CLG meeting, 7th November 2012
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Discussing the latest proposals, October 2012
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APPENDIX A :
STAGE 1  UNDERSTANDING THE ISSUES
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A.1 : Consultation boundary

Iver Heath

Langley

Wexham

4km radius

2km radius
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A.2 : Introductory letter - Pinewood Studios 
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A.2 : Introductory letter - Soundings
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Pinewood Studios are about to embark on 
a new process of community consultation 
on the future growth of Pinewood Studios.

At this early stage there is time to share 
your ideas and views to help shape the
plans and we would like to invite you to 
the fi rst stage of a series of events and 
activities in the neighbourhoods around 
the Studios.

During June we will be in and around the local area to start the conversation. 
Please come and talk to us at one of the following locations:

Street
Consultation

If you would like to take part in a Walk & Talk event or contact the Pinewood Studios consultation 
team for more information, please call us on 020 7729 1705 or email us on 
pinewood@soundingsoffi ce.com

For future events please keep an eye on our website at
www.pinewoodgroup.com/pinewoodexpansion

Soundings have been appointed to facilitate the consultation process. We have been asked by Pinewood to act as an 
impartial member of the team, to ensure that your thoughts and views are recorded and considered in an open way.

Walk & Talk 01
Wednesday 20/06/2012
6.30 pm - 8.00 pm
South Iver Heath

Walk & Talk 02 
Saturday 23/06/2012
1.30 pm - 3.00 pm
North Iver Heath 

We will be holding ‘walk & talk’ events in Iver Heath where we would like people to take us 
on a tour of the local area. This will help us get to know the area and discuss local issues 
that will be relevant to the future of Pinewood Studios and the surrounding community.

Walk & Talk events

Development
Framework for 
Pinewood Studios

Saturday 
16/06/2012

9.30 am-
2.30 pm

Iver Heath
School/

Scout hut

Saturday 
16/06/2012

1.00 pm - 
5.00 pm

Stoke Poges 
Village Fete

Friday 
22/06/2012
10.00 am - 

2.00 pm
 Harrow Market, 

Langley
tbc

Sunday 
17/06/2012
10.00 am - 
12.30 pm

Gerrards 
Cross –

Tesco

Friday 
22/06/2012

3.00 pm - 
7.00 pm
Uxbridge 

High Street

Sunday 
17/06/2012

1.30 pm -
4.30 pm

Iver - 
Flowerland

Thursday 
21/06/2012

1.00 pm - 
5.00 pm

Slough Town 
Square, 

High Street

Saturday 
23/06/2012

8.00 am - 
12.00 pm

Denham 
boot sale

Saturday 
23/06/2012

2.00pm - 
5.00 pm

In and around 
Fulmer

A.3 : Stage 1 Initial outreach publicity - public poster
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Development
Framework for 
Pinewood Studios

Pinewood studios are about to 
embark on a new process of 
community consultation on the 
future growth of Pinewood Studios.

At this early stage there is time to 
share your ideas and views to help 
shape the plans and we would like 
to invite you to the first stage of a 
series of events and activities in 
the neighbourhoods around the 
Studios.

www.pinewoodgroup.com/pinewoodexpansion

Call us on 
020 7729 1705 

or email us at
pinewood@soundingsoffice.com

for more information

During June we will be in and around the local 
area to start the conversation. Please come 
and talk to us at one of the following locations:

9.30 am - 2.30 pm
Iver Heath Scout Hut

10.00 am - 12.30 pm 
Gerrards Cross Tesco

1.00 pm - 5.00 pm
Slough Town Square, off the High Street

Walk & Talk 01
Wednesday 20/06/2012
6.30 pm - 8.00 pm
South Iver Heath

Walk & Talk 02 
Saturday 23/06/2012
1.30 pm - 3.00 pm
North Iver Heath 

We will be holding ‘walk & talk’ events in Iver 
Heath where we would like people to take us 
on a tour of the local area. This will help us 
get to know the area and discuss local issues 
that will be relevant to the future of Pinewood 
Studios and the surrounding community.

10.00 am - 2.00 pm
Harrow Market, Langley

1.00 pm - 5.00 pm
Stoke Poges Village Fete

1.30 pm - 4.30 pm
Iver - Flowerland

3.00 pm - 7.00 pm
Uxbridge High Street

8.00 am - 12.00 pm
Denham boot sale

2.00pm - 5.00 pm
In and around Fulmer

Saturday 16/06/2012

Sunday 17/06/2012

Thursday 21/06/2012

Friday 22/06/2012

Saturday 23/06/2012 If you would like to take part in a Walk & 
Talk event contact the Pinewood Studios 
consultation team for more information.

A.3 : Stage 1 Initial outreach publicity - public flyer
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A.4 : Canvass card
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A.5 : Walk & talk feedback sheets
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Initial outreach - 150 postodes mapped / 197 completed canvass cards

Geographic mapping of participation showing completed canvass cards
150 postcodes mapped out of 197 completed canvass cards

A.6 : Participation in initial outreach
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A.7 : Stage 1 Launch event publicity - poster
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A.7 : Stage 1 Launch event publicity - newspaper advertisements

Development
Framework 
For Pinewood
Studios

If you are unable to 
attend the workshop, 
we will also be 
holding a local drop-in 
exhibition at the Royal 
British Legion in 
Iver Heath on:

Friday 20th July:
11am – 4pm
Saturday 21st July:
11am – 4pm

You are invited to come 
and discuss the initial 
consultation fi ndings 
and emerging principles 
for the development 
framework for 
Pinewood Studios. 

Workshop (Please RSVP)
Wednesday 18th July: 
6.30pm – 9.00pm
Doors open at 6pm

Venue:
Pinewood Studios
Pinewood Road
Iver Heath
SL0 0NH

Workshop and 
Exhibition

The Royal British 
Legion Hall
Church Road
Iver Heath
SL0 0RD

Please RSVP to 
reserve a place 
by contacting us 
on 020 7729 1705 
or pinewood@ 
soundingsoffi ce.com

Quarter page newspaper adverts were placed in the 
following local papers to advertise the events:

• Slough and South Bucks Express : 6th July 2012
• Slough Observer : 6th July 2012
• Bucks Free Press : 13th July
• Buckinghamshire Advertiser : 12th July 2012  
• Uxbridge Gazette : 12th July 2012    
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A.7 : Stage 1 Launch event publicity - flyer
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A.8 : Feedback form
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Stage 1 Consultation attendance - 68 postodes mapped / approx 133 attendees

Geographic mapping of participation in Stage 1 public workshop and exhibition - July 2012
68 postcodes mapped out of 133 attendees

A.9 : Stage 1 Initial outreach publicity
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This is the fi rst newsletter 
looking at the Development 
Framework for Pinewood 
Studios. In this edition we give 
an introduction to the project 
and outline the feedback from 
recent consultation undertaken 
with the local community over 
June and July 2012.

About the project

Pinewood Studios wants to create a ‘Development 
Framework’, which will look at a growth strategy for the 
expansion of the Studios over the next 15-20 years.

The growth strategy will be focused on the international 
fi lm industry but will include the wider creative industries, 
supporting TV, commercials and video games.  The proposals 
will not include housing or other uses that are not inherently 
linked to Pinewood’s business operations.

As part of this, an audit of their existing facilities has been 
undertaken and consultants are looking at what additional 
facilities they need to provide, and how and where they can 
provide these. This includes the potential to build on adjacent 
Green Belt land which is owned by Pinewood.

Pinewood have appointed a design team to draw up a plan for 
the site based on this information and they will be assessing 
the size and scale of these facilities as well as how they work 
with the exsting site and surrounding area. The plan will be 
developed between now and the autumn when it is anticipated 
that a planning application will be submitted to South 
Buckinghamshire District Council.

About the process

Soundings have been appointed as an impartial advisor to 
coordinate the public and local stakeholder consultation. This 
is to ensure that your views are recorded and considered 
in an open and rigorous way. We will issue newsletters 
and consultation reports, as well as hold workshops and 
exhibitions, to keep you up to date with the progress of the 
project and feed back to you what we are hearing through 
the consultation. Our work will culminate in a Statement 
of Community Involvement which is a publicly accessible 
planning document and will be a full and transparent record of 
all of our work with the community.

If you would like to get in touch with us at any stage of the 
process, please contact us on 020 7729 1705 and ask for the 
Pinewood consultation team, or email 
pinewood@soundingsoffi ce.com

August 2012
Consultation is scheduled to continue through to 
the submission of a planning application, which is 
currently planned for late autumn. The consultation 
will include further public workshops and exhibitions 
to discuss the proposals as they emerge. 

The next public workshop will be held on:

11th and 12th September 2012
6.30pm - 8.30pm
at
Pinewood Studios
Pinewood Road
Iver Heath
SL0 0NH

A drop-in exhibition will follow this on:

14th & 15th September 2012
11.00am - 4.00pm
at
Iver Heath Royal British Legion
Church Road
Iver Heath
SL0 0RD

There will also be regular meetings with the 
Community Liaison Group which is currently in the 
process of being set up to represent local interests.

Please keep an eye on the website for further 
updates and information

www.pinewoodgroup.com/pinewoodexpansion

NEXT STEPS

Map showing response by area to the questions:

Describe this area in three words

What is special about this area?

What do you feel is missing from the area?

Data collected at ‘pop-up’ events, July 2012

CONSULTATION SO FAR OUTCOME OF INITIAL 
CONSULTATIONSince consultation began with the community in June 2012, 

there have been 14 consultation events engaging people in a 
range of ways.

10 pop-up events 
This is where we conducted consultation on the street in  various 
locations in order to understand a cross section of local opinions 
and perceptions. Some of these events ‘tagged on’ to other local 
events to make sure we could reach as many people as possible. 
The events were held within a 4km radius of Pinewood studios.

2 walk and talk events
At these events local residents guided us around the area to 
describe their neighbourhood and how they use it so that we 
can better understand the area. Individual maps were used 
to collect ideas as well as issues and concerns relating to the 
immediate area and the potential development.

1 public workshop
This provided an opportunity to discuss ideas relating to the 
early stages of the project including the consultation fi ndings 
and potential approach to development. This was attended by 
representatives from Pinewood as well as their consultant team 
including the design team.

1 drop in exhibition
The exhibition which accompanied the fi rst workshop was 
moved to the Iver Heath Royal British Legion for two days 
following the workshop for the public to access the information. 
Additionally two separate drop-in sessions were held prior to 
the workshop for staff and tenants of Pinewood Studios and for 
offi cers of South Bucks District Council and a number of Parish 
Councillors to be guided around the exhibition.

The events have been used to gather a variety of different 
types of information, from getting to know the local area and 
local issues, to understanding the specifi c discussions to be had 
around potential development and local impact.

  POP-UP EVENTS

At the ‘pop-up’ events in June, we used pre-printed 
questionnaires to establish key concerns and priorities for 
the project. The following summary is drawn from the 197 
questionnaires collected. 

We heard a lot of different opinions at the various events, 
including views from either end of the spectrum - those wholly 
in favour of the expansion of the Studios and others who felt it 
would be completely inappropriate. Many comments were made 
referencing the previous planning application and questioning 
how this would be different. Conversations and results also 
highlighted obvious concern over the potential use of adjacent 
Green Belt land for the expansion of the Studios. 

We were also keen to understand what people might like to 
see provided as part any development that progressed, both 
in terms of priorities for the local area and what was deemed 
appropriate for Pinewood to provide as part of the expansion 
of their facilities. The charts and summaries below show how 
people responded to each question.

What are your top 3 priorities for enhancing the local area?

The key themes emerging from responses to this question 
were community facilities (appearing 106 times), transport 
connections, green & public spaces and leisure & sports 
facilities. There were a number of additional suggestions/ 
comments made under ‘other’ such as shops and local facilities 
and activities and entertainment for the young. 

What would your top 3 priorities be for the expansion of 
Pinewood?

Jobs and skills & training were the clear two top priorities, 
each by a signifi cant margin. These were followed by four ‘mid’ 
priorities, each receiving over 50 ratings - landscape character, 
studio space, education and keeping up with market demands. 
In this category additional offi ce space was considered the least 
important issue. There were a number of additional suggestions 
/ comments made under ‘other’, including opportunities for 
apprenticeships, jobs and experience specifi cally for young 
people and building better relationships with local people.

  WALK & TALKS

The walk & talk events were predominantly attended by 
residents of Iver Heath and therefore focused on very local 
issues. A total of 37 people attended the events and the 
feedback is drawn from the 17 comment maps which were 
returned at the end.

Preservation of the Green Belt land was the dominant issue 
discussed at these events, specifi cally in connection with local 
residents’ own use of the land for recreational purposes. 
Residents also had concerns about access to, and protection of, 
The Clump, a patch of woodland to the east of the land owned 
by Pinewood. The third area most commented on was traffi c 
congestion and problems with Pinewood Road and Five-Points 
Roundabout and with rat-running through Pinewood Green. 

  WORKSHOP & EXHIBITION

The fi rst public workshop and drop-in exhibition were held in 
July 2012. Around 100 people attended the fi rst public workshop 
to discuss the Development Framework and over 40 attended 
the exhibition.

At the workshop, presentations were given by representatives 
of Pinewood Studios and their consultants to explain why 
expansion was necessary and what they hoped to achieve 
through producing a Development Framework. Feedback forms 
were used at both the public workshop and exhibition to collect 
comments on issues relating to potential development. 

Discussion topics and issues raised at the workshop 
included:

The previous planning application: Many attendees felt 
that there was a good deal of explanation required in order 
to differentiate the current development plans from the 
previous planning application. It was clarifi ed that the current 
development was only looking at providing additional facilities 
for the Studios and that no housing would be proposed.

Threat to the Green Belt: The majority of attendees at the 
workshop felt that it was inappropriate to propose development 
on the adjacent Green Belt land which is owned by Pinewood 
and were reluctant to even discuss the possibilty of this. It was 
felt that it would have a negative impact on the quality of life in 
the area. There was also concern that it would set a precedent 
for future development on Green Belt sites.  

Is development here necessary? Questions were raised over 
whether there is the potential to develop elsewhere or to make 
better use of the existing site. 
 
Opportunities for employment and training: Comments were 
made relating to the potential for more employment locally or 
training facilities for young people. It was considered that these 
would be positive outcomes of any development.

A full report on initial consultation fi ndings and workshop 
results,is available to download from the website at 
www.pinewoodgroup.com/pinewoodexpansion

Yes - 81%

No - 16%

Don’t Know - 3%

Do you have concerns about using Green Belt land for 
development?

Yes - 66%

No - 19%

Don’t Know - 15%

Momentarily putting aside the Green Belt issue, do you 
understand the need for Pinewood to expand?

If so, what are they?

The following comments were the top 5 concerns related to 
using Green Belt land for development.

1. Green Belt policy says it can’t be built on and should be   
    preserved in principle
2. Urban Sprawl / over development
3. It will set a precedent for future use of Green Belt land
4. It will affect my quality of life
5. Environmental / ecological impact

Studio Space 61
Jobs 140
Design Quality 34
Security & Safety 18
Education 58
Skills & Training 99
Landscape Character 66
O�ce Space 3
Keeping Up with Market Demands 46
Other 29

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

110

120

130

140

St
ud

io
 S

pa
ce

Jo
bs

D
es

ig
n 

Q
ua

lit
y

Se
cu

rit
y 

&
 S

af
et

y

Ed
uc

at
io

n

Sk
ill

s 
&

 T
ra

in
in

g

La
nd

sc
ap

e 
Ch

ar
ac

te
r

O
�

ce
 S

pa
ce

Ke
ep

in
g 

U
p 

w
ith

 M
ar

ke
t D

em
an

ds

O
th

er

Fr
eq

ue
nt

ly
 li

st
ed

 a
s 

a 
pr

io
rit

y 
fo

r e
xp

an
si

on
 o

f P
in

ew
w

od

We asked all participants who completed a Canvass Card “What 
would your top 3 priorities be for the expansion of Pinewood?”

Jobs and skills & training were the clear two top priorities, each by 
a signi�cant margin.  These were followed by four ‘mid’ priorities, 
each receiving over 50 ratings - landscape character, studio space, 
education and keeping up with market demands.

There were a number of additional suggestions / comments made 
(under ‘other’). The main points are summarised below, in order of 
frequency:

Develop on the existing site only, no housing
Opportunity for apprenticeship, jobs and experience for young 
people
Do not increase pressures on local infrastructure / tra�c
Retain greenspace and character
Suggestions to expand elsewhere in the country
Pinewood needs the competitive advantage
Build better relationships with local residents
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We asked all participants who completed as Canvass Card, “What are your top 
3 priorities for enhancing the local area?”

The key themes emerging from responses to this question were community 
facilities (top priority), transport connections, green & public spaces and 
leisure & sports facilities.

There were a number of additional suggestions / comments made (under 
‘other’). The main points are summarised below, in order of frequency. 
Coincidentally these re�ect and reinforce the top 4 priorities:

Shops and local facilities
Retain existing character, doesn’t need anything
Improve the road network, reduce congestion and public transport for the 
elderly
Increased employment opportunities
Conservation of the Green Belt land
Activities, leisure and entertainment for local people, speci�cally young 
people

Round table discussions at the public workshop

Results are based on the 84 feedback forms collected at the 
events.

Pop-up event at Stoke Poges

Walk & Talk in Iver Heath

Public drop-in exhibition

A.10 : Newsletter 01 - August 2012
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APPENDIX B :
STAGE 2 CONCEPT DESIGN PROPOSALS
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B.1 : Stage 2 Publicity - poster
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Development
Framework for 
Pinewood Studios
You are invited to come and discuss the concept proposals 
for the development framework for Pinewood Studios. 

For more information contact us on
 020 7729 1705 

pinewood@soundingsoffice.com
or visit the website 

www.pinewoodgroup.com/
pinewoodexpansion

Workshop (please RSVP)

Tuesday 11th September 2012
6.30 pm - 8.30 pm (Doors 5.30pm)
Pinewood Studios, Pinewood Road, 
Iver Heath, SL0 0NH

Wednesday 12th September 2012
6.30 pm - 8.30 pm (Doors 5.30pm)
Pinewood Studios, SL0 0NH

Please note the workshop will take the same format 
on both evenings so there is no need to attend both.
Please RSVP: 
020 7729 1705 or pinewood@soundingsoffice.com

Drop-in Exhibition

Friday 14th September 2012
11.00 am - 4.00 pm
The Royal British Legion Hall, Church Road, 
Iver Heath, SL0 0RD

Saturday 15th September 2012
11.00 am - 4.00 pm
The Royal British Legion Hall, Church Road, 
Iver Heath, SL0 0RD

Please RSVP to reserve a place by contacting us 
on 020 7729 1705 or pinewood@soundingsoffice.com

B.1 : Stage 2 Publicity - flyer
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 Development 
Framework for 
Pinewood Studios

About you

Name

Organisation (if applicable)

Address

Post code

Email

Please tick here if you do not want to be contacted about this project in the future.

01 The emerging scheme 

1.     The outline design proposes a scheme which better reflects current and future film industry and screen based 
industry needs and, if approved would replace the 2006 masterplan. The proposed scheme would pave the way 
for up to a third of the new development to be accommodated on the existing site. Do you support this approach?

2. Is the general design rule of larger, taller structures in the middle of the eastern site surrounded by incrementally 
smaller buildings toward the outer edges of the scheme one you support in principle? 

3. Do you feel the layout of the buildings works well with the wider landscape and retained features, like the 
‘Clump’? 

4. Do you support the use of earthwork ‘bunds’, tree planting and hedges to screen and soften the impact of the 
scheme?  

 

Feedback Form series 2
September 2012

Very supportive  Supportive      Don’t know            Concerned      Very concerned   

Very supportive  Supportive      Don’t know            Concerned      Very concerned   

Very supportive  Supportive      Don’t know            Concerned      Very concerned   

Very supportive  Supportive      Don’t know            Concerned      Very concerned   

B.2 : Stage 2 Feedback form
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02  Wider Issues 

5. Are there any particular community benefits you think the Pinewood Development Framework could deliver   
 either on or off site? If so - please name up to three benefits.  

6. If public transport improvements could be supported directly or indirectly through the development - what   
  new or extended bus routes would be most popular in your view? (name up to three). For each route    
          described please indicate what days of the week and time(s) of the day you think demand would be at it’s 
 highest.
  
 Route:        Peak day(s)  Peak time(s) 

7. Please rank your top three priorities below in order of importance as regards means of improving public  
 transport and minimising the impact of vehicular traffic in the area (using numbers 1 for first priority, 2 for 
 second priority, 3 for third priority in the space provided).       
 

 a. Increasing the frequency of the shuttle bus service that currently runs between Pinewood,      a. Priority
 Uxbridge and Slough.

 b. Offering a new shuttle bus service connection between the studio and the Crossrail station     b. Priority
 at Iver (when the service begins to operate in 2018).

 c. Providing a new access to the eastern site off Sevenhills Road.            c. Priority

	 d.	Providing	traffic	signal	controls	at	Five	Points	roundabout.	 	 	 	 									d.	Priority

 e. Liaising with the council to devise agreed means of preventing or managing ‘rat running’         e. Priority
 through local residential areas.

 f. Creating a new vehicular entry point to make arrival and departure from the Studios more        f. Priority
	 efficient,	preventing	traffic	build-up.

	 g.	Providing	more	efficient	parking	on	site.	 	 	 	 	 	 									g.	Priority

 h. Other (please say what below)                h. Priority
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8. Do you think it is important that the project provides local employment and economic benefits? 

 If so, please rank your top three key priorities from the examples given below using numbers 1, 2 and 3   
 for first, second and third choices as to how this could be achieved:

	 a.	Growing	the	on-site	apprenticeship	scheme.	 	 	 	 	 						 a.	Priority

 b. Offering sponsorship to young local people.      b. Priority

 c. Liaising with local colleges to provide a bespoke educational avenue into the world   c. Priority
	 of	film	and	screen	based	technologies.

 d. Building a shared knowledge network between the Studio and key further education   d. Priority
 providers such as Amersham & Wycombe College or the Uxbridge Brunel University campus.

 e. Entering into dialogue with apprenticeship and skills based ‘studio schools’.   e. Priority

 f. Offering a concrete commitment to employ local people wherever possible.   f. Priority

 g. Linking up and working with the LEP’s (Local Economic Partnership – these are   g. Priority
	 locally-owned	partnerships	between	local	authorities	and	businesses	to	stimulate	the	economy).

 h. Putting a local procurement plan together.       h. Priority

 i. Setting targets for sourcing local materials, services and labour.    i. Priority

9. Thinking about community and youth facilities - do you feel that there is a demand here that Pinewood could  
 respond to?  If so, please tell us what this could be below:

03  Other thoughts

10. Do you have any suggestion for how Pinewood could improve its offer to  tenants through the new    
 development? If so, please list up to three ideas below:

 

Yes     No     Don’t Know
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11. Do you have any other thoughts for how the design of the scheme could be improved? If so, please list up to 
 three suggestions below:

04  The consultation

10. Has the event been informative?  (please note whether this was a drop-in exhibition or workshop)

11. Have you taken part in any other consultation exercise on the current project?

 If so, please tell us what?

12. Do you feel that you have been listened to?

13. Is there anything you would recommend we change to improve the consultation?

Extremely  Very            Don’t know           Not really      Not at all  

Yes     No  

Very much  Yes            Don’t know           Not really      Not at all  
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Stage 2 Consultation attendance - 82 postodes mapped / approx 114 attendees

Geographic mapping of participation in Stage 2 public workshop and exhibition - September 2012
82 postcodes mapped out of 114 attendees

B.4 : Participation in Stage 2 events
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Questions on transport and access included topics such as 
access points for the new site, wider transport issues and 
potential improvements to public transport. 

In terms of priorities for transport considerations, the following 
points came through as the top 3 issues for the community:

1. Liaising with the council to devise agreed means of
   preventing or managing ‘rat-running’ through local     
   residential areas

2. Providing a new access off Sevenhills Road

3. Creating a new vehicular entry point to make arrival and  
    departure from the Studios more efficient, preventing  
    traffic build up

02 October 2012

Welcome to the second edition 
of the Pinewood Studios 
Development Framework 
newsletter. In this edition, 
we present the evolving 
designs for the scheme and 
community feedback on the 
draft proposals from the public 
events held in September.

CONSULTATION 
FEEDBACK

The next series of events on the design proposals will 
concentrate on the development of the scheme since the 
events in September and in response to the feedback 
received.

Public workshops will be held on:

Tuesday 30th October 2012
2.30pm - 5.00pm
and
6.30pm - 9.00pm

Wednesday 31st October 2012
2.30pm - 5.00pm

Pinewood Studios
Pinewood Road
Iver Heath
SLO ONH

Please RSVP to pinewood@soundingsoffice.com or 
020 7729 1705 if you would like to attend one of the 
workshops and let us know which session you will be 
attending.

Please be aware that all workshops follow the same 
format, so it is only necessary to attend one session.

A drop-in exhibition will follow this on:

Friday 2nd & Saturday 3rd November 2012
11.00am - 4.00pm

Iver Heath Village Hall
St Margaret’s Close
Iver Heath
SLO ODA

Please keep an eye on the website for further updates 
and information

www.pinewoodgroup.com/pinewoodexpansion

UPCOMING EVENTS

TRANSPORT AND ACCESS

LANDSCAPE STRATEGY AND MANAGEMENT

VISUAL CHARACTER

A series of public events were held during September 2012 to 
discuss the emerging design proposals for the Development 
Framework. 

The events attracted over 100 local people. All of the feedback 
gathered at these events has been analysed and the design 
team are reviewing the feedback and working on a revised 
version of the scheme.

The below analysis provides a summary of the general response 
to the draft proposals, as well as feedback on the three topics 
discussed at the public workshops.

OVERVIEW

The topic of visual character covered the arrangement and 
appearance of buildings.

It was considered appropriate by most people that the 
buildings were arranged so that larger buildings were nearer 
the centre of the site and becoming smaller towards the edges 
where they would be screened by landscape treatments.

Some concern was expressed over the visual impact of the 
larger buildings and it was generally supported that buildings 
such as large studios/stages should be softened in appearance 
where possible, using facade treatments such as ‘green walls’.

Where buildings have been proposed in the field to the south-
west of The Clump, behind Pinewood Green, the feedback was 
that the style of building should be more traditional, in line 
with the existing Heatherden Hall, rather than a more modern 
style of architecture. Consultees also felt that this should be 
screened from view as much as possible to retain a more open 
and green feeling in that area.

Another suggestion raised by several consultees was whether 
there was potential to develop below ground, or sink certain 
structures, wherever possible as a way of further mitigating the 
impact of the development.

People were also keen to see more visualisations of how the 
proposals would look from surrounding areas, so that they 
could better understand the visual impact of the development.

It should be noted that many consultees took part in the 
consultation with the understanding that this did not alter the 
fact that they remained opposed to development on the Green 
Belt and that their participation in the process was simply a way 
to ensure that the impact of the development, in the event that 
it should proceed, would be minimised as far as possible. 

Many people could understand the reasons behind the 
principles of the Development Framework and the reasons for 
key design decisions, but found it hard to necessarily support 
the idea of the development. The issue of Green Belt land 
remains a major concern to local people. 

The principle of using landscape treatments around the 
edges of the site to soften the impact of the development was 
generally considered positive, as well as providing areas to 
support biodiversity.

Discussions around the use and management of The Clump 
found that the majority of people felt that there should be 
‘unrestricted access’ to The Clump for local people, however, 
the question of who should manage it received mixed views.  
Options for ‘left to nature’ and ‘local community’ received the 
most support, closely followed by ‘independent third party’ 
and ‘local council’ - however many people felt it should be a 
combination of two or more options such as an independent 
third party with specialist knowledge who could work with the 
local community.

A landscape management plan will focus on improving recreational 
access to The Clump and retained open areas outside the 
secure Studios site, maximising the wildlife value of the site 
through appropriate maintenance regimes that also consider the 
constraints of working film studios.

The Development Framework responds to the site constraints by 
siting the two additional clusters so that:

• The space available on the existing site is optimised

• There is a major separation between the southern edge of   
 development and the edge of Pinewood Green

• There is no built development on the land fill area, which will   
 provide space for a back lot and car parking

• The Clump and tree lines are preserved and integrated into the  
 Framework as local assets

• The two new production clusters are set back from the   
 boundary of the east area and screened by landscape   
 corridors around the site

• A new entrance to the site is created north of the bend in   
 Pinewood Road

potential landscaping for screening, amenity and ecological enhancement

DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES

PROPOSED FACILITIES

Development Framework 
For Pinewood Studios

Outline framework

Landscaped boundary 
to perimeter of site to 
minimise visual impact

Backlot for new 
production clusters 
provided on site of 
landfi ll cells

Entrance area moved 
further north and 
enlarged to serve 
both the East and 
West sites.

Smaller buildings sited 
nearer to the edges of 
the site and screened by 
landscape features

Low-rise offi ce buildings 
set in a wetland area 
and screened with a 
landscaped ‘bund’

Existing farmhouse 
buildings

The Clump, tree lines and 
south-eastern fi eld are 
retained

Larger buildings clustered 
toward the centre of 
the site to reduce visual 
impact

Areas identifi ed on the 
existing site to make way 
for as much of the required 
new accommodation as 
possible

Potential new access point 
from Sevenhills Road if 
traffi c and other technical 
assessments show it to be 
necessary

Principles of the Development Framework

N

Development principles

The Development Framework responds to the site 
constraints by siting the two additional clusters so 
that:

• There is a major separation between the        
 southern edge of development and the edge of    
 Pinewood Green

• There is no built development on the land fi ll    
 area, which will provide space for a back lot     
 and car parking

• The Clump and tree lines are preserved and     
 integrated into the Framework

• The two new production clusters are set      
 back from the boundary of the east area and    
 screened by landscape corridors around the    
 site

• A new entrance to the site is created north of    
 the bend in Pinewood Road

Facilities 

The diagram to the right shows an illustrative idea 
of how the two new clusters might work. Each 
production cluster requires a mix of large and 
small stages, ancillary accommodation, workshops 
and offi ces.  The diagram also shows how space 
might be better utilised on the existing site to 
accommodate as much of the need as is practically 
possible.  The concept designs respond to the current 
understanding of what is required for the successful 
expansion of the Studios and outlines the following 
provision:

• 3 new stages on the existing site

• 8 new large stages and 2 new smaller stages on   
 the Eastern site

• Suitably sized back lot area for, eg., the construction  
 of external sets

• Ancillary accommodation for the stages on a 1:1   
 ratio

• Media Park offi ce and ancillary accommodation

• Car parking on both East and West sites

The intention would be to bring the development 
forward in three phases over the 15-20 year period.

New buildings

New temporary buildings

Retained buildings

Proposed demolitions

Existing buildings

Buildings on the existing site

Proposed demolitions on the existing site

Proposed new buildings on East and West site

Proposed sound stages

Proposed smaller stages

Proposed ancillary buildings (offi ce/workshop/production facilities)

Production clusters

EMERGING DESIGN 
PROPOSALS
Over the past few months, the design team has been assessing 
the function of the existing Studios, the need for additional 
facilities and the question of how they can accommodate the 
additional building and space requirements necessary for the 
future.

There are a number of factors that have to be examined when 
considering where to site the new facilities and many existing 
constraints that need to be taken in to account. Initial design 
proposals have been produced to show how the expansion could 
work in relation to the existing site, the ‘Western area’ and use 
of the adjacent land, the ‘Eastern area’, which is also owned by 
Pinewood Studios.

The key objective of the framework is to locate the new filming 
facilities (two new clusters) to achieve a balance between 
retaining landscape features and open space, minimising the 
impact of the development and ensuring efficient operational 
layout of the new studio facilities.

The diagram on the far right illustrates how the two new 
clusters might work and complement two clusters on the 
existing site. Each production cluster requires a mix of large and 
small stages, ancillary accommodation, workshops and offices. 
The diagram also shows how space might be better utilised on 
the existing western site to accommodate as much of the need 
as is practically possible. The concept designs respond to the 
current understanding of what is required for the successful 
expansion of the Studios and outlines the following provision:

• 3 new stages on the existing site

• 8 new large stages and 2 new smaller stages on the    
 Eastern site

• Suitably sized back lot area for, eg., the construction    
 of external sets

• Ancillary accommodation for the stages on a 1:1 ratio

• Media Park office and ancillary accommodation

• Car parking on both East and West sites

If the scheme is approved, the intention would be to develop the  
site in three main phases over a 15-20 year period. Proposed sound stages

Proposed smaller stages

Proposed ancillary buildings (office/
workshop/production facilities)

Production clusters

Pinewood Green
- Iver Heath community aspiration

for permitted access
to private land

Fulmer

land�ll cells

Ecological movement 
corridors and habitats

Plots which could be created by 
demolitions on existing site

Noise and air quality issues

Adjacent residential areas

Diagram showing existing site constraints

Pinewood Green

Fulmer

Landfill cells

Community 
aspiration for 
access to land

M25

The landscape strategy is based on the principles of retaining 
existing landscape features, enhancing the appearance of the 
Studios and screening the new development from near views as 
far as possible.

• The landscape character of the areas around the edges of the   
 site will be preserved and enhanced

• The section of Pinewood Road north of the existing entrance   
 into the Studios will retain its open character with hedges   
 framing the road

• The boundary with Sevenhills Road will retain its tree lined   
 character

• The boundary with Pinewood Green will retain grassland with   
 views towards The Clump and could include a landscaped   
 ‘bund’ to minimise views of the development

• Tree species used throughout the site will be a combination   
 of native species such as Oak and Ash that give so much   
 character to the area and tall evergreen species such as Cedar  
 and Redwoods that grow within the historic gardens  of   
 Pinewood.

RETAINING FEATURES AND CHARACTER

Illustration showing the draft Development Framework

B.5 : Newsletter 02 - October 2012
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APPENDIX C :
STAGE 3 DRAFT DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK
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Public Workshops (please RSVP)

Tuesday 30th October 2012
2.30 pm - 5.00 pm (Doors open 2.00 pm)
Pinewood Studios, Pinewood Road, Iver Heath, SL0 0NH

Tuesday 30th October 2012
6.30 pm - 9.00 pm (Doors open 6.00 pm)
Pinewood Studios, Pinewood Road, Iver Heath, SL0 0NH

Wednesday 31st October 2012
2.30 pm - 5.00 pm (Doors open 2.00 pm)
Pinewood Studios, Pinewood Road, Iver Heath, SL0 0NH

Drop-in Exhibition

Friday 2nd November 2012
11.00 am - 4.00 pm
Iver Heath Village Hall, St Margaret’s Close, 

Iver Heath, SL0 0DA

Saturday 3rd November 2012
11.00 am - 4.00 pm
Iver Heath Village Hall, St Margaret’s Close, 

Iver Heath, SL0 0DA

Please RSVP to 
reserve a place by 
contacting us 
on 020 7729 1705 or 
pinewood@
soundingsoffice.com 

Please be aware that all 
workshops follow the same
format, so it is only necessary 
to attend one session.

Development
Framework for 
Pinewood Studios

You are invited to come and discuss the next 
stage of the proposals for the Development 
Framework for Pinewood Studios 

If you are unable to attend 
the workshop, we will also 
be holding a local drop-in 
exhibition at Iver Heath 
Village Hall.

Please keep an eye on the 
website for further updates
and information
www.pinewoodgroup.com/
pinewoodexpansion

C.1 : Stage 3 Publicity - poster
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Please RSVP to pinewood@soundingsoffice.com or 020 7729 1705 if you would like to attend one of the 
workshops and let us know which session you will be attending. For more information please visit the website:
www.pinewoodgroup.com/pinewoodexpansion

Tuesday 30th October 2012 
2.30 pm - 5.00 pm 
Pinewood Studios 

Iver Heath, SL0 0NH

Wednesday 31st October 2012
2.30 pm - 5.00 pm
Pinewood Studios, Iver Heath, SL0 0NH

6.30 pm - 9.00 pm
Pinewood Studios

Iver Heath, SL0 0NH

Workshops (please RSVP) Drop-in Exhibition 

Friday 2nd November 2012
11.00 am - 4.00 pm
Iver Heath Village Hall, St Margaret’s Close, 

Iver Heath, SL0 0DA

Saturday 3rd November 2012
11.00 am - 4.00 pm
Iver Heath Village Hall, St Margaret’s Close, 

Iver Heath, SL0 0DA

You are invited to come and discuss the next 
stage of the proposals for the Development 
Framework for Pinewood Studios

C.2 : Stage 3 Publicity - flyer
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About you

Name

Organisation (if applicable)

Address

Post code

Email

Please tick here if you do not want to be contacted about this project in the future.

DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK FOR PINEWOOD STUDIOS

This form relates to the draft proposals for the Development Framework for Pinewood Studios. 

The key principles that have informed the proposed Development Framework are:

•	 Optimising	the	use	of	the	existing	west	area	to	accommodate	30%	of	the	required	facilities
•	 Creating	a	major	separation	between	the	southern	edge	of	the	development	and	the	boundary	with	

Pinewood Green

•	 Using	the	land	fill	area	for	required	back	lot	and	car	parking	where	built	development	isn’t	possible
•	 Retaining	The	Clump	and	existing	tree	lines	to	integrate	into	the	Framework
•	 Setting	all	buildings	back	from	the	boundary	of	the	east	area	and	using	landscape	screening	

methods around the edge to minimise the visual impact of the development

•	 Creating	a	new	entrance	to	the	site	north	of	the	bend	in	Pinewood	Road

Please fill in this form to let us know your views on the Development Framework.

Feedback Form
October	/	November		2012

C.2 : Stage 3 Feedback form
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We understand from consultation so far that there are varying views on the proposals for development, 
with	some	people	against	the	expansion	of	the	Studios	as	they	consider	the	impact	on	the	Green	Belt	to	
be	unacceptable,	and	others	in	support	of	expansion	even	though	it	requires	development	in	the	Green	
Belt.	Others	are	in	between	or	as-yet	undecided.	In	order	to	understand	the	feedback	we	receive,	we	
would like you to tell us which of the following applies to you. 

With	this	in	mind,	we	would	appreciate	your	views	on	the	following	questions.

2.  Do you agree with the general approach of the Development Framework as set out in the   
 key principles at the top of the page?

	 If	not,	can	you	tell	us	why?

Arrangement of buildings

3.  A significant proportion of the required facilities are proposed to be located on the   
 existing ‘west’ site to minimise the amount of development on the east site. 
 Do you agree with this approach? 

	 If	not,	can	you	tell	us	why?

4.  It is proposed that taller buildings are sited near the centre of the east site, becoming   
 smaller towards the edges. Do you agree with the general arrangement of the buildings?

	 If	not,	can	you	tell	us	why?

Strongly agree             Agree     Neutral           Disagree    Strongly disagree

Strongly agree             Agree     Neutral           Disagree    Strongly disagree

Strongly agree             Agree     Neutral           Disagree    Strongly disagree

A.	Disagree	with	the	principle	of	the	development	due	to	the	Green	Belt
B.	Support	the	growth	of	the	Studios	even	though	it	affects	the	Green	Belt
C.	Somewhere	in	between	A	and	B
D.	Undecided	as-yet
E. Other (please tell us what)
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Landscape approach

5.  Landscape features are proposed to screen the development and soften the visual impact  
 from the surrounding area? Do you agree with the general approach to landscaping?

	 If	not,	can	you	tell	us	why?

6.  It is proposed that the community will be allowed permitted access to the south-eastern   
 field and areas of The Clump? Do you agree with this proposal?

	 If	not,	can	you	tell	us	why?

7. Pinewood Studios are considering approaching a third party organisation to develop a   
 management plan for The Clump, in conjunction with the local community. Do you   
 agree with this approach?

	 If	not,	can	you	tell	us	why?

8.  A wetland area is proposed in the south-eastern field in order to help ensure no net loss in  
 the biodiversity value across the site. Do you agree with this approach?

	 If	not,	can	you	tell	us	why?

Strongly agree             Agree     Neutral           Disagree    Strongly disagree

Strongly agree             Agree     Neutral           Disagree    Strongly disagree

Strongly agree             Agree     Neutral           Disagree    Strongly disagree

Strongly agree             Agree     Neutral           Disagree    Strongly disagree
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Southern field

9.  The Development Framework proposes that the greater part of the development is located 
 to the north of the site away from residential areas. However, the design team needs to   
 locate a new headquarters building in the southern field to provide office facilities. 
 Do you agree with locating this office building in the southern field?

	 If	not,	can	you	tell	us	why?

10.  It is proposed that a more traditional style of building would be designed for the southern  
 field that has the potential to add to the setting of the area and may not require complete   
 landscape screening. Do you agree with this approach?

	 If	not,	can	you	tell	us	why?

11.  The proposals include a landscaped ‘bund’ in the southern field to partially screen the   
 view of the development from Pinewood Green. Do you agree with this approach?

	 If	not,	can	you	tell	us	why?

Transport and access

12.  The main access to the site will be from Pinewood Road, with the entrance moved further  
 north to allow for a joint entrance to both sites. An access point on Sevenhills Road will   
 allow emergency access only. Do you agree with this approach to site access?

	 If	not,	can	you	tell	us	why?

Strongly agree             Agree     Neutral           Disagree    Strongly disagree

Strongly agree             Agree     Neutral           Disagree    Strongly disagree

Strongly agree             Agree     Neutral           Disagree    Strongly disagree

Strongly agree             Agree     Neutral           Disagree    Strongly disagree
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13.  What aspect of the proposals do you most value? (Please choose one)

14. Please indicate the most important local benefit you think should be delivered by the   
 scheme

15.  What is your general level of support or opposition for the proposed expansion of    
 Pinewood Studios?

Provision of landscape screening

Introduction	of	areas	of	biodiversity	–	i.e.	wetland	areas
Retention	of	The	Clump	and	other	existing	landscape	features	such	as	the	tree	lines
Release	of	The	Clump	for	public	access
Reconfiguring	the	existing	site	to	accommodate	up	to	a	third	of	the	required	development	
Setting the buildings in from the edge on the eastern site to minimise impact of development

Design	quality	of	headquarter	building	in	southern	field
Retention	of	a	significant	proportion	of	the	southern	fields
Provision	of	a	joint	access	point	to	east	and	west	site	to	minimise	traffic	build	up
Provision	of	a	split	level	car	park	to	minimise	space	required	for	parking	on	existing	site
Other?	Please	tell	us	what

Improvements	to	Pinewood	Road
Strategy	for	managing	rat-running	through	local	areas
Improvements	to	Five	Points	roundabout
Local jobs 

Youth	training	schemes	–	such	as	apprenticeships	and	sponsorship	
Providing an education facility through working with local colleges

Other?	Please	tell	us	what

Strongly support             Support    Neutral            Oppose   Strongly oppose
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Consultation

16.  Was the consultation process useful and informative?

17.  Do you feel you have been listened to?

18.  Do you feel that the proposals have improved through consultation?

Additional comments:

Excellent	 												Good	 																Average	 										Poor																									Very	poor	

Very	much		 											Yes	 															Don’t	know	 									Not	really																		Not	at	all

Very	much		 											Yes	 															Don’t	know	 									Not	really																		Not	at	all
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Table Number:

Date:

Spokesperson:
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Any questions?

02 Landscape approach 03 Transport strategy01 General layout & appearance

1.1  What do you think is the most successful 
aspect of the general layout & appearance of 
the scheme?

1.2  What do you think is the least successful 
aspect of the general layout & appearance of 
the scheme? 

1.3  Are there any aspects you think require 
further attention?

2.1  What do you think is the most successful 
aspect of the landscape approach?

2.2  What do you think is the least successful 
aspect of the landscape approach?

2.3  Are there any aspects you think require 
further attention?

3.3  Are there any aspects you think require 
further attention?

3.1  What do you think is the most successful 
aspect of the transport strategy?

3.2  What do you think is the least successful 
aspect of the transport strategy?

Development 
Framework for 
Pinewood Studios

Key principles 
informing the proposed 
Development Framework

Development Framework 
For Pinewood Studios

Development Framework - Draft proposals

Development principles

The key principles that have informed the proposed 
Development Framework are:

•	To optimise use of existing west area to     
 accommodate 30% of the required facilities

•	There is a major separation between the     
   southern edge of development and the edge of   
 Pinewood Green

•	There is no built development on the land fill   
 area, which will provide space for a back lot    
 and car parking

•	The Clump and tree lines are preserved and    
 integrated into the Framework

•	New production areas are set back from the   
 boundary of the east area and screened by    
 landscape corridors around the site

•	A new entrance to the site is created north of   
 the bend in Pinewood Road

Changes to the proposals

Since the concept design proposals were presented 
in September 2012,  the design team have been 
refining certain areas of the scheme. The primary 
changes that have been made are:

•	The buildings in the southern field have been    
 reviewed and have reduced in number. The amount  
 of space they use has also been reduced in order   
 to minimise the impact on the existing field.

•	The landscape bund in the southern field has    
 been pulled further away from the boundary with   
 Pinewood Green.

•	The arrangement of the buildings in the southern   
 field has been altered to reflect a style more in    
 keeping with the existing Heatherden Hall.

•	The secondary access point  on Sevenhills Road   
 has been converted into an emergency access    
 point only and the location has moved further    
 west to work in with exiting gaps in the tree line.   
 This will be for the use of emergency vehicles, but   
 not general traffic to the site.

•	The new main entrance proposed on Pinewood    
 Road has been further refined to take traffic off   
 Pinewood Road as smoothly as possible to ease   
 pressure on traffic queuing issues.

•	The internal perimeter road which skirts the    
 north-western edge of The Clump has been moved  
 further away from the existing trees to provide    
 more of an ecological buffer zone.

•	The split level car park proposed on the      
 existing site has been set back on the upper    
 levels and the intention will be for it to have a    
 sensitive architectural treatment, such as a green   
 facade.

Revised scheme - October 2012

Key

Proposed sound stages

Smaller flexible stages

New stage proposed as part of 
separate planning application

Split level car park 

New ancillary facilities proposed for 
existing site

New ancillary facilities proposed for 
west site

Existing buildings

Back lots

Optimising the use of the existing west area 
to accommodate a proportion of the 
required facilities

Creating a major separation between the 
southern edge of the development and the 
boundary with Pinewood Green

Using the land fill area for required back lot 
and car parking where built development 
isn’t possible

Retaining The Clump and existing tree lines to 
integrate into the Framework

Setting all buildings back from the boundary 
of the east area and using landscape 
screening methods around the edge 
to minimise the visual impact of the 
development

Creating a new entrance to the site north of 
the bend in Pinewood Road

1

2

3

4

5

6

2

3

4

5

6

5

5

1

New sound stages

Smaller flexible stages

New stage proposed as part of 
separate planning application

Split level car park 

New ancillary facilities proposed for 
existing site

New ancillary facilities proposed for 
west site

Existing buildings

Back lots

C.3 : Table sheets
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Geographic mapping of participation in Stage 3 public workshops and exhibition - October/November 2012
68 postcodes mapped out of 97 attendees

Stage 3 Consultation attendance - 68 postodes mapped / approx 97 attendees

C.4 : Stage 3 events attendance map
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APPENDIX D :
COMMUNITY LIAISON GROUP
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Contact Organisation CLG status

Peter Bennet Thames Valley Police Accepted / CLG member

Anne Bolton Local resident Accepted / CLG member

Malcolm Christopher Local resident Accepted / CLG member

Jenny Cooper On the Lot Accepted / CLG member

David Cork Amersham and Wycombe College Accepted / CLG member

Peter Glanfield Local resident Accepted / CLG member

Jessica Le Marchand Arc Plc (on-site tenant) Accepted / CLG member

Sylvie Lowe Stop Project Pinewood Accepted / CLG member

Dominique Oliver Pinewood Young Film Makers Accepted / CLG member

David Povey Local resident Accepted / CLG member

Phoebe Rudomino Diving Services UK Ltd. (on-site tenant) Accepted / CLG member

Pauline Vahey Fulmer Parish Council Accepted / CLG member

Graham Young Richings Park / Thorney Residents Association Accepted / CLG member

Rupert Waters Bucks Business First Accepted / CLG member

Nick Long Turtle Canyon (on-site tenant) Accepted / CLG member

Sarah Meere Studio Schools Accepted / CLG member

Andrew Chrystal Iver Educational Trust Accepted / CLG member

Reg Gould Iver Parish Council Accepted / CLG member

Carol Gibson Iver Parish Council Accepted / CLG member

Samantha Woodcock Iver Infants School Accepted / CLG member

Kristen Platt Creative Skillset Accepted / CLG member

Cathy Hunt Fulmer Infant School Accepted / CLG member

Angela Hurlstone Bucks Girl Guides Accepted / CLG member

Malcolm Bradford District Councillor for Wexham and Iver West Did not respond to invitation

Damon Clark District Councillor for Iver Heath Did not respond to invitation

Luisa Sullivan District Councillor for Iver Heath Did not respond to invitation

Wendy Matthews Chair Iver Parish Council, Chair Did not respond to invitation

Anita Cranmer District Councillor for Hedgerly and Fulmer Did not respond to invitation

Geoff Spring Wexham Parish Council Did not respond to invitation

Nik Powell National Film & Television School Did not respond to invitation

Mark Bos Boundless, Freemantle Media Did not respond to invitation

Paul Britton Thames Valley Chamber of Commerce Did not respond to invitation

Andrew Montgomery St Margaret’s Church Did not respond to invitation

George Howard St Peters Centre Did not respond to invitation

D.1 : List of invited organisations

Community Liaison Group invitations were sent to the following organisations. 
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Marcus Holloway Iver Heath Junior School Did not respond to invitation

Headteacher Iver Village Junior School Did not respond to invitation

Dany Nobus Brunel University Campus Did not respond to invitation

Vicky Tustian Colne Valley Park Did not respond to invitation

Paul Griffin Iver Traffic Action Did not respond to invitation

Peter England Right to Ride Network Did not respond to invitation

Bill Lidgate County Councillor for Alderbourne and District 
Councillor for Iver Heath

Declined invitation

Ralph Bagge District and Parish Councillor for Stoke Poges Declined invitation

Paul Graham Iver & District Countryside Association Declined invitation

Neil Rowntree BBOWT Declined invitation

Tim Knight Ground Works Trust Declined invitation
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Public Consultation on 
Pinewood Studios Development Framework 

* 
Inaugural meeting 

Community Liaison Group 
 

 
Date:     10 September, 2012  

Location:    Pinewood Studios* 
 

* Please proceed to the main gate on Pinewood Road where you will be met by a 
representative of Soundings 

 
 

Agenda 
 
 

6.15 Doors open / arrivals 
6.30 Welcome and introductions  

 
•  Soundings  
•  Parish councillor(s)  
•  Liaison Group members  
 

6.45 Brief outline of consultation plan and general 
findings to date - Soundings 

7.00 Role of the Community Liaison Group (CLG) 
7.10 Membership and attending to gaps 
7.20 Chair, meeting dates, outline agendas and 

general administration issues 
7.30 AOB and close 

 
 

  
 

e   pinewood@soundingsoffice.com 
t   020 7729 1705  and ask for the Pinewood Team 

D.2 : Meeting agenda 1 - 10th September 2012
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Minutes	  
 

Pinewood	  Development	  Framework	  Community	  Liaison	  
Group	  
	  
Date:	   10th	  September	  2012,	  6.30pm	  

Pinewood	  Studios,	  Main	  Building,	  Room	  217	  Location:	  
Chair:	   	   Steve	  McAdam	  
	   	  
Attendees:	   Steve	   McAdam	   SM	   Soundings	  
	   Beverley	   White	   BW	   Soundings	  
	   	   	   	   	  
	   Peter	   Bennett	   PB	   Thames	  Valley	  Police	  
	   Anne	   Bolton	   AB	   Local	  resident,	  PHD	  on	  Pinewood	  
	   Malcolm	  	   Christopher	   MC	   Local	  resident	  and	  film	  industry	  expert	  
	   Jenny	   Cooper	   JC	   On	  the	  Lot	  
	   David	   Corke	   DC	   Amersham	  and	  Wycombe	  College	  
	   Peter	   Glanfield	   PG	   Local	  resident	  –	  Seven	  Hills	  Road	  
	   Jessica	   Le	  Marchand	   JLM	   Arc	  Plc	  (on-‐site	  tenant)	  
	   Sylvie	  	   Lowe	   SL	   Stop	  Project	  Pinewood	  
	   Dominique	   Oliver	   DO	   Pinewood	  Young	  Film	  Makers	  
	   David	   Povey	   DP	   Local	  resident	  
	   Phoebe	   Rudomino	   PR	   Diving	  Services	  (on-‐site	  tenant)	  
	   Pauline	   Vahey	   PV	   Fulmer	  Parish	  Council	  
	   Graham	   Young	   GY	   Richings	  Park	  &	  Thorney	  Residents	  Association	  
	   	   	   	   	  
Apologies:	   Phillipa	   Batting	   	   Bucks	  Business	  First	  
	   Angela	   Hurlstone	   	   Bucks	  Girl	  Guides	  
	   Nick	   Long	   	   Turtle	  Canyon	  (on-‐site	  tenant)	  
	   	   	   	   	  
	  
 
	  
1.0	   Welcome	  and	  Introductions	  

	  
1.1	   Introductions	  and	  comments	  

	  
	   SM	   Soundings	  –	  participatory	  design,	  talking	  to	  the	  end	  user	  about	  what	  is	  being	  proposed.	  Here	  to	  

record	  what’s	  being	  said,	  facilitate	  discussion	  and	  feed	  that	  into	  the	  design	  process.	  
	   PV	   Chairman	  of	  Fulmer	  Parish	  Council.	  Community	  of	  about	  450	  people.	  Was	  part	  of	  Stop	  Project	  

Pinewood	  Group	  and	  gave	  evidence	  on	  behalf	  of	  Fulmer	  Parish	  at	  the	  enquiry.	  Passionate	  about	  
green	  belt.	  Objectives	  for	  the	  group	  –	  to	  participate	  fully	  in	  the	  liaison	  group	  and	  take	  back	  what	  
happens	  here	  to	  Fulmer	  Parish	  Council	  and	  the	  community.	  

	   JC	   Works	  for	  Film	  London.	  Main	  remit	  to	  attract	  production	  to	  the	  UK	  and	  facilitate	  it	  whilst	  it	  is	  
here.	  Interested	  to	  see	  if	  and	  how	  Pinewood	  could	  develop.	  

	   PR	   Separate	  tenant	  company	  –	  Diving	  Services	  UK	  
	   JL	   Here	  to	  support	  the	  development	  speaking	  both	  as	  a	  local	  and	  part	  of	  a	  tenant	  company	  on	  site.	  

Works	  for	  advertising	  and	  creative	  agency	  on	  site.	  
	   MC	   Film	  producer,	  has	  worked	  at	  Pinewood	  freelance	  for	  the	  last	  50	  years	  and	  a	  local	  resident.	  

Sitting	  on	  the	  fence.	  
	   PB	   Thames	  Valley	  Police	  Crime	  Prevention	  Design	  Advisor.	  Comment	  on	  planning	  applications	  

before	  they	  go	  through	  the	  planning	  process	  with	  respect	  to	  crime	  prevention.	  Won’t	  be	  able	  to	  
attend	  every	  meeting,	  however	  what	  is	  put	  there	  is	  of	  extreme	  importance.	  May	  be	  someone	  
from	  the	  neighbourhood	  team	  who	  could	  stand	  in	  from	  time	  to	  time.	  

	   AB	   Local	  resident,	  completed	  MA	  on	  Pinewood	  Studios	  and	  currently	  doing	  PHD	  on	  aspects	  of	  
Pinewood	  

	   GY	   Treasurer	  of	  Richings	  Park	  Residents’	  Association.	  Also	  director	  of	  local	  charity	  –	  Iver	  
Community	  Libraries	  and	  Kings	  Park	  Sports	  Club.	  View	  that	  anything	  you	  do	  here	  will	  be	  

D.3 : Meeting minutes 1 - 10th September 2012
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invisible	  to	  this	  end	  of	  Parish	  however	  would	  be	  interested	  in	  public	  benefit	  offers.	  

	   DO	   Runs	  a	  Youth	  and	  community	  social	  enterprise	  in	  Slough,	  Bucks	  and	  Berkshire	  
	   DP	   Born	  before	  Pinewood	  Studios	  was	  built,	  has	  lived	  in	  Iver	  Heath	  all	  his	  life.	  Hopes	  it	  will	  expand	  

and	  create	  more	  jobs.	  
	   PG	   Long	  standing	  resident	  in	  the	  area.	  Concurs	  with	  DP.	  Would	  like	  to	  think	  Pinewood	  will	  go	  on	  and	  

flourish	  
	   SL	   Chairman	  of	  Stop	  Project	  Pinewood	  campaign	  group	  
	   DC	   Director	  of	  enterprise	  and	  planning	  at	  Amersham	  and	  Wycombe	  College	  
	   	  
	   SM	   This	  group	  is	  a	  start,	  not	  the	  final	  group.	  Notes	  the	  importance	  of	  identifying	  gaps	  and	  inviting	  

other	  members	  to	  the	  group.	  
	   	   	  
2.0	   Questions	  and	  Answers	  
	   	   	  
2.1	   Section	  106	  
	   	   SL	  brings	  up	  section	  106,	  does	  not	  believe	  it	  is	  in	  the	  remit	  of	  this	  group	  to	  have	  that	  kind	  of	  say.	  

DO	  comments	  on	  value	  of	  feeding	  into	  section	  106	  and	  that	  one	  of	  her	  main	  reasons	  for	  being	  in	  
the	  group	  is	  to	  input	  where	  possible.	  	  
GY	  would	  like	  to	  see	  what	  benefit	  could	  come	  their	  way,	  at	  the	  moment	  Richings	  Park	  Residents’	  
Association	  feel	  they	  are	  invisible	  with	  relation	  to	  Pinewood.	  SM	  responds	  	  

	   	   PV	  comments	  that	  there	  is	  grey	  area	  regarding	  what	  is	  going	  to	  happen	  in	  the	  future	  to	  green	  belt	  
land.	  PV	  Looking	  out	  for	  the	  interests	  of	  the	  community,	  whilst	  also	  wanting	  a	  good	  outcome	  for	  
Pinewood	  too.	  

	   	   SM	  discusses	  the	  importance	  of	  a	  plan	  b,	  what	  if	  Pinewood	  get	  planning	  permission	  this	  time,	  in	  
that	  scenario	  what	  do	  you	  do	  to	  protect	  your	  interests/mitigate	  impact.	  

	   	   	  
2.2	   Communication	  
	   	   SL	  points	  out	  there	  are	  a	  lot	  of	  people	  who	  aren’t	  on	  the	  computers	  and	  are	  hard	  to	  reach.	  There	  

is	  a	  responsibility	  to	  communicate	  to	  the	  wider	  public.	  SM	  acknowledges	  the	  need	  to	  get	  out	  
there	  on	  all	  sorts	  of	  platforms	  –	  social	  media,	  street	  corners,	  any	  way	  we	  can.	  

2.3	   Jobs	  and	  training	  
	   	   JC	  refers	  to	  their	  work	  with	  long	  term	  unemployed.	  Placed	  12	  people	  at	  Pinewood	  for	  6	  months.	  

Would	  be	  great	  to	  carry	  on	  with	  schemes	  so	  the	  local	  people	  have	  a	  direct	  benefit.	  MC	  –	  
unemployment	  is	  very	  big	  in	  the	  film	  industry.	  SM	  suggests	  that	  local	  people	  and	  employment	  
needs	  should	  be	  addressed.	  

	   	   SL	  points	  out	  that	  jobs	  do	  not	  go	  to	  local	  people.	  SM	  responds	  that	  it	  is	  clear	  this	  is	  important.	  
	   	  
3.0	   Consultation	  Findings	  
	   	   SM	  handed	  out	  the	  newsletter	  and	  summarised	  the	  consultation	  findings	  from	  the	  initial	  events.	  

SM	  referenced	  that	  the	  newsletter	  was	  delivered	  to	  approximately	  20,000	  residents	  and	  made	  
available	  online	  at	  http://www.pinewoodgroup.com/pinewoodexpansion/consultation-‐material	  	  

	   	   SM	  stated	  there	  will	  be	  another	  report,	  a	  third	  stage	  of	  workshops	  and	  an	  application	  towards	  
the	  end	  of	  the	  year.	  The	  consultation	  will	  culminate	  in	  a	  Statement	  of	  Community	  Involvement	  
(SCI)	  and	  a	  planning	  application	  towards	  the	  end	  of	  the	  year.	  SM	  points	  out	  that	  when	  the	  
application	  goes	  in	  it	  will	  be	  for	  Outline	  Planning	  consent.	  	  

	   	   SM	  discussed	  the	  next	  stages	  of	  the	  consultation	  process	  referring	  to	  the	  timeline.	  
	   	   	  
4.0	   Role	  of	  the	  CLG	  
	   	   SM	  explained	  that	  the	  CLG	  draws	  together	  representatives	  of	  residents,	  businesses	  and	  

community	  groups.	  Soundings	  will	  be	  facilitating	  the	  discussion	  and	  the	  CLG	  is	  a	  sounding	  board	  
for	  the	  project.	  

	   	   The	  main	  objectives	  f	  the	  CLG	  were	  outlined:	  	  	  
1.	  Feed	  things	  into	  the	  masterplanning	  team	  	  
2.	  Negotiate	  on	  elements	  that	  may	  be	  of	  use.	  	  
3.	  Provide	  direct	  access	  to	  the	  masterplanning	  	  team,	  consultants	  etc.	  	  
4.	  To	  have	  regular	  group	  meetings.	  	  
5.	  For	  members	  to	  communicate	  out	  to	  their	  networks.	  	  	  

	   	   SM	  stresses	  the	  importance	  of	  coming	  to	  the	  workshops	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  CLG	  meetings	  
wherever	  possible,	  to	  help	  inform	  other	  people	  about	  what	  is	  going	  on.	  

	   	   	  
5.0	   Membership	  
	   	   SM	  went	  through	  invitations	  that	  had	  been	  made	  so	  far	  and	  asked	  for	  any	  missing	  gaps.	  
	   	   GY	  points	  out	  that	  Chris	  Collins	  had	  left	  Iver	  Village	  Junior	  School.	  SL	  comments	  that	  the	  interim	  

head	  is	  probably	  very	  busy	  with	  severe	  issues	  at	  the	  school.	  
	   	   SL	  comments	  that	  Paul	  Graham	  wants	  to	  delegate	  to	  a	  parish	  councillor	  from	  Iver	  Heath,	  SL	  is	  not	  

sure	  she	  wants	  to	  come.	  
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	   	   SL	  has	  nominated	  Sue	  White	  as	  a	  second	  person	  to	  represent	  Stop	  Project	  Pinewood.	  
	   	   GY	  suggested	  Groundwork	  trust,	  very	  active	  in	  the	  area.	  
	   	   P.R	  suggested	  Black	  Park	  (Bucks	  C.C).	  They	  do	  a	  lot	  of	  work	  bridging	  between	  Pinewood	  and	  the	  

community.	  Tim	  Williams	  or	  Andrew	  Fowler	  (head	  ranger)	  were	  names	  put	  forward.	  
	   	   PV	  asked	  about	  the	  wider	  business	  community.	  SM	  responds	  Phillipa	  Batting	  from	  Bucks	  

Business	  First	  was	  unable	  to	  attend	  tonight	  but	  did	  accept	  the	  invitation	  to	  join	  the	  group.	  
	   	   SM	  read	  through	  the	  list	  of	  invited	  representatives	  and	  organisations	  that	  had	  been	  contacted	  so	  

far.	  SL	  raised	  concern	  that	  this	  is	  about	  negotiation	  and	  trade	  off.	  SM	  responds	  that	  it	  is	  a	  way	  of	  
informing	  	  the	  project	  in	  the	  event	  that	  the	  planning	  permission	  were	  to	  be	  granted.	  Some	  people	  
will	  not	  comment	  until	  planning	  application	  goes	  in,	  that	  is	  fair	  enough	  and	  everyone	  has	  that	  
choice.	  

	   	   PR	  suggests	  many	  freelancers	  who	  use	  the	  facilities	  can	  be	  accessed	  via	  industry	  press	  –	  
directory	  of	  freelancers.	  SL	  points	  out	  the	  other	  side	  of	  the	  fence	  –	  totally	  understand	  people	  with	  
a	  vested	  interest	  but	  be	  careful	  not	  to	  swamp	  the	  community.	  SL	  job	  situation	  is	  not	  for	  the	  local	  
community.	  SM	  responds	  by	  saying	  we	  won’t	  be	  happy	  until	  we	  have	  a	  balanced,	  fair	  list.	  Doing	  
more	  work	  on	  building	  the	  CLG.	  

	   	   SM	  states	  that	  the	  Council	  are	  invited	  to	  come	  on	  board	  as	  and	  when	  they	  see	  fit.	  
	   	   SM	  said	  he	  was	  open	  to	  emails	  and	  suggestions	  with	  regards	  to	  additional	  members.	  25-‐30	  would	  

be	  manageable,	  still	  room	  to	  get	  that	  balance	  right.	  Email	  suggestions	  to	  
steve@soundingsoffice.com	  	  

	   	   	  
6.0	   Meetings	  and	  admin	  
	   	   Who	  should	  chair	  the	  group?	  SM	  explained	  that	  South	  Bucks	  put	  forward	  two	  names	  but	  they	  

declined	  the	  invitation	  to	  Chair	  the	  CLG.	  SM	  would	  Chair	  in	  the	  interim,	  position	  of	  Chair	  would	  
be	  open	  to	  suggestions	  from	  the	  group.	  The	  group	  were	  asked	  to	  bounce	  ideas	  on	  about	  who	  
should	  Chair.	  

	   	   The	  group	  decided	  that	  Wednesday	  evenings	  would	  be	  a	  good	  time	  to	  meet.	  The	  next	  meeting	  
would	  be	  at	  7pm	  (rather	  than	  6.30pm)	  at	  Pinewood	  Studios,	  registration	  6.45pm.	  
Dates	  for	  the	  next	  3	  meetings	  were	  agreed	  for:	  26th	  September,	  17th	  October,	  7th	  November	  

	   	   DO	  highlighted	  the	  importance	  of	  having	  more	  advance	  notice	  about	  events	  and	  meetings	  so	  as	  
to	  co-‐ordinate	  with	  her	  contacts,	  arrange	  transport	  etc.	  

	   	   It	  was	  agreed	  that	  advance	  notice	  was	  necessary.	  
	   	   Future	  Meeting	  Agendas	  	  -‐	  There	  was	  discussion	  about	  the	  topics	  that	  should	  be	  covered	  in	  the	  

next	  meetings.	  	  The	  group	  discussed	  the	  idea	  of	  focusing	  on	  themes	  that	  would	  come	  out	  as	  a	  
result	  of	  reviewing	  the	  plans	  and	  concerns.	  Thinking	  about	  what	  the	  community	  would	  want	  to	  
make	  these	  better.	  SM	  added	  that	  together	  with	  the	  group	  the	  agenda	  of	  the	  next	  meetings	  would	  
be	  agreed	  and	  minutes	  would	  be	  circulated.	  

 

 
 

 
invisible	  to	  this	  end	  of	  Parish	  however	  would	  be	  interested	  in	  public	  benefit	  offers.	  

	   DO	   Runs	  a	  Youth	  and	  community	  social	  enterprise	  in	  Slough,	  Bucks	  and	  Berkshire	  
	   DP	   Born	  before	  Pinewood	  Studios	  was	  built,	  has	  lived	  in	  Iver	  Heath	  all	  his	  life.	  Hopes	  it	  will	  expand	  

and	  create	  more	  jobs.	  
	   PG	   Long	  standing	  resident	  in	  the	  area.	  Concurs	  with	  DP.	  Would	  like	  to	  think	  Pinewood	  will	  go	  on	  and	  

flourish	  
	   SL	   Chairman	  of	  Stop	  Project	  Pinewood	  campaign	  group	  
	   DC	   Director	  of	  enterprise	  and	  planning	  at	  Amersham	  and	  Wycombe	  College	  
	   	  
	   SM	   This	  group	  is	  a	  start,	  not	  the	  final	  group.	  Notes	  the	  importance	  of	  identifying	  gaps	  and	  inviting	  

other	  members	  to	  the	  group.	  
	   	   	  
2.0	   Questions	  and	  Answers	  
	   	   	  
2.1	   Section	  106	  
	   	   SL	  brings	  up	  section	  106,	  does	  not	  believe	  it	  is	  in	  the	  remit	  of	  this	  group	  to	  have	  that	  kind	  of	  say.	  

DO	  comments	  on	  value	  of	  feeding	  into	  section	  106	  and	  that	  one	  of	  her	  main	  reasons	  for	  being	  in	  
the	  group	  is	  to	  input	  where	  possible.	  	  
GY	  would	  like	  to	  see	  what	  benefit	  could	  come	  their	  way,	  at	  the	  moment	  Richings	  Park	  Residents’	  
Association	  feel	  they	  are	  invisible	  with	  relation	  to	  Pinewood.	  SM	  responds	  	  

	   	   PV	  comments	  that	  there	  is	  grey	  area	  regarding	  what	  is	  going	  to	  happen	  in	  the	  future	  to	  green	  belt	  
land.	  PV	  Looking	  out	  for	  the	  interests	  of	  the	  community,	  whilst	  also	  wanting	  a	  good	  outcome	  for	  
Pinewood	  too.	  

	   	   SM	  discusses	  the	  importance	  of	  a	  plan	  b,	  what	  if	  Pinewood	  get	  planning	  permission	  this	  time,	  in	  
that	  scenario	  what	  do	  you	  do	  to	  protect	  your	  interests/mitigate	  impact.	  

	   	   	  
2.2	   Communication	  
	   	   SL	  points	  out	  there	  are	  a	  lot	  of	  people	  who	  aren’t	  on	  the	  computers	  and	  are	  hard	  to	  reach.	  There	  

is	  a	  responsibility	  to	  communicate	  to	  the	  wider	  public.	  SM	  acknowledges	  the	  need	  to	  get	  out	  
there	  on	  all	  sorts	  of	  platforms	  –	  social	  media,	  street	  corners,	  any	  way	  we	  can.	  

2.3	   Jobs	  and	  training	  
	   	   JC	  refers	  to	  their	  work	  with	  long	  term	  unemployed.	  Placed	  12	  people	  at	  Pinewood	  for	  6	  months.	  

Would	  be	  great	  to	  carry	  on	  with	  schemes	  so	  the	  local	  people	  have	  a	  direct	  benefit.	  MC	  –	  
unemployment	  is	  very	  big	  in	  the	  film	  industry.	  SM	  suggests	  that	  local	  people	  and	  employment	  
needs	  should	  be	  addressed.	  

	   	   SL	  points	  out	  that	  jobs	  do	  not	  go	  to	  local	  people.	  SM	  responds	  that	  it	  is	  clear	  this	  is	  important.	  
	   	  
3.0	   Consultation	  Findings	  
	   	   SM	  handed	  out	  the	  newsletter	  and	  summarised	  the	  consultation	  findings	  from	  the	  initial	  events.	  

SM	  referenced	  that	  the	  newsletter	  was	  delivered	  to	  approximately	  20,000	  residents	  and	  made	  
available	  online	  at	  http://www.pinewoodgroup.com/pinewoodexpansion/consultation-‐material	  	  

	   	   SM	  stated	  there	  will	  be	  another	  report,	  a	  third	  stage	  of	  workshops	  and	  an	  application	  towards	  
the	  end	  of	  the	  year.	  The	  consultation	  will	  culminate	  in	  a	  Statement	  of	  Community	  Involvement	  
(SCI)	  and	  a	  planning	  application	  towards	  the	  end	  of	  the	  year.	  SM	  points	  out	  that	  when	  the	  
application	  goes	  in	  it	  will	  be	  for	  Outline	  Planning	  consent.	  	  

	   	   SM	  discussed	  the	  next	  stages	  of	  the	  consultation	  process	  referring	  to	  the	  timeline.	  
	   	   	  
4.0	   Role	  of	  the	  CLG	  
	   	   SM	  explained	  that	  the	  CLG	  draws	  together	  representatives	  of	  residents,	  businesses	  and	  

community	  groups.	  Soundings	  will	  be	  facilitating	  the	  discussion	  and	  the	  CLG	  is	  a	  sounding	  board	  
for	  the	  project.	  

	   	   The	  main	  objectives	  f	  the	  CLG	  were	  outlined:	  	  	  
1.	  Feed	  things	  into	  the	  masterplanning	  team	  	  
2.	  Negotiate	  on	  elements	  that	  may	  be	  of	  use.	  	  
3.	  Provide	  direct	  access	  to	  the	  masterplanning	  	  team,	  consultants	  etc.	  	  
4.	  To	  have	  regular	  group	  meetings.	  	  
5.	  For	  members	  to	  communicate	  out	  to	  their	  networks.	  	  	  

	   	   SM	  stresses	  the	  importance	  of	  coming	  to	  the	  workshops	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  CLG	  meetings	  
wherever	  possible,	  to	  help	  inform	  other	  people	  about	  what	  is	  going	  on.	  

	   	   	  
5.0	   Membership	  
	   	   SM	  went	  through	  invitations	  that	  had	  been	  made	  so	  far	  and	  asked	  for	  any	  missing	  gaps.	  
	   	   GY	  points	  out	  that	  Chris	  Collins	  had	  left	  Iver	  Village	  Junior	  School.	  SL	  comments	  that	  the	  interim	  

head	  is	  probably	  very	  busy	  with	  severe	  issues	  at	  the	  school.	  
	   	   SL	  comments	  that	  Paul	  Graham	  wants	  to	  delegate	  to	  a	  parish	  councillor	  from	  Iver	  Heath,	  SL	  is	  not	  

sure	  she	  wants	  to	  come.	  
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Public Consultation on 
Pinewood Studios Development Framework 

* 
Second meeting 

Community Liaison Group 
 

 
Date:     24 September, 2012  

Location:    Pinewood Studios* 
 

* Please proceed to the main gate on Pinewood Road where you will be met by a 
representative of Soundings 

 
 

Agenda 
 
 

6.45 Doors open / arrivals 
 

7.00 Minutes from meeting 1 
 

7.10 New members 
 

7.20 Election of CLG chair 
 

7.30 Matters arising from the workshop 
 
- Transport 
- Landscape 
- Visual character 
 

8.00 
 

Key issues to raise at the next workshop 

8.15 AOB and close 
 

 
  

 
e   pinewood@soundingsoffice.com 

t   020 7729 1705  and ask for the Pinewood Team 

D.4 : Meeting agenda 2 - 24th September 2012
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Minutes	  
 

Pinewood	  Development	  Framework	  Community	  Liaison	  
Group	  
	  
Date:	   24th	  September	  2012,	  7.00pm	  

Pinewood	  Studios,	  Main	  Building,	  Room	  217	  Location:	  
Chair:	   	   Steve	  McAdam	  
	   	  
Attendees:	   Anne	   Bolton	   AB	   Local	  resident,	  PHD	  on	  Pinewood	  
	   Malcolm	  	   Christopher	   MC	   Local	  resident	  and	  film	  industry	  expert	  
	   Jenny	   Cooper	   JC	   Film	  London	  /	  On	  the	  Lot	  
	   Carol	   Gibson	   CG	   Iver	  Parish	  Council,	  Colne	  Valley	  Park,	  Iver	  &	  District	  

Countryside	  Association,	  	  
	   Reg	   Gould	   RG	   Iver	  Parish	  Council	  
	   Jessica	   Le	  Marchand	   JLM	   Arc	  Plc	  (on-‐site	  tenant)	  
	   Nick	   Long	   NL	   Turtle	  Canyon	  (on-‐site	  tenant)	  
	   Rupert	   Waters	   RW	   Bucks	  Business	  First	  
	   Phoebe	   Rudomino	   PR	   Diving	  Services	  (on-‐site	  tenant)	  
	   Pauline	   Vahey	   PV	   Fulmer	  Parish	  Council	  
	   Graham	   Young	   GY	   Richings	  Park	  &	  Thorney	  Residents	  Association	  
	   	   	   	   	  
	   Steve	   McAdam	   SM	   Soundings	  
	   Elly	   Tabberer	   ET	   Soundings	  
	   Beverley	   White	   BW	   Soundings	  
	   	   	   	   	  
Apologies:	   Phillipa	   Batting	   PB	   Bucks	  Business	  First	  
	   Peter	   Bennett	   PB	   Thames	  Valley	  Police	  
	   David	   Corke	   DC	   Amersham	  and	  Wycombe	  College	  
	   Peter	   Glanfield	   PG	   Local	  resident	  –	  Seven	  Hills	  Road	  
	   Angela	   Hurlstone	   AH	   Bucks	  Girl	  Guides	  
	   Sylvie	  	   Lowe	   SL	   Stop	  Project	  Pinewood	  
	   Dominique	   Oliver	   DO	   Pinewood	  Young	  Film	  Makers	  
	   David	   Povey	   DP	   Local	  resident	  
	   Sam	   Woodcock	   SW	   Iver	  Infants	  School	  
	  
 
	  
1.0	   Welcome	  and	  Introductions	  

	  
1.1	   New	  members	  

	  
	   RG	   Reg	  Gould	  –	  Parish	  Councillor	  &	  Local	  resident	  
	   CG	   Carol	  Gibson	  –	  Green	  issues,	  Parish	  Councillor,	  Member	  of	  Colne	  Valley	  Park	  and	  Iver	  &	  District	  

Countryside	  Association	  
	   RW	   Rupert	  Waters	  –	  Head	  of	  economic	  research	  at	  Bucks	  Business	  First	  –	  standing	  in	  for	  Phillipa	  

Batting	  
	   NL	   Nick	  Long	  –	  Managing	  Director	  of	  Turtle	  Canyon	  Media	  –	  tenant	  company	  on-‐site	  
	   	   	  
1.2	   Membership	  

	  
	   	   SM	  -‐	  Still	  trying	  to	  get	  the	  balance	  of	  the	  group	  right.	  Have	  approached	  Ground	  Works	  Trust	  and	  

BBOWT	  on	  recommendations	  from	  the	  group.	  Ground	  works	  initially	  agreed	  to	  join	  but	  then	  had	  
second	  thoughts,	  invitation	  is	  still	  there,	  hoping	  they	  may	  reconsider.	  Awaiting	  response	  from	  
BBOWT.	  

	   	   Also	  waiting	  to	  hear	  back	  from	  a	  few	  other	  organisations	  including	  Iver	  traffic	  Action	  who	  
expressed	  interest	  earlier	  but	  so	  far	  haven’t	  taken	  up	  the	  offer	  

	   	   SM	  -‐	  Do	  we	  have	  the	  right	  mix	  to	  represent	  local	  residents?	  Suggestion	  to	  consider	  number	  of	  
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neighbourhood	  clusters.	  Eg	  Pinewood	  Road	  might	  have	  1	  representative,	  Thornbridge	  Road	  
might	  have	  1	  and	  so	  on.	  Maybe	  5	  resident	  representatives	  that	  begin	  to	  plug	  the	  gap	  

	   	   Suggestion	  from	  PV	  for	  a	  resident	  to	  represent	  local	  concerns	  relating	  to	  Alderbourne	  Lane	  
where	  there	  have	  been	  lots	  of	  complaints	  about	  traffic	  

	   	   With	  reference	  to	  people	  not	  responding	  to	  the	  invitation	  to	  join	  the	  group	  CG	  thought	  people	  
may	  feel	  that	  until	  the	  plans	  are	  fully	  designed	  they	  are	  reserving	  judgement	  

	   	   JC	  suggested	  that	  once	  the	  plans	  are	  more	  defined,	  with	  more	  details,	  it	  may	  be	  good	  to	  have	  an	  
open	  day	  or	  open	  forum?	  Rather	  than	  getting	  residents	  to	  come	  to	  every	  meeting.	  

	   	   ET	  commented	  that	  Soundings	  are	  doing	  that	  as	  well	  
	   	   CG	  I	  think	  Pinewood	  would	  like	  to	  know	  how	  to	  shape	  the	  plans,	  that’s	  what	  this	  is	  about	  isn’t	  it?	  
	   	   SM	  responded	  -‐	  Yes	  it	  is	  exactly	  about	  that	  
	   	   SM	  reiterated	  the	  notion	  of	  a	  ‘plan	  b’,	  what	  if	  Pinewood	  get	  planning	  permission	  this	  time,	  in	  that	  

scenario	  what	  do	  you	  do	  to	  protect	  your	  interests/mitigate	  impact?	  	  
And	  also	  that	  the	  group	  would	  be	  a	  good	  forum	  to	  discuss	  section	  106	  (planning	  gain	  money)	  	  

	   	   With	  reference	  to	  additional	  members	  NL	  commented	  that	  tenants	  who	  are	  also	  residents	  may	  
provide	  an	  interesting	  perspective.	  	  

	   	   SM	  commented	  that	  he	  felt	  the	  people	  missing	  from	  the	  list	  were	  detached	  residents	  living	  in	  the	  
area.	  SM	  added	  that	  this	  would	  be	  mapped	  out	  and	  reported	  back	  at	  the	  next	  meeting.	  

	   	   SM	  also	  stated	  that	  at	  the	  next	  meeting	  members	  of	  the	  masterplanning	  team	  and	  Pinewood	  
would	  be	  present.	  

	   	   	  
1.3	   Review	  of	  Minutes	  from	  meeting	  1	  

	  
	   	   SM	  recapped	  on	  the	  minutes	  from	  the	  first	  meeting	  and	  asked	  if	  there	  were	  any	  disparities.	  
	   	   GY	  -‐	  Richings	  Park	  Residents	  Association	  –	  typo	  on	  previous	  minutes	  

CG	  -‐	  the	  term	  ‘end	  user’	  was	  confusing	  	  
Other	  than	  that	  there	  were	  no	  other	  comments	  from	  the	  group.	  
Members	  were	  asked	  to	  email	  if	  any	  discrepancies	  were	  noted.	  

	   	   	  
	   	   	  
2.0	   Election	  of	  CLG	  Chair	  
	   	   	  
	   	   SM	  reported	  back	  to	  the	  group	  that	  he	  had	  asked	  the	  district	  council	  for	  recommendations	  for	  a	  

chair	  person.	  As	  no	  one	  had	  volunteered	  he	  asked	  for	  any	  ideas	  from	  the	  group	  for	  who	  should	  
chair.	  SM	  said	  he	  would	  be	  happy	  to	  continue	  to	  take	  this	  role	  in	  the	  interim.	  

	   	   AB,	  JC,	  PV	  all	  agreed	  they	  were	  happy	  to	  have	  SM	  chair.	  PV	  commented	  that	  people	  tend	  to	  be	  
one	  side	  or	  the	  other	  –	  need	  to	  be	  impartial.	  Don’t	  think	  there’s	  the	  perfect	  person	  out	  there	  -‐	  SM	  
might	  be	  the	  ‘next	  best	  thing’.	  	  

	   	   GY	  commented	  he	  would	  have	  thought	  the	  Parish	  Council	  would	  be	  the	  obvious	  choice.	  	  
	   	   However	  so	  far	  no	  one	  from	  the	  parish	  council	  wanted	  to	  take	  this	  position.	  	  

The	  alternative	  of	  going	  to	  an	  outside	  body	  was	  discussed,	  however	  at	  this	  stage	  in	  the	  process	  it	  
was	  felt	  that	  the	  chair	  needs	  to	  know	  the	  project	  very	  well	  and	  questions	  were	  also	  raised	  over	  
time	  and	  budget	  if	  the	  chair	  were	  to	  come	  from	  an	  outside	  organisation.	  	  
CG	  said	  she	  has	  made	  enquiries	  regarding	  the	  chair	  and	  would	  let	  the	  group	  know	  if	  she	  hears	  
anything.	  

	   	   	  
3.0	   Matters	  arising	  from	  the	  workshop	  
	   	   	  
3.1	   Review	  of	  the	  workshop	  
	   	   It	  was	  discussed	  that	  the	  plan	  B	  scenario	  needs	  to	  be	  explained	  very	  clearly	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  

workshops.	  NL	  commented	  that	  on	  his	  table	  at	  the	  workshop	  people	  felt	  they	  were	  being	  
presented	  this	  as	  if	  it	  was	  defacto	  -‐	  had	  been	  decided.	  SM	  reiterated	  the	  importance	  of	  ensuring	  
people	  were	  clear	  that	  they	  could	  still	  object	  to	  the	  development,	  this	  was	  a	  plan	  B	  scenario	  and	  
that	  he	  would	  continue	  to	  sate	  this	  at	  future	  events.	  
	  

	   	   The	  group	  looked	  over	  printouts	  of	  the	  exhibition	  boards.	  NB:	  For	  the	  next	  meeting	  it	  may	  be	  
helpful	  to	  use	  a	  screen.	  

	   	   SM	  went	  through	  the	  masterplan	  as	  it	  stands	  at	  the	  moment	  and	  the	  reasoning	  behind	  the	  
arrangements	  so	  far	  –	  need	  for	  2	  additional	  clusters	  (outlined	  by	  Amion	  consulting)	  
consideration	  of	  physical	  arrangements,	  landscape	  screening.	  SM	  commented	  that	  the	  proposal	  
is	  still	  in	  flux	  but	  the	  boards	  gave	  a	  sense	  of	  where	  it’s	  going.	  

	   	   	  
SM	  then	  gave	  a	  summary	  of	  the	  results	  from	  the	  workshop	  table	  sheets	  and	  discussions.	  He	  
asked	  for	  further	  thoughts	  and	  comments	  from	  the	  group.	  The	  workshop	  results	  were	  based	  on	  
feedback	  from	  11	  tables	  across	  the	  2	  nights.	  SM	  pointed	  out	  that	  the	  summary	  did	  not	  include	  
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neighbourhood	  clusters.	  Eg	  Pinewood	  Road	  might	  have	  1	  representative,	  Thornbridge	  Road	  
might	  have	  1	  and	  so	  on.	  Maybe	  5	  resident	  representatives	  that	  begin	  to	  plug	  the	  gap	  

	   	   Suggestion	  from	  PV	  for	  a	  resident	  to	  represent	  local	  concerns	  relating	  to	  Alderbourne	  Lane	  
where	  there	  have	  been	  lots	  of	  complaints	  about	  traffic	  

	   	   With	  reference	  to	  people	  not	  responding	  to	  the	  invitation	  to	  join	  the	  group	  CG	  thought	  people	  
may	  feel	  that	  until	  the	  plans	  are	  fully	  designed	  they	  are	  reserving	  judgement	  

	   	   JC	  suggested	  that	  once	  the	  plans	  are	  more	  defined,	  with	  more	  details,	  it	  may	  be	  good	  to	  have	  an	  
open	  day	  or	  open	  forum?	  Rather	  than	  getting	  residents	  to	  come	  to	  every	  meeting.	  

	   	   ET	  commented	  that	  Soundings	  are	  doing	  that	  as	  well	  
	   	   CG	  I	  think	  Pinewood	  would	  like	  to	  know	  how	  to	  shape	  the	  plans,	  that’s	  what	  this	  is	  about	  isn’t	  it?	  
	   	   SM	  responded	  -‐	  Yes	  it	  is	  exactly	  about	  that	  
	   	   SM	  reiterated	  the	  notion	  of	  a	  ‘plan	  b’,	  what	  if	  Pinewood	  get	  planning	  permission	  this	  time,	  in	  that	  

scenario	  what	  do	  you	  do	  to	  protect	  your	  interests/mitigate	  impact?	  	  
And	  also	  that	  the	  group	  would	  be	  a	  good	  forum	  to	  discuss	  section	  106	  (planning	  gain	  money)	  	  

	   	   With	  reference	  to	  additional	  members	  NL	  commented	  that	  tenants	  who	  are	  also	  residents	  may	  
provide	  an	  interesting	  perspective.	  	  

	   	   SM	  commented	  that	  he	  felt	  the	  people	  missing	  from	  the	  list	  were	  detached	  residents	  living	  in	  the	  
area.	  SM	  added	  that	  this	  would	  be	  mapped	  out	  and	  reported	  back	  at	  the	  next	  meeting.	  

	   	   SM	  also	  stated	  that	  at	  the	  next	  meeting	  members	  of	  the	  masterplanning	  team	  and	  Pinewood	  
would	  be	  present.	  

	   	   	  
1.3	   Review	  of	  Minutes	  from	  meeting	  1	  

	  
	   	   SM	  recapped	  on	  the	  minutes	  from	  the	  first	  meeting	  and	  asked	  if	  there	  were	  any	  disparities.	  
	   	   GY	  -‐	  Richings	  Park	  Residents	  Association	  –	  typo	  on	  previous	  minutes	  

CG	  -‐	  the	  term	  ‘end	  user’	  was	  confusing	  	  
Other	  than	  that	  there	  were	  no	  other	  comments	  from	  the	  group.	  
Members	  were	  asked	  to	  email	  if	  any	  discrepancies	  were	  noted.	  

	   	   	  
	   	   	  
2.0	   Election	  of	  CLG	  Chair	  
	   	   	  
	   	   SM	  reported	  back	  to	  the	  group	  that	  he	  had	  asked	  the	  district	  council	  for	  recommendations	  for	  a	  

chair	  person.	  As	  no	  one	  had	  volunteered	  he	  asked	  for	  any	  ideas	  from	  the	  group	  for	  who	  should	  
chair.	  SM	  said	  he	  would	  be	  happy	  to	  continue	  to	  take	  this	  role	  in	  the	  interim.	  

	   	   AB,	  JC,	  PV	  all	  agreed	  they	  were	  happy	  to	  have	  SM	  chair.	  PV	  commented	  that	  people	  tend	  to	  be	  
one	  side	  or	  the	  other	  –	  need	  to	  be	  impartial.	  Don’t	  think	  there’s	  the	  perfect	  person	  out	  there	  -‐	  SM	  
might	  be	  the	  ‘next	  best	  thing’.	  	  

	   	   GY	  commented	  he	  would	  have	  thought	  the	  Parish	  Council	  would	  be	  the	  obvious	  choice.	  	  
	   	   However	  so	  far	  no	  one	  from	  the	  parish	  council	  wanted	  to	  take	  this	  position.	  	  

The	  alternative	  of	  going	  to	  an	  outside	  body	  was	  discussed,	  however	  at	  this	  stage	  in	  the	  process	  it	  
was	  felt	  that	  the	  chair	  needs	  to	  know	  the	  project	  very	  well	  and	  questions	  were	  also	  raised	  over	  
time	  and	  budget	  if	  the	  chair	  were	  to	  come	  from	  an	  outside	  organisation.	  	  
CG	  said	  she	  has	  made	  enquiries	  regarding	  the	  chair	  and	  would	  let	  the	  group	  know	  if	  she	  hears	  
anything.	  

	   	   	  
3.0	   Matters	  arising	  from	  the	  workshop	  
	   	   	  
3.1	   Review	  of	  the	  workshop	  
	   	   It	  was	  discussed	  that	  the	  plan	  B	  scenario	  needs	  to	  be	  explained	  very	  clearly	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  

workshops.	  NL	  commented	  that	  on	  his	  table	  at	  the	  workshop	  people	  felt	  they	  were	  being	  
presented	  this	  as	  if	  it	  was	  defacto	  -‐	  had	  been	  decided.	  SM	  reiterated	  the	  importance	  of	  ensuring	  
people	  were	  clear	  that	  they	  could	  still	  object	  to	  the	  development,	  this	  was	  a	  plan	  B	  scenario	  and	  
that	  he	  would	  continue	  to	  sate	  this	  at	  future	  events.	  
	  

	   	   The	  group	  looked	  over	  printouts	  of	  the	  exhibition	  boards.	  NB:	  For	  the	  next	  meeting	  it	  may	  be	  
helpful	  to	  use	  a	  screen.	  

	   	   SM	  went	  through	  the	  masterplan	  as	  it	  stands	  at	  the	  moment	  and	  the	  reasoning	  behind	  the	  
arrangements	  so	  far	  –	  need	  for	  2	  additional	  clusters	  (outlined	  by	  Amion	  consulting)	  
consideration	  of	  physical	  arrangements,	  landscape	  screening.	  SM	  commented	  that	  the	  proposal	  
is	  still	  in	  flux	  but	  the	  boards	  gave	  a	  sense	  of	  where	  it’s	  going.	  

	   	   	  
SM	  then	  gave	  a	  summary	  of	  the	  results	  from	  the	  workshop	  table	  sheets	  and	  discussions.	  He	  
asked	  for	  further	  thoughts	  and	  comments	  from	  the	  group.	  The	  workshop	  results	  were	  based	  on	  
feedback	  from	  11	  tables	  across	  the	  2	  nights.	  SM	  pointed	  out	  that	  the	  summary	  did	  not	  include	  

 
 

 
the	  individual	  feedback	  forms	  at	  this	  time	  as	  they	  were	  still	  being	  processed.	  

	   	   	  
3.2	   Transport	  
	   	  
	   	   Seven	  Hills	  Road	  Access	  	  

Workshop	  feedback:	  7	  out	  of	  11	  tables	  were	  positive	  about	  having	  an	  additional	  entrance	  off	  
Seven	  Hills	  Road.	  

	   	   CLG	  discussion:	  The	  group	  discussed	  the	  importance	  of	  considerably	  improving	  the	  road	  if	  this	  
were	  to	  happen.	  It	  was	  noted	  that	  cars	  are	  going	  to	  be	  an	  issue	  but	  fundamentally	  lorries	  would	  
be	  the	  main	  concern.	  PV	  added	  that	  if	  they	  improved	  the	  road	  the	  additional	  entrance	  seems	  a	  
positive	  thing	  to	  do.	  

	   	   	  
	   	   Main	  entrance	  and	  secondary	  entrances	  	  

AB	  referred	  to	  a	  discussion	  she	  had	  with	  David	  Bird	  (transport	  consultant)	  of	  Vectos	  at	  the	  
previous	  workshop.	  The	  potential	  issue	  of	  all	  visitors	  having	  to	  go	  to	  Pinewood	  Studios	  main	  
entrance	  for	  security	  checks	  was	  raised.	  Therefore	  how	  much	  would	  additional	  entrance	  
help/hinder.	  PV	  commented	  that	  for	  security	  reasons	  you	  could	  see	  why	  one	  entrance	  is	  easier.	  
NL	  pointed	  out	  that	  it	  would	  be	  ridiculous	  for	  everyone	  to	  have	  to	  use	  the	  main	  entrance,	  
perhaps	  this	  would	  just	  be	  for	  first	  time	  visitors.	  JC	  suggested	  a	  pre-‐pass	  application	  on-‐line	  to	  
help	  alleviate	  the	  build	  up	  of	  traffic/	  people	  trying	  to	  get	  into	  the	  studio.	  It	  was	  agreed	  this	  was	  a	  
management	  issue	  which	  should	  be	  looked	  at.	  	  

	   	   	  
	   	   Split-‐level	  car	  park	  	  

MC	  	  commented	  that	  he	  thought	  Leavesden	  had	  got	  it	  right	  with	  an	  enormous	  carpark	  and	  buses	  
to	  take	  people	  to	  the	  studios.	  MC	  commented	  that	  Shepperton	  has	  a	  small	  3	  storey	  carpark	  and	  
DMI	  have	  underground	  carparks	  under	  the	  stages.	  GC	  expressed	  preference	  for	  underground	  
carpark.	  	  NL	  referenced	  the	  4/5	  storey	  car	  park	  at	  Teddington	  which	  works	  fine	  -‐	  hidden	  behind	  
high	  rise	  buildings	  so	  you	  can’t	  see	  it.	  	  Buses	  transport	  the	  crew	  from	  the	  car	  park	  to	  the	  studios.	  	  

	   	   	  
	   	   Shuttle	  bus	  	  

Workshop	  feedback:	  increasing	  shuttle	  bus	  frequency;	  making	  services	  available	  to	  local	  people;	  
concern	  that	  sometimes	  buses	  run	  empty	  

	   	   JLM	  mentioned	  she	  has	  been	  stranded	  several	  times.	  If	  you	  have	  a	  lot	  of	  productions	  on	  at	  the	  
same	  time	  they	  can	  fill	  up	  very	  quickly.	  The	  group	  felt	  that	  the	  shuttle	  bus	  service	  needs	  to	  be	  
better	  managed/more	  flexible,	  in-‐sync	  with	  productions.	  

	   	   Some	  of	  the	  group	  also	  felt	  that	  it	  may	  not	  be	  appropriate	  to	  make	  the	  shuttle	  service	  available	  to	  
the	  wider	  community	  as	  it	  might	  be	  too	  unreliable	  -‐	  if	  it	  was	  full	  it	  wouldn’t	  work	  for	  locals.	  NL	  
commented	  that	  there	  was	  an	  opportunity	  to	  improve	  public	  transport	  for	  the	  community	  as	  
part	  of	  the	  proposed	  development	  and	  the	  conversation	  moved	  onto	  public	  transport.	  

	   	   	  
	   	   Local	  bus	  service	  

SM	  commented	  on	  the	  surprisingly	  mixed	  response	  on	  whether	  improvements	  should	  be	  made	  
to	  public	  transport	  from	  the	  workshop	  table	  feedback.	  	  

	   	   GY	  was	  currently	  in	  the	  process	  of	  putting	  in	  a	  bid	  for	  a	  community	  bus	  service	  for	  a	  north	  –	  
south	  route	  through	  the	  village	  and	  thought	  this	  could	  be	  something	  Pinewood	  could	  support.	  	  
The	  CLG	  generally	  agreed	  that	  public	  transport	  needed	  improvement	  and	  more	  frequent	  
services.	  	  

	   	   	  
	   	   	  
	   	   Pedestrian	  Routes	  

The	  need	  for	  a	  footpath	  on	  Pinewood	  Road	  was	  discussed.	  PV	  commented	  that	  Bucks	  County	  
Council	  and	  highways	  had	  previously	  tried	  to	  do	  something	  but	  that	  width	  requirements,	  
standards	  etc	  in	  the	  end	  made	  it	  impossible.	  	  

	   	   The	  issue	  of	  traffic	  surveys	  was	  also	  raised	  and	  the	  importance	  of	  doing	  these	  at	  the	  right	  times.	  
Not	  in	  school	  holidays	  as	  they	  were	  done	  last	  time,	  added	  PV.	  

	   	  
	   	   	  
3.3	   Landscape	  
	   	  
	   	   Use	  of	  landscape	  treatments	  to	  boundary	  

Workshop	  results:	  9	  of	  11	  tables	  were	  positive	  towards	  landscape	  barriers.	  At	  the	  workshop	  it	  
was	  noted	  that	  unsightly	  fences	  were	  not	  wanted	  and	  the	  bund	  was	  a	  favourable	  option.	  

	   	   PV	  commented	  on	  different	  types	  of	  planting	  doubling	  up	  as	  security	  e.g.	  thorn	  bushes	  that	  are	  
very	  hard	  for	  people	  to	  get	  through.	  	  

	   	   With	  reference	  to	  wetlands	  AB	  thought	  this	  could	  be	  a	  positive	  thing	  if	  it	  were	  to	  enhance	  
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the	  individual	  feedback	  forms	  at	  this	  time	  as	  they	  were	  still	  being	  processed.	  

	   	   	  
3.2	   Transport	  
	   	  
	   	   Seven	  Hills	  Road	  Access	  	  

Workshop	  feedback:	  7	  out	  of	  11	  tables	  were	  positive	  about	  having	  an	  additional	  entrance	  off	  
Seven	  Hills	  Road.	  

	   	   CLG	  discussion:	  The	  group	  discussed	  the	  importance	  of	  considerably	  improving	  the	  road	  if	  this	  
were	  to	  happen.	  It	  was	  noted	  that	  cars	  are	  going	  to	  be	  an	  issue	  but	  fundamentally	  lorries	  would	  
be	  the	  main	  concern.	  PV	  added	  that	  if	  they	  improved	  the	  road	  the	  additional	  entrance	  seems	  a	  
positive	  thing	  to	  do.	  

	   	   	  
	   	   Main	  entrance	  and	  secondary	  entrances	  	  

AB	  referred	  to	  a	  discussion	  she	  had	  with	  David	  Bird	  (transport	  consultant)	  of	  Vectos	  at	  the	  
previous	  workshop.	  The	  potential	  issue	  of	  all	  visitors	  having	  to	  go	  to	  Pinewood	  Studios	  main	  
entrance	  for	  security	  checks	  was	  raised.	  Therefore	  how	  much	  would	  additional	  entrance	  
help/hinder.	  PV	  commented	  that	  for	  security	  reasons	  you	  could	  see	  why	  one	  entrance	  is	  easier.	  
NL	  pointed	  out	  that	  it	  would	  be	  ridiculous	  for	  everyone	  to	  have	  to	  use	  the	  main	  entrance,	  
perhaps	  this	  would	  just	  be	  for	  first	  time	  visitors.	  JC	  suggested	  a	  pre-‐pass	  application	  on-‐line	  to	  
help	  alleviate	  the	  build	  up	  of	  traffic/	  people	  trying	  to	  get	  into	  the	  studio.	  It	  was	  agreed	  this	  was	  a	  
management	  issue	  which	  should	  be	  looked	  at.	  	  

	   	   	  
	   	   Split-‐level	  car	  park	  	  

MC	  	  commented	  that	  he	  thought	  Leavesden	  had	  got	  it	  right	  with	  an	  enormous	  carpark	  and	  buses	  
to	  take	  people	  to	  the	  studios.	  MC	  commented	  that	  Shepperton	  has	  a	  small	  3	  storey	  carpark	  and	  
DMI	  have	  underground	  carparks	  under	  the	  stages.	  GC	  expressed	  preference	  for	  underground	  
carpark.	  	  NL	  referenced	  the	  4/5	  storey	  car	  park	  at	  Teddington	  which	  works	  fine	  -‐	  hidden	  behind	  
high	  rise	  buildings	  so	  you	  can’t	  see	  it.	  	  Buses	  transport	  the	  crew	  from	  the	  car	  park	  to	  the	  studios.	  	  

	   	   	  
	   	   Shuttle	  bus	  	  

Workshop	  feedback:	  increasing	  shuttle	  bus	  frequency;	  making	  services	  available	  to	  local	  people;	  
concern	  that	  sometimes	  buses	  run	  empty	  

	   	   JLM	  mentioned	  she	  has	  been	  stranded	  several	  times.	  If	  you	  have	  a	  lot	  of	  productions	  on	  at	  the	  
same	  time	  they	  can	  fill	  up	  very	  quickly.	  The	  group	  felt	  that	  the	  shuttle	  bus	  service	  needs	  to	  be	  
better	  managed/more	  flexible,	  in-‐sync	  with	  productions.	  

	   	   Some	  of	  the	  group	  also	  felt	  that	  it	  may	  not	  be	  appropriate	  to	  make	  the	  shuttle	  service	  available	  to	  
the	  wider	  community	  as	  it	  might	  be	  too	  unreliable	  -‐	  if	  it	  was	  full	  it	  wouldn’t	  work	  for	  locals.	  NL	  
commented	  that	  there	  was	  an	  opportunity	  to	  improve	  public	  transport	  for	  the	  community	  as	  
part	  of	  the	  proposed	  development	  and	  the	  conversation	  moved	  onto	  public	  transport.	  

	   	   	  
	   	   Local	  bus	  service	  

SM	  commented	  on	  the	  surprisingly	  mixed	  response	  on	  whether	  improvements	  should	  be	  made	  
to	  public	  transport	  from	  the	  workshop	  table	  feedback.	  	  

	   	   GY	  was	  currently	  in	  the	  process	  of	  putting	  in	  a	  bid	  for	  a	  community	  bus	  service	  for	  a	  north	  –	  
south	  route	  through	  the	  village	  and	  thought	  this	  could	  be	  something	  Pinewood	  could	  support.	  	  
The	  CLG	  generally	  agreed	  that	  public	  transport	  needed	  improvement	  and	  more	  frequent	  
services.	  	  

	   	   	  
	   	   	  
	   	   Pedestrian	  Routes	  

The	  need	  for	  a	  footpath	  on	  Pinewood	  Road	  was	  discussed.	  PV	  commented	  that	  Bucks	  County	  
Council	  and	  highways	  had	  previously	  tried	  to	  do	  something	  but	  that	  width	  requirements,	  
standards	  etc	  in	  the	  end	  made	  it	  impossible.	  	  

	   	   The	  issue	  of	  traffic	  surveys	  was	  also	  raised	  and	  the	  importance	  of	  doing	  these	  at	  the	  right	  times.	  
Not	  in	  school	  holidays	  as	  they	  were	  done	  last	  time,	  added	  PV.	  

	   	  
	   	   	  
3.3	   Landscape	  
	   	  
	   	   Use	  of	  landscape	  treatments	  to	  boundary	  

Workshop	  results:	  9	  of	  11	  tables	  were	  positive	  towards	  landscape	  barriers.	  At	  the	  workshop	  it	  
was	  noted	  that	  unsightly	  fences	  were	  not	  wanted	  and	  the	  bund	  was	  a	  favourable	  option.	  

	   	   PV	  commented	  on	  different	  types	  of	  planting	  doubling	  up	  as	  security	  e.g.	  thorn	  bushes	  that	  are	  
very	  hard	  for	  people	  to	  get	  through.	  	  

	   	   With	  reference	  to	  wetlands	  AB	  thought	  this	  could	  be	  a	  positive	  thing	  if	  it	  were	  to	  enhance	  

 
 

 
wildlife	  and	  biodiversity.	  	  

	   	   On	  the	  topic	  of	  landscape	  MC	  questioned	  whether	  the	  Clump	  would	  be	  made	  available	  for	  filming	  
as	  he	  felt	  this	  would	  be	  a	  perfect	  location.	  

	   	   JLM	  questioned	  whether	  planting	  would	  involve	  local	  residents.	  SM	  commented	  that	  this	  was	  
something	  that	  could	  be	  considered.	  
	  

	   	  
	   	   Management	  and	  Sustainability	  	  

PV	  expressed	  her	  concern	  for	  the	  long-‐term	  sustainability	  of	  it	  all.	  Economic,	  financial	  and	  
management.	  How	  do	  we	  make	  sure	  if	  we	  put	  this	  in	  place	  now	  it	  actually	  stays	  there	  for	  the	  long	  
term?	  What	  if	  Pinewood	  decide	  to	  upsticks	  and	  locate	  somewhere	  else?	  
Several	  members	  of	  the	  group	  shared	  this	  concern.	  

	   	   JC	  -‐	  Can’t	  county	  councils	  give	  site	  specific	  conditions?	  
	   	   CG	  concerned	  that	  it’s	  very	  hard	  to	  enforce	  this	  down	  the	  line.	  Worried	  that	  additional	  planning	  

permissions	  will	  go	  in	  and	  development	  will	  spiral.	  
  CG	  -‐	  One	  of	  the	  ways	  of	  protecting	  landscape	  areas	  is	  to	  donate	  a	  large	  sum	  of	  money	  to	  

an	  organisation	  that	  is	  not	  likely	  to	  fold	  –	  for	  the	  preservation/maintenance.	  E.g.	  donate	  
to	  Colne	  Valley	  Park	  or	  the	  Parish	  Council.	  

	   	   PV	  concerned	  about	  perpetuity	  aspect.	  	  
	   	   SM	  pointed	  out	  that	  planning	  permission	  would	  be	  for	  very	  specific	  conditions	  	  
	   	   CG	  –	  but	  they	  are	  lifted,	  eventually	  they	  get	  planning	  permission.	  	  
	   	   MC	  commented	  that	  Pinewood	  is	  the	  major	  studios	  in	  Europe	  and	  they	  will	  not	  up	  and	  go.	  
	   	   CG	  -‐	  Pinewood	  may	  not	  go	  but	  what	  if	  they	  don’t	  need	  these	  extra	  buildings	  –	  stand	  to	  have	  

warehouse	  buildings	  going	  empty	  and	  not	  earning	  any	  money.	  GY	  references	  industrial	  estate	  in	  
Richings	  Park	  –	  change	  of	  use,	  caused	  issues	  to	  traffic.	  	  

	   	   PV	  –	  we	  know	  it’s	  owned	  by	  Peel	  holdings	  –	  they	  are	  developers.	  It	  was	  deemed	  important	  that	  
Peel	  holdings	  do	  as	  much	  as	  they	  possibly	  can	  to	  guarantee	  that	  the	  proposals	  they	  are	  putting	  in	  
are	  for	  the	  long-‐term	  and	  are	  genuinely	  responding	  to	  the	  needs	  of	  the	  studio.	  

	   	   	  
3.4	   Visual	  character	  
	   	  
	   	   Screening	  buildings/facade	  treatments	  

Green	  roofs	  and	  green	  walls	  were	  discussed.	  The	  feasibility	  of	  screening	  large	  buildings	  with	  
green	  walls	  was	  questioned.	  It	  was	  felt	  that	  it	  could	  be	  misleading	  to	  present	  this	  as	  an	  option	  for	  
screening	  if	  in	  reality	  it	  could	  only	  be	  applied	  to	  smaller	  buildings.	  The	  group	  also	  had	  concerns	  
over	  maintenance	  –	  i.e.	  would	  green	  roofs	  dry	  out	  and	  die?	  	  

	   	   Those	  who	  had	  attended	  the	  workshop	  felt	  that	  clearer	  images	  on	  the	  table	  sheets	  would	  have	  
helped.	  

	   	   GY	  commented	  that	  it	  would	  be	  very	  useful	  to	  have	  street	  views.	  SM	  responded	  that	  views	  and	  
visualisations	  would	  be	  shown	  at	  forthcoming	  events,	  as	  the	  scheme	  progressed.	  

	   	   AB	  mentioned	  that	  in	  discussion	  with	  the	  landscape	  consultant	  at	  the	  previous	  workshop	  
treatments	  such	  as	  painting	  the	  buildings	  blue/slate	  grey	  to	  blend	  in	  with	  the	  british	  skyline	  
could	  be	  an	  option.	  It	  would	  be	  good	  to	  include	  this	  option	  next	  time.	  

	   	   	  
	  
How	  should	  the	  architecture	  appear,	  if	  it	  does	  appear	  in	  the	  southern	  fields?	  

	   	   SM	  summarised	  the	  results	  from	  the	  workshop	  table	  sheets	  -‐	  ‘Country	  estate’	  was	  most	  favoured,	  
followed	  by	  ‘modern’.	  	  
AB	  felt	  it	  should	  mirror	  what	  was	  already	  there.	  PV	  commented	  that	  we	  don’t	  want	  another	  
bland	  glass/	  steel	  building.	  

	   	   CG	  raised	  concern	  over	  this	  becoming	  an	  industrial	  estate.	  
	   	   	  
	   	  
4.0	   Next	  workshops	  –	  key	  issues	  to	  cover	  
	   	  
	   	   Community	  impact	  and	  benefits	  
	   	   PV	  expressed	  an	  interest	  to	  know	  what	  positive	  and	  negative	  impacts	  Pinewood	  

employees/tenants	  bring	  to	  the	  local	  area.	  E.g.	  do	  people	  who	  work	  there	  commute?	  /	  rent	  
locally?/	  stay	  in	  B&Bs?	  What	  facilities	  do	  they	  use?	  This	  was	  generally	  agreed	  by	  the	  group	  to	  be	  
of	  interest.	  Members	  of	  the	  group	  working	  on-‐site	  shared	  their	  knowledge,	  MC	  commented	  that	  
there	  is	  a	  medical	  centre	  on	  site	  and	  NL	  referenced	  the	  fact	  that	  takeaway	  shops	  in	  the	  area	  do	  
fantastic	  business.	  It	  was	  agreed	  that	  further	  information	  on	  positive	  and	  negative	  impacts	  
would	  be	  valuable	  at	  the	  next	  workshop.	  	  

	   	   CG	  commented	  that	  with	  a	  large	  fluid	  population	  there	  was	  no	  commitment	  to	  the	  area	  
whatsoever	  and	  no	  commitment	  to	  the	  long-‐term.	  NL	  responded	  that	  many	  people	  do	  move	  to	  

 
 

 
the	  area	  when	  they	  work	  at	  Pinewood	  frequently	  and	  it	  was	  incorrect	  to	  blanket	  statement	  that	  
no	  one	  who	  works	  at	  Pinewood	  lives	  locally.	  	  

	   	   JC	  added	  that	  on	  average	  a	  film	  brings	  200-‐300	  crew	  into	  the	  area.	  
	   	   The	  group	  acknowledged	  the	  importance	  of	  going	  beyond	  physicality,	  taking	  into	  account	  

management	  and	  the	  long-‐term	  view.	  	  
	   	   	  
	   	   Business	  case	  
	   	   CG	  –	  How	  did	  they	  arrive	  at	  that	  number	  of	  studios	  required?	  
	   	   SM	  outlined	  the	  evidence-‐based	  approach	  that	  was	  being	  taken.	  
	   	   Members	  expressed	  an	  interest	  for	  more	  information	  on	  the	  business	  plan.	  In	  particular	  the	  plan	  

for	  4	  clusters	  –	  why	  this	  was	  enough	  –	  share	  the	  numbers	  /	  information.	  	  
SM	  would	  try	  to	  get	  hold	  of	  further	  information	  to	  share	  with	  the	  group.	  

	   	   	  
5.0	   AOB	  
	   	   	  
	   	   CG	  and	  PV	  raised	  concerns	  about	  the	  terminology	  used;	  particularly	  with	  reference	  to	  the	  

previous	  feedback	  form	  and	  terms	  such	  as	  ‘support’	  that	  were	  felt	  to	  be	  leading.	  The	  importance	  
of	  sensitivity	  to	  language	  was	  acknowledged.	  

	   	   MC	  discussed	  traveller	  sites	  as	  a	  big	  issue	  in	  the	  area,	  however	  it	  was	  concluded	  that	  this	  was	  a	  
separate	  issue	  and	  not	  really	  related	  to	  the	  Pinewood	  development	  framework.	  

	   	   RG	  felt	  that	  sponsorship,	  apprenticeships	  and	  jobs	  were	  important	  topics	  that	  should	  be	  
discussed	  at	  future	  events.	  

	   	   	  
 

 
 

 
wildlife	  and	  biodiversity.	  	  

	   	   On	  the	  topic	  of	  landscape	  MC	  questioned	  whether	  the	  Clump	  would	  be	  made	  available	  for	  filming	  
as	  he	  felt	  this	  would	  be	  a	  perfect	  location.	  

	   	   JLM	  questioned	  whether	  planting	  would	  involve	  local	  residents.	  SM	  commented	  that	  this	  was	  
something	  that	  could	  be	  considered.	  
	  

	   	  
	   	   Management	  and	  Sustainability	  	  

PV	  expressed	  her	  concern	  for	  the	  long-‐term	  sustainability	  of	  it	  all.	  Economic,	  financial	  and	  
management.	  How	  do	  we	  make	  sure	  if	  we	  put	  this	  in	  place	  now	  it	  actually	  stays	  there	  for	  the	  long	  
term?	  What	  if	  Pinewood	  decide	  to	  upsticks	  and	  locate	  somewhere	  else?	  
Several	  members	  of	  the	  group	  shared	  this	  concern.	  

	   	   JC	  -‐	  Can’t	  county	  councils	  give	  site	  specific	  conditions?	  
	   	   CG	  concerned	  that	  it’s	  very	  hard	  to	  enforce	  this	  down	  the	  line.	  Worried	  that	  additional	  planning	  

permissions	  will	  go	  in	  and	  development	  will	  spiral.	  
  CG	  -‐	  One	  of	  the	  ways	  of	  protecting	  landscape	  areas	  is	  to	  donate	  a	  large	  sum	  of	  money	  to	  

an	  organisation	  that	  is	  not	  likely	  to	  fold	  –	  for	  the	  preservation/maintenance.	  E.g.	  donate	  
to	  Colne	  Valley	  Park	  or	  the	  Parish	  Council.	  

	   	   PV	  concerned	  about	  perpetuity	  aspect.	  	  
	   	   SM	  pointed	  out	  that	  planning	  permission	  would	  be	  for	  very	  specific	  conditions	  	  
	   	   CG	  –	  but	  they	  are	  lifted,	  eventually	  they	  get	  planning	  permission.	  	  
	   	   MC	  commented	  that	  Pinewood	  is	  the	  major	  studios	  in	  Europe	  and	  they	  will	  not	  up	  and	  go.	  
	   	   CG	  -‐	  Pinewood	  may	  not	  go	  but	  what	  if	  they	  don’t	  need	  these	  extra	  buildings	  –	  stand	  to	  have	  

warehouse	  buildings	  going	  empty	  and	  not	  earning	  any	  money.	  GY	  references	  industrial	  estate	  in	  
Richings	  Park	  –	  change	  of	  use,	  caused	  issues	  to	  traffic.	  	  

	   	   PV	  –	  we	  know	  it’s	  owned	  by	  Peel	  holdings	  –	  they	  are	  developers.	  It	  was	  deemed	  important	  that	  
Peel	  holdings	  do	  as	  much	  as	  they	  possibly	  can	  to	  guarantee	  that	  the	  proposals	  they	  are	  putting	  in	  
are	  for	  the	  long-‐term	  and	  are	  genuinely	  responding	  to	  the	  needs	  of	  the	  studio.	  

	   	   	  
3.4	   Visual	  character	  
	   	  
	   	   Screening	  buildings/facade	  treatments	  

Green	  roofs	  and	  green	  walls	  were	  discussed.	  The	  feasibility	  of	  screening	  large	  buildings	  with	  
green	  walls	  was	  questioned.	  It	  was	  felt	  that	  it	  could	  be	  misleading	  to	  present	  this	  as	  an	  option	  for	  
screening	  if	  in	  reality	  it	  could	  only	  be	  applied	  to	  smaller	  buildings.	  The	  group	  also	  had	  concerns	  
over	  maintenance	  –	  i.e.	  would	  green	  roofs	  dry	  out	  and	  die?	  	  

	   	   Those	  who	  had	  attended	  the	  workshop	  felt	  that	  clearer	  images	  on	  the	  table	  sheets	  would	  have	  
helped.	  

	   	   GY	  commented	  that	  it	  would	  be	  very	  useful	  to	  have	  street	  views.	  SM	  responded	  that	  views	  and	  
visualisations	  would	  be	  shown	  at	  forthcoming	  events,	  as	  the	  scheme	  progressed.	  

	   	   AB	  mentioned	  that	  in	  discussion	  with	  the	  landscape	  consultant	  at	  the	  previous	  workshop	  
treatments	  such	  as	  painting	  the	  buildings	  blue/slate	  grey	  to	  blend	  in	  with	  the	  british	  skyline	  
could	  be	  an	  option.	  It	  would	  be	  good	  to	  include	  this	  option	  next	  time.	  

	   	   	  
	  
How	  should	  the	  architecture	  appear,	  if	  it	  does	  appear	  in	  the	  southern	  fields?	  

	   	   SM	  summarised	  the	  results	  from	  the	  workshop	  table	  sheets	  -‐	  ‘Country	  estate’	  was	  most	  favoured,	  
followed	  by	  ‘modern’.	  	  
AB	  felt	  it	  should	  mirror	  what	  was	  already	  there.	  PV	  commented	  that	  we	  don’t	  want	  another	  
bland	  glass/	  steel	  building.	  

	   	   CG	  raised	  concern	  over	  this	  becoming	  an	  industrial	  estate.	  
	   	   	  
	   	  
4.0	   Next	  workshops	  –	  key	  issues	  to	  cover	  
	   	  
	   	   Community	  impact	  and	  benefits	  
	   	   PV	  expressed	  an	  interest	  to	  know	  what	  positive	  and	  negative	  impacts	  Pinewood	  

employees/tenants	  bring	  to	  the	  local	  area.	  E.g.	  do	  people	  who	  work	  there	  commute?	  /	  rent	  
locally?/	  stay	  in	  B&Bs?	  What	  facilities	  do	  they	  use?	  This	  was	  generally	  agreed	  by	  the	  group	  to	  be	  
of	  interest.	  Members	  of	  the	  group	  working	  on-‐site	  shared	  their	  knowledge,	  MC	  commented	  that	  
there	  is	  a	  medical	  centre	  on	  site	  and	  NL	  referenced	  the	  fact	  that	  takeaway	  shops	  in	  the	  area	  do	  
fantastic	  business.	  It	  was	  agreed	  that	  further	  information	  on	  positive	  and	  negative	  impacts	  
would	  be	  valuable	  at	  the	  next	  workshop.	  	  

	   	   CG	  commented	  that	  with	  a	  large	  fluid	  population	  there	  was	  no	  commitment	  to	  the	  area	  
whatsoever	  and	  no	  commitment	  to	  the	  long-‐term.	  NL	  responded	  that	  many	  people	  do	  move	  to	  
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the	  area	  when	  they	  work	  at	  Pinewood	  frequently	  and	  it	  was	  incorrect	  to	  blanket	  statement	  that	  
no	  one	  who	  works	  at	  Pinewood	  lives	  locally.	  	  

	   	   JC	  added	  that	  on	  average	  a	  film	  brings	  200-‐300	  crew	  into	  the	  area.	  
	   	   The	  group	  acknowledged	  the	  importance	  of	  going	  beyond	  physicality,	  taking	  into	  account	  

management	  and	  the	  long-‐term	  view.	  	  
	   	   	  
	   	   Business	  case	  
	   	   CG	  –	  How	  did	  they	  arrive	  at	  that	  number	  of	  studios	  required?	  
	   	   SM	  outlined	  the	  evidence-‐based	  approach	  that	  was	  being	  taken.	  
	   	   Members	  expressed	  an	  interest	  for	  more	  information	  on	  the	  business	  plan.	  In	  particular	  the	  plan	  

for	  4	  clusters	  –	  why	  this	  was	  enough	  –	  share	  the	  numbers	  /	  information.	  	  
SM	  would	  try	  to	  get	  hold	  of	  further	  information	  to	  share	  with	  the	  group.	  

	   	   	  
5.0	   AOB	  
	   	   	  
	   	   CG	  and	  PV	  raised	  concerns	  about	  the	  terminology	  used;	  particularly	  with	  reference	  to	  the	  

previous	  feedback	  form	  and	  terms	  such	  as	  ‘support’	  that	  were	  felt	  to	  be	  leading.	  The	  importance	  
of	  sensitivity	  to	  language	  was	  acknowledged.	  

	   	   MC	  discussed	  traveller	  sites	  as	  a	  big	  issue	  in	  the	  area,	  however	  it	  was	  concluded	  that	  this	  was	  a	  
separate	  issue	  and	  not	  really	  related	  to	  the	  Pinewood	  development	  framework.	  

	   	   RG	  felt	  that	  sponsorship,	  apprenticeships	  and	  jobs	  were	  important	  topics	  that	  should	  be	  
discussed	  at	  future	  events.	  

	   	   	  
 

 
 

 
wildlife	  and	  biodiversity.	  	  

	   	   On	  the	  topic	  of	  landscape	  MC	  questioned	  whether	  the	  Clump	  would	  be	  made	  available	  for	  filming	  
as	  he	  felt	  this	  would	  be	  a	  perfect	  location.	  

	   	   JLM	  questioned	  whether	  planting	  would	  involve	  local	  residents.	  SM	  commented	  that	  this	  was	  
something	  that	  could	  be	  considered.	  
	  

	   	  
	   	   Management	  and	  Sustainability	  	  

PV	  expressed	  her	  concern	  for	  the	  long-‐term	  sustainability	  of	  it	  all.	  Economic,	  financial	  and	  
management.	  How	  do	  we	  make	  sure	  if	  we	  put	  this	  in	  place	  now	  it	  actually	  stays	  there	  for	  the	  long	  
term?	  What	  if	  Pinewood	  decide	  to	  upsticks	  and	  locate	  somewhere	  else?	  
Several	  members	  of	  the	  group	  shared	  this	  concern.	  

	   	   JC	  -‐	  Can’t	  county	  councils	  give	  site	  specific	  conditions?	  
	   	   CG	  concerned	  that	  it’s	  very	  hard	  to	  enforce	  this	  down	  the	  line.	  Worried	  that	  additional	  planning	  

permissions	  will	  go	  in	  and	  development	  will	  spiral.	  
  CG	  -‐	  One	  of	  the	  ways	  of	  protecting	  landscape	  areas	  is	  to	  donate	  a	  large	  sum	  of	  money	  to	  

an	  organisation	  that	  is	  not	  likely	  to	  fold	  –	  for	  the	  preservation/maintenance.	  E.g.	  donate	  
to	  Colne	  Valley	  Park	  or	  the	  Parish	  Council.	  

	   	   PV	  concerned	  about	  perpetuity	  aspect.	  	  
	   	   SM	  pointed	  out	  that	  planning	  permission	  would	  be	  for	  very	  specific	  conditions	  	  
	   	   CG	  –	  but	  they	  are	  lifted,	  eventually	  they	  get	  planning	  permission.	  	  
	   	   MC	  commented	  that	  Pinewood	  is	  the	  major	  studios	  in	  Europe	  and	  they	  will	  not	  up	  and	  go.	  
	   	   CG	  -‐	  Pinewood	  may	  not	  go	  but	  what	  if	  they	  don’t	  need	  these	  extra	  buildings	  –	  stand	  to	  have	  

warehouse	  buildings	  going	  empty	  and	  not	  earning	  any	  money.	  GY	  references	  industrial	  estate	  in	  
Richings	  Park	  –	  change	  of	  use,	  caused	  issues	  to	  traffic.	  	  

	   	   PV	  –	  we	  know	  it’s	  owned	  by	  Peel	  holdings	  –	  they	  are	  developers.	  It	  was	  deemed	  important	  that	  
Peel	  holdings	  do	  as	  much	  as	  they	  possibly	  can	  to	  guarantee	  that	  the	  proposals	  they	  are	  putting	  in	  
are	  for	  the	  long-‐term	  and	  are	  genuinely	  responding	  to	  the	  needs	  of	  the	  studio.	  

	   	   	  
3.4	   Visual	  character	  
	   	  
	   	   Screening	  buildings/facade	  treatments	  

Green	  roofs	  and	  green	  walls	  were	  discussed.	  The	  feasibility	  of	  screening	  large	  buildings	  with	  
green	  walls	  was	  questioned.	  It	  was	  felt	  that	  it	  could	  be	  misleading	  to	  present	  this	  as	  an	  option	  for	  
screening	  if	  in	  reality	  it	  could	  only	  be	  applied	  to	  smaller	  buildings.	  The	  group	  also	  had	  concerns	  
over	  maintenance	  –	  i.e.	  would	  green	  roofs	  dry	  out	  and	  die?	  	  

	   	   Those	  who	  had	  attended	  the	  workshop	  felt	  that	  clearer	  images	  on	  the	  table	  sheets	  would	  have	  
helped.	  

	   	   GY	  commented	  that	  it	  would	  be	  very	  useful	  to	  have	  street	  views.	  SM	  responded	  that	  views	  and	  
visualisations	  would	  be	  shown	  at	  forthcoming	  events,	  as	  the	  scheme	  progressed.	  

	   	   AB	  mentioned	  that	  in	  discussion	  with	  the	  landscape	  consultant	  at	  the	  previous	  workshop	  
treatments	  such	  as	  painting	  the	  buildings	  blue/slate	  grey	  to	  blend	  in	  with	  the	  british	  skyline	  
could	  be	  an	  option.	  It	  would	  be	  good	  to	  include	  this	  option	  next	  time.	  

	   	   	  
	  
How	  should	  the	  architecture	  appear,	  if	  it	  does	  appear	  in	  the	  southern	  fields?	  

	   	   SM	  summarised	  the	  results	  from	  the	  workshop	  table	  sheets	  -‐	  ‘Country	  estate’	  was	  most	  favoured,	  
followed	  by	  ‘modern’.	  	  
AB	  felt	  it	  should	  mirror	  what	  was	  already	  there.	  PV	  commented	  that	  we	  don’t	  want	  another	  
bland	  glass/	  steel	  building.	  

	   	   CG	  raised	  concern	  over	  this	  becoming	  an	  industrial	  estate.	  
	   	   	  
	   	  
4.0	   Next	  workshops	  –	  key	  issues	  to	  cover	  
	   	  
	   	   Community	  impact	  and	  benefits	  
	   	   PV	  expressed	  an	  interest	  to	  know	  what	  positive	  and	  negative	  impacts	  Pinewood	  

employees/tenants	  bring	  to	  the	  local	  area.	  E.g.	  do	  people	  who	  work	  there	  commute?	  /	  rent	  
locally?/	  stay	  in	  B&Bs?	  What	  facilities	  do	  they	  use?	  This	  was	  generally	  agreed	  by	  the	  group	  to	  be	  
of	  interest.	  Members	  of	  the	  group	  working	  on-‐site	  shared	  their	  knowledge,	  MC	  commented	  that	  
there	  is	  a	  medical	  centre	  on	  site	  and	  NL	  referenced	  the	  fact	  that	  takeaway	  shops	  in	  the	  area	  do	  
fantastic	  business.	  It	  was	  agreed	  that	  further	  information	  on	  positive	  and	  negative	  impacts	  
would	  be	  valuable	  at	  the	  next	  workshop.	  	  

	   	   CG	  commented	  that	  with	  a	  large	  fluid	  population	  there	  was	  no	  commitment	  to	  the	  area	  
whatsoever	  and	  no	  commitment	  to	  the	  long-‐term.	  NL	  responded	  that	  many	  people	  do	  move	  to	  
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Public Consultation on 
Pinewood Studios Development Framework 

- 
Third meeting 

Community Liaison Group 
 

 
Date:     17th October, 2012  

Location:    Pinewood Studios * 
 

* Please proceed to the main gate on Pinewood Road where you will be met by a 
representative of Soundings 

 
 

Agenda 
 
 

6.45 Doors open / arrivals 
 

7.00 Welcome & introductions 
Team members 
New CLG members 
 

7.05 Review of minutes from previous meeting 
 

7.15 Update on the design evolution from Arup  
 

7.25 Update on transport from Vectos  
 

7.35 Q&A session 
 

7.55 Economic impact – skills & training 
 

8.00 Draft workshop structure for forthcoming events 

8.10 AOB  
 

8.20 Next meeting & close 

  
 

e   pinewood@soundingsoffice.com 
t   020 7729 1705  and ask for the Pinewood Team 

D.6 : Meeting agenda 3 - 17th October 2012
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Minutes 
 

Pinewood Development Framework Community Liaison 
Group 
 
Date: 17th October 2012, 7.00pm 

Pinewood Studios, Main Building, Room 217 Location: 
Chair:  Steve McAdam 
  
Attendees: Anne Bolton AB Local resident, PHD on Pinewood 
 

Carol Gibson CG 
Iver Parish Council, Colne Valley Park, Iver & District 
Countryside Association 

 Reg Gould RG Iver Parish Council 
 Peter Glanfield PG Local resident – Seven Hills Road 
 Francessca Hall-Drinkwater FHD Fulmer Parish Council 
 Cathy Hunt CH Fulmer Infant School 
 Jessica Le Marchand JLM Arc Plc (on-site tenant) 
 Kristen Platt KP Creative Skillset 
 Rupert Waters RW Bucks Business First 
 Graham Young GY Richings Park & Thorney Residents Association 
     
Team: Andrew Smith AS-P Pinewood Studios 
 Richard Knight RK Peel Holdings 
 Adam Smith AS-A Arup Associates 
 Kamran Haider KH Vectos 
     
 Steve McAdam SM Soundings 
 Elly Tabberer ET Soundings 
 Beverley White BW Soundings 
     
Apologies: Peter Bennett PB Thames Valley Police 
 Malcolm Christopher MC Local resident and film industry expert 
 Nick Long NL Turtle Canyon (on-site tenant) 
 Sylvie  Lowe SL Stop Project Pinewood 
 Dominique Oliver DO Pinewood Young Film Makers 
 David Povey DP Local resident 
 Pheobe Rudomino PR Diving services (on-site tenant) 
 Sam Woodcock SW Iver Infants School 
     
 
 
 
 
1.0 Welcome and Introductions 

 
1.1 Team members 

 
 SM SM asked members of the consultant team to introduce themselves  
   
1.2 New Members 

 
 CH Cathy Hunt – Head teacher for Fulmer Infant School 
 KP Kristen Platt – Creative Skillset 
 FHD Francessca Hall-Drinkwater – Fulmer Parish Council, representing Pauline Vahey 
   
1.3 Review of Minutes from meeting 2 

D.7 : Meeting minutes 3 - 17th October 2012
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 SM SM asked the group to look through the minutes and highlight if there were any 
corrections needing to be made. 

 CG On the point of the Chair, from the previous meeting, CG did contact the organisation she 
knew about but heard nothing back. 

 CG Correction to previous minutes – on 3.3 management and sustainability – ‘one of the 
ways to protect landscape areas is to donate a large sum of money’ -  CG clarified that it 
wasn’t donate, so much as ensure it goes into an endowment, because donations might 
disappear, whereas an endowment has to be specified. 

 SM SM confirmed this amendment would be made and reiterated that Soundings would be 
happy to receive comments by email as well. 

   
   
2.0 Update on the design evolution from Arup 
   
2.1 Presentation by Adam Smith of Arup Associates 

 
 AS-A AS recapped on the principles underpinning the scheme: 

• Fit 30% of the expansion onto the existing site, by optimising and demolishing 
existing buildings. 

• Maintain some amount of swing space and back lots to accommodate space 
required for filming. 

• Provide capacity for 4 production zones. 
• Use as tight a footprint as possible to provide screening and buffer space. 
• Provide new enhanced opportunities for biodiversity. 
• Position a smaller quantity of buildings in the field nearest Pinewood Green. 
• Provide a new entrance off Pinewood Road. 

Further key points were made in relation to the design evolution: 
• Design studies had taken place following the feedback from the last workshop. 
• A combined nature reserve / permissive access area for the southern fields was 

something Pinewood were considering. 
• The importance of an ecological network, linking Black Park, the Clump and 

bridging the new entrance, including an attenuation pond. 
• Using landscape areas to disguise the development and minimise visual impact 
• Two concepts for the new entrance arrangement were presented to the group. 

One showing a mini roundabout similar to that at the existing roundabout, 
another showing a larger roundabout. However it was felt the larger roundabout 
might create more of a traffic problem. 

• A multi-storey car park consisting of 2 storeys closest to Pinewood Road and 
stepping up to 4 storeys. 

 FHD FHD questioned whether all of the feedback had been taken from the information 
Soundings had gathered or whether Arup as designers had come away with anything from 
the meeting? 

 AS-A AS replied that he did walk away with personal impressions and feedback from the 
meeting and in addition highlights provided by Soundings were used to structure the 
design studies. 

   
   
3.0 Update on transport from Vectos 
   
3.1 Presentation by Kamran Haider of Vectos 

 
 KH KH gave an update on the highways and transport analysis and proposals and reported 

that positive discussions had taken place both with Bucks County Council and the 
Highways Agency.  

• Over the last few months Vectos had been carrying out new transport analysis to 
update the figures. One of the key things they wanted to understand was the 
traffic generation of this scheme compared to ‘Project Pinewood’. 

•  Vectos found that these proposals have significantly less impact than the 
previous scheme to the tune of 200 – 300 vehicular trips in the morning peak and 
400-500 in the evening peak – a significant decrease.  

• The package of mitigation measures was currently being reviewed to see what 
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would be required to mitigate against the development and the traffic generation 
associated with it. 

• In terms of highways improvements, one of the key proposals would be to try and 
solve the Five Points Roundabout situation. Traffic signals were something the 
County Council were keen they put forward and analysis showed this to be the 
right approach. 

• There was reportedly enough capacity at Five Points roundabout and along 
Pinewood Road to accommodate the additional traffic and therefore it was not 
seen as technically necessary to have an additional entrance off Sevenhills 
Road, however it was noted that there may be benefits of having it as ancillary / 
emergency access. 

• Encouraging sustainable travel and a balance between vehicular traffic, public 
transport, cycling and walking and to tap into and improve the well used shuttle 
bus service between Uxbridge and Slough. 

• There was a travel plan in place that was very actively used within Pinewood, 
currently promoting non-vehicular arrival to Pinewood. 

• The possibility of improving pedestrian/cycle links across Pinewood Road, plus 
other routes could be looked at. Research showed that if you improve pedestrian 
links within a 1-2km radius of a site and cycle routes within a 5km radius then 
people are likely to use it when they can. 

• There were currently about 2000 car parking spaces at Pinewood and the aim 
was to bring that up to about 3000 in line with current demand. The focus would 
be to accommodate everyone on site and ensure there is no overspill and on-
street parking in the area. 

KH summarised that they are actively looking at a package of measures, have an on going 
dialogue with the Highways Authority and Vectos would be finalising the transport 
assessment very soon. 

   
3.2 Q & A session 

 
 RG In the past there was talk about a roundabout between Sevenhills road and the 412? 
 KH They don’t feel it is technically necessary to have additional access from Sevenhills, other 

than possible emergency access. 
 RG Isn’t that going to put the pressure on Pinewood Road to Five Points, if you’ve just got one 

route down there? 
 KH KH agreed, we’re not saying there’s going to be less traffic, there will be more vehicles 

going to Pinewood. KH assured that there is a good improvement solution for the Five 
Points roundabout, as demonstrated to the highways authority before. 

 RG Have you not thought of the other way as a contingency plan?  
 KH We are looking at it, but the current thinking is it’s technically not necessary. But we are 

listening and considering it. 
 CG How are you doing with your HGV counts? Have you got that far yet in your traffic 

assessment? 
 KH Traffic counters were put down which count conventional vehicles and HGV’s.  
 CG What do you think the increase in HGV movements will be once this is up and running?  
 KH I’m afraid I don’t have the figures on me but that’s something that we can supply. 
 CG CG commented on the huge number of HGV’s using under-engineered roads and the on 

going maintenance problems this was causing. CG raised concern that huge film 
operations would bring in even more HGV’s and that she would like to see a very good 
breakdown of those figures. 

 KH We can provide that. 
 GY In terms of bus transport GY commented that Iver Heath was very poorly serviced by 

public transport and asked whether that could be improved? 
 CG CG commented that rather than providing additional space on the shuttle service, public 

transport should be improved.  
 GY GY clarified that he did mean upgrade a public transport service rather than a Pinewood 

bus. Either a route diversion or an additional bus service.  
 SM You’re working on a project of that kind aren’t you? 
 GY We’re working on projects about community bus transport. However, if this project could 

generate adequate public transport then that takes some of the load off what a 
community bus service needs to provide. We feel this is a requirement. 

 SM SM directed the question to Vectos - What is the prospect of this? Is there an answer yet? 
 KH  There isn’t an answer yet, the whole discussion about public transport is something we’re 
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would be required to mitigate against the development and the traffic generation 
associated with it. 

• In terms of highways improvements, one of the key proposals would be to try and 
solve the Five Points Roundabout situation. Traffic signals were something the 
County Council were keen they put forward and analysis showed this to be the 
right approach. 

• There was reportedly enough capacity at Five Points roundabout and along 
Pinewood Road to accommodate the additional traffic and therefore it was not 
seen as technically necessary to have an additional entrance off Sevenhills 
Road, however it was noted that there may be benefits of having it as ancillary / 
emergency access. 

• Encouraging sustainable travel and a balance between vehicular traffic, public 
transport, cycling and walking and to tap into and improve the well used shuttle 
bus service between Uxbridge and Slough. 

• There was a travel plan in place that was very actively used within Pinewood, 
currently promoting non-vehicular arrival to Pinewood. 

• The possibility of improving pedestrian/cycle links across Pinewood Road, plus 
other routes could be looked at. Research showed that if you improve pedestrian 
links within a 1-2km radius of a site and cycle routes within a 5km radius then 
people are likely to use it when they can. 

• There were currently about 2000 car parking spaces at Pinewood and the aim 
was to bring that up to about 3000 in line with current demand. The focus would 
be to accommodate everyone on site and ensure there is no overspill and on-
street parking in the area. 

KH summarised that they are actively looking at a package of measures, have an on going 
dialogue with the Highways Authority and Vectos would be finalising the transport 
assessment very soon. 

   
3.2 Q & A session 
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 KH They don’t feel it is technically necessary to have additional access from Sevenhills, other 

than possible emergency access. 
 RG Isn’t that going to put the pressure on Pinewood Road to Five Points, if you’ve just got one 

route down there? 
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 RG Have you not thought of the other way as a contingency plan?  
 KH We are looking at it, but the current thinking is it’s technically not necessary. But we are 

listening and considering it. 
 CG How are you doing with your HGV counts? Have you got that far yet in your traffic 

assessment? 
 KH Traffic counters were put down which count conventional vehicles and HGV’s.  
 CG What do you think the increase in HGV movements will be once this is up and running?  
 KH I’m afraid I don’t have the figures on me but that’s something that we can supply. 
 CG CG commented on the huge number of HGV’s using under-engineered roads and the on 

going maintenance problems this was causing. CG raised concern that huge film 
operations would bring in even more HGV’s and that she would like to see a very good 
breakdown of those figures. 

 KH We can provide that. 
 GY In terms of bus transport GY commented that Iver Heath was very poorly serviced by 

public transport and asked whether that could be improved? 
 CG CG commented that rather than providing additional space on the shuttle service, public 

transport should be improved.  
 GY GY clarified that he did mean upgrade a public transport service rather than a Pinewood 

bus. Either a route diversion or an additional bus service.  
 SM You’re working on a project of that kind aren’t you? 
 GY We’re working on projects about community bus transport. However, if this project could 

generate adequate public transport then that takes some of the load off what a 
community bus service needs to provide. We feel this is a requirement. 

 SM SM directed the question to Vectos - What is the prospect of this? Is there an answer yet? 
 KH  There isn’t an answer yet, the whole discussion about public transport is something we’re 

 
 

 
debating with the County Council. Because the shuttle buses are very popular that does 
seem to be the best focus of attention but we are exploring service 58 as well to see 
whether improvements to that would help.  

 CG I think the problems are from the southern side of Iver, where you may well be bringing 
people into Iver station. The requirement for the bus service would only be between Iver 
and Pinewood. 

 GY Because of the frequency of trains going to Slough people travelling in from central 
London will go to Slough – you can see people will want to go to Slough rather than Iver.  

 CG So you’ve still got the south of Iver with no bus service. 
 GY I see that’s still something a community bus service would operate. But for a large 

amount of residents living in Iver Heath I can imagine a bus service to Slough and 
Uxbridge is very desirable. 

 CH CH added her concern about HGV’s in relation to Fulmer Infant School – the road my 
children cross to get to my school is so winding that County Hall sanction a lot of what 
they do because the line of site is so short. The thought of HGV’s coming down there fills 
me with great concern.  

 CG CG made the suggestion that if this goes ahead, at the contract stage there is a routing 
agreement - lorries would have to come in along a specified route to Pinewood and would 
be penalised if they came in any other way. Which would force them to use the motorway 
as far as possible. 

 KH I think that’s a sensible approach - that they use major roads where they can, rather than 
B Roads. A routing plan can be developed and you do see that in a lot schemes. We’ll have 
a look at the breakdown and it may be that a very easy routing plan can be proposed. 

 RG We know that Pinewood are probably going to increase their services but why not 
subsidise the local bus service which they know goes past their route? 

 KH The 58 does a bit of a loop and the closest it gets is the end of Pinewood Green. To make 
that useable for Pinewood would be difficult because it’s a long walk and I’m not sure 
how many people would use it to go to Pinewood. CG agreed and added that if you talk to 
First bus they don’t want to alter the route because it’s already a long route between 
Uxbridge and Slough. 

 AB AB asked KH from Vectos whether they have any information on the effectiveness of 
putting up traffic signals on the roundabout?  

 KH KH commented that during peak periods / congested periods, the signals come into their 
own and detectors can monitor the queues and prioritise different arms to balance traffic 
flows through the roundabout.  

 SM Can you simulate this? 
 KH Yes, as part of the transport assessment, that junction would be modelled.  
 SM SM suggested in the interest of time they move on to the topic of the possible buildings 

towards the South of the East site. 
 AS-A From the feedback AS summarised that people showed preference for traditional 

architecture and were pursuing manor house and sustainable contemporary typologies. 
AS ran through the options being considered: courtyard buildings; barns; a mansion; or 
rectory/mill arrangement. AS explained the rectory/mill idea was currently the most 
favoured due to scale and suitability. 

  AS also highlighted a 60 metre buffer between the existing fence line of Pinewood Green 
and any new landscaping proposed and significantly more before you reach any buildings.  

 SM SM asked the group for any comments about the propositions so far. 
  No comments were made. 
   
   
4.0 Economic Impact 
  
 SM SM introduced AS from Pinewood Studios to discuss wider economic impact 
 AS-P AS noted that currently approximately 50% of Pinewood employees lived locally and that 

as part of the scheme Pinewood were keen to build on local employment and 
opportunities. AS explained that the government had recently put in approx 6 million 
pounds to a new youth academy scheme, through the British Film Institute, that would be 
based at Pinewood for 9-16 year olds and 16-19 year olds.  

  AS talked about the Pinewood apprenticeship scheme, working closely with Bucks New 
University and Amersham and Wycombe College in delivering skills and training.  

 GY GY commented that East Berks tends to be where young people from here go to college. 
 AS-P You’re right. We have strong links there and at various levels, it’s everything from 

plumbing and electrical right the way up to the digital side. One of the things that we’re 
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debating with the County Council. Because the shuttle buses are very popular that does 
seem to be the best focus of attention but we are exploring service 58 as well to see 
whether improvements to that would help.  

 CG I think the problems are from the southern side of Iver, where you may well be bringing 
people into Iver station. The requirement for the bus service would only be between Iver 
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 GY Because of the frequency of trains going to Slough people travelling in from central 
London will go to Slough – you can see people will want to go to Slough rather than Iver.  
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putting up traffic signals on the roundabout?  
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rectory/mill arrangement. AS explained the rectory/mill idea was currently the most 
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  AS also highlighted a 60 metre buffer between the existing fence line of Pinewood Green 
and any new landscaping proposed and significantly more before you reach any buildings.  

 SM SM asked the group for any comments about the propositions so far. 
  No comments were made. 
   
   
4.0 Economic Impact 
  
 SM SM introduced AS from Pinewood Studios to discuss wider economic impact 
 AS-P AS noted that currently approximately 50% of Pinewood employees lived locally and that 

as part of the scheme Pinewood were keen to build on local employment and 
opportunities. AS explained that the government had recently put in approx 6 million 
pounds to a new youth academy scheme, through the British Film Institute, that would be 
based at Pinewood for 9-16 year olds and 16-19 year olds.  

  AS talked about the Pinewood apprenticeship scheme, working closely with Bucks New 
University and Amersham and Wycombe College in delivering skills and training.  

 GY GY commented that East Berks tends to be where young people from here go to college. 
 AS-P You’re right. We have strong links there and at various levels, it’s everything from 

plumbing and electrical right the way up to the digital side. One of the things that we’re 

 
 

 
very keen to do is to get across the perceived barrier that ‘I’m not good enough to work in 
the film industry.’ 

 GY GY commented that open days for people like Chalfont Community College would help in 
terms of raising that awareness. 

 AS-P AS agreed. He also mentioned that they have the Iver Young film makers clubs, they have 
experience in everything from filming on the underwater stage to working with drapes and 
Pinewood also work with the Iver Youth Team. 

 JLM JLM requested a contact for where they advertise positions as their company were 
looking to employ a graduate designer locally. 

 RG How thriving is Beaconsfield film school for technicians? 
 AS They are probably within the top 3 film schools internationally. A very good reputation and 

what we’ve done today is subsidise 50 bursaries for those on low incomes. 
 RG What is the criteria for getting in? 
 AS-P Courses are always over subscribed because people want to go there, they’re not cheap. 

It is very competitive. 
 AS-P We sponsor 1 if not 2 students each year and work very closely with the film and 

television schools. 
 KP One thing that Pinewood and a lot of the film productions using the facilities in the UK do 

is make a voluntary contribution to a fund which then goes onto provide training and 
apprenticeships. Just talking about TV tax breaks we’re pretty certain that part of 
qualifying for the tax break would also mean contributing to a skills and investment fund.  

 RG If it’s that successful should the government not say expand it, more opportunities? 
 KP It’s being watched by the government very closely at the moment to be rolled out across a 

variety of Industries, to train up the next generation. 
 SM How can you guarantee local employment? Skilling being routed locally is obviously one 

channel to help that. Are there any other commitments that could be made?  
 AS Through the planning process I would imagine there are all sorts of conditions that could 

be made. For us, our best employees live locally. 
 RK One of the other big opportunities is on the construction side. Through the contractors 

and the way they procure work there are opportunities to prioritise local people in 
different ways. 

 AS-P AS added that they have just put in an application to South Bucks to build a stage at 
Pinewood and they have purposefully given the contract to a Bucks based company. 
Working with Bucks Business First, Pinewood try to source as much business from 
Buckinghamshire as possible. 

   
   
5.0 Workshop structure 
   
 SM SM outlined the dates of the next public workshops on 30th and 31st October at Pinewood 

Studios and the drop-in exhibitions on the 2nd and 3rd November at Iver Heath Village Hall.  
  SM asked for thoughts on other aspects of importance that ought to be covered at the 

next workshops. 
 JLM JLM suggested that feedback from these groups was often perhaps inviting problems and 

issues. Perhaps next one should look at how everyone could make the most of it. 
 SM So looking to explore the benefits as well as the issues. 
 CG I think you have to accept that not everyone is going to gain from this. Whatever you say 

about no net loss – there is – you can’t replace Green Belt. Ok it’s only however many 
hectares but do you think no-one is watching what’s happening to this in terms of setting 
a precedent? This is a very fractured bit of Green Belt land fending off Slough on one side 
and Uxbridge on the other. 

 AB You can maximise what we’ve got 
 CG How can you maximise something you’ve taken away? 
 AB Maximising what’s there - if you’ve got your fields and you can use part of the area and 

make it into wild flower meadows, bogs and lakes and maximise biodiversity that way. 
 AS-A AS-A registered concerns. The no net loss target is purely being applied to the ecological 

aspect and admittedly the ecologists are finding it very tough. The design team are 
working very closely with them to ensure we take the minimum amount of land. In terms 
of trying to comprehend how you can take away an area of grass – the grassland has low 
ecological value, whereas hedgerows and trees have a higher ecological value. There is a 
recognised set of calculations set up by DEFRA, demonstrating the means by which 
mitigating and enhancing the space left can achieve ‘no net loss’. 

 CG Over which period? I’ve lost track of phasing. There’s going to be disturbance on that site 
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very keen to do is to get across the perceived barrier that ‘I’m not good enough to work in 
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 AS-P AS added that they have just put in an application to South Bucks to build a stage at 
Pinewood and they have purposefully given the contract to a Bucks based company. 
Working with Bucks Business First, Pinewood try to source as much business from 
Buckinghamshire as possible. 

   
   
5.0 Workshop structure 
   
 SM SM outlined the dates of the next public workshops on 30th and 31st October at Pinewood 

Studios and the drop-in exhibitions on the 2nd and 3rd November at Iver Heath Village Hall.  
  SM asked for thoughts on other aspects of importance that ought to be covered at the 

next workshops. 
 JLM JLM suggested that feedback from these groups was often perhaps inviting problems and 

issues. Perhaps next one should look at how everyone could make the most of it. 
 SM So looking to explore the benefits as well as the issues. 
 CG I think you have to accept that not everyone is going to gain from this. Whatever you say 

about no net loss – there is – you can’t replace Green Belt. Ok it’s only however many 
hectares but do you think no-one is watching what’s happening to this in terms of setting 
a precedent? This is a very fractured bit of Green Belt land fending off Slough on one side 
and Uxbridge on the other. 

 AB You can maximise what we’ve got 
 CG How can you maximise something you’ve taken away? 
 AB Maximising what’s there - if you’ve got your fields and you can use part of the area and 

make it into wild flower meadows, bogs and lakes and maximise biodiversity that way. 
 AS-A AS-A registered concerns. The no net loss target is purely being applied to the ecological 

aspect and admittedly the ecologists are finding it very tough. The design team are 
working very closely with them to ensure we take the minimum amount of land. In terms 
of trying to comprehend how you can take away an area of grass – the grassland has low 
ecological value, whereas hedgerows and trees have a higher ecological value. There is a 
recognised set of calculations set up by DEFRA, demonstrating the means by which 
mitigating and enhancing the space left can achieve ‘no net loss’. 

 CG Over which period? I’ve lost track of phasing. There’s going to be disturbance on that site 

 
 

 
for years before any mitigation? 

 AS-A Mitigation would start before construction and the idea is that the new areas of 
development would sequence in a fairly rationalised set of pockets, so the effect on 
wildlife isn’t consistent over a very long period over the whole site. 

 SM To go back to the point about the workshop, you are suggesting that we have to try and 
find a balanced way to ask the questions because there will be people who continue to 
object and others who want to support. Last time we were critised for the way we asked 
some of the questions.  I thought I made it very clear this was about plan B and the 
consultation was in that context. You can see how careful we have to be and we will take 
those comments on board. 

 CG Do we have any assurance that the west site will be completely redeveloped before the 
east site? 

 AS We can’t develop the existing site until we’ve developed some capacity elsewhere 
because of the disturbance that developing parts of the existing site will create to the on-
going business operations. In terms of the design process we looked at fitting as much 
onto the west site before looking at the rest of the site.  

 CG CG expressed this as a matter of concern. 
 AS-P AS added that one stage on the West site had just gone in for planning permission and 

others were being looked at, so the process had started. 
 AS-A Phasing approach is being looked at in a lot of detail. Current thinking is there would be a 

significant amount done on the west site side during the fist phase. 
 RK RK added that you wouldn’t develop the other side of the road first unless you genuinely 

thought you had to because of cost implications. 
 CG You can see where the concern might be - you’ve effectively got a brownfield site across 

the road, then what’s the incentive to carry out and complete the masterplan from 2006?  
 AS-P AS responded the incentive is to enable Pinewood to accommodate 4 productions at one 

time. 
 AS-P Sequencing would be both sides in the first phase. 
 SM To give you satisfaction about planning conditions is that something that could be 

discussed? 
 RK The phasing and sequencing can be controlled in any planning permission that’s granted - 

broad sequencing would be brought into the consent. 
 CG Is the proposal for an outline application to go in for the east site? 
 RK The intention is to submit an outline planning application for the whole development – 

East and West site, but with individual plots and parcels. 
   
   
6.0 AOB and close 
   
 SM SM referenced the latest newsletter, which was being distributed to 20,000 residences 

and invited all members to take a copy. Flyers and posters were also handed out, 
advertising the next workshops and members were asked to distribute to their networks.  

  SM mentioned that the full consultation report with much more detail would eventually 
be on the website and the group would be informed as soon as it was available. 

  SM reminded the group of the next CLG meeting on the 7th November.  
 CG CG gave her apologies for the 7th 
 SM There was a suggestion that if people had the stamina the group could continue meeting 

and monitoring the proposals through the planning stages up until it went to committee. 
SM asked the group to consider continuing and mentioned that would mean more dates 
in diaries after 7th November.   

 SM SM commented that it was early days but a package of measures were being looked at for 
the Clump and part of the southern fields to consider finding a way of returning it to the 
community in some way and maybe this was something the group could discuss at the 
next meeting.  

  Lastly, SM asked all members to email Soundings if they had any thoughts or suggestions 
for the upcoming workshop structure. 
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Public Consultation on 
Pinewood Studios Development Framework 

* 
Fourth meeting 

Community Liaison Group 
 

 
Date:     7 November, 2012  

Location:    Pinewood Studios* 
 

* Please proceed to the main gate on Pinewood Road where you will be met by a 
representative of Soundings 

 
 

Agenda 
 
 

6.45 Doors open / arrivals 
 

7.00 Welcome / housekeeping 
 

7.10 Minutes from meeting 3 
 

7.20 Feedback from final public workshops  
 

7.50 
 
 
 
 
8.20 
 

Review of the final scheme 
Discussion of wider matters 
Outline of the planning process 
Section 106 discussions 
 
Onging role for CLG? 
 

8.25 AOB and close 
 
 
 

 
  

e   pinewood@soundingsoffice.com 
t   020 7729 1705  and ask for the Pinewood Team 

D.8 : Meeting agenda 4 - 7th November 2012
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D.9 : Meeting minutes 4 - 7th November 2012D.9 : Meeting minutes 4 - 7th November 2012

Minutes 
 

Pinewood Development Framework Community Liaison Group 
 
Meeting 4 
 
Date: 7th November 2012, 7.00pm 

Pinewood Studios, Main Building, Room 217 Location: 
Chair:  Steve McAdam 
 
Attendees: Anne  Bolton  AB Local resident, PHD on Pinewood 
  Malcolm  Christopher MC Local resident and film industry expert 
  Jenny   Cooper  JC On the Lot  
  Peter   Glanfield  PG Local resident – Seven Hills Road 

Reg  Gould  RG Iver Parish Council 
  Nick   Long  NL Turtle Canyon (on-site tenant) 
  Pauline   Vahey  PV Fulmer Parish Council 

Rupert  Waters  RW Bucks Business First 
Graham   Young   GY Richings Park/Thorney Residents    

      Association 
 
Team:  Richard  Knight  RK Peel Holdings 
  Andrew   Smith   AS Pinewood Studios 
  
  Steve  McAdam SM Soundings 
  Elly   Tabberer ET Soundings 
  Alex  Heath   AH Soundings  
 
Apologies: Peter  Bennett  PB Thames Valley Police  
  David  Corke  DC Amersham and Wycombe College 

Carol   Gibson   CG Iver Parish/Colne Valley Park/Iver &  
       District Countryside Association 
  Cathy   Hunt   CH Fulmer Infant School  
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1.0 Welcome and Introductions 
 
1.1 SM        SM welcomed the group and outlined the agenda for the meeting.  
 
1.2 Review of Minutes from meeting 3 
 

SM  SM recapped on the minutes from the third meeting and asked if there were any 
disparities. 

MC  MC asked what percentage of Pinewood employees were local? (approx 50%)  
He commented that Pinewood doesn’t directly employ a significant number of people 
and that most come from within the northwest passage of London. He noted that a 
major film employs between 600 and 700 people.   

AB  AB said that it was the number of tenants on site that she wanted to know about 
because they are the more significant portion of the people working on the site.  

SM SM said information on the tenants would be presented later in RK meeting. He asked 
members to email Soundings if any discrepancies in the minutes were noted.  
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1.3 Review of Stage 3 Events 
 

SM  SM noted that there were three workshops this time for which 90 people signed up and 
60 attended. 66 feedback forms were received. 

 
SM  SM provided a summary of the results from the feedback forms.  
PV  PV asked if the results would be circulated. 
ET  ET commented that full results would be included within the Statement of Community 

Involvement, however a summary would be provided in the next newsletter. 
SM  SM asked if there were any thoughts or comments about the feedback results  
PG  PG asked what would happen with the transport?  There is still a lot of work that needs 

to be done on this issue and this is letting the whole scheme down.   
SM SM commented that the issue of access from Sevenhills Road had not gained 

overwhelming support at the workshops in September. 
PG  If nothing happens with Sevenhills Road everything will run through the centre of the 

village.  If Sevenhills Road was upgraded it could take traffic straight into Pinewood 
Studios.  Traffic on Sevenhills Road should be limited to cars and small vehicles only.  

MC  There are HGV vehicles that go up Sevenhills Road to the industrial estate, but not 
beyond because of the narrow width of the street.  

PG  These huge vehicles currently run down Sevenhills Road and turn off onto a little track 
road and into a farm that collects green waste.  Large vehicles can and do use Sevenhills 
Road but they are a hazard.   

JC  Would there be any chance of getting access straight from the M25 so that traffic 
doesn’t affect the surrounding area?  

PG  Pinewood wouldn’t spend the money if they don’t even want to spend the money to 
upgrade Sevenhills Road. 

  
 

2.0 Review of final scheme, Richard Knight, Peel Holdings 
 
2.1 RK  RK provided an overview of the final scheme and details of the transport improvements      

and related local contributions that make up the current transport proposals.  
This reflected the information shown at the last workshops.  
 

PV PV noted that she had approached the County Council asking what the likelihood would 
be of imposing a weight limit on traffic through Fulmer Village, however the response 
was that this would be too difficult to enforce.  

PG  PG asked if weight limits could be built into this scheme as well?   
RK We can look at devising a route plan for HGVs as part of the planning agreements. 

 
Sevenhills Road Access  
 
RK  RK acknowledged that at the recent workshops, many people living locally said they 

would like to see access from Sevenhills Road but explained that advice from the 
transport experts is that a second entrance is not required. However, it has not been 
categorically ruled out.  If the council say that this is something they want to see then it 
would be reconsidered. It will not be part of the outline planning permission that is going 
forward.   

 
Anticipated Quantum of Traffic 
 
RK At the moment there are about 600 vehicles per hour coming to the site during the 

morning peak at 8am-9am.  Under the proposal this would double.  During the evening 
peak from 5pm-6pm there are about 500 vehicles, this would also double under the 
proposal. The HGV traffic within this figure amounts to about 6 vehicles during the 
morning peak and another 5 during the evening peak (hour). In general this is about half 
the traffic that would have been generated by the previous ‘Project Pinewood’ traffic.   
The majority of all this traffic would be routing down Pinewood Road and onto the A412.  

 
PV  If these were the current HGV numbers coming out of Pinewood now, what could be 

expected during the construction period?  
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and that most come from within the northwest passage of London. He noted that a 
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because they are the more significant portion of the people working on the site.  
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RK These numbers are based on operational traffic for the completed scheme, which is 
assessed for the year 2033.  The calculation of construction traffic has been undertaken 
based on the development phasing.  The main infrastructure investments on Five Points 
would have been completed by the first phase. These improvements are anticipated to 
alleviate many of the traffic issues there. A construction management plan around 
routing and hours will also help minimise the impact of traffic during the building period.   

 
PV  While it is often stated that ‘Project Pinewood’s’ transport scheme was accepted by the 

County and Highways last time, the whole story is that it didn’t go out to consultation so 
it wasn’t discussed with anyone from the community, rather, it was decided out of 
cabinet in isolation.  

 
RK  RK affirmed that these proposed traffic improvements will go through a fresh process of 

consultation and the Council will reconsider them in the round. 
 

AB  AB stated that in the workshop she attended, the Five Points roundabout scheme was 
one of the most unpopular parts of the plan but that doesn’t seem to have been taken 
into consideration at all.   

 
NL  NL asked what was so unpopular about the Five Points roundabout scheme? 

 
AB  It would have been inappropriate and wouldn’t have solved the problem. 

 
SM  Based on some of the feedback there was a feeling that it represented ‘urbanisation’. 

Perhaps the scheme was never clearly defined with proper diagrams. 
 

NL  I would not be against signalising the roundabout because that roundabout is terrible.   
 

PV  At the public enquiry for Project Pinewood, a lot of evidence was provided in the form of 
computer flow simulations that suggested that signalisation would help.  The traffic 
models were convincing and I have faith that they were done by experts who knew what 
they were doing.  

 
AB  AB restated that despite this most of her table agreed that signalising Five Points was a 

bad idea. 
 

SM  SM assured the group that those comments from the workshop had been fed back.  He 
also wondered how much of the negative reception to the idea was due to the scheme 
having not been thoroughly described.   

 
PV  PV felt that one of the problems on the roundabout is that when cars are heading south 

from Pinewood Road there is such a free flow of traffic that cars on Church Road can’t 
cut in.   

 
 

2.2 Application Process  
 
RK  RK provided an overview of the contents of the outline planning application:  
 

This is an outline planning application and it doesn’t seek approval for any detailed 
design. 

• The application would contain a number of conditions such as Section 106, or 
undertakings, i.e. a travel plan, green space plan, or skills strategy.  It will also set out 
the process for working out further detail. 

• Outline planning provides a legal framework to go forward with reserved matters 
(detailed design). We are anticipating three 5-year phases of development.  

• Parameter plans will be provided which will fix the areas of development, as well as 
scale, massing and height, alongside documents on design guidance.  

• An Environmental Assessment will include an analysis of the impact on transport and 
traffic, air quality, noise, landscape and visual, light intrusion, ecology, heritage, water 
and hydrology, ground conditions and waste.   
 
 

1.3 Review of Stage 3 Events 
 

SM  SM noted that there were three workshops this time for which 90 people signed up and 
60 attended. 66 feedback forms were received. 

 
SM  SM provided a summary of the results from the feedback forms.  
PV  PV asked if the results would be circulated. 
ET  ET commented that full results would be included within the Statement of Community 

Involvement, however a summary would be provided in the next newsletter. 
SM  SM asked if there were any thoughts or comments about the feedback results  
PG  PG asked what would happen with the transport?  There is still a lot of work that needs 

to be done on this issue and this is letting the whole scheme down.   
SM SM commented that the issue of access from Sevenhills Road had not gained 

overwhelming support at the workshops in September. 
PG  If nothing happens with Sevenhills Road everything will run through the centre of the 

village.  If Sevenhills Road was upgraded it could take traffic straight into Pinewood 
Studios.  Traffic on Sevenhills Road should be limited to cars and small vehicles only.  

MC  There are HGV vehicles that go up Sevenhills Road to the industrial estate, but not 
beyond because of the narrow width of the street.  

PG  These huge vehicles currently run down Sevenhills Road and turn off onto a little track 
road and into a farm that collects green waste.  Large vehicles can and do use Sevenhills 
Road but they are a hazard.   

JC  Would there be any chance of getting access straight from the M25 so that traffic 
doesn’t affect the surrounding area?  

PG  Pinewood wouldn’t spend the money if they don’t even want to spend the money to 
upgrade Sevenhills Road. 

  
 

2.0 Review of final scheme, Richard Knight, Peel Holdings 
 
2.1 RK  RK provided an overview of the final scheme and details of the transport improvements      

and related local contributions that make up the current transport proposals.  
This reflected the information shown at the last workshops.  
 

PV PV noted that she had approached the County Council asking what the likelihood would 
be of imposing a weight limit on traffic through Fulmer Village, however the response 
was that this would be too difficult to enforce.  

PG  PG asked if weight limits could be built into this scheme as well?   
RK We can look at devising a route plan for HGVs as part of the planning agreements. 

 
Sevenhills Road Access  
 
RK  RK acknowledged that at the recent workshops, many people living locally said they 

would like to see access from Sevenhills Road but explained that advice from the 
transport experts is that a second entrance is not required. However, it has not been 
categorically ruled out.  If the council say that this is something they want to see then it 
would be reconsidered. It will not be part of the outline planning permission that is going 
forward.   

 
Anticipated Quantum of Traffic 
 
RK At the moment there are about 600 vehicles per hour coming to the site during the 

morning peak at 8am-9am.  Under the proposal this would double.  During the evening 
peak from 5pm-6pm there are about 500 vehicles, this would also double under the 
proposal. The HGV traffic within this figure amounts to about 6 vehicles during the 
morning peak and another 5 during the evening peak (hour). In general this is about half 
the traffic that would have been generated by the previous ‘Project Pinewood’ traffic.   
The majority of all this traffic would be routing down Pinewood Road and onto the A412.  

 
PV  If these were the current HGV numbers coming out of Pinewood now, what could be 

expected during the construction period?  
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Very Special Circumstances for development on Green Belt 
 
RK RK gave a summary of the case for Very Special Circumstances, which Pinewood will be 

required to prove as part of the application for development in the Green Belt. 
The headline terms are:  

• Meeting national economic policy objectives for growth, particularly in the 
creative and screen based industry,  

• Absence of alternatives because this could not be done anywhere else. There is 
a cluster of activity at Pinewood Studios that can grow - it couldn’t be achieved 
from a standing start somewhere else,  

• Implied benefits of the scheme in terms of jobs, culture, industry and the local 
community,  

• Implications of the project not going ahead include hindering of growth for 
Pinewood Studios and the national economy.   

 
Employment and Economic Benefits  
 

RK RK presented an overview of the anticipated economic and employment benefits of the 
scheme, including: 

• The anticipated benefits of the scheme include an additional 3,500 jobs at UK level and 
about 1,750 in South Bucks.  This essentially represents a doubling of capacity and, in-
turn, a doubling of employment output.   

• Within the employment numbers there are also a range of opportunities for skills 
training and education.  

• There is potential to create several hundred employment opportunities in construction 
trades over the development period.   

 
Application Submission 
 

RK It is anticipated that the outline planning application will be submitted before 
Christmas. The formal consultation period undertaken by the authority is normally three 
weeks. There is a 16-week determination period for the application and it is expected 
that the application will be considered by the planning committee before the summer of 
2013. 
 

3.0 Q & A Session  
 
3.1 Green Belt 
 

GY  The concern is the Green Belt, if this wasn’t on Green Belt land then what your doing 
should actually be applauded rather than objected to.  The Green Belt is like an 
heirloom, if it goes, its gone and you don’t get it back again. Could Pinewood buy brown 
field land and convert it to Green Belt, almost like an exchange for one bit of Green Belt 
in return for another?   

RK  We don’t actually see it as a policy requirement to look at that compensation 
arrangement.  If there was a readily available solution then we would surely look at it.  
We are openly saying that the project is a harm to the Green Belt and that has to be 
weighed negatively against all the positives that the scheme brings.   

GY You are getting a massive gain in the land, once you get planning permission to develop 
then that land value goes up. Your building costs are up to you if you want to build on it.   

NL Isn’t there a significant improvement to the land surrounding the development in 
attracting wildlife?   

RK  There is a gain in recreation and access; there is not net loss in ecology.  We’ve 
attempted to mitigate landscape as best as we can, but we can’t entirely screen a 
development like this so we focused on the closer distance views but it will still be 
visible at greater distance.  We have tried to minimize the harm and bring in the benefits 
where possible, but a development like this has to be a secure site with a certain format, 
and certain arrangement with a certain height of buildings. 

NL  My point was that at the moment it is a field, with the landscaping supposedly there will 
be a lake that will attract wildlife to it, that is a form of benefit in terms of wildlife vs. 
loss of Green Belt.   

 
 

RK These numbers are based on operational traffic for the completed scheme, which is 
assessed for the year 2033.  The calculation of construction traffic has been undertaken 
based on the development phasing.  The main infrastructure investments on Five Points 
would have been completed by the first phase. These improvements are anticipated to 
alleviate many of the traffic issues there. A construction management plan around 
routing and hours will also help minimise the impact of traffic during the building period.   

 
PV  While it is often stated that ‘Project Pinewood’s’ transport scheme was accepted by the 

County and Highways last time, the whole story is that it didn’t go out to consultation so 
it wasn’t discussed with anyone from the community, rather, it was decided out of 
cabinet in isolation.  

 
RK  RK affirmed that these proposed traffic improvements will go through a fresh process of 

consultation and the Council will reconsider them in the round. 
 

AB  AB stated that in the workshop she attended, the Five Points roundabout scheme was 
one of the most unpopular parts of the plan but that doesn’t seem to have been taken 
into consideration at all.   

 
NL  NL asked what was so unpopular about the Five Points roundabout scheme? 

 
AB  It would have been inappropriate and wouldn’t have solved the problem. 

 
SM  Based on some of the feedback there was a feeling that it represented ‘urbanisation’. 

Perhaps the scheme was never clearly defined with proper diagrams. 
 

NL  I would not be against signalising the roundabout because that roundabout is terrible.   
 

PV  At the public enquiry for Project Pinewood, a lot of evidence was provided in the form of 
computer flow simulations that suggested that signalisation would help.  The traffic 
models were convincing and I have faith that they were done by experts who knew what 
they were doing.  

 
AB  AB restated that despite this most of her table agreed that signalising Five Points was a 

bad idea. 
 

SM  SM assured the group that those comments from the workshop had been fed back.  He 
also wondered how much of the negative reception to the idea was due to the scheme 
having not been thoroughly described.   

 
PV  PV felt that one of the problems on the roundabout is that when cars are heading south 

from Pinewood Road there is such a free flow of traffic that cars on Church Road can’t 
cut in.   

 
 

2.2 Application Process  
 
RK  RK provided an overview of the contents of the outline planning application:  
 

This is an outline planning application and it doesn’t seek approval for any detailed 
design. 

• The application would contain a number of conditions such as Section 106, or 
undertakings, i.e. a travel plan, green space plan, or skills strategy.  It will also set out 
the process for working out further detail. 

• Outline planning provides a legal framework to go forward with reserved matters 
(detailed design). We are anticipating three 5-year phases of development.  

• Parameter plans will be provided which will fix the areas of development, as well as 
scale, massing and height, alongside documents on design guidance.  

• An Environmental Assessment will include an analysis of the impact on transport and 
traffic, air quality, noise, landscape and visual, light intrusion, ecology, heritage, water 
and hydrology, ground conditions and waste.   
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GY  There are obviously some improvements there to be made upon that piece of land, but 
there is still a loss of Green Belt. You’ve said that buying up brownfield land would be too 
expensive but has anyone assessed this?  

NL  There is also the ecological impact of developing that land into Green Belt because you 
may have to treat toxic waste on the site.  

GY  But you’re just going to return it to Green Belt and allow nature to just move in. Land 
treatment is not the issue, the issue is what it would cost.  

NL  What is the priority of an empty field over a landscaped area? 
GY  It’s the concept of ensuring the sum total of Green Belt is not diminished and an 

exchange of Green Belt land is the way to do this. 
PV  The point of Green Belt is that it is a piece of land that wouldn’t be developed, serving as 

a buffer from burgeoning urbanisation that ensures there is a breathing space between 
the metropolitan area and where you are allowed to build again. There are some high 
quality areas of Green Belt and some low quality bits but that’s not a discussion point, 
it’s the purpose of the land that matters, it serves as an area of green breathing space.  

NL  I feel that if the land can be improved then it should be.   
AB  The enhancement of biodiversity is clearly a positive 
SM  I looked at the stats at the beginning of this project and curiously, I discovered that over 

the past five years Green Belt land has actually grown.   
PV  People do often turn land over to Green Belt all over the country  
RK  Green Belt can be released under local planning process, we’re not suggesting here that 

Green Belt is actually released, we’re suggesting that we would like to do some 
development in the Green Belt. This will not set any precedents anywhere else because 
this is a unique project, you could not make this justification anywhere else.  

 
3.2 Transport and Access   

 
JC  Access seemed to be the biggest issue at the recent events, but I haven’t seen what 

improvements there would be other than improvements to the Five Points Roundabout.   
NL  Some of the plans showed that there would be a feeder lane off Pinewood Road to get 

into the Studios. 
SM  Essentially there will be a large roundabout placed just north of the original entry point 

with the capacity to hold many more vehicles than the current entrance.  
ET  There is a holding area just off the road so that cars can queue here rather than tailing 

back on Pinewood Road.  
JC  Would Sevenhills Road be widened?   
PG  No, that’s not coming into the equation at all and that’s what I think is wrong with the 

scheme.  The idea had always been spoken about, but it was dropped. 
NL  I think it was to do with the necessary alterations to Sevenhills Road and how dangerous 

this junction currently is.  
PG  Traffic lights would fix that.   
PV  Where are we with access to Sevenhills Road?  
RK  We are not including it in the application at the moment.  We are not stating that the 

scheme will be accessed from Sevenhills Road other than for emergency access. But we 
are not entirely ruling it out either.   

MC  I think transport is the biggest issue by far and I do think Sevenhills Road should come 
back into the equation. 

 
 

3.3 Section 106  
 
SM  SM suggested moving on to the item on possible Section 106 contributions.   
GY Public transport bus services are needed.  We don’t have a route running north and 

south throughout the parish linking Uxbridge and Iver.   
RK  This was brought up at the workshop as well. Section 106 must be a response to a direct 

impact of the scheme, there is an issue as to what extent it should be this development 
that should rectify an existing deficiency in infrastructure.  

GY It is the 58 bus route that needs improvements, it runs from Langley across the Parish up 
to Iver Heath and then onto Uxbridge.  But it doesn’t provide any north south service so 
having a railway station at Iver only benefits about 800 houses in the south. Iver Heath 
residents can’t get to the station except by car.  
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weeks. There is a 16-week determination period for the application and it is expected 
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heirloom, if it goes, its gone and you don’t get it back again. Could Pinewood buy brown 
field land and convert it to Green Belt, almost like an exchange for one bit of Green Belt 
in return for another?   

RK  We don’t actually see it as a policy requirement to look at that compensation 
arrangement.  If there was a readily available solution then we would surely look at it.  
We are openly saying that the project is a harm to the Green Belt and that has to be 
weighed negatively against all the positives that the scheme brings.   

GY You are getting a massive gain in the land, once you get planning permission to develop 
then that land value goes up. Your building costs are up to you if you want to build on it.   

NL Isn’t there a significant improvement to the land surrounding the development in 
attracting wildlife?   

RK  There is a gain in recreation and access; there is not net loss in ecology.  We’ve 
attempted to mitigate landscape as best as we can, but we can’t entirely screen a 
development like this so we focused on the closer distance views but it will still be 
visible at greater distance.  We have tried to minimize the harm and bring in the benefits 
where possible, but a development like this has to be a secure site with a certain format, 
and certain arrangement with a certain height of buildings. 

NL  My point was that at the moment it is a field, with the landscaping supposedly there will 
be a lake that will attract wildlife to it, that is a form of benefit in terms of wildlife vs. 
loss of Green Belt.   
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RK  One of the other discussions that came out of the workshops was public access to the 
Pinewood Shuttle buses.  This raised a whole number of logistic and practical issues and 
we need to explore this.   

PV  Fulmer Infant School are in need of a new school hall for physical activities. Until 
recently they have used the Village Hall, but the council have now deemed this too 
dangerous due to the traffic in the village. This is an example of how traffic is affecting 
the village. There will be additional traffic through Fulmer, and I think we’d like to see 
some form of acceptance of that and an idea about what we can do to alleviate this. 

RK  The point about traffic is a valid one and would pass the Section 106 test, my question 
would be: is there something specific that could be done in Fulmer that would actually 
improve that situation and offset those impacts that arise from the scheme.   

PV  We have been able to get a 30 mph speed limit through Fulmer. We also have a vehicle 
activated speed indicator. We have a parking deficiency in the area. What can we do to 
make the centre of the village safer for children to walk in?  We’ve added school zone 
signage but the Council can’t afford to pay lollipop ladies.  The alternative is that we 
build a nice hall next to the school so the children wouldn’t have to walk anywhere. 

RK  The traffic mitigation fund is something that could be applied to this particular situation, 
yet funds probably would not be substantial enough to achieve as much as building a 
community hall or sports hall. 

PV  We could look at match funding from supplementary sources. I wouldn’t expect 
Pinewood to fund the entire thing. Certainly the community would be prepared to pitch 
in.   

RK  The first approach would be assessing the traffic management improvements that could 
mitigate traffic coming though the village. There could be a consideration of some of 
that funding going towards solving the issue but there will certainly be other competing 
interests as well.  This is something that the local authority should be doing with the 
community infrastructure anyway.  That is a question that needs posing to the Council. 
There will likely be a number of other interests competing for Section 106 funding.  The 
vehicle for this happening through Section 106 would be a transport group put in place 
to consider these points and make recommendations for how the money could be 
invested over time as issues are brought forth.   

PV  The fundamental problem is the traffic and that is what we do need to work out.   
 
4.0 AOB and Close  

 
SM  The last issue was finding out if the group has the appetite to continue past the 

submission of the outline application.  The application will go into formal planning, after 
submission of the application the local authority will run their own statutory 
consultation. There won’t really be much more to report until the Council have made 
their assessments and provided their feedback. It would probably be February before 
there was anything to report. Is this something the group would be interested in? 

 
 The group generally agreed that this would be beneficial. 
  
PV  I think it’s important that we continue to have some sort of forum for dialogue between 

Pinewood and the community.   
 
SM  SM confirmed that the next meeting would be scheduled for February 20th 2013. He 

thanked all present for their time and inputs. 
 

 
Close  

GY  There are obviously some improvements there to be made upon that piece of land, but 
there is still a loss of Green Belt. You’ve said that buying up brownfield land would be too 
expensive but has anyone assessed this?  

NL  There is also the ecological impact of developing that land into Green Belt because you 
may have to treat toxic waste on the site.  

GY  But you’re just going to return it to Green Belt and allow nature to just move in. Land 
treatment is not the issue, the issue is what it would cost.  

NL  What is the priority of an empty field over a landscaped area? 
GY  It’s the concept of ensuring the sum total of Green Belt is not diminished and an 

exchange of Green Belt land is the way to do this. 
PV  The point of Green Belt is that it is a piece of land that wouldn’t be developed, serving as 

a buffer from burgeoning urbanisation that ensures there is a breathing space between 
the metropolitan area and where you are allowed to build again. There are some high 
quality areas of Green Belt and some low quality bits but that’s not a discussion point, 
it’s the purpose of the land that matters, it serves as an area of green breathing space.  

NL  I feel that if the land can be improved then it should be.   
AB  The enhancement of biodiversity is clearly a positive 
SM  I looked at the stats at the beginning of this project and curiously, I discovered that over 

the past five years Green Belt land has actually grown.   
PV  People do often turn land over to Green Belt all over the country  
RK  Green Belt can be released under local planning process, we’re not suggesting here that 

Green Belt is actually released, we’re suggesting that we would like to do some 
development in the Green Belt. This will not set any precedents anywhere else because 
this is a unique project, you could not make this justification anywhere else.  

 
3.2 Transport and Access   

 
JC  Access seemed to be the biggest issue at the recent events, but I haven’t seen what 

improvements there would be other than improvements to the Five Points Roundabout.   
NL  Some of the plans showed that there would be a feeder lane off Pinewood Road to get 

into the Studios. 
SM  Essentially there will be a large roundabout placed just north of the original entry point 

with the capacity to hold many more vehicles than the current entrance.  
ET  There is a holding area just off the road so that cars can queue here rather than tailing 

back on Pinewood Road.  
JC  Would Sevenhills Road be widened?   
PG  No, that’s not coming into the equation at all and that’s what I think is wrong with the 

scheme.  The idea had always been spoken about, but it was dropped. 
NL  I think it was to do with the necessary alterations to Sevenhills Road and how dangerous 

this junction currently is.  
PG  Traffic lights would fix that.   
PV  Where are we with access to Sevenhills Road?  
RK  We are not including it in the application at the moment.  We are not stating that the 

scheme will be accessed from Sevenhills Road other than for emergency access. But we 
are not entirely ruling it out either.   

MC  I think transport is the biggest issue by far and I do think Sevenhills Road should come 
back into the equation. 

 
 

3.3 Section 106  
 
SM  SM suggested moving on to the item on possible Section 106 contributions.   
GY Public transport bus services are needed.  We don’t have a route running north and 

south throughout the parish linking Uxbridge and Iver.   
RK  This was brought up at the workshop as well. Section 106 must be a response to a direct 

impact of the scheme, there is an issue as to what extent it should be this development 
that should rectify an existing deficiency in infrastructure.  

GY It is the 58 bus route that needs improvements, it runs from Langley across the Parish up 
to Iver Heath and then onto Uxbridge.  But it doesn’t provide any north south service so 
having a railway station at Iver only benefits about 800 houses in the south. Iver Heath 
residents can’t get to the station except by car.  
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