IVER PARISH COUNCIL
MINUTES of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on
Tuesday 1% September, 2009 at 6.30pm, at the Parish Council Office

Present: Mr. Bradford (Chairman), Mrs. Lidgate, Mrs. Watkins, Mrs. Gibson, Mrs. Roberts, Mr. Gidar (left at
7.38pm) Four members of the public were present, one raised objections to Planning Application No.
09/01001/0OUT and one raised objections to Planning Application No. 09/01080/FUL. There comments were
noted by the Planning Committee.

Minutes taken by: Amanda Riley (Committee Clerk)
Meeting started 6.30pm
56 Apologies for Absence — Mr. Wilson, Mrs. Vigor-Hedderly

57 Disclosure of interest in items on the agenda. Resolved that it be noted that the participation of those
Parish Councillors who are also members of the South Bucks District Council Planning Committee, in both
the debate and any subsequent vote on matters contained in the agenda, was on the basis that the views
expressed were preliminary views taking account of the information currently available to the Parish
Council. Parish Council members who are also District Councillors reserved their final views on the
applications until they were in full possession of all relevant information both for and against. None

58 RESOLVED to sign the Minutes of previous meetings — 4" August, 2009

59 RESOLVED to make comments on planning applications received — as per list attached to
these minutes. *Mr. Gidar left after 09/01025/FUL

60 RECEIVED & NOTED amended and additional plans for information only — None

61 RECEIVED & NOTED decisions on planning applications received — as per list attached to
Agenda

62 RECEIVED & NOTED Appeals and enforcement notices — 1) Appeal by Written
Representations, Dromenagh Farm, Sevenhills Road, Iver Heath (09/00587/FUL) 2) Public
Enquiry, Dromenagh Farm, Sevenhills Road, Iver Heath (08/01887/EUC) 3) Hearing, Former
Cape Boards Site, Iver Lane, Cowley (751/APP/2009/1067) 4) Enforcement Notice re land
Adjacent to Mansion Lane Caravan Site, adjacent to plot 26, shown marked as Area H on the
plan attached to the Enforcement Notice, Mansion Lane, Iver SLO 9RQ effective 18"
September 2009

63 RECEIVED & NOTED for information only — Update on property in Langley Park Road: the
Enforcement Officer has visited the site and is investigating the Caravan Club status and whether
permitted development has been sought for some buildings at the front of the property. Update on
property in Iver High Street: the Enforcement Officer visited the site, the Enforcement Notice
stands and compliance is in progress. Report on meeting with Ken Adams of Buckingham Place
Developments re land at Langley Park Road: consultation on a possible planning application to
build an eco-friendly development for Key Workers, Housing Association Residents and a Care
Home.

64 Slough Borough Council: Re: House Extensions Supplementary Planning Document (SPD).
Consultation on Draft SPD and accompanying Sustainability Appraisal (screening) report August
21 — October 2™ 2009. Committee agreed to send in comments to Admin. Assistant to send on
to Slough Borough Council.



65

66

Conservation Area Iver: Mrs. Gibson reported that Iver is listed as a conservation area at risk
by English Heritage. A report is available with suggestions as to how Councils can help.

Local Authorities were surveyed by asking if their conservation areas had either deteriorated

In the last three years and/or were expected to deteriorate in the next three years. Deteriation
included the use of upvc replacement windows, doors and cladding, poor maintenance, satellite
dishes, street clutter and traffic. South Bucks District Council responded together with 60% of
Local Authorities and feel unfairly targeted for being honest. English Heritage is advocating
the use of Article 4 directives to make it necessary for proposed development to have

planning permission, even when the proposal would normally come under permitted
development. The Planning Committee asked the Admin. Assistant to write to Lyn Reardon of
SBDC to clarify if the Article 4 directives is appropriate.

Project Pinewood: The Planning Committee agreed to ratify the three letters (appended) sent to
SBDC Planning following the meeting held on 14" July 2009 - N.B. Mr. Bradford (Chairman) did
not wish to make comment as he is a member of the SBDC Planning Committee.

Meeting closed at 8.27 pm

Next Meeting Date: 22nd September 2009 at 6.30pm

Copy to:-

Cllr. M. Bradford Cllr. J. Wilson
Cllr. S. Lidgate Cllr. J. Watkins
Clir. C. Gibson Clir. R.Gidar

Cllr. P. Roberts Cllr. R. Vigor-Hedderly



Comments on Planning Applications

Application

No Proposal Location P C Comments
09/00987/FUL |Replacement detached dwelling, construction of Thorney Mead, |Object GB1/GB11/GB13
vehicular access.(Amendment to planning permission |Richings Way,
08/00310/FUL) Iver
09/00975/FUL [Single storey rear extension 86 Pinewood No Objections
Green, lver Heath
09/01011/FUL |Redevelopment of site to provide two dwellings with |43 Langley Park [Object: a cramped form of development,
replacement shared vehicular access Road, Iver overdevelopment of site -H9 subpara a) &
d)/H8/EP3/ GB12
09/01001/0OUT |Redevelopment of site to provide six dwellings. Norfolk Lea, Love |Object: overdevelopment of site, invasion of
Construction of vehicular access Lane, Iver privacy to adjacent neighbours, increased
traffic movement, concern of inadequate
parking. Strongly object to previous changes
to the traffic island (which have not been
started)
09/01035/FUL |Enclosure of front porch. Single storey rear 17 The Close, No Objections
extension. Detached garage/store. Iver Heath
09/01023/FUL |Two storey side extension. Part single storey/part two |47 Syke Cluan, |Object: overdevelopment of site
storey rear extension. Extension to roof Iver
09/01026/FUL |Extension of front porch. Single storey side 74 Pinewood No Objections
extension. Provision of new roof to front/side Green, Iver Heath
elevation
09/01040/FUL |Rear Conservatory 36 Thornbridge  |No Objections
Road, Iver Heath
09/01025/FUL [Construction of a detached outbuilding Dromenagh Farm |Object: Development of a building which
House, Sevenhills [would appear to be a change of use in the
Road, Iver Heath |greenbelt. Design would not appear to be for
domestic use
09/01046/FUL |New front porch, part two storey side part single 17 & 19 North Object: design of balconies & invasion of
storey side & rear extensions. & extension to roof Park, Iver privacy to adjacent neighbour
including rear dormers with juliet balconies to each
property in connection with the use of their roofs as
habitable accommodation (amendment to planning
permission 08/01178/FUL)
09/01044/FUL |Detached double garage Little Turret, 10 |Object: turns the service road into a private
Wood Lane, lver [drive
Heath
09/01084/FUL |Construction of entrance gates and fencing Cummis, Unit 1b, |No Objections
Union Gate,
Ridgeway, lver
09/01080/FUL |Change of use from shop to takeaway fish and chip (19 Langley Park |Object: Increase of movements & noise in
shop (Class A5) Road, Iver evening. Inadequate parking. Increased
movements on dangerous part of highway.
Environmental health issues as close to
residential area. Noise & smell nuisance to
neighbouring properties
09/01097/FUL [Single storey side extension & extension to roof 4 Mansion Lane, |Object: GB10 para b)
incroporating front facing dormer windows. Iver
09/01094/CAN [Remove & reduce secondary regeneration trees by  |Land to rear of St. [No Objections
20-25%, mainly Ash & Sycamore trees to allow light |Peters' Church,
to the ponds. (lver Conservation area) Thorney Lane
North, Iver
09/01105/Ful |Part single/part two storey side/rear extension. Front |115 Ashford Object: Design shows an unreasonable
porch Road, Iver Heath |overlook & unacceptable overshadowing.
Adverse outlook for adjacent properties, risk
of loss of daylight/sunlight & 60 degree rule
on ground floor extensions.
09/00949/FUL |Rear conservatory 24 Somerset No Objections

Way, Iver




South Bucks District Council
Planning Department
Capswood

Oxford Road

Denham

Bucks

UB9 4LH

10™ August, 2009

Dear Sir/Madam,

Iver Parish Council response to Planning Application
09/00706/OUT by Pinewood Studios Limited

1. Iver Parish Council Response

Iver Parish Council (“IPC”) is totally and strongly opposed to the outline
planning permission application by Pinewood Studios plc (“Pinewood”).

2. Green Belt Policy

The area of land proposed by Pinewood for the outline scheme is Green Belt
land as shown on the Proposals Map page 13 being part of the current South Bucks
District Council (“SBDC”) Local Plan. In accordance with Policy GB 1 “Green Belt
Boundaries and the control over development in the green belt” planning permission
will not be granted for development other than for those items listed (a) to (h) under
Policy GB 1. That policy goes on to state that development would only be permitted if
it did not affect “the character or amenities of the Green Belt, nearby properties or the
locality in general....”.and “the scale, height, layout, siting, form, design and
materials of any new building would not adversely affect the character and amenities
of the Green Belt, nearby properties or the locality in general...”

IPC is of the view that the present proposal does not fall within any of the exceptions
listed (a) to (h) and would most certainly adversely affect the character of the Green
Belt and nearby properties and that the scale, height, layout, siting, form and design
would substantially affect the Green Belt character and nearby properties and the
locality in general.

3. PPG2 guidance

PPG2 guidance on Green belt development refers to 5 reasons to maintain
green belt.

Urban Sprawl — to allow this proposal to go ahead would result in it being a precursor
for further applications for housing or commercial development in an area that



protects against urban sprawl from West London. There is already significant pressure
on the area due to the adjacency of the M25 corridor

Preventing neighbouring towns merging — Iver Heath is referred to by Pinewood as
urban; it is in fact 73.4% greenspace. This development would lead to an increased
risk of this application being a precursor for further development in the green belt.

Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment — Pinewood refer to the area being
of low quality but it is part of the green belt which serves to protect South Bucks from
encroachment into the countryside.

Preserving the setting and character of historic towns.

Assist urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban
land — this land is neither derelict nor urban; it has been used for minerals but reverted
to countryside and should remain as green belt.

IPC submits that this proposal is contrary to four of the five reasons to maintain
greenbelt and that should be a reason for turning down this application.

4. Policy GB 4

SBDC policy GB 4 states that proposals to establish new employment
generation in the Green Belt will not be permitted. This application proposes
employment generation in the Green Belt and is therefore contrary to policy GB 4.
There are no other Green Belt policies that would allow for development of the type
proposed by Pinewood to be established on the land included in the planning
application by Pinewood.

5. Colne Valley Park

SBDC policy L6 refers to the Colne Valley Park and states that proposals in
the Colne Valley Park will only be permitted where “they safeguard existing areas of
of countryside from inappropriate development and do not involve urbanisation of the
Park...”. The area contained in the Pinewood proposal is within the Colne Valley
Park and therefore in accordance with that policy any proposal should not be
permitted.

6. Policy EP3

SBDC policy EP3 refers to The Use, Design and Layout of Development and
states that development will only be permitted where its scale, layout, siting, height,
design external materials and use are compatible with the character and amenities of
the site itself, adjoining development and the locality in general. In respect of the
Pinewood application paragraphs (a), (b),(c), (d),(e) and (f) are relevant.



The scale of the Pinewood application will not be in proportion with the existing
nearby properties; the siting of buildings will adversely affect nearby properties and
the locality in general; the height of the proposed development takes no regard of the
height of the buildings in the locality, buildings as high as 22m will be in close
proximity to the existing domestic property estate in the locality; the proposed
buildings (albeit this is only an outline plan) will not respect and harmonise with the
surrounding properties or with the locality in general; the use of the land for the
Pinewood proposal will be detrimental to the character and amenities of nearby
properties due to noise, disturbance, visual intrusion loss of privacy, increased traffic
and other nuisance.

7. Special Circumstances

The application by Pinewood in Document 2 includes 105 pages to justify that
there are Special Circumstances which would allow this proposal to be approved even
though it is totally within the Green Belt. IPC would submit that despite the amount of
effort spent on attempting to establish Special Circumstances it has not demonstrated
that as a fact and it is noticeable that there are no testimonials giving credence to the
value to the film industry of having permanent “live/work” film sets.

IPC is aware of letters of concern from members of the film industry that the
permanent film sets proposed by Pinewood are not what the film industry needs.
Pinewood Studios Limited does not make films; it is a provider of facilities which it
lets to companies that make films, TV programmes and other companies which have
some affiliation to the film, TV and creative services.

Those who come to Pinewood to make films wish to use the services of companies in
Pinewood Studios. It is by no means proven that producers and directors of films, TV
programmes and advertising would wish to use the facilities that Pinewood is
proposing particularly when the facilities will have the complications of residents
from 1400 properties in the area.

For those reasons IPC considers that the application is only dressed up as a live/work
facility to enable Pinewood Studios Limited to build 1400 properties in the Green Belt
which is most certainly contrary to SBDC planning policy as set out above.

8. Policy H9

SBDC Local Plan policy H9 refers to the Residential Layout & Design
requirements for proposals involving the development of land for residential
purposes. It states that the proposal would have to be compatible with the character of
the surrounding area in terms of density, layout, design, height, scale, form and
materials. In addition the proposal would not adversely affect the character of nearby
properties or the locality in general for example through overdominance or
obtrusiveness.

IPC is of the view that this proposal should be rejected due to it not complying with
the principles of policy H9.



9. Traffic issues

The problems of traffic in Iver Parish have been well documented and are well
known to both SBDC and more pertinently Buckinghamshire County Council. SBDC
policy TR6states that SBDC with the Highways Authority will seek to, inter alia,
minimise the impact of traffic on the environment.

IPC submits that the impact of traffic generated by this proposal will have a highly
detrimental effect on traffic in the whole area of Iver and the adjoining parishes. The
only attempts to alleviate traffic problems are the separate plans for two roundabouts
at Five Points and Seven Hills Road/A412 junction. Neither of the 2 plans does
anything to alleviate traffic issues in the area and in both cases there are no
improvements to the feeder roads onto the two roundabouts. The potential for an
additional 4000 extra vehicle movements a day to and from the site plus traffic
coming onto the site to work would lead to the already congested area of Iver and
surrounding parishes becoming even more congested with no planning for easing
congestion.

SBDC policy TRS requires that traffic movements would not have an adverse effect
on the amenities of nearby properties on the use quality and character of the locality.
The increased traffic movement brought about if this development went ahead would
have a significant and deleterious effect on the traffic in the area which is as noted
above already heavily congested throughout many hours of the day.

10. Impact on the Community

Iver Heath is a community of 3750 adults living in largely semi-detached and
detached properties in a setting which is semi rural and comprises 73.4% greenspace.
Project Pinewood estimates a living population of 3,100 which is considered by IPC
to be conservative considering there will be 1400 dwellings. 3500 people would be
more likely. This proposal therefore almost doubles the population in Iver Heath and
the impact on the community will affect the whole parish of Iver together with
adjacent areas of Fulmer, Wexham and Denham.

Increased traffic with no improvements made to feeder roads to the two proposed
roundabout developments will only serve to increase pressure on the road network in
Iver parish and rural roads going through Fulmer and Wexham.

It is noted that the proposal envisages a junior school on the site. However, the need
in the area south of the M40 and in the east of South Bucks is for a secondary school;
there is plenty of Junior School provision in the area but the nearest secondary schools
are in Burnham and Chalfont and Chalfont Community College is currently full.
There are Secondary places further north in the county but the need for a secondary
school becomes necessary if there is a doubling of the current population.

The proposal envisages a ten year construction period. This will have a major impact
on the community of Iver which will result in a deleterious effect on house values in
the Iver Heath area.



Pinewood do not consider that this site will be a tourist attraction. There will be
permanent film sets in the context of a living/working environment. When Pinewood
opened its site in the late 1970’s for a weekend the surrounding area was jammed with
cars for 10 miles around. This site will be a tourist attraction whether Pinewood
believe it or not; people want to visit film sites and this will be no exception. That will
only add to the impact on the local community.

Local residents have expressed their concern as to the sustainability issues of the
project which they do not see as anything other than a building project dressed up to
look like a project for the creative arts; there is no evidence to suggest that this
proposal is what the film industry wants and will use for film sets. Film production
companies do not want to film on the same film set all the time and they do not want
the complications of local residents being in the area.

11. A Building Project

IPC and the residents who have attended public meetings on the project in their
hundreds believe that this is basically a building project trying to use Green Belt land
on the basis that it is a project for the creative arts.

Pinewood have yet to implement the ‘“Masterplan” on their current site that was
approved by SBDC some years ago. That plan provided 97,400 sq m of useable space
for the creative industries. Little if any of the “Masterplan” has yet been put into
effect. The amount of space for use by the creative industries in the “Masterplan” far
outweighs the amount of such space dedicated to the creative industries in the current
proposal. For example the academy could be housed on the current Pinewood Studios
site.

All of the above leads IPC to the conclusion that this proposal is basically a house
building project on Green Belt land. It disguises itself as being for the creative
industries but it will only lead to 600+ jobs. This is a small return for allowing 1400
houses to be built on Green Belt.

If it 1s assumed that properties in this area, if of mixed development i.e from 1
Bedroom properties to 5 bedroom properties (as stated by Pinewood), will have an
average selling price of £300,000 per property. 1400 properties will therefore sell for
£420,000,000.

That assumption alone clearly demonstrates that the major impetus for this
proposal on Green Belt land is to increase the revenues of Pinewood Studios Ltd.
12. Summary

In summary IPC is totally opposed to this proposal. Public meetings have
shown the level of objection from local residents throughout the whole parish of Iver

as well as Fulmer, Wexham and Denham.

Iver Parish Council strongly suggests to SBDC Planning Committee that they should



totally reject this application for all of the reasons above and fundamentally to prevent
unnecessary development on Green Belt land in South Bucks.

Yours faithfully,

Glenda Collins
Clerk to Iver Parish Council



South Bucks District Council
Planning Department
Capswood

Oxford Road

Denham

Bucks UB9 4LH

10™ August 2009

Dear Sir/Madam,

Iver Parish Council response to Planning Application
09/00707/FUL by Pinewood Studios Limited

1. Iver Parish Council Response

Iver Parish Council (“IPC”) is totally and strongly opposed to this full
planning permission application by Pinewood Studios plc (“Pinewood”).

2. Green Belt Policy

The area of land proposed by Pinewood for the Five Points Roundabout
scheme is Green Belt Land as shown on the Proposals Map page 17 being part of the
current South Bucks District Council (“SBDC”) Local Plan. In accordance with
Policy GB 1 “Green Belt Boundaries and the control over development in the green
belt” planning permission will not be granted for development other than for those
items listed (a) to (h) under Policy GB 1. That policy goes on to state that
development would only be permitted if it did not affect “the character or amenities of
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the Green Belt, nearby properties or the locality in general....”.

IPC is of the view that the present proposal does not fall within any of the exceptions
listed (a) to (h) and would most certainly adversely affect the character of the Green
Belt and nearby properties and that the scale, layout, siting, form and design would
substantially affect the Green Belt character and nearby properties and the locality in
general.

This application is linked to outline application 09/00706/OUT and provides for
changes to the Five Points Roundabout on the A412 and three other feeder roads.

The planned changes take out a large swathe of greenbelt land designated as a playing
field on the Local Plan map. This is considered by IPC a damaging removal of
greenbelt and a gross urbanisation of the roundabout for little apparent benefit for
reasons as set out below.

3. Traffic issues

The changes to the Five Points Roundabout despite taking a large area of Green Belt
land do not appear to make any changes to the five roads that feed into the



roundabout. The A412 leading to Denham will still remain as a single two way
carriageway which is currently congested for four hours of the day during rush hours.
This scheme will not relieve that congestion. The Pinewood Road leading to the
studio complex, Wood Lane leading to Iver and Langley and Slough Road leading to
Uxbridge all remain single two way carriageways. This scheme will have no effect on
those roads. The A412 leading to Slough is not altered by this scheme.

IPC sees no benefit in this scheme as it does not appear to solve the traffic congestion
in Iver Heath and merely serves to urbanise the whole area around this roundabout
with extra street furniture such as traffic lights and other signage.

4. Tree loss

IPC considers that the loss of trees on Green Belt land in the area around this
roundabout would be seriously detrimental to the character of the village of Iver
Heath of which the Five Points Roundabout is key landmark but one which is
currently not urbanised as would be the result of this scheme.

5. Summary

In summary IPC is totally and strongly opposed to this application, considers it
unnecessary and not helpful in relieving traffic on the roads of Iver.

Iver Parish Council strongly suggests to SBDC Planning Committee that they should

totally reject this application for all of the reasons above and fundamentally to prevent
unnecessary development on Green Belt land in South Bucks.

Yours faithfully,

Glenda Collins
Clerk to Iver Parish Council



South Bucks District Council
Planning Department
Capswood

Oxford Road

Denham

Bucks UB9 4LH

10™ August 2009

Dear Sir/Madam,

Iver Parish Council response to Planning Application
09/00708/FUL by Pinewood Studios Limited

1. Iver Parish Council Response

Iver Parish Council (“IPC”) is totally and strongly opposed to this full
planning permission application by Pinewood Studios plc (“Pinewood”).

2. Green Belt Policy

The area of land proposed by Pinewood for the DenhamRoad/Sevenhills Road
Junction scheme is Green Belt Land as shown on the Proposals Map page 13 being
part of the current South Bucks District Council (“SBDC”) Local Plan. In accordance
with Policy GB 1 “Green Belt Boundaries and the control over development in the
green belt” planning permission will not be granted for development other than for
those items listed (a) to (h) under Policy GB 1. That policy goes on to state that
development would only be permitted if it did not affect “the character or amenities of

2

the Green Belt, nearby properties or the locality in general....”.

IPC is of the view that the present proposal does not fall within any of the exceptions
listed (a) to (h) and would most certainly adversely affect the character of the Green
Belt and nearby properties and that the scale, layout, siting, form and design would
substantially affect the Green Belt character and nearby properties and the locality in
general.

This application is linked to outline application 09/00706/OUT and provides for
changes to the Denham Road/Sevenhills Road Junction by means of creating a
roundabout on Green Belt land. This is considered by IPC a damaging removal of
greenbelt and an urbanisation of the area. The roundabout does not in the opinion of
IPC make any significant effect other than encouraging more traffic to use Sevenhills
Road.

3. Traffic issues



As noted above the implementation of a roundabout at this junction will only have the
effect of encouraging more traffic to use Sevenhills Road as a cut through when the
Denham Road to Iver Heath is congested which is the case for two hours each
morning and in the evening also. Sevenhills Road is a narrow carriageway road
ending in a single carriageway with limited passing room at its western end. The
encouragement of traffic on that unsuitable road is in IPC opinion highly undesirable.

4. Tree loss

IPC considers that the loss of trees on Green Belt land in the area around this
roundabout would be seriously detrimental to the character of the village of Iver
Heath.

S. Summary

In summary IPC is totally and strongly opposed to this application, considers it
unnecessary and not helpful in relieving traffic on the roads of Iver.

Iver Parish Council strongly suggests to SBDC Planning Committee that they should

totally reject this application for all of the reasons above and fundamentally to prevent
unnecessary development on Green Belt land in South Bucks.

Yours faithfully,

Glenda Collins
Clerk to Iver Parish Council



