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1. Introduction 

1.1 This Statement of Case is submitted in accordance with the Town and Country Planning 
(Inquiries Procedure) (England) Rules 2000 (SI 2000:1624). It refers to an appeal made 
under Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) by Wasdell 
Properties Ltd (herein referred to as the ‘Appellant’) against the refusal of Swindon 
Borough Council (herein referred to as ‘the LPA’) on 26th August 2020 to grant planning 
permission for the development of a new science park at Inlands Farm, The Marsh, 
Wanborough, Swindon, SN4 0AS (herein referred to as ‘the Site’). 

1.2 The planning application forming the subject of this appeal, was validated by the LPA 
on 14th December 2018 and given the application reference S/OUT/18/1943 (herein 
referred to as ‘the Application’). The agreed description of development with the LPA 
was as follows: 

“A Hybrid Planning Application for a Science Park and associated works to include full 
details of 33,507 sqm (GIA) of Use Class B1c (light industrial), with associated access, 
parking, landscaping and drainage and an outline proposal for up to 32,281 sqm (GIA) 
of Use Class B1b (research and development) and up to 16,400 sqm (GIA) B1c (light 
industrial), with associated access, parking, landscaping and drainage (all matter 
reserved).” 

1.3 For the avoidance of doubt, where this Statement of Case discusses the ‘Proposal’ it is 
referring to both the full (which will form Phase 1) and outline (which will form Phase 
2) elements of the Application. 

1.4 The Proposal is described in the (Draft) Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) between 
the Appellant and the LPA and in the material in support of the Application. The 
Appellant will seek to progress discussions with the LPA and to agree common ground 
on a number of matters relevant to this appeal. 

1.5 The Application has been refused by the LPA and as such this Appeal is made against 
this decision. In accordance with Annex J (paragraph J.2.3) of the PINS Procedural 
Guidance, this Statement of Case provides the Appellant’s response to the reasons for 
refusal set out in the LPA’s Decision Notice focusing on areas of difference. 

1.6 The LPA’s decision to refuse the Application was made at the Swindon Borough Council 
Planning Committee held on 25th August 2020 where Members resolved to refuse 
planning permission in line with the Case Officer’s recommendation. 

1.7 The LPA’s Decision Notice dated 26th August 2020 sets out eight reasons for refusal in 
relation to those parts of the Proposal where full planning permission was sought and 
11 reasons for refusal in relation to those parts of the Proposal where outline planning 
permission was sought. It should be noted that several reasons for refusal are the same 
across the full and outline elements of the Proposal. This Statement of Case sets out 
the Appellant’s case in response to the reasons for refusal. 

1.8 The Appellant reserves the right to add to the matters contained in this Statement of 
Case and to the list of evidence documents set out in Appendix 1 as may be necessary 



3 

in order to address the matters raised by the LPA and others in their statements of case 
and evidence, in order to assist the Inspector. 

1.9 The Appellant envisages that a full list of application documents will be set out within 
the final SoCG and will liaise with the LPA in that regard. 
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2. The Site and its Surroundings 

2.1 A description of the Site and its surroundings, and its planning history, is set out in the 
application material (in particular the Design and Access Statement and the Planning 
Statement and the LVIA) and the (Draft) SoCG and is therefore not repeated here. 
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3. The Proposal 

Description of Development 

3.1 The description of the Proposal set out on the submitted  Application Form was as 
follows: 

“Hybrid planning application for a Science Park. Comprising demolition of existing 
buildings, 33,507 sq.m (GIA) of Use Class B1c (light industrial), together with access, 
parking, landscaping, drainage and green infrastructure (detailed); up to 16,400 sq.m 
(GIA) B1c and up to 32,281 sq.m (GIA) of Use Class B1b (research and development), 
with associated access, parking, landscaping, drainage and green infrastructure, all 
matters reserved (outline).” 

3.2 During the validation of the submitted application the LPA chose to make amendments 
to the description of development to provide greater clarity as to the nature of the 
Proposal. These amendments to the description of development were agreed by the 
Appellant and therefore the description of development as stated on the LPA’s 
Decision Notice and to be addressed in this Appeal is as follows: 

“A Hybrid Planning Application for a Science Park and associated works to include full 
details of 33,507 sqm (GIA) of Use Class B1c (light industrial), with associated access, 
parking, landscaping and drainage and an outline proposal for up to 32,281 sqm (GIA) 
of Use Class B1b (research and development) and up to 16,400 sqm (GIA) B1c (light 
industrial), with associated access, parking, landscaping and drainage (all matter 
reserved).” 

 Submitted and Amended Material 

3.3 The Application was submitted in November 2018 and consequently validated with a 
range of supporting documents, including an Environmental Statement. Formal 
responses to comments raised by statutory consultees were submitted to the LPA in 
March 2019. A number of revised plans and supporting documents, including a revised 
Environmental Statement, were submitted in April 2020. A further set of formal 
responses to comments raised by statutory consultees were submitted in July 2020. All 
of the plans, documents and reports relied upon in support of this Appeal are listed in 
the (Draft) SoCG and contained in the material submitted to the Planning Inspectorate. 

3.4 The amended material submitted in April 2020 demonstrated how potential areas of 
concern were capable of being addressed. 

3.5 This included the removal of the temporary access on Pack Hill that was proposed to 
serve Phase 1. Instead the amended Proposal sought access for both Phases 1 and 2 
from a new roundabout that will form part of the new Southern Connector Road. 

3.6 Amendments were also made to the detailed design of the buildings to be provided in 
Phase 1 which included changes to roof form, elevations and proposed colours to help 
further soften their appearance and ensure they remain an appropriate response to 
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the Site and its context. Amendments were also made to the parking arrangements for 
Phase 1. 

3.7 A purpose designed innovation centre was proposed as an initial part of the Phase 2 
element with the timing of its delivery to be secured by condition. 

3.8 Provision was made for a safeguarded route for the proposed Wilts & Berks Canal. 
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4. Planning Policy Context 

4.1 The Appellant considers that the following planning policy commentary is relevant to 
the Proposal and this Appeal. The Appellant will endeavour to engage with the LPA to 
agree the relevant planning policy context as part of the SoCG. 

4.2 The Appellant’s evidence will set out the weight which should be afforded to relevant 
policies. 

The Development Plan 

4.3 Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 provides that, in dealing with 
an application for planning permission, regard is to be had to the development plan so 
far as material to the application, local finance considerations and other material 
considerations. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act requires 
that planning applications must be determined in accordance with the Development 
Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. At the time the decision was 
made, the Development Plan, so far as material to the application, consisted of the 
Swindon Borough Local Plan 2026 (adopted in March 2015). The Site is not located 
within a Neighbourhood Area and is therefore neither the subject of a made nor 
emerging Neighbourhood Plan. 

Swindon Borough Local Plan 2026 (adopted in March 2015) 

4.4 The LPA’s Decision Notice alleges conflict with several policies of the adopted Local 
Plan1, namely: 

• Policy SD2 – The Sustainable Development Strategy; 

• Policy DE1 – High Quality Design; 

• Policy TR2 – Transport and Development; 

• Policy IN1 – Infrastructure Provision; 

• Policy EN1 – Green Infrastructure Network; 

• Policy EN2 – Community Forest; 

• Policy EN5 – Landscape Character and Historic Landscape; 

• Policy EN6 – Flood Risk; 

• Policy EN7 – Pollution; 

                                                           
1 The Appellant assumes that all policies and proposals in the development plan which the Council considers to be 
relevant to the decision have been specified in the decision notice (in accordance with the requirements of  Article 
35(1)(b) Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015) 
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• Policy EN10 – Historic Environment and Heritage Assets; 

• Policy EN11 – Heritage Transport; and 

• Policy NC3 – New Eastern Villages - including Rowborough and South Marston 
Village Expansion. 

4.5 Whilst this Statement of Case will focus on the alleged conflict with these policies, the 
Appellant reserves the opportunity to address other specific policies of the Local Plan 
in the event that they are referred to the in LPA’s Statement of Case or supporting 
evidence or in any submissions made by other parties. 

Other Material Considerations 

 The National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance 

4.6 In considering the Proposal, the Appellant’s evidence will also refer to the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) published in February 2019 and its associated 
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) as material considerations. 

4.7 Paragraph 6 of the NPPF explains that “Other statements of government policy may be 
material when preparing plans or deciding applications…” 

4.8 The Government has made clear its expectation, through the NPPF, that the planning 
system should positively embrace sustainable development to deliver the economic 
growth necessary and the housing needed to create inclusive and mixed communities. 
Local planning authorities are encouraged in the NPPF to approach decisions on 
proposed development in a positive and creative way, and should seek to approve 
applications for sustainable development where possible (Paragraph 38). 

4.9 There are a number of other paragraphs in the NPPF which are relevant to this appeal. 

4.10 Paragraph 80 establishes that planning decisions should help create the conditions in 
which businesses can invest, expand and adapt. Indeed it places significant weight on 
the need to support economic growth and productivity, taking into account local 
business needs and wider development opportunities. It notes this is particularly 
important where Britain can be a global leader in driving innovation as set out in the 
vision for the Government’s Industrial Strategy. 

4.11 Paragraph 82 requires that planning decisions recognise and address the specific 
locational requirements of different sectors including making provision for clusters or 
networks of knowledge and data-driven and high technology industries. 

4.12 Paragraph 170 establishes that planning decisions should contribute to and enhance 
the natural and local environment through a number of means related to landscape, 
biodiversity, geology, natural capital and ecosystem services, the prevention of 
pollution and land instability and the remediation of land. 
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4.13 Paragraph 172 requires that great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing 
landscape and scenic beauty in Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) which are 
afforded the highest status of protection in relation to these issues. 

4.14 The Government on 30th January 2021 published draft revisions to the NPPF for 
consultation. Of relevance is the proposed revision which would see an addition to 
paragraph 172 (which is proposed to be renumbered as paragraph 175) requiring that 
developments within the settings of AONBs, and other designated landscapes, should 
be sensitively located and designed so as to avoid adverse impacts on the designated 
landscapes. 

4.15 The PPG was first published in March 2014 and contains guidance on a number of 
relevant considerations. 

4.16 The Appellant’s evidence and this Statement of Case respond to the NPPF and PPG 
insofar as they are directly relevant to this Appeal. 

4.17 The Appellant reserves the opportunity to address specific policies of the NPPF, or 
guidance in the PPG, in the event that they are referred to in the LPA’s Statement of 
Case or supporting evidence or in any submissions made by other parties. 

Emerging Local Plan 

4.18 The LPA is currently in the process of preparing a Local Plan Review to supersede the 
adopted Swindon Borough Local Plan 2026. The Council’s most recent Local 
Development Scheme, published in September 2020, establishes the LPA intends to 
hold a further Revised Pre-Submission consultation in accordance with Regulation 19 of 
the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, in June 
2021. Subsequent submission to the Secretary of State in order for an independent 
Examination to be undertaken in accordance with Regulation 22 is programmed to 
occur in October 2021. 

4.19 In accordance with paragraph 48 of the NPPF, Local Planning Authorities “may give 
weight to relevant policies in emerging plans according to: 

(a) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its 
preparation, the greater the weight that may be given); 

(b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less 
significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given); 
and 

(c) the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to this 
Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the 
Framework, the greater the weight that may be given).” 

4.20 The Appellant considers that at this time the Local Plan Review is not at a sufficiently 
advanced stage for any weight to be given to its emerging policies. Also, there remain a 
number of unresolved objections to relevant policies from both the Appellant and 
other third parties. Indeed, further objections may also arise during the forthcoming 
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Revised Pre-Submission consultation. These are unlikely to be resolved prior to the 
independent Examination of the Local Plan Review which is expected to occur in 2022. 
Therefore, at this stage the Appellant considers the Local Plan Review does not carry 
any material weight in the determination of this Appeal. 

4.21 The Appellant reserves the opportunity to address specific policies of the emerging 
Local Plan Review in the event that they are referred to in the LPA’s Statement of Case 
or supporting evidence or in any submissions made by other parties. 

Other Policy Documents 

4.22 The Appellant will refer to other relevant non-statutory local policies, Ministerial 
Statements and other guidance. The weight to be attached to those documents will be 
assessed having regard to the NPPF and any change in circumstances since they were 
published. 
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5. The Appellant’s Case 

5.1 The following commentary describes the Appellant’s case in relation to each of the 
reasons for refusal (RfRs) stated on the LPA’s Decision Notice. The subsequent 
assessment of the planning balance is considered in the next section of this Statement 
of Case. 

5.2 The Appellant’s case centres on the fact the Proposal will deliver very significant 
economic benefits which will contribute to the regional and national economy and that 
the grant of planning permission is supported by national policy, in particular as set out 
in the NPPF.  The extant and emerging local plans fail to make provision to allow this 
economic growth to take place. There is no suitable and available, realistic and feasible 
alternative site on which to deliver the Science Park.  Given that the development plan 
fails to make provision to accommodate the Proposal and thereby fails to create the 
conditions in which business can invest expand and adapt, and fails to recognise the 
locational requirements of the pharmaceutical sector, this is a case in which material 
considerations indicate that the decision should be made otherwise than in accordance 
with the development plan.    

Principle of Development 

5.3 The Appellant acknowledges the Site is located outside of any defined settlement 
boundary as shown on the Policies Map that accompanies the adopted Local Plan and 
is therefore situated in the countryside. Given the Site has historically been in 
agricultural use and currently remains so, the Appellant also acknowledges the Site 
would be considered a greenfield one. The Appellant acknowledges that part of the 
Site falls within the non-coalescence area as shown on the Policies Map. 

5.4 Paragraph c) of Policy SD2 of the Local Plan establishes three criteria for where 
development proposals outside of the settlement boundaries for Swindon and rural 
settlements will be permitted. Whilst, the Appellant acknowledges the Proposal does 
not fit these three criteria and would conflict with Policy SD2, the Appellant would 
draw attention to the fact that Policy SD2 and supporting text is silent on the need to 
plan for a Science Park.  

5.5 Paragraph e) of Policy NC3 of the Local Plan establishes a ‘principle of non-coalescence’ 
on land between Wanborough, Bishopstone and Bourton and the New Eastern Villages 
in order to protect the character and identity of these settlements. Paragraph e) also 
establishes that small scale development within this area will be permitted subject to 
two criteria. The Appellant acknowledges that part of the Proposal falls within the 
‘Non-Coalescence’ area shown on the Policies Map and would not constitute a small 
scale development; it would conflict with Policy NC3. Notwithstanding that conflict it is 
the Appellant’s case that the development proposed would not have any materially 
harmful impact on the character and identity of Wanborough or of any of the other 
settlements referred to in the policy. 

5.6 The Appellant will demonstrate material considerations outweigh the conflict with 
policies SD2 and NC3.   
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The Need for the Proposal – Retention and Expansion of an Existing Business 

5.7 The Appellant acts as a special purpose vehicle for the Wasdell Group who will be the 
lead occupier of the Proposal. Details of the Wasdell Group, its history and need to 
expand to support future growth are set out in paragraphs 4.8 to 4.11 of the Planning 
Statement.  This relocation and expansion will secure the jobs of the existing 600 
employees based in Swindon, and is forecast to contribute to the creation of an 
additional 1,550 jobs directly within the Wasdell Group.  The Proposal will result in 
increased productivity as a result of range of increased efficiencies in the production 
process.  These include but are not limited to purpose-built physical environment, on-
site innovation and reduced travel time between production sites.   

5.8 Policy EC1 of the Local Plan seeks to enable inward investment and the growth and 
retention of existing businesses such as Wasdell Group. This is to be achieved by a 
number of means including “identifying new employments sites” and “supporting large 
inward investment proposals where there is significant net economic or social benefit”. 
Policy EC1 also notes that opportunities to develop key employment sectors will be 
particularly supported. This includes “specialist manufacturing in east Swindon”. 

5.9 Whilst Policy EC1 cannot be considered in isolation it does provide support for the 
Proposal and the retention and expansion of a large local business is a significant 
material consideration in favour of the Proposal. 

Provision of a Science Park 

5.10 The LPA’s Employment Land Review (ELR) is the most up-to-date evidence available to 
inform employment land requirements in the Borough over the current and next Plan 
period. This study was finalised in March 2017 and, as such, is increasingly out of date. 
From the assessment of the ELR provided at Appendix 2 the Appellant has concluded 
the LPA is failing to plan positively for the types of specialist employment facilities 
needed by the Appellant and the wider pharmaceutical and medical manufacturing 
industries. 

5.11 The Borough holds immense potential in terms of employment growth. In particular, 
the Swindon & Wiltshire Local Enterprise Partnership’s Strategic Economic Plan aspires 
to “Develop internationally recognised clusters of digital technologies and life sciences 
activity by building premises, capacity and linkages between research and development 
and manufacturing capabilities.” (page 17) 

5.12 The Swindon Economic Strategy to 2026 has gone on to identify the pharmaceutical 
industry as a priority sector which already sustains high value jobs in the Borough. It is 
noted that Swindon has the 8th largest cluster of pharmaceutical sector businesses in 
the UK. 

5.13 These objectives are reflected by the Government in its Industrial Strategy which 
emphasises “it is not enough just to look at the economy we have. We must make 
preparation for the economy we need to become. We need to be acutely aware and 
take advantage of the world-changing trends which will shape Britain in the decades 
ahead. These are developments in technology that are set to transform industries and 
societies around the world.” (page 25) 
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5.14 Whilst there is a clear ambition to build on the successes of the Borough’s burgeoning 
pharmaceutical sector, the lack of specialist infrastructure, including suitable premises, 
for the next generation of science and technology firms represent a significant barrier 
to their growth. Swindon has not planned for appropriate provision.  The adopted Local 
Plan makes no provision for such facilities and, to date, the emerging Local Plan 
likewise does not seek to plan for a technology focused employment facility of the 
nature of that proposed.  It is the Appellant’s case that this approach fails to recognise 
and address the specific locational requirements of the pharmaceutical and related 
sector, and does not plan positively for current and future economic growth within the 
borough. Parties have pointed to the potential, but as yet unconfirmed availability, of 
the Honda site to accommodate future economic growth. However, even with some 
intensification of the use of the Honda land, this represents little more than a 
‘standstill’ position in terms of employment land supply, with timings and intentions 
uncertain.  

5.15 Such specialist development for next generation businesses is crucial even where 
economies are considered mature. The ever present threat of global restructuring 
within traditional industries has hollowed out many towns and threatens to do so in 
Swindon. The anticipated departure of Honda from Swindon is expected to result in the 
loss of 3,500 direct jobs and a further 3,500 jobs in the supply chain2. This 
demonstrates the vulnerability of economies such as Swindon’s that do not have a 
suitably innovation-led economy to provide new avenues of wealth creation. 

5.16 In delivering a Science Park for Swindon, the Proposal will be fundamental in helping 
safeguard the future prosperity of the Borough. By providing the necessary 
infrastructure to serve innovation enterprise, namely specialist facilities and services, 
the Proposal will become a key locus for economic growth across a diverse range of 
sectors that comprise the knowledge economy and next-generation industry. It 
represents a pivotal platform for future wealth creation in the Borough. 

5.17 Policy EC1 of the Local Plan, as well as looking to enable the retention of existing 
businesses, also seeks to enable inward investment. As explained in Appendix 3, given 
changes in the innovation-led market and the radically altered investment 
environment, it is no longer unusual for innovation-led industries to use their own 
resources to create science parks or other innovation environments that are conducive 
to their own endeavours. It will therefore be demonstrated that the Proposal 
represents a substantial investment by the Appellant which will help grow and enhance 
an innovation cluster of SMEs to diversify the Borough’s economy and that of the wider 
region and will provide a mechanism for innovation support and development.  

5.18 Moreover, it will be demonstrated that the Proposal is in the rare and fortunate 
position of being able to generate substantial economic benefits and long-term growth 
through an immediate anchor occupier in the form of the Wasdell Group. 

5.19 The Wasdell Group is considered an appropriate anchor occupier for the Proposal as 
explained in Appendix 3. University hosts or university links are no longer a 

                                                           
2 https://www.economicmodelling.co.uk/2019/03/01/honda-closure-what-now-for-swindon/ 
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prerequisite for qualification as a science park with nearly half of the members of the 
UK Science Park Association (UKSPA) having no university presence. 

5.20 The Wasdell Group is an industrial technologies company within the pharmaceuticals 
sector. Data from UKSPA has found that industrial technology activities, such as that 
undertaken by Wasdell, forms the largest sector group in the UK’s science parks. It will 
be demonstrated that many leading science parks are anchored or hosted by industrial 
technology organisations such as the case of Napp Pharmaceuticals which is one of 
Cambridge Science Park’s founding anchors. Napp is a company with close affinity to 
Wasdell in that it seeks to innovate, manufacture, package and transport generic drugs 
across the globe. 

5.21 The innovation ecosystem developed by Wasdell demonstrates that it already plays a 
leading role in the wider economy and is well placed to be a lead anchor. Its innovation 
ecosystem is complex and extensive having proved vital to the local and regional 
economy with more than 230 of its suppliers being based within a 10 mile radius of 
Swindon as well as having a working relationship with more than 280 partner-
businesses and customers across 47 countries.  Evidence will be provided that a 
number of related research and development companies have expressed in writing to 
Wasdell their interest in occupying space within the Science Park, alongside Wasdell.  
The commitment to the deliverability of the Science Park and how it would be 
operated is demonstrated through the Early Stage Business and Delivery Plan prepared 
by CAM-SCI and contained at Appendix 4. Details of how an innovation cluster will be 
created at the Science Park have also been prepared by CAM-SCI and are provided at 
Appendix 5. The opportunity presented by the Proposal to provide for pharmaceutical 
and life science businesses to be co-located on the proposed Science Park will have 
clear benefits in terms of increased productivity, gained through shared physical 
resources as well as knowledge and innovation.     

5.22 There is support for the Proposal in Policy EC1, albeit it is recognised this cannot be 
considered in isolation from other Local Plan policies. It will be demonstrated that the 
clear and demonstrable need for the Science Park, which would help fill a gap in the 
provision of this type of employment land, help diversify the Borough’s economy in 
light of major structural changes and meet a demand from a number of appropriate 
occupiers is a material consideration. 

Lack of Alternative Sites 

5.23 Although an Alternative Sites Assessment was submitted with the Application, given 
the time that has elapsed, the Appellant has commissioned a further assessment to 
determine if there has been any change in the availability of suitable and deliverable 
sites.  The Appellant has also sought to ensure that any sites put forward to Wasdell by 
the LPA as potential alternative sites have been included and fully assessed.  

5.24 It will be demonstrated that the Alternative Sites Assessment has followed a robust 
methodology, based upon realistic yet sufficiently flexible parameters to ensure that 
any alternative site is capable of meeting the required characteristics of a science park 
and the operational requirements identified by Wasdell, as anchor occupier of the 
science park.   
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5.25 These parameters have been set following extensive discussions with Wasdell and 
specialist science park consultants.  Given the time that has elapsed since submission 
of the original Alternative Sites Assessment it is accepted that any development would 
not be operational within 2021, as per one of the defined parameters at that time.  As 
set out in Appendix 6 this has been amended to commence on site by mid-2022 
reflecting the expiration of Wasdell’s existing lease, infrastructure investment required 
at Wasdell’s existing site and the need for the new facility to accommodate anticipated 
production capacity. 

5.26 The updated Alterative Sites Assessment is contained at Appendix 6.  It concludes that 
there are no realistic and feasible alternative sites which are both suitable of 
accommodating development of the scale and nature proposed by the Appellant and 
available within the timescales required.     

Economic Benefits 

5.27 The Proposal will bring very substantial economic benefits to the local and regional 
economies in line with the Swindon Economic Plan, the Swindon & Wiltshire Local 
Enterprise Partnership Strategic Economic Plan and the Government’s Industrial 
Strategy. It will be demonstrated that there are significant material considerations in 
favour of the Proposal. 

5.28 An Economic Impact Assessment was submitted with the planning application.  This 
has been updated given the time elapsed and is contained at Appendix 7.  It 
demonstrates that the Proposal will deliver a significant number of new employment 
opportunities (as well as retained existing jobs).   

5.29 The old university-led model of science park development relied on a phased approach 
based on initial small-scale speculative development. The economic impacts of such a 
model were initially very modest, took time to develop, and had no guarantees of 
outcomes. 

5.30 By having an immediate anchor occupier in the form of the Wasdell Group, the 
Proposal can generate immediate substantial economic benefits as well as attract 
further wealth creating SMEs that will further the economic benefits of the Proposal. 
1,550 new jobs will be created by Wasdell alone through Phase 1 & 2.   

5.31 The Proposal will provide a clear and significant contribution to the economic objective 
of sustainable development.  In line with the definition set out at NPPF para 8a) the 
Proposal will support growth in both an established local business and Swindon’s life 
sciences, research & technological industries.  By the nature of the floorspace being 
planned for and provided, it will deliver increased innovation and in turn improved 
productivity.  The Science Park development will provide a high value economic activity 
for Swindon and resultant productivity gains.  

5.32 The Appellant will demonstrate that the Proposal will contribute to ensuring Swindon 
has a strong, responsive and competitive economy.  Swindon Science Park will create a 
cluster of knowledge and data-driven, high technology industries – providing a 
sustainable source of high skill, high value jobs within Swindon. This in turn will help to 
diversify the local economy and build greater resilience to enable the area to respond 
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more effectively to changing economic conditions in the future in line with local 
priorities.  

5.33 On completion and operation the Swindon Science Park will deliver the following 
sustainable benefits for the local and wider economy:  

• A total of 2,700 FTE jobs on site in a range of occupations and in high value and 
growing industries (including 600 FTE jobs retained from the existing Wasdell 
Group operation in Swindon);  

• An additional 2,565 direct, indirect and induced FTE jobs created across the 
wider economy, including 1,695 jobs for residents of Swindon.  

Of these jobs:   

‒ 855 would be created following the completion of the Wasdell Phase 1 
development; and 

‒ A further 1,710 would be created following the completion of Phase 2, of 
which a proportion would be supported in high value knowledge-based 
sectors that have the potential to contribute to local productivity gains.   

• An additional £179.2 million GVA impact per annum;  

• £38 million in additional wage expenditure from employees working on site; and 

• £1.2 million in business rate revenue per annum for Swindon Borough Council. 

5.34 There will also be short-term economic benefits during the construction phase with 
£50 million to be invested in the construction industry during Phase 1 creating over 300 
direct, indirect and induced FTE jobs. This will generate £30.6 million GVA impact each 
year of construction across a 1.5 year build-out. Phase 2 would see investment of £75 
million in the construction industry creating 230 direct, indirect and induced FTE jobs 
generating £22.2 million GVA impact during each year of construction across a 3 year 
build-out. 

5.35 It should also be noted that the economic analysis contained at Appendix 7 provides a 
conservative estimate of the likely economic benefits arising from the Proposal.  The 
assessment is based upon recognised employment density assumptions for B1b 
(research and development) uses3 to estimate the potential employment impacts 
generated by the development.  More bespoke analysis undertaken by science park 
specialist consultancy, CAM-SCI, identifies that the employment yield, and therefore 
related benefits, is in fact likely to be higher than estimated in the Turley Economics 
report.  Analysis of potential employment yield based upon case study information 
from existing science parks, is provided with the CAM-SCI report at Appendix 4.      

5.36 In assessing the clear and significant economic implications of the Proposal, it should 
also be considered that in the event that Wasdell is unable to expand its operations, its 

                                                           
3 An average employment density of 1 FTE per 50 sqm (NIA) has been applied in line with guidance within the HCA 
(2015) Employment Density Guide, 3rd Edition.   
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revenue growth will largely be curtailed, and its employment and GVA impacts will 
remain stagnant. Should the Wasdell Group not be able to relocate to the proposed 
site, and instead is required to relocate outside of the area, up to 735 jobs and £44.6 
million GVA impact currently generated across the wider economy would be lost.  

Summary 

5.37 There is a substantial demonstrable need for the Proposal as a means for retaining and 
allowing the expansion of a significant local employer and for providing specialist 
accommodation for small and medium sized enterprises within a knowledge and 
innovation cluster, created by the proposed Science Park. 

5.38 The LPA is not currently planning positively for economic growth, either through the 
adopted Plan or, to date, through the emerging Local Plan.  There is a clear ambition 
locally, regionally and nationally to plan for our future industries and build on the 
successes of the Borough’s burgeoning pharmaceutical sector.  However, the lack of 
specialist infrastructure and suitable premises within Swindon is acting as a significant 
barrier to their growth.  The LPA’s development plan is not addressing this need, which 
will instead be fulfilled by the Proposal.  

5.39 The Proposal will provide very substantial economic benefits. Should planning 
permission not be granted, the significant benefits to be delivered by the Proposal 
would not be realised, as there is a clear lack of alternative sites capable of 
accommodating development of the scale and nature proposed by the Appellant.  The 
resultant impact would be economic stagnation within the Swindon pharmaceutical 
and technological industries, or displacement of jobs and investments to facilities 
further afield, potentially internationally.  

5.40 All of these considerations weigh significantly in favour of the Proposal as discussed in 
the planning balance such that these outweigh any conflict with Policies SD2 and NC3.  

Built Heritage 

5.41 The Appellant’s case in relation to built heritage matters will refer to the submitted 
scheme drawings, the Design and Access Statement (DAS) and other design material 
associated with the application submission. This case will also draw on of the 
application stage Heritage Statement dating from 2018 (also associated with the 
relevant Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter).  

5.42 Reference is made in both reasons for refusal to section 72 of the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. However, it is the Appellant’s position that 
as the Site is not in a conservation area section 72 of the Act does not apply in 
determining this appeal. Insofar as the Proposal is considered to affect the setting of 
listed buildings, section 66 of the Act does apply.  The policy set out in Chapter 15 of 
the NPPF and in EN10 of the Local Plan does apply. 

5.43 The Appellant will seek to agree a Built Heritage SoCG in advance of the Inquiry, in 
conjunction with the LPA and other interested parties as relevant. A key objective of 
this statement would be to as far as possible agree the scope of built heritage assets 
relevant to the Inquiry, the heritage significance of each asset, and the nature and 
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extent of impacts on setting and heritage significance as a result of the Proposal on 
Site.  The position of the LPA with regard to which specific designated and or non-
designated heritage assets within the surrounding area of the Site would be impacted 
by the appeal scheme is not clear at this stage. 

Effects of Development  

5.44 It is the Appellant’s case that the Proposal on Site would cause a degree of harm to the 
heritage significance of a number of designated heritage assets within the surrounding 
area. Such an impact would arise from the proposed new use and associated built 
development on Site, which would change the existing character of a part of the wider 
landscape within the shared setting of, and also some views to and from, these 
heritage assets. Such a change would reduce to a modest or minor degree the 
appreciation of the historically more extensive rural countryside context of nearby 
settlements and former agricultural buildings. It is the Appellant’s case that the 
designated heritage assets that would be affected in this way comprise the Grade I 
listed building Church of St Andrew, Grade II listed buildings Disney Cottage and The 
White House, and Upper Wanborough Conservation Area.  

5.45 In considering the potential impacts of the Proposal on the overall significance of each 
of the heritage assets, and the contribution of their setting and views, due regard has 
been given to the degree to which the envisioned layout and design of the hybrid 
scheme has been informed by, and has also responded to, the Site’s historic context, 
and the existing settlement pattern and landscape character of the local area. 
Accordingly, the Appellant will demonstrate through the use of an environmental 
colour palette, bespoke design features of the proposed buildings, and substantial site-
wide landscape mitigation measures, that the scheme will reduce or minimise harmful 
impacts on the significance of nearby heritage assets. 

5.46 The Appellant will demonstrate that any harmful impacts on the heritage significance 
of the designated heritage assets of the listed buildings Church of St Andrew, Disney 
Cottage and The White House, and also Upper Wanborough Conservation Area, as a 
result of the appeal scheme, would in each case be of the magnitude of ‘less than 
substantial’ for the purposes of the Framework. Furthermore, the Appellant’s evidence 
will demonstrate than any such ‘less than substantial’ harm to the significance of these 
heritage assets would fall towards the lower end of that spectrum, and again in each 
case. 

5.47 It is also the Appellant’s case that the Proposal on Site would have a much more limited 
effect on the heritage significance of other heritage assets within the surrounding area. 
This is due to the particular significance of these other heritage assets and their historic 
relationship with their setting and the Site, and also the screening and or filtering 
effects of distance, topography, intervening built development and or mature 
vegetation. Overall, the understanding and appreciation of the significance of the 
following designated heritage assets would not be harmed but otherwise sustained: 
listed buildings Moat Cottage, Lake Cottage, Wrightsbridge House Farmhouse and 
Coachhouse to east, The Lynch House (all Grade II) and Church of All Saints (Grade I), 
Liddington Conservation Area and Liddington Castle Scheduled Monument. 
Furthermore it is the Appellant’s case that the heritage significance of Lower 
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Wanborough Conservation Area would not be affected by the appeal scheme, the 
Apellant therefore scoped this asset out of further assessment.  

Policy & Legislation 

5.48 When undertaking any balancing exercise required by paragraph 196 of the NPPF in 
cases where Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990 applies, considerable weight and importance is to be given to the desirability of 
preserving the special interest and setting of listed buildings (Barnwell Manor Wind 
Energy Ltd. v. Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2014] EWCA 
Civ 137 at paragraph 29).  

5.49 The Appellant’s case identifies that the impacts of the Proposal on Site would cause a 
degree of harm to the heritage significance of a number of listed buildings nearby as a 
result of a change to a part of their setting. The meaning of the term ‘to preserve’ 
under the relevant statutory duty can be interpreted as the avoidance of harm. 
However, such a presumption is not overriding or irrebuttable, as there will be cases, 
such as this, where such harm would be outweighed by material considerations 
powerful enough to do so.  

5.50 With regard to national policy, it follows that any ‘less than substantial’ harm caused to 
the significance of the identified designated heritage assets (including both listed 
buildings (3no.) and a conservation area) should be considered against the public 
benefits associated with the appeal scheme overall. As set out in the following section, 
it is the Appellant’s case that the public benefits arising from the Proposal would 
demonstrably outweigh any less than substantial harm to the significance of 
designated heritage assets, and that any harm to the significance of non-designated 
heritage assets would also be outweighed. This provides the clear and convincing 
justification required by the Framework for such harm to heritage significance, in 
accordance with the requirements of paragraphs 194 and 196 of the Framework, and 
also in light of the relevant statutory duty set out in section 66(1) of the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 

Landscape 

5.51 The Appellant’s case on landscape matters will refer to the submitted scheme drawings 
and landscape strategy for the revised application and will draw on the findings of the 
LVIA (April 2020). Other key documents that will be referred to will include: the 
published Borough and AONB landscape character assessments; North Wessex Downs 
AONB (NWD AONB) Management Plan 2019 – 2024; and the NWD AONB Position 
Statement - Development Affecting the Setting of the North Wessex Downs AONB 
(2019).  

5.52 The key issues identified in the landscape reason for refusal which will be addressed in 
the Appellant’s landscape evidence will be: 

(a) The landscape value of the Site; 

(b) The impact of the Proposal on countryside and landscape character; 
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(c) The impact of the Proposal on views and visual amenity;  

(d) The impact of the Proposal on the North Wessex Downs AONB; and, 

(e) The efficacy and appropriateness of proposed landscape mitigation measures. 

The Landscape Value of the Site 

5.53 The LPA’s position on whether they consider the Site to be a valued landscape is not 
clear.4  

5.54 The Appellant’s case is that the Site does not form part of a ‘valued landscape’ under 
the meaning of NPPF paragraph 170. As established in the High Court decision in 2015 - 
Stroud DC v SSCLG [2015] EWHC 488, a landscape would need to have physical 
attributes which take it out of the ordinary for it to be valued. The location of 
landscape in the setting of an AONB is not in itself sufficient for it to constitute a valued 
landscape.   

5.55 The Site falls outside the North Wessex Downs AONB (NWD AONB) and does not have 
defined physical attributes that elevate its value such that it should be considered as 
forming part of a valued landscape. This will be demonstrated by referencing the  
‘Range of factors that can help in the identification of valued landscapes’ in Box 5.1 of 
GLVIA3 5, i.e. landscape quality (condition); scenic quality; rarity; representativeness; 
conservation interests; recreation value; perceptual aspects; and, cultural/historical 
associations.  

Impact on Countryside and Landscape Character 

5.56 The LPA contends that the Proposal would have an unacceptable adverse impact on 
countryside and landscape character. The Appellant’s case, which is supported by the 
findings of the LVIA, is that the adverse impact on landscape character would be 
localised and that by year 15, only the impact on the site itself (LLCA4) would be a 
significant adverse impact.  The Appellant considers that the identified level of harm is 
not unacceptable and should be considered as part of the planning balance. 

Impact on Views and Visual Amenity 

5.57 The LPA contends that the Proposal would be excessively prominent and would harm 
the visual amenity of the area.  The Appellant will demonstrate that, through the use of 
an environmental colour palette, bespoke design features of the proposed buildings 
and substantial site-wide landscape mitigation measures, the proposals would not be 
excessively prominent in views from the surrounding area.  

5.58 The Appellant’s case, which is supported by the findings of the LVIA, is that by year 15 
(once proposed planting is established) the Proposal would integrate with the 

                                                           
4 The officers report and decision notice make no reference to the site being considered as forming part of valued 
landscape but the Landscape Officer consultation response (SBC 26.05.20) refers to the application as forming part 
of a valued landscape. 
5 Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 3rd Edition, 2013, published by The Landscape Institute 
and IEMA 
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surrounding landscape and would not be excessively prominent. The Appellant 
considers that significant harmful visual effects would be limited to views from the 
public rights of way within and close to the Site and fleeting views from Marsh Lane 
and Pack Hill.  The appellant considers that the overall level of harm to visual amenity 
is small and that this should be considered as part of the planning balance. 

Impact on the North Wessex Downs AONB 

5.59 The LPA contends that the Proposal would fail to provide a scheme which protects, 
conserves or enhances the character, diversity and local distinctiveness of the existing 
landscape setting including the AONB and its setting and is therefore contrary to the 
requirements of policy EN5 of the Local Plan and the NPPF. 

5.60 The Appellant will demonstrate that, whilst the setting of the AONB will change, the 
development has been sensitively located and designed and that significant adverse 
impacts on the AONB and its defined special qualities have been avoided. The 
Appellant will refer to the findings of the LVIA which concluded that that the harm to 
the AONB would be ‘Minor to Moderate’ and not significant in the context of the EIA 
regulations.  

5.61 Policy EN5(c) of the Local Plan seeks to apply the criteria set out in paragraphs 115 and 
116 of the 2012 NPPF to proposals for development of land which abuts an AONB.  

5.62 The policy in paragraph 115 of the 2012 NPPF (now found in the first part of paragraph 
172 of the 2019 NPPF) can apply when considering the impact of developing land 
viewed in conjunction with the AONB from the AONB (Stroud DC v. SSCLG [2015] 
EWHC 488 (Admin) at paragraph 26).  

5.63 It is the Appellant’s case that giving great weight to conserving and enhancing 
landscape and scenic beauty in the AONB, the benefits of the Proposal outweigh any 
harm to landscape and scenic beauty. 

5.64 It is the Appellant’s case that the policy in paragraph 116 of the 2012 NPPF (and now 
found in the second part of paragraph 172 of the 2019 NPPF) applies to proposals for 
development within the AONB. Insofar as Local Plan policy EN5(c) seeks to apply the 
criteria in the second part of paragraph 172 to proposals for development on sites 
which abut the AONB, the Local Plan is inconsistent with national policy. 

5.65 If, which is not accepted by the Appellant, the criteria in the second part of paragraph 
172 NPPF are held to apply to the Proposal, it is the Appellant’s case that: 

(a) there are exceptional circumstances. 

(b) the development proposed is in the public interest. 

(c) there is a pressing need for the development. The impact of permitting the 
development would be hugely beneficial to the local economy and the impact of 
refusing it would be hugely detrimental to the local economy. 
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(d) there are no realistic and feasible alternative sites for the proposed 
development. 

(e) any detrimental effect on the environment, landscape and recreational 
opportunities is localised and small, and can be moderated by the design, siting 
and landscaping proposals. 

5.66 In relation to Local Plan policy EN5(c) and paragraph 172 part c) of the NPPF, the 
Appellant will demonstrate (with reference to the submitted LVIA and other parts of 
the EIA) that the effect of the Proposal on the environment, landscape and recreational 
opportunities of the AONB have been assessed and that the identified effects are 
localised and small.  Any effects would be outweighed by the economic benefits of the 
Proposal. 

The efficacy and appropriateness of proposed landscape and visual mitigation 
measures 

5.67 The LPA contends that the mitigation proposed would fail to overcome the harm to 
landscape character and visual amenity.  

5.68 The Appellant will contend that the approach to the Proposal has been landscape-led 
and that the creation of extensive areas of landscaped space and new wildlife habitat 
areas within and around the Proposal would create an exceptional, high quality 
environment which would also provide a high level of mitigation of potential adverse 
effects of the Proposal.  

5.69 The Appellant will refer to the findings of the LVIA (and supporting verified 
visualisations contained at Figure 7.11) and the Landscape Strategy to demonstrate 
that the harm to landscape character and visual amenity would be mitigated to an 
acceptable level by the proposed mitigation measures.  

5.70 The Appellant will also demonstrate that the proposed mitigation measures are 
appropriate to the local landscape character, support the objectives of the Great 
Western Community Forest, comply with the recently published North Wessex Downs 
AONB ‘Guidance on the selection and use of colour in development’ (2020) and accord 
with most of the identified measures for avoiding harm to the setting of the NWD 
AONB as set out in the NWD AONB Position Statement. 

Conclusion on landscape and related issues 

5.71 It is the Appellant’s case that, having regard to the purpose of conserving and 
enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB (as required by section 85(1) of the 
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000), and giving great weight to conserving and 
enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in the AONB (applying the policy in paragraph 
172 of the NPPF), and having regard to the fact that the Proposal is sensitively located 
and designed,  that the benefits of the Proposal outweigh any harm to landscape and 
visual interests.  
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Design 

5.72 This Science Park is a collaboration between the client Wasdell Group, and a team of 
specialist consultants with significant expertise and track record in Science Park 
developments and the design of buildings in sensitive locations which respond 
appropriately to the local context. From the start, the development approach and 
design of the proposals has been landscape-led, with regard to the National Design 
Guide to ensure the creation of a well-designed place. 

5.73 It will be demonstrated that the Proposal is of a high standard of design. It is the 
Appellant’s view that all design comments raised during the application determination 
process were responded to appropriately and addressed through the revised proposals 
submitted and that the future design quality of the outline elements of the Proposal 
could be secured through the use of a Design Code and the Reserved Matters process.  

5.74 It will be demonstrated that whilst the anchor Wasdell building is of a significant scale, 
(due to the operational requirements of Wasdell), a series of measures are proposed to 
ensure the building is embedded within the environment and responds to the local 
context.  A specialist colour consultant has provided advice on the colour palette of the 
proposed elevations and one of the largest green roofs in the UK is proposed. It will be 
demonstrated that these measures, together with an extensive framework of planting, 
would ensure the buildings will blend into the surrounding landscape. 

5.75 The Appellant will also commit to ensuring all the proposed buildings will utilise the 
latest technology in their design to ensure highly insulated, low emissivity, buildings 
that control solar gain and reduce energy consumption. 

5.76 The Appellant recognises the site is within an existing area of countryside, outwith the 
settlement boundaries of Swindon and Upper Wanborough, and close to the planned 
settlements of the New Eastern Villages (NEV).  It will be demonstrated that the 
Proposals respond appropriately to the settlement of Upper Wanborough, through a 
number of measures including: location of development areas on the lowest part of 
the site and set back from Upper Wanborough; a low density of built development 
(only 14% of the 99 ha site is building footprint); retention of a clear physical and visual 
separation between the site and Upper Wanborough; creation of a very strong multi-
functional landscape framework which contributes to the green infrastructure network 
of the area; and, use of a sensitive design approach including using appropriate 
colours, materials, building forms and landscape strategy. As identified in the LVIA, by 
year 15 (once proposed planting is established), the Proposal would integrate with the 
surrounding landscape and would not be excessively prominent. 

5.77 It will also be demonstrated that the Proposals would integrate with the planned NEV 
by: 

(a) connecting with the new southern access road to the NEV and the NEV’s 
associated planned canal and pedestrian/cycle routes; 

(b) forming a high quality ‘green’ development which provides a southern gateway 
to the NEV, providing employment and contributing to the positive image of the 
NEV; 
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(c) connecting with the proposed strategic green infrastructure of the NEV; and, 

(d) contributing to the delivery of the Great Western Community Forest which the 
NEV supports.  

5.78 With regard to the impact on the character of Upper Wanborough, it will be 
demonstrated that adverse impacts would be limited to those arising from changes to 
the landscape setting of the settlement. It will be demonstrated that the more 
sensitive landscape setting to the south of the village would be unaffected and that, 
through careful design integrating a package of mitigation measures, adverse impacts 
arising from changes to the landscape setting to the north would be limited.  

5.79 Some beneficial impacts on the character of Upper Wanborough will also be identified 
including: the provision of substantial new areas of multi-functional green space; 
creation of new recreational routes and cycle link to Swindon; increased economic 
activity; increase in local biodiversity; and, increased opportunities for local 
employment.    

Use Class 

5.80 Paragraph 9.15 of the LPA’s Officer’s Report contends that the storage and distribution 
element of the Proposal carried out at the end point of the manufacturing process is 
too substantial to be considered ancillary to the proposed Use Class. Paragraph 9.16 
also casts doubt on the ability of the proposed use to be accommodated in a 
residential area (as required by Use Class B1c). The Officer’s Report also raises 
concerns about the amendments to the Use Classes Order, which took effect from 1st 
September 2020 (paragraph 9.17), which saw Use Classes B1b and B1c revoked and 
moved into the newly created Use Class E. The LPA’s stated concern being that the Site 
could in future be changed to other uses than the intended Science Park without 
planning permission being required. 

5.81 As the planning application was made before 1st September 2020, the application must 
be determined by reference the uses classes which applied on 31st August 2020 
(regulation 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) (Amendment) (England) 
Regulations 2020). 

5.82 It will be demonstrated by the Appellant, as per the assessment in Appendix 8, that the 
operational storage and distribution function provided within the Proposal would be 
ancillary to the main industrial manufacturing and research and development uses. The 
Proposal is a mix of industrial and research and development uses capable of being 
located in any residential area without detriment to said area by result of emissions 
fulfils the definition of Use Classes B1b and B1c as specified in the Use Classes Order. 
The Appellant is willing to enter into a planning obligation, or for a condition to be 
placed on any grant of planning permission, that would restrict the uses of the Site to 
that proposed and prevent any conversion to other uses even where they may fall 
within the same planning use class following the introduction of the Town and Country 
Planning (Use Classes) (Amendment) (England) Regulations 2020.  
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5.83 Accordingly, the Appellant will seek agreement with the LPA within the SoCG that RfR 5 
on the full element of the Application and RfR 7 on the outline element can be suitably 
addressed to ensure they no longer present a reason for refusal. 

Canal 

5.84 RfR 6 on both the full and outline elements of the application contended the Proposal 
by way of its siting, design and layout would prejudice the delivery of the Wilts & Berks 
Canal, contrary to Policy EN11 of the Local Plan. 

5.85 It is the Appellant’s case that: 

(a) Granting planning permission for the Proposal would not prejudice any future 
proposal to re-establish the Wilts and Berks Canal as a navigable waterway. 

(b) The Proposal will not adversely affect: 

(i) The integrity of the canal alignment and its associated structures; nor 

(ii) The ability to deliver a canal in the vicinity of the appeal site. 

5.86 Policy EN11 of the Local Plan is therefore complied with. 

5.87 Productive discussions are ongoing between the Appellant and the Wilts & Berks Canal 
Trust.  It is anticipated that these discussions will confirm that the proposal will not 
preclude the delivery of the canal and this will be demonstrated in the evidence.   

Risk of Pollution Posed by Water Quality (Environment Agency) 

5.88 The Appellant has been through extensive consultation with Thames Water throughout 
the planning process in relation to foul water drainage and the provision of foul 
sewerage to the development.  It is agreed (as confirmed in para 8.7 of the Officer 
Report that some foul water capacity is available and that a condition could be 
imposed to ensure appropriate limits are placed on the delivery of floorspace until 
necessary capacity upgrades have been undertaken.   

5.89 The Foul Water & Utilities Statement outlines the correspondence with Thames Water 
and their position with regards to the foul water connections (paras 3.1.3 to 3.1.8) and 
assumed rates from the proposed Science Park (para 3.1.1). 

5.90 Following changes to the way the water industry works (Charging Rules for New 
Connection Services, OFWAT, April 2018, updated March 2020), it is now incumbent on 
a Local Water Authority (in this case, Thames Water), to provide infrastructure to a site 
that has received planning permission (refer to Foul Water & Utilities Statement para 
3.1.6).  WSP has engaged extensively with Thames Water as to how both the 
development could be served by the local public sewer network and how the 
development could assist in enhancing the existing sewer that crosses the site (which 
would be diverted to enable development). 
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5.91 Early indications from Thames Water were that there was limited capacity within the 
network and potentially within nearby waste water treatment works (WWTW), i.e. 
Wanborough WWTW, where flows would need to be routed to other facilities perhaps 
as part of the wider New Eastern Villages (NEV) concept adopted by Swindon Borough 
Council in the Local Plan (2026) and being investigated by Thames Water. 

5.92 Although the site was not in the Local Plan, nor had it received planning approval, 
Thames Water agreed to undertake a network impact assessment at their own cost to 
ascertain the impact of the development on their network and to see how this could 
coincide with the NEV; the duration of which was estimated to be at approximately 18 
months. Flows from the site (Foul Water & Utilities Statement, para 3.1.7) would be 
routed via a reinforced existing sewer towards Wanborough WWTW where a pumped 
solution would be provided to direct sewage towards the NEV and thence to the 
Swindon WWTW at Barnfield Road.   The network impact study has been subsequently 
put on hold following planning refusal for the scheme. 

5.93 The Appellant acknowledges through the Foul Water & Utilities Statement, there is 
limited capacity within the network.  This, however, can be addressed through phased 
approach to development prior to any offsite reinforcement works being undertaken 
by Thames Water in-line with the agreed strategy. 

5.94 It is the Appellant’s view that the Environment Agency, and the subsequent RfRs has 
failed to fully appreciate the extensive engagement with Thames Water and the 
modelling work undertaken to date to understand the limits on and phasing of the 
development. 

5.95 To address RfR7 on the full application and RfR9 on the outline application and reach 
an agreed position with the Environment Agency and LPA, the Appellant will continue 
dialogue with both parties following further consultation with Thames Water. If 
available, the Appellant will request from Thames Water any information from 
modelling work undertaken to date and will seek to ascertain the timescales for 
proposed upgrades to the wider foul water sewer network with respect to the NEV. 

5.96 It is anticipated upon completion of the additional modelling, an agreed position could 
be reached between the parties prior to evidence being submitted.  It will be 
demonstrated that the proposal is compliant with Local Plan Policy EN6 and the NPPF. 

Archaeology 

5.97 RfR5 on the outline element of the Application is considered to relate solely to a 
professional difference of opinion as to whether preservation in situ of the Roman 
farmstead should be managed through preservation beneath a car park or beneath 
pasture. The Archaeological Advisor to the LPA has specified a requirement for 
preservation beneath pasture along with a 20m buffer zone within which no ground 
disturbance should take place.  The Appellant contends that no detailed justification 
for the use of pasture has currently been put forward. 

5.98 It is acknowledged that the area of Roman settlement within the Site comprises an 
important archaeological resource, despite it being only the western extent of the main 
settlement area (including the associated “farmhouse”) which is located to the west of 
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The Marsh.  Suitable protection of this asset is fully supported by the Appellant in 
accordance with Local Plan Policy EN10(d). 

5.99 The Appellant will demonstrate that, with the implementation of suitable mitigation 
within the car park design (as per the criteria in Chapter 9 of the Environmental 
Statement) there is no overriding archaeological argument for preservation beneath 
pasture.  It is not considered that the affected area within the Site retains any easily 
appreciable visual connection with the main area of the Roman farmstead to the west 
of The Marsh and does not, therefore contribute to significance in any meaningful way 
as conveyed through setting. It is considered that preservation beneath pasture would 
therefore only provide amenity, rather than heritage benefits as set out in the Heritage 
Impact Assessment (HIA) that accompanied the Application. 

5.100 The Appellant will demonstrate that preservation can be achieved beneath car parking 
areas and no other building is envisaged that might impact upon the Roman farmstead. 
As stated in the Environmental Statement (Chapter 9), appropriate measures can be 
incorporated into the car park design to ensure that buried deposits are protected 
from damage including compaction and changes to the drainage regime that may have 
the potential to impact on preservation conditions through limited land raising and/or 
implementation of a buffer zone that will remove the potential for impact on the top of 
archaeological deposits, or to change the existing water levels and thereby impact on 
preservation of organic material. These measures will accord with the guidance issued 
by Historic England titled Preserving Archaeological Remains. 

5.101 Subject to compliance with a suitably detailed mitigation strategy setting out how 
preservation beneath a car parking area can be achieved with no harm, it is the 
Appellant’s position that the Proposal is appropriate from an archaeological 
perspective, and in accordance with Local Policy EN10(d) and NPPF. 

5.102 It will also be demonstrated that the Proposal will act to proactively ensure the 
preservation of the archaeological asset.  Retention of the existing arable regime would 
allow continued degradation of the asset. The removal of the asset from an arable 
regime can only be achieved through allowing the Proposal and that for design and 
economic reasons this requires use of the area as a car park. It is the Appellant’s 
position that preservation of the asset outweighs allowing the site to remain under the 
plough.  This benefit should be afforded weight as discussed in the assessment of the 
Planning Balance. 

5.103 It is identified that third party objections identified concerns regarding insufficient 
investigation of possible sites of archaeological interest and that the exploration 
carried out was superficial.  It is the Appellant’s position that the Site has seen a 
greater degree of archaeological investigation that might normally be considered 
necessary. The Heritage Impact Assessment and geophysical survey(s) identified that 
significant archaeology was restricted to the area of the Roman farmstead. Whilst it 
would be usual for the Archaeological Advisor to the LPA to require a 2% trenching 
sample with a 2% contingency where geophysical survey had been undertaken, in this 
situation a blanket 4% sample was undertaken, which fully bore out the conclusions of 
the HIA and geophysical surveys. 
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Transport 

5.104 The Appellant has been through extensive consultation with the LPA and Highways 
England (HE) throughout the planning process in relation to transport matters.  It is 
agreed by the LPA that Phase 1 of the Proposal is acceptable in highways terms: 

“Overall, Stage 1 of the proposals are considered acceptable to the Local Highway 
Authority in transport and highway terms subject to an appropriate legal agreement 
and relevant planning conditions.” (Officer’s Report, paragraph 9.212) 

5.105 The reason for refusal related to transport relates solely to Phase 2 of the Proposal and 
is therefore only applied to the outline element of the Application as RfR9. 

5.106 RfR9 references Phase 2 being contrary to Local Plan Policy TR2 in that the Application 
fails “to provide sufficient information to adequately assess the impact of Phase 2 of the 
proposals on the operational capacity and condition of safety of the local highway 
network and adjoining strategic road network”. 

5.107 It is the Appellant’s opinion that the sub-sections of Local Plan Policy TR2 relevant to 
RfR9 are TR2(f) and TR2(g), and in respect of the NPPF are Paragraph 102 (part) and 
Paragraph 108 (part).  

5.108 It is the Appellant’s case that there is no evidence to demonstrate that the Proposal (in 
particular Phase 2) would result in a severe residual cumulative effect on the road 
network or have an unacceptable impact on highway safety.  The RfR relates to a need 
for further information to demonstrate that this would either not be the case or to 
identify appropriate intervention to mitigate any impacts. 

5.109 The LPA’s only transport concern relates to the impacts upon the Strategic Road 
Network (SRN), and in particular the Commonhead junction.  The LPA accepted the 
Proposal would not have a detrimental impact upon the operational capacity and 
condition or safety of the wider local highway network. 

5.110 A stand-alone assessment of the Commonhead Junction was undertaken and the 
findings presented in the Transport Assessment and associated Technical Notes which 
accompanied the Application.  Table 8 of “Technical Note 4 – Revised Transport Impact 
Assessment” sets out the most up to date assessment of the Commonhead Junction 
and it is considered that the findings of this assessment demonstrate that the Proposal 
would not have a material impact on the operation of the junction.  

5.111 The LPA’s position appears to align with the request from HE to assess the impacts of 
the Proposal on the A419 SRN using HEs own microsimulation VISSIM model of M4 
Junction 15 and the A419 road corridor. 

5.112 The Appellant acknowledges that throughout the consultation stages of the 
Application, HE has sought the full Proposal (Phases 1 and 2 combined) to be assessed 
using HEs Microsimulation VISSIM model of the A419 corridor.  The Appellant has 
always agreed to undertake this modelling once the model became available from HE. 
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5.113 HE provided the Appellant with an approved VISSIM model in March 2020.  This model 
had been used to assess the impacts of the full Proposal on the highway network, 
which identified that the impacts of the development upon the A419 corridor would 
not be severe. 

5.114 Prior to this being shared with HE and the LPA, HE informed the Appellant that the 
March 2020 model was being superseded by an updated model.  HE intended to 
provide the Appellant with this updated model in July 2020, however it was not 
forthcoming before the LPA refused the application. 

5.115 Had the relevant time been allowed for continued dialogue with HE, and access 
provided to the updated model, it is the Appellant’s opinion that transport matters 
could have been addressed. 

5.116 To address RfR9 and reach an agreed position with HE and the LPA, the Appellant will 
continue dialogue with both parties and, if made available, modelling will be 
undertaken using the most up to date HE VISSIM model.  If this model is not made 
available to the Appellant within a reasonable time period, then use will be made of 
the models and outputs previously provided by HE and the LPA. 

5.117 It is anticipated upon completion of the additional modelling, an agreed position can 
be reached between the parties prior to evidence being submitted.   

Impact on Amenity of Applegate House (Environmental Health) 

5.118 RfR 10 on the outline element of the Application alleges that insufficient information 
has been submitted to demonstrate there would not be an adverse impact on the 
amenity levels of Applegate House, a residential dwelling that abuts the redline 
boundary of the Site. The identified concern in particular related to matters of air 
quality, noise and vibration. 

Air Quality 

5.119 The Appellant will present evidence regarding the air quality assessment undertaken 
for the Proposal and provided within Chapter 13 of the Environmental Statement 
submitted with the planning application.  The air quality assessment considered the 
potential effects of both the construction and operational phases of the Proposal on 
local air quality at sensitive locations in the area surrounding the site.  The conclusions 
of the air quality assessment were that the residual effects of the both the construction 
and operational phases of the Proposal on air quality will be negligible. 

5.120 The evidence on air quality will set out how the assessment of construction phase 
effects was undertaken with reference to guidance published by the Institute of Air 
Quality Management (IAQM) for the assessment of dust from construction and 
demolition6.  It will show that construction phase effects, specifically the potential for 
increased dust soiling and ambient particulate matter concentrations due to 
construction activities undertaken on-site, were assessed at all properties (including 

                                                           
6 Institute of Air Quality Management (Version 1.1 Updated June 2016). Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from 
Demolition and Construction 
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Applegate House) within 350m of the site boundary and 50m from the roads used by 
construction vehicles up to 500m from the site entrance.  The mitigation measures that 
will be put in place to prevent any adverse effects on nearby properties will also be 
presented, thus demonstrating that there would be no adverse impact on amenity at 
Applegate House. 

5.121 The evidence will also provide a summary the assessment of operational phase effects 
on local air quality, which was undertaken to predict the changes in nitrogen dioxide 
and particulate matter concentrations at properties adjacent to the main routes used 
by development generated traffic.  This part of the air quality assessment was carried 
out with reference to technical guidance published by Defra for the review and 
assessment of air quality7 and Environmental Protection UK/IAQM’s publication 
‘Planning for Air Quality’8.  Based on those assessments it is the Appellant’s case that 
the effect of the Proposal, once operational, on nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter 
concentrations at Applegate House will be negligible, with no adverse effect on 
amenity.  

Noise 

5.122 Chapter 16 (Noise and Vibration) of the Environmental Statement demonstrates that 
significant noise and vibration effects are only likely at Applegate House during the 
Phase 2 ground works only. It was identified that the implementation of noise 
mitigation measures could reduce these levels to ‘insignificant’ and, additionally the 
opportunity to employ an alternative piling method would reduce vibration levels to 
‘insignificant’. 

5.123 The Appellant’s evidence will explore the construction noise and vibration mitigation 
available. 

5.124 The Officer’s Report provides various references to unacceptable levels of noise and 
vibration from the Proposal. However, there are no further significant noise and/or 
vibration effects identified during either the construction or operational phases of the 
development.  All operational noise effects meet the Environmental Health Officer’s 
requirements, as set-out in the Scoping Opinion (Section 3.2.4). 

5.125 Accordingly, the Appellant will seek agreement with the LPA within the SoCG that RfR 
10 on the outline element can be suitably addressed through appropriate conditions 
relating to mitigation works to ensure it no longer presents a reason for refusal. 

Infrastructure and Infrastructure Delivery 

5.126 The Appellant intends to submit a planning obligation to secure the delivery of, or 
financial contributions towards, the infrastructure that will be necessary to mitigate 
any direct impacts of the Proposal and ensure it is acceptable in planning terms. In 
addition, the Appellant also intends to submit a planning obligation to secure a 

                                                           
7 Defra (2018) Part IV The Environment Act 1995 and Environment (Northern Ireland) Order 2002 Part III, Local Air 
Quality Management Technical Guidance LAQM.TG(16) 
8 Environmental Protection UK and Institute of Air Quality Management (Version 1.2 Updated January 2017).  Land 
Use Planning & Development Control: Planning for Air Quality 
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strategy for the long-term management and maintenance of green infrastructure that 
will be provided on the Site as part of the Proposal. The submission of these planning 
obligations will be undertaken in accordance with the Planning Inspectorate’s 
Procedural Guidance (Annex N). 

5.127 The planning obligations will be the subject of continuous dialogue with the LPA and 
other relevant parties to ensure these are agreed by all parties, and will be received by 
the Planning Inspectorate no later than 10 working days before the Inquiry opens. 

5.128 The Appellant expects these planning obligations which will inform a draft Section 106 
Agreement for consideration by the Inspector will allow RfR8 on the full element of the 
Application and RfR 11 on the outline element to be suitably addressed such that they 
no longer constitute a reason for refusal. 

Matters Raised by Third Parties  

5.129 The Appellant will comment upon such other issues as may be raised by third parties 
prior to and during the Inquiry. 

5.130 The Appellant notes that in addition to the matters raised by the LPA’s reasons for 
refusal some third parties raised concerns regarding flood risk and the adverse impact 
of lighting. 

5.131 With regard to flooding it is confirmed at paragraph 9.216 of the LPA’s Officer’s Report 
that “the proposed drainage scheme in combination with the proposals for green roofs 
are such that, in principle, an acceptable drainage scheme could be delivered on the 
application site.” It is noted that the Local Lead Flood Authority (LLFA) has 
recommended that planning conditions are required on any grant of planning 
permission relating to further detailed design work and ensuring the delivery of 
appropriate green roofs. The appellant will seek to agree the wording of such 
conditions will be agreed with the LPA and LLFA through the SoCG. 

5.132 The impacts of lighting from the Proposal are considered within Chapter 15 of the 
Environmental Statement. The Appellant considers these impacts can be controlled by 
means of a suitably worded condition which will be agreed with the LPA through the 
SoCG. 
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6. Planning Balance 

6.1 The Appellant considers that the information provided in the submission of this Appeal 
addresses a number of reasons for refusal applied to the Application, and agreement 
will be sought with the LPA on a number of these matters within the SoCG.    

6.2 It will be necessary for the decision maker to consider whether the Proposal complies 
with the development plan when considered as a whole.  

6.3 The Appellant accepts the Proposal would be partially situated in a non-coalescence 
area and would therefore be in conflict with the principle of non-coalescence between 
Wanborough, Bishopstone and Bourton established by Policy NC3. However, the 
character and identity of Wanborough and the other settlements referred to in NC3(e) 
will be protected.  The landscape mitigation proposed mitigates any harm to landscape 
character and visual amenity.  

6.4 The Appellant considers that any adverse impact of the proposal on landscape 
character would be localised, and that by year 15 only the impact on the Site itself 
would be of significant adverse impact but is of itself not considered unacceptable. 

6.5 Significant (for the purposes of EIA) harmful visual effects would be limited to views 
from the public rights of way within and close to the Site and fleeting views from 
Marsh Lane and Pack Hill. The overall level of harm to visual amenity is small.  The 
harm to the North Wessex Downs AONB is considered to be minor to moderate. 

6.6 The proposal will result in less than substantial harm to both designated and non-
designated heritage assets. In relation to archaeological heritage, the Appellant’s 
position is that subject to compliance with a detailed mitigation strategy, the features 
of significance can be preserved with no harm. The public benefits of the proposal 
outweigh the less than substantial harm to the significance of designated heritage 
assets. 

6.7 Subject to the proposed planning conditions and obligations related to transport and 
highway safety measures, the proposal would have no adverse impact on the local and 
strategic highways network that would justify grounds to dismiss the appeal. 

6.8 Appropriate mitigation measures will be incorporated into the Proposal to prevent any 
adverse effects arising from noise, vibration or air quality matters during the 
construction and operational phase.  These measures will be controlled by condition, 
and will sought to be agreed through the SoCG.  

6.9 It will be necessary for the decision to resolve the tension between policy support for 
economic growth (including in policy EC1) and the conflict with policies which presume 
against development outside settlement boundaries (including policy SD2), and to 
come to a planning judgement on whether the proposal complies with the 
development plan when considered as a whole (R (Corbett) v. Cornwall Council [2020] 
EWCA Civ 508 at paragraph 45).  
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6.10 The Appellant accepts that by reason of conflict with policy SD2 (and to a lesser extent 
NC3(e)) the Proposal does not comply with the development plan when considered as 
a whole.  

Other Material Considerations 

6.11 The Proposal will deliver new, employment floorspace within the Borough targeted at 
the specific business requirements of the research, development and technology 
sector. The Proposal offers Swindon and the region a significant opportunity to develop 
a Science Park with an identified anchor occupier. 

6.12 The Proposal would advance the economic objective of sustainable development as 
described at paragraph 8(a) of the NPPF. In particular the Proposal would support 
economic growth, innovation, and improved productivity. The Proposal would achieve 
those outcomes whilst also offering training and apprenticeships to enhance the skills 
of individual employees and provide a range of high skilled employment opportunities. 

6.13 The NPPF (at paragraph 80) states that “Planning policies and decisions should help 
create the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt.”   

6.14 Swindon’s planning policies do not create those conditions.  The Proposal offers 
Swindon a unique opportunity to foster the businesses of the future. 

6.15 In accordance with paragraph 80 the Secretary of State or his Inspector should: 

(a) Help to create those conditions. 

(b) Place significant weight on the need to support economic growth and 
productivity taking into account both the local business needs of Wasdell and 
the wider opportunities for a Science Park development. 

(c) Allow Swindon to build on its existing strength in the pharmaceutical sector. 

(d) Address the challenges of the future. 

6.16 The NPPF at paragraph 82 states “Planning policies and decisions should recognise and 
address the specific locational requirements of different sectors.” 

6.17 The planning policies fail to do so. 

6.18 Granting planning permission for the Proposal would meet the specific locational 
requirements of the pharmaceutical sector and facilitate the fostering of a cluster of 
businesses in that sector. 

6.19 The Proposal would deliver very substantial economic benefits.  The updated Economic 
Impact Statement (February 2021) contained at Appendix 7 quantifies these benefits 
and demonstrates clear and measurable benefits to be felt within the Swindon local 
area and at a wider regional and national level.  Indeed the identified benefits are 
considered to be a conservative estimate, and in practice the economic benefits felt 
locally could be even greater.     
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6.20 It will be demonstrated that the package of economic benefits to be delivered by the 
Proposal are bespoke to this proposal as a science park.  These benefits will not be 
delivered by a more generic employment floorspace (as planned for through the 
Council’s Local Plan employment allocations).  As demonstrated through the 
Alternative Sites Assessment contained at Appendix 6, there are no feasible realistic 
alternative sites on which to provide a science park of this type.    

6.21 The Secretary of State and Inspector in determining the Hinxton9 appeal established 
that a planning obligation or condition would be necessary to secure the use of that 
site as a science park. Otherwise, it risked becoming a generic business park and the 
weight of its economic benefits would be reduced. The Appellant is willing to enter into 
a planning obligation to ensure the long-term use of the proposal as a science park to 
ensure its substantive economic benefits are maintained. 

6.22 The aforementioned planning obligation requiring delivery of the proposed innovation 
hub within phase 2 and impose user restrictions will ensure that the identified benefits 
will be delivered.   As demonstrated in the report which assesses Dr Parry’s objection 
and the business plan prepared by CAM-SCI (Appendices 3 & 4), there is clear interest 
amongst research, development and technology businesses in occupying a Science Park 
facility alongside Wasdell in Swindon.  This is not a speculative development, and this 
market demand and Wasdell’s firm commitment to the site provide assurance that 
these benefits will be delivered in the form set out in the application submission, and 
appeal evidence.  

6.23 The Proposal, whilst ensuring through appropriate mitigation that the archaeological 
asset is not harmed, will in fact act to proactively ensure the preservation of this asset.  
Retention of the existing arable regime would allow continued degradation of the 
asset. The removal of the asset from an arable regime can only be achieved through 
delivery of the Proposal.   

6.24 The proposal incorporates a woodland belt as well as planting throughout the Site. 
Given the Site is currently open agricultural land the proposed additional tree planting 
would contribute towards the objectives of the Great Western Community Forest. The 
long-term management and maintenance of these on-site contributions will be secured 
by a planning obligation meaning this beneficial effect can be afforded significance. 

6.25 It has been demonstrated that the proposal is expected to result in a biodiversity gain, 
substantial above the generally accepted 10% target (44.30% and 31.89% increase over 
the baseline value of the site for broad habitats and linear habitats respectively). A 
planning condition securing provision of a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan 
will ensure habitats and ecological features are established and maintained 
appropriately. This beneficial effect should be afforded weight in the planning balance.  

Summary 

6.26 Neither the adopted Local Plan (2015), nor the emerging Local Plan Review, make 
provision to facilitate the provision of a science park of the type proposed. The 

                                                           
9 Appeal Ref: APP/W0530/W/18/32100; LPA Ref: S/4099/17/OL – Land to the East of the A1301, South of the A505 
near Hinxton and West of the A1301, North of the A505 near Whittlesford, Hinxton 
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Development Plan policies do not plan positively for the employment needs and future 
economic growth of the area.  

6.27 As a result there are very strong reasons why a decision should be made otherwise 
than in accordance with the development plan, and thereby support economic growth 
and productivity and address the specific locational requirements of the 
pharmaceutical sector as paragraphs 80 and 82 of the NPPF urge decision makers to 
do.  To make the decision in accordance with a development plan which fails to make 
provision for such an innovative and wholly desirable development would frustrate 
national policy objectives and lead to the loss of very considerable economic benefits.  

6.28 Other material considerations outweigh the indication given by the development plan 
and justify the grant of planning permission.  

6.29 The Appellant will demonstrate that the proposals will deliver very substantial benefits.  
The Appellant will demonstrate that the benefits of the proposal taken as a whole 
constitute a material consideration that outweighs the conflict with the development 
plan and justifies the grant of planning permission. 
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7. Planning Obligations and Conditions 

7.1 A planning obligation will be submitted ahead of any Inquiry in line with the Planning 
Inspectorate’s Procedural Guidance (Annex N). 

7.2 The Appellant will seek to enter discussions with the LPA in order to identify the 
required content of said planning obligation. 

7.3 In any event, the Appellant reserves the opportunity to submit evidence which 
addresses the obligations and the extent to which they would constitute reasons for 
granting planning permission in accordance with Regulation 122(2) of the Community 
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended). 

7.4 As part of the Application is sought in outline with the exact quantum of floorspace to 
be confirmed, the total CIL liability cannot be confirmed at this stage. 

7.5 The Appellant expects that discussions will be held with the LPA to identify any 
conditions which should be applied in the event that this appeal is allowed. 
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8. Procedure and Witnesses 

8.1 The appeal meets the criteria set out in PINS Procedural Guide for Planning Appeals 
Annexe K as: 

(a) There is a need for the evidence to be tested through formal questioning; 

(b) The issues are complex; and 

(c) The appeal has generated substantial local interest. 

8.2 The Appellant’s case is that the Proposal offers the opportunity to develop a Science 
Park in Swindon.  The Council question the prospects of developing a Science Park (see 
paragraphs 9.50 to 9.61 of the officer’s report). Dr Parry, on behalf of the South 
Swindon Protection Group (“SSPG”) raises similar issues. The Appellant intends to call 
economic evidence to demonstrate that the Science Park has a good prospect of 
succeeding.  That evidence will be complex and will require testing as will any evidence 
on that issue called by the Council and the SSPG. The outcome of this appeal is of 
national economic importance. 

8.3 The issues relating to highway modelling are also complex and need testing. 

8.4 The policy and legal context applying to development outside but adjacent to the 
AONB is complex and will need to be explored, as will the evaluative judgements 
required in order to apply those policies. 

8.5 A very large number of objections were made to the Proposal at the application stage. 
The minutes of the meeting of the Council’s Planning Committee held on 25th August 
2020 record that 586 letters were received from local residents. In addition 8 parish 
councils objected.  There can be no doubt that the appeal has generated substantial 
local interest.  That point alone would justify holding an inquiry. 

8.6 Consequently, it is considered the criteria for an inquiry are satisfied, and the most 
appropriate means for determining this appeal is by the Inquiry procedure. Indeed, an 
Inquiry is considered essential to ensure a thorough consideration of the issues raised, 
as per our appeal pre-notification letter. 

8.7 The Appellant reserves the opportunity to present evidence necessary in order to 
address the LPA’s key concerns as expressed in its Statement of Case. 

8.8 At this stage, the Appellant considers that it will be necessary for evidence to be 
presented in respect of the following matters: 

(a) The Appellant’s existing and proposed operations; 

(b) The credentials of the proposal as a science park and the benefits it can deliver;  

(c) The landscape effects of the proposal; 

(d) The heritage effects of the proposal; 
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(e) Whether the element of the proposal for which outline planning permission is 
sought sufficiently assesses its impact on the local and strategic highways 
network to ensure there is no severe cumulative impact and there would be no 
unacceptable impact on highway safety; and 

(f) Planning matters, compliance with the Development Plan and the overall 
planning balance. 

8.9 The Appellant expects that a witness will need to be called to give evidence on each of 
these matters.  In addition witnesses may be required to address issues connected with 
the future canal alignment, and archaeology. The Appellant reserves the right to call 
additional witnesses to respond to any further matters raised by the LPA or other 
parties for which they look to present evidence. 

8.10 The Appellant will consider whether it is necessary for its evidence to be updated to 
address the evidence of other parties once this is received. 

8.11 Depending on the extent of participation of local residents and the number of 
witnesses to be called by the Council the Appellant anticipates that an inquiry would 
take approximately 3 sitting weeks. 


