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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.01 My name is David Charles Simmonds. I hold a BA (Hons) degree in Town and 

County Planning from the University of Newcastle upon Tyne and a PhD for 

research in planning from the University of Cambridge.  I have been a Chartered 

Member of the Royal Town Planning Institute since 1984 and of the Chartered 

Institute of Highways and Transportation since 1990. I have worked as a 

consultant in the fields or land-use, transport and economics, specialising in the 

interactions between these, since 1983. I am currently a Director of David 

Simmonds Consultancy Ltd, which I founded in 1990, and an Honorary 

Professor in Heriot-Watt University. 

1.02 I was instructed by Swindon Borough Council to review the Economic Impact 

Statements submitted in support of the appeal by Wasdell Properties Ltd. against 

the Council’s refusal of planning permission for a science park and associated 

works at Inlands Farm, The Marsh, Wanborough, Swindon.  My evidence is 

based upon that review. 

1.03 The evidence which I have prepared and provide in this Proof of Evidence has 

been prepared and is given in accordance with the guidance of my professional 

institutions. I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and professional 

opinions.  
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2 ORGANISATION OF THE EVIDENCE  

2.01 My evidence is in three parts:   

(a) The first part (Section 3) comments on the material contained in the 

Economic Impact Statement.   

(b) The second part (Section 4) extracts and comments on some material 

contained in the Wasdell Group document Our Economic Impact1. 

(c) The third part (Section 4.01) focusses on the economic issues that are not 

mentioned, or are insufficiently dealt with, in the Economic Impact 

Statement regarding both the significance of the economic impact that is 

presented and the assumptions on which that impact is based.  

2.02 A final section (Section 6) summarises my findings.   

3 CONTENT OF THE ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT 

3.01 The economic impact analysis appears to be a very straightforward application 

of the standard approach.  It can be summarised as going through the following 

steps: 

(a) Given the floorspace proposed to be built, apply floorspace/worker ratios to 

estimate the expected employment at a typical level of occupancy.  

(b) Subtract the employment which the Appellant proposed to relocate from 

elsewhere in Swindon.  

(c) Use a typical multiplier to estimate additional employment that would be 

generated locally in providing additional goods and services for the firms 

which would occupy the proposed floorspace (indirect employment), and in 

providing goods and services demanded by workers’ households spending 

their wages. 

(d) Using local standard ratios, convert the additional employment into Gross 

Value Added (broadly, the value of the additional goods and services 

                                                 
1 CDA-5 
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produced, minus the value of goods and services used in their production) 

and into total wages. 

3.02 I say that it “appears to be” standard because in many places the statement says 

that standard ratios have been applied but does not set out what those ratios are.  

There is also some uncertainty about the calculations, not only because of the 

inherent uncertainty of whether standard ratios of workers per square metre of 

floorspace, of Gross Value Added per worker etc. will apply to this particular 

development, but also because part of the application is an outline application 

which leaves the exact quantum of floorspace to be confirmed later.   

3.03 That said, I do not dispute that there would be a positive impact of the order 

estimated in the Statement if the development materialised in the form 

envisaged, compared to the alternative future that the Statement assumes and 

under the other conditions it assumes.  I will return to that comparison and those 

conditions shortly. At this point, there are two particular points in the Statement 

that I wish to pick out to refer to later. 

3.04 The first is to note the floorspace per worker ratios for Wasdell Group 

employment in the proposed development:  

(a) For Phase 1, it is suggested that 1,300 jobs will be located in the proposed 

33,507m2. 

(b) For Phase 2, 850 Wasdell Group jobs are to be accommodated in 16,400m2.  

3.05 These figures imply floorspace per worker ratios of 25.8m2/job for Phase 1, and 

19.3m2/job for Phase 2. These values allow significantly less space per job than 

the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) average figure of 47m2/job2.  In 

other words, they assume significantly higher densities of jobs per unit 

floorspace.     

3.06 These higher densities may be accounted for by the “unusual hours of operation” 

mentioned on page 39 of the Economic Impact Statement, which refers to “24 

hour working, shift patterns and flexible contracts”.  

3.07 If we think about this: 

                                                 
2 Homes and Communities Agency (2015) Employment density guide, 3rd edition.  See extract attached 

as Figure 6-4, page 9. 
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(a) The point about working hours and shift patterns is potentially valid – if a 

substantial proportion of the employment on the site is in shift working to 

maintain 24-hour operation 7 days a week, then an employment density two 

to three times the average is possible (assuming the HCA published average 

is for single shifts worked 5 days per week). 

(b) However, the point about flexible contracts does not seem relevant to the 

economic analysis, which is meant to be considering Full Time Equivalent 

(FTE) numbers. 

3.08 One implication is that a different occupier using the space less intensively 

might generate significantly less employment. If the floorspace in question (i.e. 

33,507m2 +16,400m2, total 49,907 m2) was occupied at the HCA average ratio, 

it would accommodate 1,062 jobs – less than half the 2,150 suggested by the 

Economic Impact Statement (i.e. 1,300+850). If, as suggested in the evidence 

from both Edward Snook and David Harling, the development is ultimately used 

as Class B8 Storage and Distribution space, then the HCA figures suggest that 

floorspace per worker would probably increase to somewhere in the range of 77 

to 95m2 /worker3.  This implies that the employment accommodated could halve 

again to around 525 (i.e. 49,907/95), less than a quarter of the figure in the 

Economic Impact Statement. 

3.09 The one other point I wish to highlight is that the Economic Impact Statement 

does not give any timescale over which the impacts would develop (except for 

the limited duration of the construction impact) or how these would be affected 

by other changes in the meantime.  Nor, as far as I can see, does it define whether 

the money values are in £ at 2021 prices or on some other basis.   

4 CONTENT OF “OUR ECONOMIC IMPACT” 

4.01 The Wasdell Group’s document Our Economic Impact4 contains some material 

which I have not found in the Economic Impact Statement but will refer to later. 

                                                 
3  See extract from HCA Employment Density Guide attached as Figure 6-4, page 9 

4 CDA-5 
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4.02 The first part of this material relates to the growth of the Wasdell Group. Page 

30 of the document shows, in the graph, approximately 20-fold growth over the 

period 2009/10 to 2017/18, apparently at current prices (i.e. the growth includes 

the effects of inflation). This is an impressive and dramatic rate of growth, but 

the document does not clarify how much of this is attributable to organic growth 

as distinct from the acquisitions that are also mentioned. The same page quotes, 

as context for Wasdell’s growth, an independent projection5 of 6.5% annual 

growth in the pharmaceutical packaging sector over the period 2017-22.  It is 

clear from the graph that the Group has grown very much faster than the main 

sector in which it operates. 

4.03 The same document says, on page 41, that if “Wasdell’s growth is curtailed due 

to a lack of space at its current Swindon site” then “Wasdell will not be able to 

expand its operations, and revenue growth will largely be curtailed, and 

employment numbers will remain stagnant.”  However, the graph illustrating 

that text still shows revenue growing at somewhere around 5% or 6% per year, 

i.e. by something approaching the average growth of the sector quoted earlier.  

It is, however, difficult to be sure about anything in this part of Our Economic 

Impact, since the graph in question appears to suggest that expansion would 

allow Wasdell to achieve greater growth not only in future, but from 2008 to 

date. 

5 INTERPRETATION OF THE ECONOMIC IMPACT  

5.01 The analysis in the Economic Impact Statement is limited to considering impact 

in terms of the narrowly conventional economic variables of employment, Gross 

Value Added and wages.  It does not consider any wider or externality effects.  

For example, it does not consider the social and environmental malefits of 

additional road congestion that might be generated as a result of the Wasdell 

Group’s expansion, whether through additional car commuting or additional 

goods vehicle movements.  There could be positive externality benefits as well; 

my point is that the calculated impact is not necessarily an accurate measure of 

the benefit to the future residents of Swindon and its hinterland. 

                                                 
5  Attributed to EvaluatePharma (2017). World Preview 2017, Outlook to 2022 
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5.02 It should also be noted that the impact calculated is a local one. At a national 

level, it is highly likely that if Wasdell Group does not expand in the way 

envisaged, other firms would expand to meet market demand, and hence a 

comparable contribution to national economic growth would be achieved by 

other firms in other locations.  

5.03 The calculated impact is based on the quantities and Use Classes of floorspace 

in the proposed development.  The impact does not depend on any other details 

of the site. The short-term construction-related impact would be the same for 

any comparable development of this size within Swindon.  The operational 

impact would be the same if a development or group of developments of the 

same size and mix of use classes, accommodating the same relocation of 

existing employment, was proposed anywhere else in Swindon. 

5.04 Importantly, the calculated local economic impact is a valid result only if it is 

accepted that: 

(a) The Wasdell Group is going to occupy the development and grow at the very 

significant rates quoted in the Statement.  

(b) Its growth cannot be accommodated on any other site or combination of sites 

in Swindon, or in Swindon and elsewhere.  

(c) If not accommodated on a new site, the Group will not grow at all (i.e. the 

Economic Impact Statement compares, as far as I can tell, growth in the 

proposed development at Inlands Farm with the present situation).    

5.05 Regarding point (a), the growth of the Wasdell Group, the figures given in the 

Economic Impact Statement imply that the numbers of people that the Wasdell 

Group will employ in Swindon will grow substantially, by somewhere between 

70% and 240%.  

5.06 I noted earlier6 that this is more than twice the number of employees on the site 

that might be expected at typical light industrial densities, and more than four 

times the number that might be expected at warehousing densities. As also noted 

earlier7, no timescale is given for this, which makes it difficult to comment on 

                                                 
6  see paragraph 3.08 above 
7  see paragraph 3.08 above  
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the realism of the figures, and hence on whether the Wasdell Group will actually 

need so much floorspace at all (whether or not on a single site).  

5.07 I pointed out earlier8 that the Group has grown very much faster than the main 

sector in which it operates.  It is reasonable to question whether that faster 

growth can be sustained.  From the point of view of economic impacts, if the 

Group is to continue growing faster than the sector, then it must be definition be 

at the expense of other firms, perhaps not in the Swindon area, but some of them 

probably elsewhere in the UK. 

5.08 Regarding point (b), the availability of an alternative site or combination of sites 

is considered by other witnesses. The Economic Impact Statement does not put 

forward any economic evidence or argument to support the Appellant’s 

argument that Wasdell Group’s activities need to be concentrated on a single 

site. One would expect such arguments to indicate the efficiencies which cannot 

otherwise be achieved, and to show that these are necessary for the operation to 

maintain or enhance its competitive position in the markets it serves. The 

Statement also fails to set out any argument why such a relocation and 

concentration needs to take place now, when other large sites, whose 

redevelopment is supported by planning policy, are expected to become 

available in the near future as shown in the evidence from David Dewart.   

5.09 Regarding point (c), how much or how little the Wasdell Group would grow if 

unable to relocate its Swindon and other operations onto a single site, the 

Economic Impact Statement appears, as I mentioned before, to assume that it 

would not grow at all. This seems inherently unlikely given the Group’s success 

in past growth across multiple sites. As I noted earlier9, the Group’s document 

on Our Economic Impact envisages something around 5% annual growth in 

revenues even if the Swindon operations are constrained to their present 

locations, a rate which is only slightly less than the forecast growth of the sector 

as a whole.  

                                                 
8  see 4.02 
9  see 4.03 
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5.10 These three points (a), (b) and (c) all tend to suggest that the operational impact 

of Wasdell Group activities shown in the Economic Impact Statement may be 

significantly overstated.     

5.11 The arguments for the development of the science park component of Phase 2 

are dependent on arguing that, firstly, the Wasdell Group would be effective in 

attracting other appropriate firms; secondly, that these would need to locate on 

the same site; and, thirdly, that the combination of Wasdell Group as “hub” and 

the unidentified other firms as “spokes” would be best located in Swindon rather 

than one of the Group’s other locations.  

5.12 With regard to these three points, the evidence from CAM-SCI (Statement of 

Case Appendix 4) states that “Wasdell currently invests over 15% of its outputs 

in research and development each year. This is expected to increase 

considerably when its additional space and facilities at Swindon Science Park 

allow the group to expand its work in clinical trials, QP services (monitoring the 

integrity and compliance of pharmaceuticals production) and other 

developments”.  

5.13 However, in my opinion this is not sufficient to demonstrate the Group’s 

potential role as the anchor of a meaningful cluster of R&D-focussed firms. The 

points made in the Economic Impact Statement about 24-hour shift working and 

flexible contracts10 give the impression of a workforce composed largely of 

machine operators and warehouse/transport operatives rather than of research 

and development staff. 

5.14 The Appellant’s Statement of Case suggests that the Wasdell Group has 

similarities to the Napp Group, which is indeed a significant firm in the 

Cambridge Science Park.  However, the Statement of Case does not put forward 

any evidence to demonstrate these similarities, which are not self-evident. The 

Group’s own publicity hardly emphasises research and development. Figure 6-1 

(at the end of this Proof, page 12) shows the main content (excluding links to 

other pages, and legal notices etc.) of the Group’s website home page; it does 

not mention research and development. Figure 6-2 shows the entire text of the 

“Innovation” page on the Group’s website (both accessed 13th May 2021). 

                                                 
10  see paragraph 3.06 above  
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Judging from this page, the Group’s capability for innovation appears to be 

consist of helping clients to develop “new package styles and formats”, so as 

“to differentiate their products in the market”. 

5.15 I entirely accept that the packaging of pharmaceutical products is a vital part of 

the pharmaceutical industry, without which the products themselves would be 

useless. That said, the activities described on the web pages do not suggest a 

major role in research and development. The only specific Wasdell Group 

innovations mentioned in the evidence from CAM-SCI are the same ones as on 

the Innovation page. All of the other activities appear to be contract work for 

clients. A variety of evidence could be put forward to support the claim that 

Wasdell Group is a major innovator; however, such evidence is lacking at 

present and is certainly not easily found from external sources.  

5.16 A convincing case why the science park should be located both adjacent to 

Wasdell Group and in Swindon would also involve an explanation of why 

Swindon would be the appropriate location for the Group to promote a science 

park – rather than, say, the group’s existing location in Newcastle upon Tyne – 

and that there would be a flow of appropriate firms, whether start-up or 

established, willing to take premises on the proposed science park.  

5.17 Regarding the former point, the CAM-SCI evidence argues that a location near 

to a university is not always necessary for a science park.  However, being in 

the same city as a major research university is surely still a significant 

advantage, not only in facilitating collaboration with university departments but 

also in making it easier to recruit junior staff from those completing their studies 

or research there.  

5.18 The question as to whether Swindon is the right location for the proposed 

science park leads to a final observation concerning regional policy. The 

Government has announced its objectives of “levelling up” the regions of 

England.  Whilst the details of that policy are still awaited, the present proposal, 

which involves the closure of premises in Burnley and (by providing very large 

premises in Swindon) implies reduced prospects of growth on Tyneside, is 

clearly going in the opposite direction.  
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5.19 I would argue that the Appellant needs to demonstrate why the science park 

development – if Wasdell Group can plausibly act as anchor for such a 

development – could not take place in Newcastle.  I note in this regard that the 

Group’s website describes Newcastle as the home of their manufacturing, QP 

services and laboratory services, which seems more appropriate for anchoring a 

speculative “science park” than the package, technical and storage/distribution 

activities that are concentrated in Swindon (see Figure 6-3).  

6 SUMMARY 

6.01 My evidence can be summarised as follows.  

6.02 The development as proposed would have a positive economic impact on the 

Swindon area. The scale of impact described in the Appellant’s Economic 

Impact Statement is not unreasonable but relates to an undefined future date, in 

insufficiently defined units, and estimates the impact compared to situation in 

which the Wasdell Group continues its activities unchanged from their present 

level and the other “science park” occupants do not locate in the Swindon area. 

The national impact would be smaller.   

6.03 The economic impact estimate is a conventional, narrowly defined, one and does 

not take account of potential externality effects such as increased congestion. 

As such, it should be kept in mind that the calculated local impact, even if 

correct, would not necessarily represent an economic benefit to the people of 

the Swindon area. 

6.04 The way in which the impact is calculated is such that the result would be the 

same if the same quantity and mix of development was located anywhere else 

in Swindon, whether on a single site or on a combination of sites. No economic 

argument has been put forward why it is imperative that the Wasdell Group 

should occupy a single large site.   

6.05 The impact calculation assumes that Wasdell Group will grow substantially, 

though without indicating a timescale for this growth, and that this growth will 

be additional to the Swindon area economy apart from the element of 

displacement allowed for in the standard HCA assumptions.  The Appellant has 

not put forward any economic evidence to show that the forecast growth is 
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reasonable in relation to past performance or to trends in the markets that the 

company is serving.  

6.06 The evidence that the Wasdell Group could effectively act as the anchor firm 

for a science park is very weak.  Further, there is no evidence as to why, if it can 

do so, it should do so in Swindon rather than developing a science park around 

its existing, apparently more relevant, activities in Newcastle upon Tyne. If it is 

accepted that Wasdell could in practice anchor a new science park, and that 

national policy arguments are in favour of allowing such a development, those 

arguments would be stronger in Newcastle where such a development would fit 

with the Government’s “levelling up” agenda.  

6.07 Overall, I would conclude that the Appellant has not made a convincing 

economic case why the development should be allowed on the site in question.  
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Figure 6-1 Wasdell Group website: homepage  
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Figure 6-2 Wasdell Group website: Innovation page 
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Figure 6-3 Wasdell Group website: home page contact details 
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Figure 6-4 Extract from HCA Employment Density Guide, 3rd edition, 2015, page 29 

 

[end] 


